PLANNI NG REF © 242598
PROPERTY ADDRESS : 4 Teal G ove

Shinfield
. R& 9AZ
SUBM TTED BY . M Tom Fenw cke-d ennel
DATE SUBM TTED : 24/11/ 2024

COVWNENTS:
Dear Sir / Madam

| amwiting to formally object to the planning application
(Application nunber 242598) at MIIworth Lane, Shinfield for the
proposed nodi fication of ground usage. Wiilst | understand the need
for further leisure facilities within the parish | do not believe or
agree that this is the best solution or location. | object to the
current plan on the foll owi ng grounds:

1. Loss of Football Pitches: The proposed devel opment will result in
the I oss of two foothall pitches, one 9 a-side pitch and one 11
a-side pitch, both currently naintai ned by Shinfield Rangers and
are acknow edged as two of the best in the area, both by the
opposition they play and the | eagues they play in. These pitches are
vital for the club. There is a current shortage of full-sized
football pitches within the area and renovi ng one nore makes no
sense. Next season

Shinfield Rangers will have 12 teans playing 11vll football and the
Pari sh have not given any replacenent for themto play and train on.
The new facilities and pitches at Hi gh Copse have not been allocated
to Shinfield Rangers. As | understand it there are nultiple
interested football clubs and Shinfield Rangers could be left

wi thout a hone. We could be left in the situation that clubs from
outside our area will be travelling into our parish each weekend,
increasing traffic and resulting in less playing facilities for the
children within our community. |In Wkingham Borough Council's own
Playing Pitch Strategy (PPS), they recognise that there is already
a shortage of full-sized playing pitches in our area and that they
propose 2 x 3G pitches + 4 Full sized adult grass pitches at the
proposed Hall Farm Devel opnent (still sone years away if

approved). Gven the above, getting rid of MIlwrth Lane does not
make any sense.

2. Detrinental effect on Grls and Wonen's ability to participate in
football: Shinfield Rangers have grown their girls' section

massi vel y over the past few years so that girls nmake up 50% of the
overall club nenbership. The PPS highlights "participation |evels
(in football) remain |lower for wonen and girls both within

Woki ngham Bor ough and nationally. The reasons for this inequality
are conpl ex but ensuring our outdoor sports facilities have adequate
facilities for wonmen and girls is an essential part of addressing
this issue. Gven that

Shinfield Rangers currently have Ul2 Grls, two Ul3 Grls teans, U5
Grls and Ul6 Grls all playing their ganes at MIlworth, partly
because of the proximty of the pavilion facilities. Renoving these
pitches and relying on the already over-subscribed Ryei sh Geen
where there is no close proxinmty to facilities, these plans run
the risk of turning nore girls away from football.

3. Lack of Consultation: Throughout the process of building these
pl ans there has been a lack of consultation with Shinfield Rangers.



The consultation neeting was held on Saturday 28th January 2024.

G ven that the Shinfield Rangers would be out fulfilling |Ieague
fixtures on this date points to a |lack of understanding on Shinfield
Parish Council's part and a snall turnout to the event. Only 46
responses were received on the day plus another 51 in the subsequent
weeks after the neeting. These 97 responses have driven the plans as
they are today. As nentioned in point 1 there are 12 teans pl aying
11 a-side football next year, that is a rough total of around 160+
club nmenbers affected. As far as | understand the Parish Counci

have not engaged with the club to work on finding sustainable plans
for all parties. | would like to know if Shinfield Parish Counci
have consulted and worked with Sport England regarding their
application? | cannot see any nention to this inportant step in the
docunent s

submitted here. In Sport England's own words "Sport England wll
oppose the granting of planning perm ssion for any devel opnent which
would lead to the loss of all or any part of a playing field" unless
t he devel opnent neets at | east one of their 5 specific exceptions,
havi ng read the bel ow exceptions | do not believe the proposed pl ans
at MIlworth Lane neet these exceptions:

3. 1. Exception 1: A robust assessnent has been made that there is an
excess of playing fields in the catchnent area.

3. 2. Exception 2: The proposed devel opnent is for ancillary
facilities to support the principal use of the site as a playing
field and does not affect the quantity or quality of playing pitches
3. 3. Exception 3: The proposed devel opnment affects only | and

i ncapabl e of forming part of a playing pitch and does not: reduce
the size of any playing field, reduce the sporting capacity,

3. 4. Exception 4: The area of playing field to be lost will be
replaced prior to comencenent of devel opnent by a new area of
playing field (of equivalent or better quality and of equivalent or
greater

quantity

3. 5. Exception 5: The proposed devel opnent is for an indoor or
outdoor facility for sport, the provision of which would be of
sufficient benefit to outweigh the detrinment caused by the | oss of
t he pl ayi ng

fields

4, Over-usage of MIlworth Lane: Whilst | agree that devel opnent of
further leisure facilities with our parish is needed, | do not agree
that putting themall in one place is the right way to do it. Wuld
it not nake nore sense to place the proposed facilities around the
pari sh, at Hi gh Copse, Dearden Fields, The Manor, Spencers Wod Rec?
This woul d reduce the over-burden on just one site whilst at the
sanme tinme retaining the football pitches at MIIlworth Lane.

In summary | object to the proposed plans as they currently stand
and believe they should be rejected. However, | welcone further

di scussions as to how to protect the provision of our current
football facilities whilst finding nore suitable space for the
provi sion of new non-football related facilities.



