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Gener a

| have separately commented n application 252769 and sone of those
aspects are simlar and hence repeated here.

However, i amfrustrated and di sappointed, and i feel Prevented in
this larger application fromfinding the information i need to be
able to nake a comment or objection. This is a significant issue,
and you shoul d give consideration to.

Renenber please that the detail ed plans have never been provided to
us in the Local Plan processes to date, so we have never been able
to exanmine themin detail. Nor have we been given specific
presentations on the detailed proposals. This is unacceptable for
| ocal workers having to traw electronically through 81 pages of
docunent nost of which are so poorly titled and so vol uni nous that
non- pr of essi onal |ocal residents have no chance what soever of
finding actual information in relation to their concerns. The
search

function on the portal is POOR One may type "Transport" say and
then get 1load of poorly titled docunents; they night open the
docunent

whi ch appears to be THE "transport report” (who knows?) and it is
just "Chapter 17" with no contents list - howon earth is an
interested party supposed to find the inportant information

i highly recommend you consider the way that informati on has been
provided in relation to this application. Firstly the information
shoul d be easy to navigate to what one needs, and secondly the
details of the proposals in this application should be presented in
public to locals, not just hidden in this mael stromof digita

st or age.

| object to the proposed application on the basis of traffic
i mplications of the construction works in particular, and how the
devel oper has considered this.

The Local Plan hearings in 2025 at Wki ngham Council offices
explicitly made the point several tines : that the traffic nunbers
used by the Devel opers /WBC were "robust"” and "appropriate for the
| ocal plan stage". They were questions repeatedly on the rel evance
of the traffic nunbers used, and they repeatedly and defensively
just repeated that they were "robust". They refused or could not



when asked, provide any indication of levels of certainty and
sensitivity and error in the nunbers used. The statenent was nade
on nore than one occasion occasion by the devel oper, the KC and WBC
that it would be the Planning Application stage that nore robust
traffic nunbers and nodel ling should be considered. That tinme is
now. Accordingly, as Planning Authority WBC nust rigorously
chal | enge the nunbers, the

assunptions and the outcone of the Traffic Assessnents of this and
the other 2 applications to conme, and in conjunction

2) As a result of the extrenely poorly structured and titked

provi sion of substantial conp,ex information, it is therefore

uncl ear how this applicant has considered the closure of MII| Lane
to traffic during the periods that it is intended to construct the
roundabouts on MII Lane and the road to Hatch Farm The adj acent
appl i cant has

mentioned this closure in 11.2.3(4) and (5) in particular. They
then go on to say that 11.3.26 "... there is immterial change in
delay at the Nirvana Spa roundabout..." !'? This conclusion was very
worrying as to whether they have undertaken any validation

what soever on their conclusions. Every year we have a full scale
denonstration of the inpact of closure of MIIl Lane, when it fl oods
for about a week once or twice a year. Wen this happens, the
traffic in both AM and PM queues stationary all the way back towards
Arborfield circa 2. 6kmt, and sonetinmes even to the Arborfield X
roundabout! Yet this

situation is not at all nmentioned in their transport assessnent.

Why have these foreseeabl e and significant queues fromthe

devel opnent proposals nentioned in this assessnent report NOT been
consi der ed.

This is a huge inpact on the area here; it is understandable for a
week each year when we flood, but NOT acceptable for EVERY day for
several years

Regarding this application 252498, i amunable to do a search in the
Pl anning Portal for e.g. "MII Lane" unless it is in the title of

t he docunent.

Accordingly i amunable to find the applicant's consideration of the
Ni rvana Spa roundabout /M| Lane inplications. This is
unaccept abl e.

3) | reference ny comments on the Local Plan which i submitted in
relation to that |ast year:

Question 7B M || Lane roundabouts

M1l Lane currently works. It is a critical l|ocal travel route.

The Hatch Farm/ Longdon Road new traffic lights cause daily traffic
queui ng back to and past Sindl eshamand Nirvana Spa. MIIl Lane is

therefore a huge benefit by being available to take traffic away
fromthat queue.

That is unless the Loddon floods or there are roadworks on MII Lane
when it is closed. At this point it causes traffic queues all the
way back to Arborfield, exacerbated by the mni roundabout at

Si ndl esham which prioritises traffic approachi ng from Bearwood.

MII Lane is locally vital therefore.
Two roundabouts are proposed in the local plan on MII| Lane, before
and after the M4 underpass. The ultimate closure of MII| Lane is

debat abl e, however if the big M4 bridge is constructed it is noted
that sonme traffic will use that route, and if the link road to Hatch
FarmWay is nade early. However it is the tenporary closure of MII



Lane that appears to have no provisions nmade in the Plan to address
the significant inpact on local traffic.

The | ower north roundabout needs to be constructed in/above or very
close to the part of the Loddon which floods several tines every
year. It requires significant engineering works in an area of very
limted space and woul d benefit fromthe new proposed link road to
the recent Hatch Farm Way bei ng constructed first to gain access

without limting traffic on MIIl Lane, because of its inportance
for local road
traffic. It clearly will need to address | oss of flood area and it

is not easy to understand how this will be achieved in such a tight
area. No provision has been presented to denonstrate how this
construction without significant traffic inpact could be achieved,
and therefore this does not denonstrate a sound and vi abl e net hod
of

delivery.

The hi gher south roundabout on M1l Lane would be constructed on the
steepest part of MII Lane, such that substantial cut and fill

per manent eart hworks woul d be required and whi ch woul d need greater

| and take than woul d be i medi ately apparent and drai nage. Such a
roundabout woul d be constructed offline (I.e. to the west of the
existing MII Lane) such that the |Iong periods of construction and

e.g utilities diversion and placenent would not inpact traffic unti
a point when it was ready to be tied into the road network. That
woul d require the roundabout to be situated further west than is
currently shown on the plan. This would be a sound approach
however we

understand fromrepresentatives that the devel oper would wi sh to
build houses in the location of the offline roundabout. This does
not denonstrate a sound approach to construction and its inpact on
| ocal

traffic.

Provisions are required to make the construction of these
roundabouts OFFLINE such that traffic fl ow can be naintai ned.

Question 7C Mol e Road as construction access route

W understand fromstatenments fromthe Exhibition staff, that it is
expected that Mble Road will be required as construction access
route.

We are astonished by this; it is narrow, w nding undulating, unlit.
We feel it is not a sound consideration as to how | arge construction
vehi cl es may access the construction areas safely using such a route
be wi thout adding to existing inpacted traffic, queues and

acci dent s.

These points apply also to the other 2 applications for LCGY because



it is the cunulative inpacts which are really inportant, and
therefore the traffic inpacts need to be considered conbi ned, not
just on their own.

S J Everton
January 2026



