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[bookmark: _Toc218432146]Useful links
· SMPC objection pages: Object to the Basingstoke & Deane Local Plan.
· B&D overall plan: Local Plan Draft Spatial Strategy Regulation 18 Consultation (November 2025)
· B&D Mortimer plan: Policy SPS5.15: Land at West End Farm, Mortimer
· B&D register online to comment object: Choose Registration Type
· GOV.UK National Planning Policy Framework: National Planning Policy Framework
[bookmark: _Toc218432147]Objection Window:
Opens: Friday 28 November 2025
Closes: Friday 23 January 2026 5pm

This development would significantly alter the character of the area and create long-term infrastructure problems for residents of Mortimer.

Your objection counts. Every individual response strengthens our community’s case.
[bookmark: _Toc218432148]How to Object
The easiest way is for each individual to object online via B&D’s official Local Plan consultation page and select Make a representation.
You will need to create an account before submitting your objection. Once registered, follow the on-screen steps to complete and send your response.

If you wish to submit your objection by email or by post, please visit the How to Object section of the SMPC website.
[bookmark: _Toc218432149]Contact SMPC
The Council can be contacted as follows:
Stratfield Mortimer Parish Council
27, Victoria Road
Mortimer
Reading RG7 3SH
Tel: 07436 807543
Email: the.clerk@stratfield-mortimer.gov.uk
Opening times: Monday, Tuesday and Thursday 9:30am – 5:00pm
[bookmark: _Toc218432150]Example Templates
Below are the main grounds recognised under Regulation 18. Use your own words but include at least one of these themes to ensure your response is accepted.

The templates below are example statements to help guide your objection – please adapt them and express the points in your own words.

[bookmark: _Toc218432151]Infrastructure & Services
[bookmark: _Toc218432152]The plan does not assess road capacity or transport impacts.
· I am concerned that no transport or road-capacity assessment has been provided for this allocation. Mortimer already experiences congestion at key junctions, school start/finish times and commuter periods. Without an evidence-based understanding of these impacts, the Plan cannot reasonably conclude that the highway network can accommodate an additional 350 homes and a traveller site.
· The proposal is unsound because it lacks any transport modelling showing how village roads, many of which are narrow rural lanes, will cope with significant additional vehicle movements. Decisions of this scale must be grounded in proper assessment, which is entirely absent.
· This site allocation proceeds on the assumption that local roads can absorb major growth, yet no analysis has been produced to demonstrate this. The omission undermines the plan’s credibility and risks generating severe traffic and safety issues for existing residents.
· Without clear evidence of traffic flows, safety implications or potential mitigation measures, the Plan cannot claim to be justified. The failure to assess transport impacts contradicts national planning expectations for evidence-led decision-making.
· Residents rely on a limited road network with no viable bypass or secondary routes. Adding thousands of additional daily vehicle movements without thorough assessment represents poor planning and an unacceptable risk to highway safety.

[bookmark: _Toc218432153]No evidence on school place provision or ability to expand.
· The allocation is unsound because it provides no evidence that local schools can absorb the increased demand. Mortimer St John’s and St Mary’s are already near capacity, and there is no confirmed funding or land for expansion.
· A development of 350 homes is likely to generate hundreds of new school-age children, yet the Plan offers no analysis of whether the local education system can cope. Without this, the proposal is not justified.
· Basingstoke & Deane has not engaged with West Berkshire, the local education authority, to establish the capacity of Mortimer’s schools. This omission breaches the Duty to Cooperate and undermines the Plan’s soundness.
· The absence of any education impact assessment means the development risks leaving families without local school places— contrary to good planning practice and the needs of a sustainable community.
· Since Mortimer’s primary and secondary school places are tightly constrained, failing to assess or plan for additional demand is irresponsible and makes the allocation undeliverable.

[bookmark: _Toc218432154]No plan for GP/healthcare capacity.
· The Plan does not assess whether local GPs or health services can accommodate the population increase. Current waiting times are already stretched, and adding 350 homes without a healthcare strategy is unsound.
· Without a healthcare capacity assessment or confirmed mitigation, this proposal fails to meet the justified and effective tests of soundness. Healthcare is a fundamental service that cannot be overlooked.
· Mortimer’s nearest GP surgeries are running at high utilisation, with limited physical space for expansion. The absence of any evidence or strategy for additional healthcare provision is a major flaw.
· A sustainable community must have appropriate access to medical services. This allocation provides no evidence that such access can be maintained or improved, making it inconsistent with national policy.
· Healthcare planning cannot be left until later phases—capacity issues must be understood now. The lack of assessment makes the proposal premature and unsound.

