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COWENTS:

I wish to object to this application as the site is unsuitable in
several respects including:

- it fails to comply w th Wki ngham Borough Council's Loca

Pl anni ng Policy CPl1 Sustainabl e Devel opnent (see Floodi ng and

Subsi dence

sections below); This risk will increase significantly over tinme as
wat er |evels across the UK and the world rise;

- the Transport Statenent fails to neet WBC policy CP6 Managi ng
Travel Demand and is flawed to the point of being dangerous,
particularly to young fanilies (see Transportation section bel ow).
Those in the

af f ordabl e houses will have great difficulty accessing schools,
shops and public services given they are less likely to have a car
available - the revised subnmission still relies upon a car being
avai l abl e for al nost every journey and acknow edges that the |oca
bus service does not neet CP6 and that cars are required for al nost
every journey; - Buildings Insurance will be hard to obtain
expensive and with potential exclusions in cover (see Buil dings

I nsurance section below). This will Iikely have an unacceptable
financial/cost of living inpact, particularly on those in all the
af f or dabl e houses.

FI oodi ng

Topogr aphi ¢ mappi ng denonstrates that a significant area of the
proposed site is at exactly the sanme hei ght (53m54n) or bel ow
(c52m near the western boundary) than the nearest |akes (54n)

in the

adjoining flood plain that are in Flood Zone 2 or even Flood Zone 3.
This is particularly the case in the area adjoi ning Longwat er Road
(52m) that would be the proposed entry/exit point of the site such
that waterlogging/flooding will likely be a frequent occurrence
(Unfortunately these maps can't be uploaded as only text is
pernmitted in these coments).

The Environnent Agency nappi ng showi ng the flood plain stopping in
straight lines on the southern edge of the proposed site appears to
be incorrect/is clearly not realistic, as the straight |ine being
shown is a shallow ditch that is less than 1 netre deep, below the
t opographi ¢ map hei ght of the nearby flood plain surface and is
there to provide only surface water drainage from Longwater Road
i.e. running fromWst to East into the flood plain area (see
applicant's RPS Fl ood Ri sk Assessnent and Conceptual Drai nage
Strategy Report, page 8, paragraph 4.7, Fig. 3).

When gravel extraction was taking place in the flood plain area

bet ween the proposed site and the Bl ackwater River, in the previous
20+ years up until 2023 there was a topsoil bund at least 5 netres
hi gh on the southern edge of this ditch providing a significant
barrier to floodi ng. However, when the works finished in 2023, the
topsoil bund was renobved and the soil redistributed as part of the
site restoration works required by Wkingham Borough Council. In the
applicant's RPS Fl ood Ri sk Assessnent and Conceptual Drai nage
Strategy Report, page 12, paragraph 6.8 states "The EA's historic
flood map illustrates that there are no recorded flood events within
the site boundary. The 2007 historic flood extents inpacted up to



the southern site boundary but did not inpact the site." This is

m sl eading as the tenporary 5m+ topsoil bund that was in place at
that tinme fromthe gravel excavation providing a barrier to flooding
- as noted above, this is now no |onger in place.

The Environnent Agency appears to have used the sane out-of-date
data inits flood projections shown in paragraph 6.9, Figure 6. The
boundari es between Flood Zones will not be straight Iines wthout a
significant flood barrier(s) being in place, which is no | onger

t he

case.

A sinple site visit nmakes this quite obvious.

As a result, this would place nmany parts of the proposed site within
Fl ood Zone 2 or even Flood Zone 3 and not Flood Zone 1 as put
forward in the applicant's RPS Fl ood Ri sk Assessnent and Concept ua
Dr ai nage Strategy Report.

Furt her, the Environment Agency (and previously the National Rivers

Authority until it was subsuned into the Environment Agency in
1996) has previously advised that they are enploying a strategy of
all owi ng trees along the banks of the Blackwater River to fall into

the river wth the express intention of backing up the flow of

wat er along the river (which flows fromeast to west) during

peri ods of heavier rainfall and for this area to act as a fl ood
plain to prevent greater flooding downstreamin nore popul at ed
areas. The applicant's RPS Flood Ri sk Assessnent and Conceptua

Dr ai nage Strategy Report

provi des an exanple of the inpact of heavy rainfall and notes this
in paragraph 6.20 referring to the Thanes Valley Flood Schene. As a
consequence, several tinmes a year the water overflows the river
banks, particularly to the north of the river, into the area
bordering the southern boundary of the proposed site and with the
renoval of the topsoil bund potentially onto parts of the site
itself.

As the applicant's RPS Fl ood Ri sk Assessnent and Conceptual Drai nage
Strategy Report also notes, |onger range weather forecasts from
expert bodies predict that there will be increasing |evels of
rainfall in both summer and wi nter thereby increasing the
probability of increased |levels flooding fromthe river which would
in turn directly inpact the proposed site.

Therefore this application fails to neet WBC s CP1 Sustai nable
Devel oprment criterion to "Avoid increasing (and where possible
reduce) risks of or fromall forns of flooding (including from
groundwat er) .

Subsi dence

I nsurers have recorded several incidences of subsidence both to
houses in Wod Mor that run along the northern boundary of the
proposed

site, and al so to houses in Burnnoor Meadow on the opposite side of
Longwat er Road. These areas are both recogni zed as high risk post
codes for subsidence.

