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COWENTS:

| amwiting as a regular user of Church Road to object to
application 261859. My concern is based on ny own experience of the
surroundi ng roads, including their narrow sections, restricted
visibility and

regul ar use by wal kers, cyclists and horse riders. This is already a
difficult highway environnent, and increasing the site from8 to 17
caravans woul d introduce substantially nore traffic into a | ocation
where there is no realistic alternative to travelling by car

My reasons for objecting are as foll ows.

1. The surrounding roads are unsuitable for the proposed increase in
traffic

There is no pavenent or continuous safe walking route to the site.
Vehicles frequently have to negotiate narrow stretches of road,
limted visibility and difficult passing points, often while sharing
the carriageway with pedestrians, cyclists and equestri ans.

| have personally experienced or witnessed near-niss situations on
these roads. There is very little roomfor error when vehicles
encount er vul nerabl e road users or onconing traffic. The additiona
arrivals, departures, visitors, deliveries, servicing vehicles and
wast e-col | ecti on novenents associated with 17 caravans woul d
inevitably increase these risks.

The fact that the access already exists does not denonstrate that it
can safely accommpdate the nuch greater |evel of use now proposed

It was previously considered in connection with 8 caravans. The
present application would increase that to 17 caravans, together
with a site office, visitor novenents, deliveries and

cesspool -enptyi ng tankers.

Vehi cl e noise and | ate novenents are also noticeable in what is
otherwi se a quiet rural area. These effects can reasonably be
expected to increase if the operation is pernmitted to nore than
doubl e in

scal e.

2. The transport information submtted with the application is
i nadequat e and i nconsi stent

The application form proposes increasing the recorded parking
provision from8 to 18 spaces. However, the Planning Statenent deals
with the resulting traffic effects in only a few sentences and
conpares the developnent with a "five-pitch certified caravan site"



That description conflicts with both the planning history and other
parts of the sane statenent, which confirman existing perm ssion
for 8 static caravans.

This inconsistency calls the applicant's transport conclusions into
question. It is also unclear how providing approxi mately one parking
space per caravan would contain the actual parking denmand

particul arly when | ocal observations show nunerous cars and
commercial vans already using the site.

No proportionate assessnent has been provided covering:

likely daily vehicle novenents;arrival and departure
patterns;visitor and staff parking; commercial vehicles and
deliveries; servicing and

refuse collection;cunulative traffic effects; novenents at rel evant
or busier tines of day; orthe additional tanker journeys required
to enpty the proposed cesspool

The drai nage strategy depends upon periodic enptying by tanker, yet
neither the likely frequency nor the resulting nunber of
heavy-vehi cl e novenents has been quantifi ed.

Current NPPF Policy TR6 requires devel opnent likely to generate
significant novenent to be supported by a proportionate transport
statenent or assessnent and, where appropriate, a travel plan. That
a ssessnent shoul d consider realistic future scenarios, relevant
tinmes of day, cunulative effects, nultinodal trip generation and
opportunities for sustainable travel. The submitted i nformati on does
not provide the evidence required to undertake that assessnent
reliably.

3. Alnpst every journey generated by the devel opnent woul d be nade
by private vehicle

The site is not served by a local bus route, and there are no shops
or everyday facilities within a safe and conveni ent wal ki ng

di stance. Anyone staying at the site would therefore be dependent
upon a car for food, |leisure and other routine needs.

The Pl anni ng Statenment suggests that car use "should not be seen as
unr easonabl e". However, that assertion does not overcone the absence
of sustainable transport choices and cannot substitute for a proper
transport assessnent.

NPPF Policy TR3 requires devel opnent generating significant novenent
to be located where the need to travel by private car is limted and
where a genui ne choice of transport nodes is available, unless the
nature of the devel opnment nakes this inpractical

Core Strategy Policy CP6 similarly requires devel opnent to provide
sust ai nabl e transport choices, mnimse travel distances, inprove
pedestrian and cycling provision, nitigate its effect on the
transport network, enhance road safety and avoid hi ghway or
traffic-related environnental problens. Paragraph 4.57 supporting
Pol i cy CPl11

expressly recogni ses that devel opnent outside settlenent limts is
likely to increase private-car use because such |ocations are poorly



served by other forns of transport.

This application conflicts with those objectives because it proposes
a substantial intensification of an inherently car-dependent use

wi t hout providing any neani ngful inprovenent to public transport,
wal ki ng or cycling provision.

4. The Council has already found this | ocation to be unsustainabl e

The Council's refusal of Section 73 application 251246 is directly
relevant. Its third reason for refusal concluded that this sanme site
occupi es an unsustai nabl e and i sol ated edge-of -village | ocation
characterised by long distances to facilities and services, linted
public transport and a poor environnment for wal king and cycling.

Not hi ng about the physical |ocation of the site has changed since
that decision. Increasing the nunber of caravans from8 to 17 woul d
intensify the very inpacts previously identified by the Council, and
the current application proposes no nitigation capable of overconing
that earlier conclusion

For these reasons, the Council shoul d not approve application
261859. Approval would directly conflict with its own adopted Core
Strategy Policies CP6 and CPl1l, current national policies TR3 and
TR6, and the Council's previous findings that this is an isol ated
and unsustainable |location with poor wal king and cycling
conditions. In the absence of a robust transport assessnent,
verified vehicl e-novenent data and an i ndependent road-safety audit,
the Council cannot reasonably conclude that the proposal is safe or
policy-conpliant. Granting perm ssion regardless would know ngly
expose |l ocal residents, pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders to

i ncreased and i nadequately assessed hi ghway danger. The only

def ensi bl e deci sion on the evidence presently available is refusal