[bookmark: _Toc218432155]No assessment of water, wastewater, electricity or gas capacity
· Critical utilities such as water, wastewater, power and gas have not been assessed. Thames Water and other providers require detailed modelling, which is missing, making this allocation unjustified.
· Major development requires assurance that wastewater treatment capacity exists and can be expanded. Without it, development progress may stall or create environmental harm.
· There is no evidence that local power infrastructure can support hundreds of new homes. Grid capacity is already constrained in parts of rural West Berkshire, and yet no assessment accompanies the allocation.
· Utility providers must be consulted early, but there is no evidence this has occurred. The absence of technical assessments renders the plan speculative rather than deliverable.
· Failing to address core utilities at Regulation 18 stage risks approving an undeliverable site—contrary to national guidance.

[bookmark: _Toc218432156]No plan for community services such as post office/banking.
· Mortimer has already lost essential services such as its Post Office, and the Plan does nothing to address this decline despite proposing large-scale growth directly dependent on such facilities.
· The allocation provides no strategy for ensuring that residents of 350 new homes will have access to local retail, postal, or financial services, making the site unsustainable.
· A development of this size must contribute to strengthening community amenities, yet the Plan includes no proposals, funding mechanisms or partnerships to restore lost services.
· Without a plan for community services, the proposal risks creating car-dependent households who must travel elsewhere for everyday needs—contrary to sustainability objectives.
· The failure to consider the pressures on existing limited services means the Plan cannot be considered well-prepared or effective.

[bookmark: _Toc218432157]No digital infrastructure assessment.
· The Plan does not assess broadband or mobile coverage, despite these being critical to modern life. Mortimer experiences patchy service in places, and further development without upgrades would worsen this.
· There is no evidence that digital infrastructure providers have been engaged or that capacity exists to support 350 additional homes. This omission is contrary to national digital connectivity policy.
· Given the shift towards remote working, poor digital infrastructure undermines sustainability and economic resilience. The Plan provides no analysis to ensure adequate provision.
· Digital connectivity is a core component of infrastructure planning. The absence of assessment makes this allocation unjustified and incomplete.
· Without commitments to fibre connectivity and mobile network improvements, the development risks creating digital disadvantage for new and existing residents.

[bookmark: _Toc218432158]No triggers or delivery mechanisms for improving services.
· The Plan lacks specific triggers or milestones to ensure infrastructure is delivered before housing occupation, leaving residents at risk of services lagging behind development.
· Without a clear delivery mechanism, developer contributions may not translate into timely improvements. This threatens the effectiveness and deliverability of the site.
· The absence of phasing tied to real infrastructure upgrades is inconsistent with national planning requirements for coordinated development.
· The proposal assumes infrastructure will somehow materialise, but offers no evidence of agreements, funding, or timelines. This is not sound planning.
· Large-scale development requires certainty, not aspiration. Without defined delivery mechanisms, the allocation is speculative.

[bookmark: _Toc218432159]Environment & Climate
[bookmark: _Toc218432160]Biodiversity impacts not assessed; no plan for 10% Biodiversity Net Gain.
· The allocation provides no assessment of biodiversity on or around the site, nor any evidence that a 10% Biodiversity Net Gain can be achieved as required by national policy. Without this assessment, the Plan is not justified or compliant.
· West End Farm contains diverse habitats and wildlife corridors, yet the Plan makes no reference to ecological surveys. Proceeding without this information risks irreversible environmental harm.
· The absence of a clear biodiversity strategy means that the allocation cannot demonstrate deliverability. Net Gain is a legal requirement, and until evidence is provided, the site should not progress.
· A sustainable development must protect and enhance local nature, but this proposal instead assumes biodiversity uplift is possible without any data. This undermines public confidence and the soundness of the Plan.
· Without ecological surveys, habitat mapping or Net Gain calculations, the Plan is incomplete and fails to meet environmental policy obligations.

[bookmark: _Toc218432161]Habitat and nutrient impacts ignored.
· The Plan contains no assessment of habitat impacts, including potential effects on designated sites and protected species. This omission is contrary to environmental legislation and makes the allocation unsound.
· There is no evidence that nutrient neutrality—now a core requirement in many regions—has been considered. This oversight raises serious concerns about water quality and compliance with national rules.
· Ignoring habitat and nutrient impacts at this stage risks creating delays or legal challenges later, showing the site is not ready or evidenced sufficiently for allocation.
· Without a nutrient impact assessment, the authority cannot demonstrate that the development would not worsen water quality in nearby catchments. This is a major deficiency.
· A robust Local Plan must consider environmental constraints early, yet this proposal disregards them entirely.

