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COWENTS:

| refer to the proposed devel opnent of 79 Houses in Swallowfield
east of Trowes Lane - Wki ngham Ref. 252430.

| strongly object to the proposed developnent as | think it is

di sproportionate, unsustainable and contrary to Wki ngham Bor ough
Council's own planning guidelines. It is not included in the Loca
Plan and lies outside the defined village boundaries. It will
destroy the nature of Swallowfield as a village, an inportant
habitat which is fast beconing a rarity in WkinghamDistrict, for
the following specific reasons:

(a) I's the devel opnent appropriate in the context of the existing
character of the | andscape?

No. The area is surrounded by trees, farm and, woodl and and rural
roads lined with ditches. The style and size of the devel opnent does
not align to this environnent.

(b) I's the devel opnent appropriate in the context of the existing
devel opnent fornf?

No. Swal lowfield has been classified as a |imted devel opnent

| ocation yet this site would represent an enornous increase in the
size of the

vil | age.

(c) What are the sources of flood risk?

According to the devel opnent's Design and Access Statenent, at | east
part of the site is at high risk of flooding. The field in question
al ready floods across Part Lane and the devel opnent will increase
this risk.

(d) Are the provision of services adequate?

No. The surface run-off created by the devel opment will risk
overwhel mi ng the | ocal network. Thanes Water has categorised the
near by approved devel opnent as a Red Ri sk. This neans there is no
adequat e water supply, surface water drainage or foul water disposa
capacity. No funds have been all ocated for upgrades until at |east
2030. It nake no sense whatsoever to increase this problem

(e) Criteria - Does the devel opnment have accessibility to services
and facilities?

Very limted. Few services and facilities are available within a 20
mnute walk. In addition Farley Hi Il School has been noved further
away to Arborfield. Most journeys would require dependency on
private vehicles, which is contrary to Local Plan objectives. A
specific exanple of inadequate critical service is the Swallowfield
Surgery which is significantly over subscribed already. The

devel opnent docunents note that it will contribute to funding for
NHS services. Crucially however, unless this fits with NHS pl ans and
resour ces

additional services will not actually be provided. This is a
fundanmental flaw in pieceneal devel opnent being pronoted outside the
Local Pl an when, presunably, devel opnent will include the necessary
addi ti onal funded and approved vital |ocal services.

(f) I's the standard of vehicul ar hi ghway and access sufficient?



No. The site is surrounded by narrow unlit |lanes and would require
the renoval of nmature hedgerows. Qutrageously, the proposal is based
on walking to the linmted |local services in the village based on the
| anes bei ng consi dered safe, even though there are no footpaths, as
they are "Quiet'. This will not be the case when the | anes are
subject to the additional traffic fromthe devel opnent.

(g) I's the standard of public travel and active travel sufficient?

No. The bus service is limted, particularly on the weekends, and
there is no direct service to the district centre of Wki ngham
There are no footpaths and very limted pedestrian access. Mich is
made of cycle routes in the devel opnent docunents, but the | anes
wi |l becone even nore dangerous with the increase in traffic

(h) Woul d the devel opnent provi de acceptabl e and achi evabl e | evel s
of

accessibility?

No. The proposed site is reliant on rural, single track roads. Wrks
to widen the |anes would irrevocably change the character of the

ar ea.

The above criteria can clearly not be net by the proposed

devel opnent. They denonstrate why it is totally out of keeping with
the area and woul d destroy the nature of Swallowfield village and
the surrounding area. This is self-evident in |local feedback given
in the 'Statenment of Conmunity Invol venent' where 75% of attendees
said there was no need for nore housing in the area and

approxi mately 25% of attendees felt Swallowfield could be inproved
by not having any nore housing.

I note Woki ngham DC' s comments in the ' Coormon Concerns About The
Local Pl an Update' docunent. | appreciate that an approved Loca
Plan is needed to protect Wkingham for unplanned and even nore

i nappropriate devel opnent and support the chall enges that WDC i s
maki ng to

CGover nnent about increases in required devel openent. This should be
the prinmary neans of objection on the basis that the required |eve
of devel opment in Woki nghamis inappropriate given the nature of the
Borough. This should be | ooked at across the country - levelling up
other areas that will benefit from sustainabl e devel opnent to

i ncrease econom c inprovenent and grow h of housi ng denand conpared
to the very crowded south east of Engl and.

Allowi ng for that objection, | also believe there are nore
appropriate neans for Wkinghamto achieve the Governnment targets
than 252430. The use of brownfield sites are nore likely by their
nature to neet

sustainability criteria. It sounds |ike the nmain objection is one of
cost. | believe this is because the true costs of the | ack of
sustainability of sites such as 252430 are not taken into account.