This would therefore inply that the soil structure of this proposed
site will be equally or even nore unstable, given its proxinity to
the flood plain and higher water table, and therefore unsuitable for
bui l di ng than the houses in Wod Mor that run along the northern
boundary of this site.

Insurers will therefore significantly increase insurance premuns to
reflect the significantly higher risk of large clains.

Bui I di ngs I nsurance



Much of ny career has been in the insurance industry, which has

i ncl uded being responsible for the buildings & contents underwiting
activities for two of the UK s largest insurers.

A standard question asked by insurers will be the proxim ty of a
dwelling to water (rivers, |lakes etc). Sonme ask if the dwelling is
within 1 nmile and others within 400m of water. As noted in the
applicant's RPS Fl ood Ri sk Assessnent and Conceptual Drai nage
Strategy Report on Page 11 paragraphs 6.1 and 6.2, the proposed

dwel lings are within 100-150m of the nearest |ake and only 360m from
t he Bl ackwat er

Ri ver.

Taking into account the points made in the Floodi ng and Subsi dence
sections above and the proximty of the site to both | akes and the
river, buildings insurance cover would be difficult to obtain. (The
i nsurance Flood Re schene in the UK, with a very few exceptions,
only covers buil dings constructed before 1 January 2009 as the
Governnent wanted to ensure that new housi ng devel opnent woul d avoid
flood risk areas). Therefore nmany insurers nmay decline to offer
cover, and any cover that might be offered will be with high prenium
| oadi ngs and hi gh excesses, and/or the insurance contract wll
specifically exclude cover for flood danage, insurers view ng the
site as unsuitable for any devel opnent.

Transportation

This site fails to neet the requirenents specified in WBC policy CP6
of the adopted Core Strategy - "Mnagi ng Travel Denmand"

The applicant's plan proposes to use an existing footpath and the
Lower Sandhurst Road to access transport and facilities in

Crowt horne, a recommendation that is flawed for a nunber of

reasons:

?Both the path and the Lower Sandhurst Road are unlit and will be
unsafe for use for a significant proportion of the year during early
norning and | ate afternoon / evening, as a neans of reaching
proposed facilities and anenities in Crow horne.

? The proposed footpath is not maintained

The Lower Sandhurst Road

?is a narrow road that does not allow 2 cars to easily pass,
?permts a speed limt of 60 nph,

?has no footpath along its entire length of cl1 mle

?is damaged at it edges in many places by the heavy comercia
traffic that regularly accesses Manor Farm (The Europlants plc

fruit plant farm. This nakes it unsafe underfoot when cyclists and
pedestrians have to nove to the side allowi ng notor vehicles to pass
during daylight hours, and sinply dangerous at night with no
lighting, where a nis-step or hitting a pothole when cycling can
cause a serious injury to occur.

Par agraph 115 of the NPPF is clear that: "Devel opnent should only be
prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an
unaccept abl e i npact on hi ghway safety " It is clear fromthe points
above that the applicants recomended use of the Lower Sandhur st
Road by cyclists and possibly pedestrians to access rail transport
and facilities in Crowmhorne (see applicant's Transport Statenent,
paragraphs 3.5.1 and 3.12.4) wll have an unacceptabl e inpact on

hi ghway safety.

The application fails to identify safe wal king routes to | oca
schools other than the local C of E primary school and there are no
safe cycling routes to any school, as H ghway Code 64 specifically
prohi bits cycling on pavenents and the | ocal highways are unsuitable
for children to ride on.

Furt her, this devel opnent woul d be accessing a very busy road and



therefore introduces further risk of accidents along an area which
is notorious for speeding. The site would create a dangerous
junction where the Longwater Road transitions from 30 to 60nph.
Therefore no part of the applicant's Transport Statenent convinces
that residents of the proposed site will have any choice but to use
private vehicles to access local anenities and facilities which
therefore fails to neet the requirenents of WBC policy CP6.

Private vehicles will therefore have a significant environnental
i npact - those in affordabl e housing being unable to afford electric

cars will likely have older, nore polluting petrol or diese
vehi cl es.
Wldlife

This very large devel opnent woul d be adjacent to a desi gnated
wildlife area and further devel opnent to the area will have a
further damaging i nmpact on the local wildlife and birdlife
especially the Iight which would have an urbanising effect to the
detriment of the wildlife in the area

It has been noted that in the recent past, the | andowner has renoved
a large hedge running the length of the site between the public
footpath and the northern boundary of the site which used to house
nesting birds and other wildlife. This is at odds with the
applicant's Draft Habitat Managenent and Monitoring Pl an.
Heal t hcare

The Fi nchanpstead doctors surgery is unable to take further patients
and is at capacity.

Ur bani sati on

This greenfield site devel opnent erodes the Green gap between

Fi nchanpst ead and Eversley and the 2 storey properties would be

i nappropriate to the character of the area

Fi nchanpst ead Nei ghbour hood Devel opnent Pl an

Devel opnent here does not conply with policies cpl, cp3, cp4, cp6 or
cp9of the Woki ngham Local plan or the Fi nchanpstead Nei ghbourhood
Devel opment Plan and is at a far greater density than any of the

ot her nei ghbouri ng devel opnents.

Corse Ride and Arborfield devel opnents provide anpl e social housing
in nore sustainable |ocations and which align with WBC pl anni ng
pol i ci es.

For all these reasons | object to the devel opnent.



