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COWENTS:

| am subnitting an objection to planning application 252138 for Land
East and West of Hyde End Road, Shinfield, as the application falls
short of addressing fundanental comunity, environnental, and

i nfrastructure concerns.

Envi ronnment al inpact has not been adequately addressed:

The proposed site directly borders anci ent woodl and, hedgerows, and
valuable wildlife corridors. Wiile the plans reference sone
mtigation, there is little evidence of robust nmeasures to prevent

| ong-term bi odiversity loss or habitat fragnentation. The
application overlooks the real consequences for wildlife and green
space, relying nostly on prom ses of ongoing assessnent rather than
presenting cl ear

sol uti ons.

Traffic issues have been underesti mated:

Current traffic congestion around Shinfield, especially toward
Reading and the M4, is already at a critical |evel during peak
tinmes. The application largely ignores the cunul ative inpact of such
significant additional housing, offering nminiml inprovenents that
do not match the scale of likely problens. Public transport and
cycling links are nentioned but are not devel oped enough to nake a
material difference, |eaving the comunity vul nerable to increased
gridlock and pollution.

Educati on provision | acks concrete sol utions:

Many existing residents cannot access local prinmary schools, and
secondary provision at Oakbank is already inadequate due to poor
quality and safeguardi ng. The statenent sinply notes the presence of
near by school s and wal ki ng di stances, but no plans are put forward
to increase school capacity or address the clear |ack of places.
This onission neans the devel opnent risks making an al ready
difficult situation worse for local famlies

Fl oodi ng and drai nage concerns renmai n unresol ved:

The application does not provide credible reassurance that flood
risk and drainage i ssues heightened by climte change will be
properly managed. Details are vague and do not denonstrate how new
and existing homes will be protected, especially in periods of heavy
rainfall.

Community services and heal th provision are gl ossed over

GP surgeries and other health services are already struggling to
cope with |l ocal demand, and the submtted plans do not address how
i ncreased popul ation pressures will be nanaged. The risk is further
deterioration in access to basic services for both new and current
resi dents.

Housi ng mi x and affordabl e provision are unclear:
There is no clear conmmitnent in the application to delivering



af fordable homes in line with |ocal need. References to a m x of
tenu res lack detail and enforceability, providing little
reassurance of real benefit to those nost affected by rising housing
costs.

Heritage, |andscape, and anenity are insufficiently protected:
Extendi ng built devel opnent onto open countrysi de underni nes
hinfield s heritage and distinctive rural character. The application
admts potential inpacts on archaeol ogical remains and | ocal views,
but offers few robust protections or enhancenents for either

Failure to respond to conmunity input:
There is little to no evidence that |ocal feedback has influenced
t he devel opnent neani ngfully.

G ven these unresol ved issues and the | ack of substantive neasures
to address them | urge the Council to reject this application. The
proposed devel opnent would put further strain on Shinfield' s
infrastructure, services, and quality of life, with consequences
that are neither acknow edged nor properly mtigated in the pl

ans.



