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COWENTS:
| amwiting to object to planning application 242484 for a nunber
of
reasons.

1. The applicants, Bellway and the University of Reading, have a
history of not fulfilling planning obligations, in fact a case in
point is the devel opnent South of Cutbush Lane, immediately to the
North of the proposed devel opnent. An exanple is that this plan

i ncluded a playground that despite now being open is not fit for

pur pose; the toddler/young child section is only fenced on one side,
with a three wire barrier (perineter of three wires strung together
bet ween posts) for the remaining sides. This is not safe; it does
not prevent the entry of dogs who are free to enter and foul the

pl ayground, it al so poses no obstacle to toddlers within the

pl ayground | eavi ng and yet does prevent their supervising adults
from catching and returning themto safety (especially if they are
bei ng | ooked after by older relatives, or are pregnant (as | am

and not easily able to clinb through the wire barrier). | do not
think the applicants should be awarded further planning applications
until they have fully discharged all of the obligations stipulated
in their current/past devel opnents.

2. Proposal 242484 has an entrance junction situated on Arborfield
Rd into the proposed devel opnent. This will create a route through
residential roads for cars to use rather than the Eastern Relief
Road. Instead access should be provided off of the relief road, this
will a) prevent the creation of a rat run (Hawt horn - Shepherds rd
- Arborfield rd) and b) negate the renoval of an established hedge
boundary that was found in the ecol ogi cal surveys to provide forage
and habitat for bats. The proposed junction would also come with
additional street lighting, for obvious safety reasons, but which
woul d further degrade the habitat for bats and other protected
animal species - | aman entonol ogi st and have observed stag
beetles flying and nating at the Arborfield Rd allotnent site -
these will be using the hedging as habitat and a novenent corridor
al ongside the bats. Mintaining the integrity of this hedge woul d
be a vast inprovenent to the application and | strongly object to
the proposed junction as it currently stands.

3. Ecol ogi cal Survey related concerns. | have read through the
docunents and the Ecol ogi cal |npact Assessnent clearly highlights
the presence of a bat community of |ocal value. As an ecol ogi st and
resident with views across into the proposed devel opnent site and an
al | ot rent hol der of one of the plots on Arborfield rd I am aware of
the local, currently stable, bat popul ations. This devel opnent poses
a significant threat to themand | do not believe the proposed
mtigations are satisfactory. Yes, 'new habitat will be created,
however it is not sufficient to conpensate for that which will be
lost and it will be of a different character. It is not possible
for

devel opnent on this site to not cause the bats disruption and for
there to be an overall loss of biodiversity. It is nmentioned that



this disruption will be 'tenporary' however, devel opnent here wll
break the continuity in forage and comuti ng space resource
provision and the break will not be short enough not to danmge

popul ations. | would Iike to see timngs of the work that show the
new forage habitats being created *before* the destruction of the
current forage habitat. | would also like lighting to be explicitly

concerned on a light by light basis, particularly adjacent to the
Arborfield rd boundary of the devel opnent.

4. In the Ecol ogical |npact Assessnent point 3.79 indicates that
further bat night-tine wal kovers took place between August and
Cct ober 2024 and states that once the surveys have been conpl et ed
that a further update will be provided. This update has not been
provi ded yet and, given the known presence of so nany bat species,
do not think that this application can be considered further unti
that has been provided and is nade avail able for conmment.

5. Hedgehog boxes. A total of 1 hedgehog box has been proposed for
this developnent, | did think that this was a joke, but it turned
out not to be. This is short sited, what needs to occur is for
there to be a continued perneability of the site for wildlife in the
area. There should be nore provision for our declining manmal

popul ations i.e. hedgehog hi ghways; specially designed holes in
fences between gardens, shrubs planted i nmedi ately adjacent to
fences on the public side of properties - basically the devel opers
need to be nore

sensitive to the biodiversity of an area that has recently seen
significant expansion and resulting habitat degradation and | oss.

6. Swifts like to communally nest, so this needs to be taken into
account for spatial positioning of these boxes.

7. The currently open field part of the proposed devel opnent site is
a great habitat for foraging swallows, they can regularly be seen on
the wing over the field. What is the devel oper going to do to
mtigate the destruction/renoval of their foraging ground - note you
cannot

doubl e/triple use already designated SANG You wll be
renovi ng/ drastically negatively inpacting the popul ati ons of these
bi rds.

8. The devel oper appears to be trying to tick biodiversity net gain
boxes w thout stopping to consider the underlying reasons behind

t hese neasures. \What the devel opers propose does not satisfy them
and will result in biodiversity loss, to begin with consider the
soil fauna and the inpact of changing a site which is currently
uniformy open

soil/vegetation to inperneabl e road surface and houses. Yes they
wWill put in newtrees etc. but these will not be of equal value and
| have docunented instances of devel opnents in the area where, yes,
t he

trees they have been obligated to put in are put in, however, they
are often planted poorly in conditions they will not thrive in and
then are not cared for. Yes the houses have gardens, however, the
devel opers have no say in how they then go on to be nmanaged, nany
are late astroturfed or covered in patio/decking and not nmanaged for
bi odi versity - unless the university/devel oper sets up nanagenent
contracts with the residents of the intended dwellings they

shoul dn't be included in any neasures of biodiversity provision for



t he proposed devel opnent. The BNG boxes are outlined for planning
approval, transiently ticked and then in ny opinion are unticked
shortly afterwa rds as the trees/shrubs die before they establish
and are not

repl aced. Even the fallacious 'Biodiversity Net Gain' neasures are
not net. There needs to be a plan for how the devel opers can be held
to account to ensure they actually neet and conplete the tasks they
plan - a period of nonitoring? A tinescale whereby they are
contractually obliged to nake sure the boxes renmin ticked.

In summary | wish to object to this application on the strongest
possi ble terns, especially as it stands. | cannot see how this
application can be accepted wi thout significant changes and further
public consultation