[bookmark: _Toc218432162]Flooding and drainage risks not assessed.
· The Plan lacks a detailed flood-risk or drainage assessment, despite the site's proximity to known surface water issues. This omission fails national policy tests requiring that flood risk be understood and mitigated.
· There is no evidence that the existing drainage network can support major development. Without modelling, the risk of downstream flooding—including in Mortimer—is unknown.
· Without Sustainable Drainage System (SuDS) proposals, the Plan cannot demonstrate that the development would avoid increasing flood risk elsewhere.
· The absence of technical flood data undermines both the deliverability and safety of the proposal, making it unsound.
· Local residents already experience drainage challenges; failing to assess these risks before allocating the site is unacceptable.

[bookmark: _Toc218432163]Impacts on local watercourses not considered.
· The allocation makes no reference to potential effects on nearby streams and watercourses, which are ecologically sensitive and play a vital role in local flood management.
· Watercourse impacts must be assessed early as part of a sound evidence base. Their omission renders the proposal incomplete and potentially harmful.
· Increased hard surfacing and runoff from 350 homes could significantly alter flow patterns, yet the Plan provides no modelling or mitigation.
· The lack of hydrological assessment fails to meet environmental safeguards required under national guidance.
· Watercourses form part of the village’s ecological network; ignoring their protection is incompatible with sustainable development.

[bookmark: _Toc218432164]No plan to reduce emissions or manage climate impacts.
· The Plan includes no measures for reducing carbon emissions from the development, despite climate mitigation being a statutory planning requirement.
· There is no evidence of renewable energy integration, sustainable transport plans, or low-carbon design. This contradicts national and local climate commitments.
· A development of this size should demonstrate how it will minimise emissions, but the proposal is silent on this issue, making it outdated and unsound.
· The absence of climate resilience planning—such as shading, water efficiency, or heat-mitigation strategies—shows poor preparation.
· Climate considerations cannot be deferred; their omission at Regulation 18 stage is a major flaw.

[bookmark: _Toc218432165]Design, Character & Heritage
[bookmark: _Toc218432166]Development would change the character and density of Mortimer.
· The proposed density and scale are entirely out of keeping with Mortimer’s established rural character, representing an overdevelopment that would fundamentally alter the village.
· Mortimer’s identity is defined by modest growth and strong landscape separation. A 350-home estate would overwhelm local character and erode its sense of place.
· The Plan proposes a suburban-style expansion that is visually and socially incompatible with the village’s traditional form.
· A development of this density contradicts the design principles set out in the Stratfield Mortimer Neighbourhood Plan, which emphasises sympathetic, small-scale growth.
· The transformation in built form would permanently damage the rural character residents value and the Plan claims to respect.

[bookmark: _Toc218432167]Harm to Mortimer’s low-light/dark sky status.
· The introduction of a large housing estate with streetlighting would significantly diminish Mortimer’s valued dark sky environment, which is an important part of its rural identity.
· The Plan does not assess light pollution impacts, despite recognised guidance requiring such analysis for rural locations.
· Low-light environments support biodiversity, yet the allocation ignores ecological disruption caused by increased illumination.
· Without a lighting strategy or mitigation measures, the development threatens to erode a key characteristic of Mortimer’s landscape.
· The absence of dark-sky consideration demonstrates that the proposal is not sensitive to local context or environmental implications.

[bookmark: _Toc218432168]No assessment of heritage or conservation impacts.
· The site lies close to heritage assets and historically significant landscapes, yet the Plan contains no heritage impact assessment. This omission breaches national policy.
· Without assessing the setting of nearby listed buildings or conservation areas, the Plan cannot ensure the protection of heritage significance.
· Historic England guidance requires early-stage heritage evidence, which is missing, making the allocation unjustified.
· Failing to understand how 350 homes would affect the village’s historic features undermines the proposal’s credibility.
· The Plan must demonstrate that development will preserve or enhance heritage assets; as drafted, it cannot.

