PLANNI NG REF . 252769
PROPERTY ADDRESS : Arborfield Village Hall
. Eversley Road, Arborfield

. R& 9PQ
SUBM TTED BY : Arborfield & New and Pari sh Counci
DATE SUBM TTED : 15/ 01/ 2026

COWENTS:

Arborfield & New and Parish Council objects to the @ eeson Land

pl anni ng application nunber 252769 on the foll ow ng grounds.

Ve

firstly cooment on the 16 January 2026 deadline for responses on
this planning application. This deadline is wholly premat ure given
t hat :

1. It is in advance of any determ nation by the planning

i nspectors as regards the soundness of the inclusion of the Loddon
Garden Village site in the LPU

2.1t is prior to the planned consultation in the spring of 2026 on
the Design Code (Masterplanning) for Loddon Garden Vill age,

3. W& are expected to respond to this planning application before
havi ng sight of the planning application for the Hatch Farm area of
Loddon Garden Village. W therefore are not able to see the ful

pi cture.

We therefore urge WBC to extend the deadline for corment on this
application and the planning application nunber 252498 in respect of
the University of reading section of LGV. W will be naking further
comments on both of these pl anning

applications later in 2026, having had the opportunity to consider
when the three conditions above have been net.

In the meantine, we nmake the followi ng high |evel objections to this
pl anni ng application

The LGV site significantly lacks current infrastructure, such that
the overall infrastructure costs in the Financial Viability
Assessnent considered at the recent Examination in Public (EIP)
anount to nore than £100,000 for every dwelling on the site. No

i nformati on has been forthcom ng as regards how the various site
ronoters at LGY will be splitting these infrastructure costs. Wat
happens if one of the pronoters encounters financial difficulties?
Does the responsibility for the infrastructure expenditure then pass
to the other pronotors or would we be left with the situation of the
infrastructure not being delivered? There should be a clearly set
out infrastructure delivery apportionment between the various
pronoters at LGY with details of whether the financia

responsibility is joint and several

The site pronoters of LGV are relying on

assurances from Thanes Waters as regards the delivery of the
necessary upgrade of the Arborfield Sewage Treatnment Works. W thout
such an upgrade of sewage capacity the housing at LGV will be adding
effluence to a systemthat is already over capacity. There should
be a strict planning condition included with any agreenent on the

pl anni ng application that no houses should be sold in advance of the
upgrade of the Arborfield Sewage Treatnent Wrks.

The delivery of the Md bridge to link the LGV site to Lower Earley
Way is deened critical by the traffic nodelling. However, as

hi ghli ghted by A&NPC at the recent EIP, policy SS13 (which relates
to LGY) in the Local Plan Update does not specifically reference

the M4 bridge. The del ivery of the M4 bridge should be
specifically referenced in policy SS13. 1In addition, there should
be a strict planning condition included with any approval that the
M4 bridge should be delivered before the sale of any housi ng above a



set |evel of houses.

Al'l previous Strategic

Devel oprment Locations (SDL's) created by Wki ngham BC have

incurred a significant charge under the Conmmunity Infrastructure
Levy (CIL)

regi ne. However, the assunption in the plans for LGV is that a ni
rate of CIL will apply to this developnent. Such a nil rate of CL
is contrary to the current WBC policy and would require
consultation and exanination if it were to be adopted. The
infrastructure delivery for LGV does include an anpbunt of £3m for
what is described as “parish inf rastructure requirenents” but this
is a de mninus anmobunt conpared to the anount of CIL that would be
payabl e under the existing CIL policy. The planning application
shoul d be rejected until such tine as there has been a proper
consultation on the revisions to the WBC CIL charging structure.
Thanmes Water has confirmed in the docunents associated with the

pl anni ng application that there is only sufficient capacity in the
clean water network to serve the first 50 houses on the site.
Despite this significant constraint, there is no reference to this
issue in the EI A Non-Technical summary. In addition, the

pl anned poi nt of connection for the clean water supply is a
significant distance fromthe current water nmain in Arborfield
Cross. The new main therefore has to run from Arborfield Cross down
Si ndl esham Road/ Mbl e Road before entering the site (as per the
Thanes Water report). This will alnost certainly require the
closure of this busy local road for a period of tine, particularly
as the planning application envisages significant roadworks on this
stretch of road to change the current traffic calm ng on Sindl eham
Road as well as to create the entrance to the site on Ml e Road.
The pl anni ng application should therefore be rejected until this
wat er capacity

i ssue has been successfully resolved and far greater detail is
provided as to how cl ean water can be delivered to the site in
conjunction with the significant road works invol ved on Sindl esham
and Mol e Roads

The proposal to widen Mole Road in order to create an access point
to the site is a recipe for traffic chaos, both during construction
and al so on-going. The Ml e Road has becone a major traffic route,
particularly at peak tines, but the planning

application has no detail as to how the proposed changes to Ml e
Road can be undertaken whil st keeping the road open. Instead, the
pl anni ng application sinply contains a one page draw ng of poor
quality to set out the schene. Not only will the Mle Road require
wi deni ng, but there also plans for a Pegasus crossing and changes to
the Sindl esham Road traffic calmng (outside Lockey Farm, al

pl anned for the sanme tine! Mich greater detail should be included
in the planning application to denonstrate clearly the feasibility
of what is being proposed.

Once conpleted the new site access on Mole Road will be very close
to a new pedestrian/equestrian crossing. This proposed crossing
will be very close to the sharp turn on Mole Road as it approaches
Ellis HII, fromthe Sindl eshamdirection. Wat techni cal work has
been done to check the safety of this new road | ayout? Such work
shoul d be included in the planning application

G ven that the planned access onto Mble Road is one of the nost
chal l enging froma safety and congestion perspective there should be
a strict planning condition applied that no nore than 100 hones can
be occupied on the d eesons site before access has been provided to
the main spine road at LGY. Such a requirenment woul d reduce the

i npact of the d eeson devel opnent on the Mole Road traffic



The non-techni cal sunmmary

i ncluded with the planning application includes the statenent “that
the site benefits fromstrong transport |links” (page 5). This is
utter nonsense, with the site being wholly dependent on car
transport. For exanple:

- Wnnersh railway station is 3.4km away (45-m nute wal k) and has
no car parking.

- There will be no direct public footpath to Arborfield Cross (via
Si ndl esham Road). Instead safe walking to Arborfield Cross and the
anenities referenced in the Desig n and Access statenent, requires a
| engt hy detour down Church Lane and t he Readi ng Road of
approximately 30 minutes or a 28-mnute wal k (source Transport
Assessnent page 40) through the unlit Coonbes Wodl and.

- Para 3.18 of the non-technical summary references

“Multiple bus routes operate within the vicinity of the Site”

There is a single bus route fromArborfield Cross, but as per the
poi nt above this requires a lengthy walk to access fromthe site.

W note that whilst the main site entrances are from Mbl e Road and
fromthe main LGV spine road, in addition Energency Vehicle Access
is planned from Church Lane. The details on the Emergency Vehicle
Access are already out of date given the closure of Church Lane to
through traffic, and therefore updated docunents shoul d be provided.
More inportantly, why is separate Energency Vehicle Access
required? Does this reflect the likely traffic congestion on Mle
Road or sone other inadequacy as regards the plans for the site?
Finally, this

application is co-dependent upon the University of Readi ng pl anning
application (252498), in that nuch of the infrastructure for the

d eeson’s application will be provided by the University of Reading
application. Therefore, the d eeson planning application should not
be determ ned before any approval of the University appl

i cation.



