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SUBM TTED BY : M Colin Wight
DATE SUBM TTED : 22/04/2026

COWENTS:

| strongly object to this devel opnent, the local infrastructure is
not keeping up, the traffic is becom ng constanta nd the roads
cannot cope, lack of local shops, GPs etc, this will lead to nore
and nore trips fromthe site.

Pi newood Canpus, Nine Mle Ride - 136 Dwellings

I wish to object to this application on the grounds of highway

saf ety, unsustainable transport, nisleading trip assunptions, |ack
of

conpliant energency access, and failure to neet NPPF and WBC Core
Strategy requirenents.

1. The Transport Statenment (TS) is based on unrealistic
assunptions

The TS relies heavily on national averages for wal king and cycling
di stances, rather than the actual conditions on Nne Mle Ride. This
is a 40nph sem rural distributor road with narrow footways

i scontinuous cycle provision, and no safe, continuous route to key
destinations. The clained "excellent accessibility" is not supported
by real world conditions.

The TS does not provide a safety audit for children wal king to Hatch
Ri de Prinmary School, despite the route requiring crossing a 40nph
road.

2. Public transport provision is inadequate

The TS confirnms that the nearest bus stops (490m away) are served
by the 125B only tw ce per day, neking them unusable for commuting,
school, or daily travel

The next nearest regular service (194) is 1.5km away, which the TS
itsel f acknow edges is beyond ideal wal king di stance.

This devel opnent therefore fails NPPF 110, which requires
devel opnent to be | ocated where sustainable transport is avail able.

3. The TS uses a nisleading baseline for trip generation

The TS conpares the proposed devel opnent to a historic office use
that is no longer active. It uses theoretical TRICS office trip
rates

rather than real counts, and references a prior approval for 109
flat s that was never built.

This creates a false baseline that artificially ninimses the
percei ved inpact of 136 new dwellings.

4. H ghway safety concerns are understated
The TS clains "no incidents within 300nt, but this is a cherry
pi cked radius. The MAVRIC map shows nultiple accidents on Nine Mle



Ri de just outside this boundary.

Nine Mle Ride is a known congestion corridor with school traffic,
commuter flows, and increasing pressure fromBuckler's Park and

ot her SDL devel opnents. The TS does not assess cunul ative inpacts,
contrary to NPPF requirenents.

5. The devel opnent | acks a conpliant energency access

WBC policy requires energency access for devel opnents over 100

dwel lings. The TS dismi sses this requirenent and proposes wi dening a
footway to 3.7mas an "alternative route". This is not a conpliant
energency access, is not designed for energency vehicles, and has no
swept path anal ysis.

This presents a significant safety and resilience issue.
6. Cycling clains are exaggerated and non conpliant with LTN 1/20

The TS clains a "cycle link to Bracknell Forest", but the m ssing
link is outside the applicant's control. The proposed 0.5moffset is
the absolute mninmum not conpliant with LTN 1/20. No lighting,
segregation, or continuous safe route is provided.

This does not constitute a safe or attractive cycling environnent.

7. Mtigation neasures are vague, unfunded, and non conmittal
The TS repeatedly uses phrases such as "willing to deliver", "could
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take a range of forns", and "subject to discussions". This indicates
that the proposed off site inprovenents are not secured, not costed,
and not guaranteed.

W thout secured S106 obligations, these neasures cannot be relied
upon.

8. The devel opnent fails WBC Core Strategy CP6
The proposal fails nultiple CP6 criteria:
CP6(a) - Does not provide genui ne sustainable transport choice

CP6(b) - Does not minimse travel distance; residents will be car
dependent

CP6(c) - Does not deliver secured inprovenents to infrastructure
CP6(f) - Does not enhance road safety

CP6(g) - WII cause highway problens on an already constrai ned
corridor



9. The devel opnent fails NPPF 109, 110 and 116
NPPF 109 - Transport issues have not been properly addressed

NPPF 110 - The site is not in a sustainable |ocation

NPPF 116 - The residual cunulative inpacts on the road network are
severe

Concl usi on

The devel opnent is not sustainable, not safe, and not conpliant wth
national or local policy. The Transport Statenent is based on
unrealistic assunptions, inadequate public transport, m sleading
trip baselines, and speculative nmitigation

For these reasons, | request that the application be refused

| strongly object to this devel opnent, the local infrastructure is
not keeping up, the traffic is becom ng constanta nd the roads
cannot cope, lack of local shops, GPs etc, this will lead to nore
and nore trips fromthe site.

