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This objection is supplenentary to ny original request that the
application is reported to Planning Conmittee on the basis of being
i nappropriate developnment in a countryside |location and pl acing
excessi ve burden on the congested Bar kham Road

Previ ous applications for developnent on this site have been
refused for a wide range of reasons. Mst of these continue to
apply to this new application. Wilst fewer dwellings are now
proposed, additional devel opnent

perni ssions nearby on top of the local plan nore than nullify any
benefit of this, on issues such as |oss of countryside,

ur bani zation, transport inpact and general sustainability.

This application will be in addition to the recently approved
devel opnment on School Road and the nuch | arger devel opnents at
Arborfield SDL and proposed

devel opnents at Loddon Garden Village and Barkham Square which are
strategically inportant in the Local Plan Update. The collective
i mpact of all this devel opnent on the natural environnent and on
congestion on the roads is an inportant consideration for this

pr oposal

The application will place new dwellings and hard

| andscapi ng in an existing natural environnment between Langl ey
Common Road and Arborfield Cross. Local residents report on the
val ue of this existing greenspace as a wildlife corridor and
habitat. Wilst sone greenspace will remain to the west of the
proposed devel opnent, this will be constrained to the north by the
approved devel opment north of School Road. Wth the Local Plan
Update driven devel opnent of Barkham Square there will be

conti guous housing fromFi nchwood Park to the South all the way to
Arborfield Cross. The renmmining inter-settlenent boundary wll
measure just 250m

Resi dents al so report drai nage i ssues on the Iand which will be
exacerbated by hard |andscaping, and do not seem consistent with
the statenent on

drai nage in the application.

Exi sting developnent in the area is linear along established roads,
whereas this proposal introduces

anot her di mension, which is at odds with the existing character of
the area.

The application argues that proximty to the Arborfield G een
devel opnent nakes it sustainable. Access to Arborfield Geen is
al ong Langl ey Cormmon Road, a 40nph road with a narrow pavenent on
one side, or by car. Facilities in Arborfield Green were scaled to
support the original 3,500 new dwellings. They are already expected
to support a further 900 proposed in the local plan and nore than
100 whi ch have been added through additional approvals, with
opportunities to inprove facilities unknown. Additiona

devel opnent, unless it nmakes a

significant contribution to this overall challenge, will not be
sust ai nabl e.

The pl anning statenment clains to be 750mfroma GP

surgery. This is factually incorrect, presumably a reference to the



NHS facility in Arborfield Village which has not been used since
2020. @GP Surgeries are in fact many mles fromthe | ocation and al
are over-subscri bed agai nst NHS guidelines. The ability of this
devel opnent to access sustainabl e water and sewage facilities is

al so uncl ear.

Vehicle traffic fromthe devel opnent woul d use Langl ey Common Road.
Congestion on this road is already of significant

concern, with queues from Barkham Street to past School Road in the
nor ni ng peak, del aying journeys and naki ng egress and entry to
School Road difficult. This will becone a bigger issue as the
Arborfield SDL is built out and with proposed devel opnent at Bar kham
Squar e

There are no sinple solutions to this problemthat would be within
the scope of CIL or S106 fromthis snall devel opnent.

The application refers to accessing bus stops on Langl ey Comon
Road, at a distance of 275m The bus service along this road is a
once weekly service. Accessing the nore frequent Leopard 3 service
requires a 900m wal k al ong a narrow pavenent 40nph road.

In summary, nmany of the reasons for rejection in 2017 remain valid.
The inpact of existing new devel opnent on the area and energi ng

| ocal plan proposals highlight the inportance of these concerns and
i ntroduce new reasons why this devel opnent cannot be consi dered
sustainable. | amclear that the adverse inpacts of this
application significantly and denonstrably outwei gh the benefits,
and believe that it should be rejected

accordi ngly.



