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COWENTS:

| already commented upon this application on 11/04/25 and
previously, on the related screening proposal [241261]. The
conmments nmade in both remain wholly relevant and valid and | know,
are supported by the majority of other respondents. | amtherefore,
at a loss to understand why nore tine and noney i s being wasted on
yet anot her round of

consul tati on.

From ny readi ng of the docunents, none of the valid objections have
been satisfactorily addressed, which nakes ne question the efficacy
of this whole consultation process.

The argunents against this proposal, made by ne and the najority of
ot her respondents are conpelling and clearly argue why the

i mposition of yet another |arge devel opnent, on yet another of our
rapi dly di sappearing greenfield sites, is wholly unsuitable. 1In ny
opinion this round of consultation denonstrates a reckless disregard
of the objections already raised by so nany of us. For exanple, on

1. Traffic Congesti on:

Not hi ng has been proposed that effectively addresses the concerns
previously raised, including the recommendation that infrastructure
shoul d be built before housing & other facilities. |In fact,
understand that work on inproving access to the M4. J11 will now not
start until at least 2038! Al the mitigating nea sures included in
the proposal are just tinkering around the edges of the problem and
do nothing to address the root cause of the already severe
congestion we are all enduring. | know sonme neasures have been taken
but these are inadequate and just (literally!) nove the congestion
probl em further down the road.

2. Alr & Gher Pollution:

A direct consequence of the ever-increasing traffic |levels through
our villages. This is only set to get worse if this proposal is
appr oved.

3. Village Character:

It is not an exaggeration to state that al nbst every one of the
maj or housi ng devel opnments nmade in our already over-devel oped area,
certainly in Spencers Wod, have been on greenfield sites: Beham
Drive, Norman Rise, Priors Gardens, Appleton Way, and the huge
housing estate north of South Reading Surgery and near Lidl in
Shinfield; all on greenfield sites. Villagers' enjoynent of our
rapi dly di mnishing, seni-rural environnent and the safety, in
particul ar on pedestrian traffic and cyclists but al so our schoo
children and other vulnerable residents, will be severely eroded if
this devel opnent is approved.

4. Pressure on Infrastructure of O her Types:
Al'l the objections | raised in the previous consultation renain
valid but, again, none appear to have been addressed. | note that



the surgery proposed in the previous application has now been
removed.

Gven its proximty to the proposed care hone, with its popul ation
of vul nerabl e people, who will inevitably have a high denand for
nmedi cal services, its renoval is totally illogical and is,

suspect, a

bi zarre response to the nmany previous comments nade about the
difficulties likely to be encountered staffing the facility. It

di scounts the already high pressures on the existing nedica
facilities in our area!

5. AVE Det ai |l ed Energency Pl anni ng Zone ( DEPZ):

In addition to ny comments on the earlier application, | believe the
measur es proposed by the devel oper to mitigate them i.e.
installation of sirens, fixed air nonitors and on-site 24/7 response
co-ordi nators, absolutely denonstrates the increased risk to us al

if this devel opnent and consequent increase in population in the
DEPZ is allowed. It also indicates that the AVEE site is potentially
nore hazardous than was suggested in the 2025 devel oper pl an.

6. If only for this reason, this application should be rejected
outright and no further tine, energy or taxpayers' nobney wasted on
it. The fact that the devel opers believe these three neasures are
adequat e or acceptabl e denonstrates their |lack of concern for our
wel fare and their clear focus on financial gain. But then again,
they don't live here, do they?

7. Local Devel opnent Plan (DLP):

The site is not in the Local Devel opnent Plan (DLP), is not

sustai nable and is contrary to the council's own policies: CCOl1l
CC02; CC04. Further, it does not conply with the National Pl anning
Policy Framework (NPPF) or neet the conditions required to support
"presunption in favour of devel opnent'.

Concl usi on:

| could raise many nore objections and reiterate those raised
previously but the above address ny increased concerns associ ated
with this updated application.

This version increases ny belief that the devel oper has a total

di sregard for the concerns or well-being of the people inpacted by
their application. The scale and | ocation are wholly inappropriate
for our sem - rural location or the capacity of existing
infrastructure of all types. |In fact, their solution to a potentia
nucl ear accident occurring at the AWE and the renoval of the surgery
and its consequent inpact on the care hone residents and our

al ready hard-pressed |l ocal nedical services, clearly denonstrates
that their only concern is

financial gain. | have no objection to conpanies nmaking a profit
but | doif this is at the expense of the enjoynent of our
environnent or quality of life.

| therefore, urge those concerned to consider the inpact this
proposal will have on the Iong-termwell-being of our |oca

popul ation and our local infrastructure. Please reject this
application inits

rety.



