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COWENTS:

| amwiting to formally object to the proposed devel opnent of
approxi mately 420 hones and an associ ated busi ness park on | and near
Spencers Wod.

Firstly, | wish to raise a concern regarding the consultation
process. | live within a stone's throw of the proposed site and yet

| did not receive any notification or consultation |letter regarding
this

pl anni ng application. Gven the scale of the developnent and its
direct inpact on nearby residents, it is concerning that househol ds
in such close proxinity were not properly notified.

My objections to the devel opnment are outlined bel ow

The site is not included within the Local Devel opnent Pl an and
therefore represents specul ati ve and opportunistic devel opnent
out side the borough's agreed growth strategy. Devel opnent shoul d
take place wthin sites that have been properly assessed and

al | ocated through the plan-1ed process.

The existing road infrastructure is already under considerable
pressure and is not adequate to acconmodate the traffic that would
be generated by this proposal. It is estinmated that the devel opnent
woul d create around 1,000 additional vehicle novenents per day.
This woul d exacerbate congestion and increase hi ghway safety risks,
particularly along the B3349 through Spencers Wod and towards Three
Mle Cross, including the areas around Wellington Estate and the
retail outlets located along the route.

The devel opnent woul d al so place significant additional strain on

| ocal services that are already operating at or near capacity. Lanbs
Lane Prinmary School is already full, and |local nedical services are
under severe pressure. In particular, the GP provision in the
village is already oversubscribed and struggling to acconmodat e

exi sting

resi dents. The proposal does not include provision for a new GP
surgery, and it is unrealistic to expect existing practices such as
Swal | owfield Medical Practice to absorb the healthcare needs of an
addi tional 420 househol ds.

The proposal also includes a one-hectare business park that would
generate additional comercial traffic, including heavy goods
vehicles. This would further worsen road safety conditions,
especially given the proxinmty to Back Lane Prinmary School where
traffic conditions are already a concern and where increased vehicle
novenents woul d further di scourage wal king or cycling to school

Furt hernmore, there appears to be little justification for additiona
busi ness space in this location. The nearby Lanbs Farm Busi ness Park
has expanded significantly in recent years and is not currently



operat ing at full occupancy, with units frequently available to
| et. This suggests that existing provision already exceeds denmand.

This proposal also represents an isolated and poorly integrated
devel opnent. The surrounding area currently consists of lowdensity
housi ng which provides a gradual transition into the open
countryside. The scale of this devel opnent would create a harsh
urban edge that would be entirely out of character with the existing
sem -rural environnent.

Significant housing growh is already being delivered in this part
of the borough through the Shinfield and Arborfield Strategic
Devel opnent Locations, as well as the planned Garden Village at Hal
Farm whi ch proposes approxi mately 4,000 hones al ongsi de integrated
infrastructure for roads, schools and services. These devel opnents
denonstrate that housing needs are already being addressed in a
coordi nated and pl anned way.

The site is also located within the Detail ed Enmergency Pl anni ng Zone
associated with the Atom ¢ Wapons Establishnment Burghfield. Mjor
residential devel opnent within this zone rai ses serious safety
concerns and should be carefully scrutinised. The inportance of
these safety zones was reinforced when the H gh Court of Justice
rejected attenpts by devel opers to chall enge the expanded energency
pl anning zone in connection with proposed devel opnent at G azel ey.

Finally, the site's proximty to the R ver Loddon raises
environnental concerns. The slope of the Iand conbined with

devel opnent pressure increases the risk of surface water runoff,
potential pollution to the river system and the displacenent of
wildlife habitats that

currently exist in the area.

For all of these reasons i ncludi ng i nadequate consul tation
pressure on already overstretched infrastructure, road safety
concerns,

environnental risks, and conflict with the Local Devel opnent Pl an
| strongly urge the council to refuse this application



