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COWENTS:

bj ection: Parking & Transport inpacts - Land west of Park Lane,
Charvil (Bellway Hones RM for 75 dwellings)

| object on parking and transport grounds. The Reserved Matters
material nmakes clear that all vehicular access is via Park Lane,
concentrating every car and delivery novenent through the village,
wi th knock-on effects for safety, amenity and on-street parking
stress for existing residents.

1) Likely car ownership far exceeds what the |ayout can acconmopdate
safely off-street

- The schene is heavily weighted to larger famly honmes (53 of 75
are 4-5 bed: 32 x 4-bed, 21 x 5-bed). Larger hones in

edge-of -village |l ocations typically have 2-3+ cars per househol d,
generating multiple daily trips and high visitor denmand. The
applicant's own dwelling nmix evidences this car-led profile.

- Although the Parking Layout totals 112 all ocated spaces + 59

unal | ocated/visitor + 52 garage spaces (223 overall), garages are
counted as "spaces" despite well-known low utilisation for car
par ki ng once occupi ed by househol d storage. Counting garages

inflates supply on paper and risks overspill onto Park Lane when
real -world car ownership materialises
2) Overspill and displacenent parking onto Park Lane will harm

residential anmenity and safety

- The Planning Statenent confirnms the devel opnent relies on a street
hierarchy with parallel bays "along the streets" for visitors.
Visitor bays within the estate are linited relative to 75 dwel lings
and a famly-led nix; when visitor bays are full or garages
unusabl e, parking will spill onto Park Lane and nearby residential
streets already used for school runs and daily village activity.

- The schene's design intent to "reduce the need for on-street and
potentially hazardous infornmal parking" is asserted, but no
nmechani sm ensures this outcome once real household car nunbers
exceed the notional count. That risk falls on Park Lane residents.
3) Al car trips are funneled up and down Park Lane - cunul ative

i nmpacts not addressed

- Access is only via a single Park Lane junction, so 100% of car,
visitor, delivery, servicing and refuse novenents route through the
vill age spine. No secondary/relief access is proposed. The
applicant's reliance on internal circulation does nothing to
mtigate the external concentration on Park Lane.

- The Qutline perm ssion did not grant carte blanche on day-to-day
parking effects; the RMIlayout still nust denonstrate no
unacceptabl e transport harm The subnission does not quantify daily
resident + visitor novenents froma 4-5 bed-heavy m x nor nodel

ng/ side-friction once overspill occurs on Park Lane.

4) Public transport clains are overstated for this car-oriented
schene

- The Statenent presents the site as "sustainably |ocated wi th good
access to |l ocal bus services" and "frequent connections" from
Twyford station. This is generic and untested agai nst the actua
resident profile the schene creates (predom nantly fanily housing
needi ng nul ti-purpose, tine-flexible trip nmaking). Wthout binding,
funded neasures (e.g., bus service enhancenent, car-club vehicles



on site, controlled parking to protect Park Lane, robust travel plan
sanctions), the developnent will be car-led in practice

under m ni ng the paper claimof "sustainable" travel

- The Transport Statenent is referenced but not evidenced in the
anning Statenent with node-share targets, nonitoring, or renedia
triggers. In the absence of enforceable public-transport

i mprovenents, the over-played bus/rail proxinmty cannot nmitigate the
additional private car traffic that Park Lane residents will bear.

5) Policy conflict

- MDD Pol i cy CCO7 (Parking) expects proposals to neet standards

and avoid harnful on-street conditions. Counting garages as reliable
supply and leaning on limted visitor bays risks non-conpliance in
operation, to the detrinment of existing residents.

- Core Strategy CP6 (Managi ng Travel Dermand) requires devel opnents
to prioritise sustainable travel and enhance road safety.
Concentrating all novenents through Park Lane whil e banking on
optimstic

public-transport assunptions fails that test.

Request ed outcone / conditions

G ven the above, the RM application should be refused on parking and
transport grounds. If the authority is minded to approve, it should
only be with robust, prior-to-occupation conditions and obligations
that (at mninmum:

1. Re-basel i ne parking so garages only count where interna

di mensi ons and i ndependent evi dence denonstrate high |ikelihood of
car use, with a contingency plan for additional on-plot or

of f-street visitor parking if overspill is observed.

2. Secure a funded Residential Travel Plan wth binding node-share
targets, independent nonitoring for 5 years, and financi al
sanctions/mtigation if targets are mssed (e.g., on-site car-club
vehicles, additional visitor bays, contributions to |ocal bus
frequency).

3. Impl enent a Park Lane parking protection scheme (consulted CPZ
or simlar), funded by the applicant, to safeguard existing

resi dents from di spl acenent.

4. Require a Construction Traffic Managenment Plan that prevents
construction parking and HGY conflict on Park Lane during school and
peak hours.

As subnitted, the proposal will increase car ownership and daily
trips, funnel them exclusively up and down Park Lane, and over-rely
on overstated public transport, to the detrinment of current village
resi dents.



