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COWENTS:
bj ection - Construction traffic, cunmulative HGY routing via Park
Lane/ Charvil, and interaction with existing depot traffic

| object to the application on construction-traffic grounds. As
submitted, the Construction Environnental Managenent Plan ( CEMP)

ovi des no workabl e construction traffic strategy, defers key
transport matters to another docunment, and fails to address the
cunul ati ve HGY burden created by (i) construction of this schene,
(ii) A Better

Service (ABS) operations using the same |local routes, and (iii)

the recently proposed fuel depot traffic, all of which concentrate
novenents t hrough Charvil and al ong Park Lane.

1) No construction traffic detail is provided - transport inpacts
are explicitly "out of scope”

Section 2.6 of the CEMP states that "issues relating to the nethods
of construction including access, vehicle novenent, noise and
vibration control will be detailed within the Constructi on Method
Statenent and do not formpart of this docunent.” In other words,

t he subni ssion before you contains no routing, no HGY nunbers, no
peak- hour controls, no staff/contractor parking plan, and no
del i very booki ng system

Approving the RM CEMP on this basis would | eave residents exposed to
unnmanaged construction traffic on Park Lane.

2) Al site access is via Park Lane - but the CEMP does not nmnage
HGVs on this residential spine

The pl ans show the construction area and site access |ocked to Park
Lane, yet the CEMP does not set any cap on HGVs/ hour, convoy
controls, or waiting restrictions to prevent queuing on Park Lane.
The only stated traffic-adjacent nmeasure is that a road sweeper
wi |l be used "outside of peak network and school hours," which
acknow edges

peak-tinme sensitivity but offers no binding nanagenent of HGV
novenent s thensel ves

3) Cunul ative inpact with ABS and the fuel depot is ignored

Resi dents al ready experience daily HGY activity from ABS (A Better
Service) and other operators using the same Charvil routes. In
parallel, the fuel depot proposal would add further tanker/HGY
novenen ts along the sane short corridor. The CEMP is silent on
cunul ative inpact and offers no coordination (e.qg.

ti me-wi ndowi ng) to avoid

over | appi ng peaks between construction deliveries and

exi sting/comercial HGV flows. G ven the single access via Park
Lane, this onmission is naterial

4) Sensitive setting makes unmanaged construction traffic
unaccept abl e

The CEMP itself highlights the site's proxinty to anci ent woodl and
and a stream requiring wheel -wash, spill controls and other
measures. More HGV traffic means nore nud/debris, greater risk of
surface-water run-off and pollution events, and nore frequent
wheel - washi ng

di scharges to nmanage, again without a specified traffic plan or
routing that mnimses these risks on Park Lane and adj acent



receptors

5) Working hours noted, but no linkage to traffic controls Wile

t he docunent nentions daytine worki ng hours (weekday/ Saturday), it
still does not translate those hours into deliveries enbargoes,
school -street protections, or peak-hour blackouts on Park Lane.

Wt hout enforceable delivery windows and routing, the stated hours
offer no practical protection to residents.

Concl usi on

Because the submission onmts a construction traffic/routing
strategy, fails to assess or nmanage cunul ative HGV effects with ABS
and the fuel depot, and relies entirely on Park Lane for access
with no enforceable controls, the proposal would result in
unaccept abl e

hi ghway, anenity and environnental inpacts for Charvil residents.
The application should therefore be refused on construction-traffic
grounds.

If the authority is neverthel ess mnded to proceed, the follow ng
pre- commencenent condition set is essential (mninunm:

1. Conprehensive Construction Traffic Managenment Plan (CTMP) for
approval, to include:

o Fi xed HGV routing avoiding residential frontages where possible
and expressly managi ng novenents through Charvil/Park Lane.
oDaily and hourly HGV caps, with delivery booki ng system

no-wai ting/no-idling rules, and prohibition on convoy arrivals.

o0 Peak-ti me enbargoes (school start/finish and comuter peaks) and
event -day controls.

oStaff/contractor parking plan off-street (no on-street parking on
Park Lane or nearby streets).

oNanmed traffic marshal s/ banksmen at the access during delivery

wi ndows.

2. Currul ative-inpact coordination protocol: the CTMP nust

denonstrate tinme-wi ndow coordi nation to avoid overlap with known HGV
generators in Charvil (including ABS) and any consented fuel -depot
operations

sharing the sane routes, with an obligation to adjust delivery slots
if conflicts arise.

3. Environnmental protection |inkage: wheel-wash siting, run-off
contai nment and road-cleaning tied to delivery volunes (trigger
thresholds for additional sweeps, vacuumtankers, or tenporary

drai nage protection), with nonitoring and reporting to the LPA

Absent these safeguards and in the face of known HGV pressures from
ABS and the fuel -depot schene, the residual construction-traffic
i npact woul d be severe and unacceptable for Park Lane and Charvil.