[bookmark: _Toc218432169]Traveller site inclusion lacks justification or need evidence.
· The Plan proposes a traveller site without providing evidence of need, demand, location suitability, or alternatives, making this part of the allocation unjustified.
· Gypsy and Traveller accommodation must be based on an up-to-date needs assessment, which has not been presented.
· Combining a large housing estate with an unassessed traveller allocation raises deliverability and social cohesion concerns that have not been addressed.
· Without clear evidence or engagement, this element of the proposal appears arbitrary rather than evidence led.
· National policy requires that Gypsy and Traveller sites be planned transparently and on the basis of need; this has not been demonstrated.

[bookmark: _Toc218432170]Soundness & National Policy
[bookmark: _Toc218432171]Plan may not be justified, effective, or consistent with national policy.
· The allocation lacks sufficient supporting evidence, meaning the Plan fails the tests of soundness—particularly being justified and effective.
· National policy requires that decisions be based on proportionate evidence. The absence of infrastructure, environmental and technical studies indicates that this requirement has not been met.
· The allocation appears to have been selected without robust comparative assessment, making it inconsistent with NPPF expectations.
· Without adequate consultation or cross-boundary coordination, the Plan cannot be considered effective.
· The proposal contradicts multiple national planning principles, including sustainable development and infrastructure-first planning.

[bookmark: _Toc218432172]Housing figures may be incorrect: Mortimer’s needs show only a 44-home shortfall to 2041.
· Local evidence shows Mortimer requires approximately 44 additional homes to 2041, yet this allocation proposes 350— vastly exceeding local need.
· Allocating eight times the required housing for Mortimer is neither proportionate nor justified under national or local evidence.
· The oversupply contradicts the Neighbourhood Plan and represents excessive and unnecessary development pressure.
· Such a disproportionate proposal undermines confidence in the plan-making process and raises questions about site selection integrity.
· Local needs assessments should guide growth, but this proposal disregards them entirely.

[bookmark: _Toc218432173]Mortimer West End is officially “not suitable for growth”.
· The proposal directly conflicts with the designation of Mortimer West End as unsuitable for growth, making the allocation inconsistent with adopted planning strategy.
· Selecting a site adjacent to an area deemed inappropriate for development undermines the credibility of the Plan.
· Planning decisions must align with settlement hierarchy principles. This allocation does not.
· The location contradicts West Berkshire’s strategic classification and risks unsustainable outcomes.
· Allocating a large estate here is incompatible with the area’s recognised limitations and planning status.

[bookmark: _Toc218432174]Questionable affordable housing mix.
· The Plan provides no detail on the type, tenure or distribution of affordable housing, raising concerns over whether local needs will truly be met.
· Affordable housing should reflect local demand patterns, yet the evidence for Mortimer indicates a different profile than what this allocation implies.
· Without clarity, developers may deliver a suboptimal mix, undermining community benefit.
· The absence of a clear affordable housing strategy makes the allocation incomplete and potentially ineffective.
· Affordable housing must be evidence-based, but the proposal lacks supporting data.

[bookmark: _Toc218432175]Site Selection & Neighbourhood Plan
[bookmark: _Toc218432176]Greenfield site selected despite lack of brownfield assessment.
· The allocation of a large greenfield site appears premature given the lack of evidence that brownfield or less sensitive alternatives have been exhausted.
· National policy requires prioritising brownfield land; this Plan does not demonstrate compliance.
· Selecting a greenfield site without proper alternatives assessment undermines the Plan’s justification.
· The environmental cost of greenfield development has not been acknowledged or weighed against other options.
· The absence of a transparent brownfield-first approach indicates poor plan-making practice.

[bookmark: _Toc218432177]Reasonable alternative sites not properly explored.
· The Plan does not present a clear comparative assessment of alternative sites, making the allocation appear arbitrary rather than evidence led.
· Site selection must demonstrate that reasonable alternatives were considered equally. This Plan does not.
· Without a published methodology and scoring process, residents cannot understand why this site was chosen.
· Other potentially more suitable sites appear to have been dismissed without explanation.
· This lack of transparency compromises the Plan’s justification.

[bookmark: _Toc218432178]Conflicts with the Stratfield Mortimer Neighbourhood Plan.
· The Neighbourhood Plan emphasises small-scale, sustainable growth. This allocation directly contradicts that vision and undermines local democracy.
· Neighbourhood Plans carry statutory weight, yet this allocation disregards their policies without justification.
· Imposing a development of this scale erodes the community-led planning principles that the NPPF promotes.
· The allocation conflicts with design, scale and location policies in the Neighbourhood Plan.
· Ignoring the Neighbourhood Plan risks legal challenge and loss of public trust.

