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Pl anni ng bj ection: Proposed Gypsy and Traveller Pitches at the
Loddon Devel opnment (RG4A1 5PT)

| amwiting to register ny objection to the proposed Gypsy and
Travel l er pitches associated with the Loddon devel opnent.

My concerns relate not to the principle of providing Traveller
acconmodation, but to the way this el enent of the schene has been
pl anned, consul ted upon, and | ocated.

1. I nadequate Public Consultation

The inclusion of a substantial nunber of Traveller pitches was not
clearly presented during the public consultation process.

* This el enment of the proposal was not shown on publicly available
maps for a significant period.

* |t was not clearly highlighted in consultation naterials provided
to residents.

* Many residents only becane aware of this aspect of the schene well
after consultation opportunities had passed.

As a result, local people were denied a genuine opportunity to
understand and coment on a significant part of the devel opnent.

2. Access Constraints and H ghway Concerns

The suggested access via Betty Grove Lane rai ses serious practica
i ssues:

* The lane is narrow, with limted capacity and drai nage
constraints. * It is not within the developer's control, liniting
the ability to deliver necessary inprovenents.

* There is insufficient evidence that it can safely accommpdate the
volunme and type of traffic likely to be generated by the proposed
pi t ches.

Thi s approach does not reflect good planning practice or highway
saf ety standards.

3. Infrastructure Not Properly Designed
Unl i ke the main housing areas of the devel opnent, the Traveller
site:

* Does not benefit froma clearly designed access road built to
adopt abl e standards;

* Lacks detail ed proposals for drainage and pedestrian safety;

* Appears to be added as an afterthought rather than integrated into
the overall nasterplan.

This results in a poorly bal anced | ayout.

4. Location and Comunity Integration

The pitches are proposed at the edge of the w der devel opnent and
directly al ongside an established residential area.

Thi's positioning:

* Separates the site fromthe rest of the new conmunity;

* Limts access to shared facilities and services;

* Fails to denpnstrate how integration with the w der devel opnent
woul d be achi eved.



Pl anni ng policy encourages inclusive |ayouts that support
co-exi stence rather than physical separation

5. Alternative Locations Not Cearly Assessed

The application does not explain:

* Which alternative sites were considered;

* Way | ocations with safer access or better infrastructure were
di scount ed;

* Whet her areas within the nmain devel opnent footprint were
eval uat ed.

Wthout this information, it is difficult to conclude that the
chosen |l ocation represents the nost suitable option

6. Insufficient Detail About the Site
Key information remains unclear, including:

* Whet her the pitches are intended for permanent or transit use; *
How the site will be nanaged over tine;

* What facilities and services will be provided.

This lack of detail limts the ability of residents to assess the
proposal properly.

7. Cunul ative Inpact and Distribution

There are already several authorised Traveller sites in the
surrounding area, including in close proxinmty to Weatsheaf d ose
and Mol e Road.

Pl anning policy requires authorities to consider the conbined inpact
of existing provision and to ensure a fair and bal anced distribution
of sites.

The application does not provide a clear cunul ative assessnent or
explain how this proposal aligns with wi der distribution objectives.

Sunmary

Wil e the need for Travell er accommpdation is acknow edged, the
current proposal raises concerns regarding:

* The adequacy of consultation;

* H ghway safety and access;

* |ntegration and | ayout;

* Lack of evidence that alternatives were properly considered; *
Absence of a cumnul ative inpact assessnent.

For these reasons, the proposal should be reconsidered and revised
bef ore any decision is nade.