Pi newood Canpus, Nine Mle Ride - 136 Dwellings

I wish to object to this application on the grounds of highway
safety, unsustainable transport, nisleading trip assunptions, |ack
of

conpliant energency access, and failure to neet NPPF and WBC Core
Strategy requirenents.

1. The Transport Statement (TS) is based on unrealistic
assunptions

The TS relies heavily on national averages for wal king and cycling
di stances, rather than the actual conditions on Nne Mle Ride. This
is a 40nph sem rural distributor road with narrow footways

i scontinuous cycle provision, and no safe, continuous route to key
destinations. The clained "excellent accessibility" is not supported
by real world conditions.

The TS does not provide a safety audit for children wal king to Hatch
Ri de Prinmary School, despite the route requiring crossing a 40nph
road.

2. Public transport provision is inadequate

The TS confirnms that the nearest bus stops (490m away) are served
by the 125B only tw ce per day, neking them unusable for commuting,
school, or daily travel

The next nearest regular service (194) is 1.5km away, which the TS
itsel f acknow edges is beyond ideal wal king di stance.

This devel opnent therefore fails NPPF 110, which requires
devel opnent to be | ocated where sustainable transport is avail able.

3. The TS uses a nisleading baseline for trip generation

The TS conpares the proposed devel opnent to a historic office use
that is no longer active. It uses theoretical TRICS office trip
rates

rather than real counts, and references a prior approval for 109



flat s that was never built.

This creates a false baseline that artificially ninimses the
percei ved inpact of 136 new dwellings.

4. H ghway safety concerns are understat ed

The TS clains "no incidents within 300nt, but this is a cherry

pi cked radius. The MAVRIC map shows nultiple accidents on Nine Mle
Ri de just outside this boundary.

Nine Mle Ride is a known congestion corridor with school traffic,
commuter flows, and increasing pressure fromBuckler's Park and

ot her SDL devel opnents. The TS does not assess cunul ative inpacts,
contrary to NPPF requirenents.

5. The devel opnent | acks a conpliant energency access

WBC policy requires energency access for devel opnents over 100

dwel lings. The TS dismisses this requirenent and proposes wi dening a
footway to 3.7mas an "alternative route". This is not a conpliant
energency access, is not designed for energency vehicles, and has no
swept path anal ysis.

This presents a significant safety and resilience issue.

6. Cycling clains are exaggerated and non conpliant with LTN 1/20
The TS clains a "cycle link to Bracknell Forest", but the m ssing
link is outside the applicant's control. The proposed 0.5moffset is
the absolute mnimum not conpliant with LTN 1/20. No lighting,
segregation, or continuous safe route is provided.

This does not constitute a safe or attractive cycling environnent.

7. Mtigation neasures are vague, unfunded, and non conmittal

The TS repeatedly uses phrases such as "willing to deliver", "could
take a range of forns", and "subject to discussions". This indicates
that the proposed off site inprovenents are not secured, not costed,

and not guaranteed.

W thout secured S106 obligations, these neasures cannot be relied
upon.

8. The devel opnent fails WBC Core Strategy CP6
The proposal fails nultiple CP6 criteria:
CP6(a) - Does not provide genui ne sustainable transport choice

CP6(b) - Does not minimse travel distance; residents will be car
dependent

CP6(c) - Does not deliver secured inprovenents to infrastructure
CP6(f) - Does not enhance road safety

CP6(g) - WII cause highway problens on an already constrai ned
corridor



9. The devel opnent fails NPPF 109, 110 and 116
NPPF 109 - Transport issues have not been properly addressed

NPPF 110 - The site is not in a sustainable |ocation

NPPF 116 - The residual cunulative inpacts on the road network are
severe

Concl usi on

The devel opnent is not sustainable, not safe, and not conpliant wth
national or local policy. The Transport Statenent is based on
unrealistic assunptions, inadequate public transport, m sleading
trip baselines, and speculative nmitigation

For these reasons, | request that the application be refused