[bookmark: _Toc218432179]Parish Council evidence from drop-in events not acknowledged.
· The Parish Council gathered significant evidence from public engagement, yet this material appears absent from the Plan’s evidence base.
· Failing to consider community-derived data weakens the Plan’s legitimacy and violates the principles of meaningful engagement.
· Residents provided detailed feedback which should have been integrated into site assessments but was not.
· The omission of local insights suggests a top-down approach inconsistent with best practice.
· Such evidence must be acknowledged to ensure the Plan is robust and representative.

[bookmark: _Toc218432180]Legal & Procedural Concerns
[bookmark: _Toc218432181]Consultation process may be insufficient or unclear.
· The consultation lacks clarity regarding how responses will be used and how decisions will be made, raising concerns about procedural fairness.
· Insufficient information has been provided at this stage to allow residents to make informed responses.
· A legally compliant consultation must be transparent and accessible; this one falls short.
· The process does not appear to meet the standards of early and meaningful engagement expected under national policy.
· Ambiguity around consultation materials risks undermining confidence and legal soundness.

[bookmark: _Toc218432182]Evidence base (census, infrastructure studies) may be outdated.
· The Plan relies on outdated or incomplete evidence— particularly demographic and infrastructure data—making its conclusions unreliable.
· Decisions of this scale must use the latest available evidence; this Plan does not.
· Using outdated census or infrastructure data risks significant miscalculations in service planning.
· The evidence base does not reflect current local conditions, undermining justification.
· A refreshed evidence base is essential before proceeding with site allocations.

[bookmark: _Toc218432183]Duty to cooperate with West Berkshire may not be met.
· There is no clear evidence that Basingstoke & Deane has engaged constructively with West Berkshire, which will bear the service impacts of the development.
· Failing to cooperate with the neighbouring authority threatens the Plan’s legality.
· The Duty to Cooperate requires ongoing dialogue and joint evidence, which has not been demonstrated.
· Without agreements on infrastructure funding, the allocation risks being undeliverable.
· Cross-boundary impacts must be addressed openly; the Plan does not do this.

[bookmark: _Toc218432184]Parish Boundaries & Funding
[bookmark: _Toc218432185]Site is outside West Berkshire and Stratfield Mortimer Parish, yet affects all their services.
· Although the site sits within Basingstoke & Deane, it relies entirely on services in West Berkshire and Mortimer, creating a cross-boundary imbalance that has not been addressed.
· This mismatch means local authorities responsible for services will receive no direct funding or council tax benefit.
· Planning proposals must recognise functional service areas, which this Plan fails to do.
· Residents in West Berkshire would face increased pressure on schools, health and roads without any compensatory funding.
· This creates an unfair and unsustainable burden on neighbouring authorities and communities.

[bookmark: _Toc218432186]No council tax or developer funding would go to the authorities providing the services.
· The authorities providing education, health and community services would receive no council tax or CIL contributions from this development, making it financially unsustainable.
· This funding imbalance undermines the deliverability of essential public services.
· Without a clear mechanism to transfer developer contributions, the proposal fails the effectiveness test of soundness.
· Service providers cannot plan expansions if they receive no financial support from the development generating the demand.
· The absence of a cross-boundary funding strategy is a major structural flaw in the allocation.

[bookmark: _Toc218432187]Emergency Planning (AWE Zones)
[bookmark: _Toc218432188]Development may compromise evacuation routes and emergency service response times.
· The site sits within the AWE emergency planning zone, yet the Plan provides no assessment of evacuation feasibility or traffic constraints in an emergency scenario.
· Adding 350 homes would significantly increase the number of people requiring evacuation, placing strain on already limited routes.
· Emergency preparedness is a statutory requirement, and its omission raises serious safety concerns.
· The Plan fails to demonstrate that increased population can be safely managed during an emergency event.
· Without detailed modelling of emergency movement, the proposal should not proceed.

[bookmark: _Toc218432189]Scale may affect AWE Off-Site Emergency Planning requirements.
· Major population growth within an AWE planning zone has implications for off-site emergency plans, yet these have not been assessed.
· The Plan does not demonstrate engagement with emergency planning authorities, which is essential for a site of this nature.
· Increased population density may necessitate new emergency procedures, none of which are referenced.
· Failure to consider AWE-related obligations makes the allocation potentially non-compliant with statutory requirements.
· This omission is a serious oversight that affects both safety and legal compliance.



