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COWENTS:
| object to this planning application.

From the consultation, over 87% of respondents objected to the
proposal s. Al though the conpany then slightly adjusted their plans,
they did not make any significant changes, and | feel that the

obj ecti ons have notbeen properly addressed, nor the scale of the
opposition to these plans taken into account.

The plans still include the use of fossil fuels in order to power
the property, using gas cells until they are allowed to connect to
the National Gid. Councilsshould not be allow ng these |arge,
power - hungry centres to be built unless they are running on
renewabl e energy. Qur heatwave sunmer has shown the dire straits
that our world is already in, and we shouldn't continue to nake
things worse. W are being asked, as a country, to prepare
energency supplies to be able to cope when our local infrastructure
fails. W shouldn't be |ooking to create new buil dings that have
such incredi bly high demands on the grid, especially not when the
grid has refused to supply any new centres because they do not have
enough power to cope!

The plans (and the consultation) nmake a great deal of repurposing
all of the heat that will be generated by the site, but when
questioned this at the consultation neeting | was told there is no
infrastructure in place to actually use this, and that it would be
unlikely to happen. At best, they nentioned heating the pool of the
David Ll oyd gym (which is a commercial business and requires a
subscription rather than it being a conmunity space). There is no
infrastructure in

Reading to reuse this heat, and no conmitnent fromthis project to
create that infrastructure, therefore all the excess heat generated
will be lost to the environment, causing a further inpact on the
local climate andl ocal residents. This escape of heat has been seen
in Slough at the data centres there, where tenperatures have raised
since they have been built.

The concerns around noise levels, and vibration fromthe property,
still remain. There are nany |ocal residents, and they shoul d not
have their lives affected by a new data centre. W are witness at
the nonent to the increasing news stories fromAnerica where data
centres have been built quickly, ignoring |local concerns, and

| eavi ng properties damaged from ocal vibrations, and residents
damaged

mentally fromthe ongoing | oud noi se.

| also object to the location of this datacentre because TVP is one
of the sites being considered as a location for the Royal Berkshire
Hospital. The building of a new hospital is far nore inportant, and
a nmuch bigger priority, than a data centre

Finally, | would question the need for a data centre at all, and
woul d ask the council to consider the fact that we are being



force-fed a narrative by tech-bro trillionaires who desperately need
the world to invest in Al so that they can keep on nmaki ng nore and
nore noney. Al is not inevitable, and it does not have to be our
future. Recent news stories have highlighted the dangers, and there
is still no

regul ation of this new technol ogy. There should be a noratorium on

any new centres being built until it can be properly ascertai ned how
much danmage they are causing, and how dangerous the technol ogy is.
We do not need generative Al in our pockets. Its use is affecting
our ability to think critically, and it is having a huge inpact on
the job market, especially |lower paid, |ower skilled workers. It
is trained on stolen, copyright data. And the environnental inpact
of running billions of unnecessary queries every day is

astrononical, and growing |arger every day.

Pl ease listen to local residents who, by a large majority, do not
want this centre



