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REF: APP/E0345/E/10/2128188 & APP/E0345/A/2128186

I am against the appeal proposals because:

· The proposed plans do not respect the planning brief for the site.

· The proposed plans seem to be against RBC’s aims to make Reading greener, more attractive, with biodiversity-rich open space; and generally keep Reading a pleasant place to live

· The vagueness of the proposal and numbers of units would give Thames Water unbounded freedom to develop the site unsympathetically

· The proposed density of this development is far too high, which would mean:

· The site’s value as an open green space would be lost

· The development would be out of character with the surrounding area

· It would make existing traffic and air quality issues worse

· Overdevelopment increases the risk of crime and anti-social behaviour

· Thames Water’s proposals seem to include small flats as ‘family housing’ which seems very misleading

· The proposed designs do not seem to take into account changes that will be required in the future around the effective use of energy – it does not even meet current sustainability targets

· The proposed extension to the Grade II listed Water Tower would detract from the building’s character

· The proposed buildings adjacent to the Water Tower would detrimentally impact the building’s setting

· Although the heights of the buildings at the front of the site have been reduced, 3 storey buildings have been introduced in other inappropriate locations.  The result of this would be buildings that are overbearing to residents, overshadow their properties, and would incur loss of outlook/ visual amenity.  
· The lack of communal open space around the flats could encourage anti-social behaviour, similar to the Battle hospital site
· The embankments provide a pleasant, green, tree-lined outlook which is much appreciated by local residents.  Nothing has been proposed to compensate for this loss

· Although the site is not open, the local community derives great pleasure from this undisturbed, green area that supports a variety of animals, birds, insects, trees and plants.  Hedgehogs, badgers, red kites, owls, slow worms, bats, butterfiles stag beetles and deer are amongst many other common wildlife sightings.  This provides a considerable visual amenity and an unusual welcome relief in an area not far from the town centre, where one would not normally expect to see such things

· Thames Water’s suggestion that building on this site would increase its visual amenity and open space value is clearly absurd, unfounded, and not supported by the vast numbers of people who have submitted objections around the ecological and visual impact of the proposal

· The proposals to reduce the detrimental effects on the wildlife and biodiversity do not seem realistic or plausible, and certainly independent ecologists who were consulted have expressed their grave doubts about how realistic and effective these plans would be

· In the letter we received, it was stated that only ‘limited access’ would be provided to the so-called ‘wildlife area’.  Therefore it is incorrect of Thames Water to claim that this would provide any more open space than it does currently
· Thames Water’s appeal statement fails to state that, not only would one street tree be lost, it would also entail the removal of an area of woodland as well as many individual trees.  This would contravene RBC’s recent tree consultation and their biodiversity objectives.  These areas are essential to maintain the wildlife that is so greatly appreciated.

· Street trees are highly valued by the people of the area.   Street trees are difficult to replace, and take many years to grow. 

· The traffic in this area is already a serious problem, as is parking.  Any additional access to/from the Bath Road would add to the current difficulties and increase risk of accidents.  
· Worsening of the already severe congestion problems would cause further damage to the existing air quality problems in the vicinity

· Vehicles using the bus lane to access the Bath Road are a danger to themselves, buses, cyclists and pedestrians.

· The idea that the proposed extension is ‘complimentary’ to the Water Tower is not a view that is in any way shared or supported by the local community nor local councillors/politicians

· At present, local people cannot find schools for their children.  The introduction of the ‘family housing’ would not help alleviate this issue
· Other local infrastructure such as GP services and police are also overstretched.  The local Neighbourhood Watch Group has grave concerns about how, in rush-hour, an ambulance or fire-brigade would access this site.
