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Formal Objection to the Proposed Gypsy and Traveller Pitches at the
Loddon Devel opnment (RG4A1 5PT)

| wish to fornmally object to the proposed allocation of 20 Gypsy and
Travel l er pitches within the Loddon devel opnent, on the foll ow ng

pl anni ng grounds.

1. Failure of Proper Consultation and Transparency

Local residents were not properly consulted on the inclusion of 20
Gypsy and Travel ler pitches, despite indications that this el enent
formed part of the schene froman early stage

* The pitches were not shown on the published devel opnent naps
avai | abl e on the devel oper's website.

* They were not clearly identified during the public consultation
period, nor clearly highlighted in consultation naterials
distributed to residents.

* The proposal only becane apparent in Novenber, after consultation
opportunities had effectively passed.

This lack of transparency prevented neani ngful public engagenent and
under m nes confidence in the robustness of the planning process.

2. Unsuitable and Unsafe Access Arrangenents

The proposed access via Betty Gove Lane is fundanentally
unsuitable: * Betty Gove Lane is a narrow single-lane road with
limted width, poor drainage, and constrained visibility.

* The lane is not part of the Loddon devel opnent, neaning the

devel oper does not have full control over its upgrade, maintenance,
or | ong-term managenent .

* There is no clear evidence that the | ane can safely acconnodate
the additional vehicle novenents associated with 20 pitches. This
rai ses serious concerns regardi ng hi ghway safety, sustainability,
and conpliance with access standards.

3. Absence of a Properly Designed Access Road

The proposal does not provide:

* A purpose-built access road constructed to adoptable standards; *
Adequat e drai nage and surface-water nanagenent;

* Safe and appropriate pedestrian access.
This contrasts with the infrastructure provided for the nain housing
devel opnent and results in an unbal anced and poorly planned | ayout.

4. Unjustified Isolation and Failure to Pronote Integration

The proposed Traveller pitches are located at a significant distance
fromthe main body of the new housing, and i medi ately adjacent to
the established residential area at Weatsheaf C ose.

This siting:



* Physically separates the pitches fromthe w der devel opnent;

Limts access to shared anenities and infrastructure;
* Does not pronote integration or inclusive placenaking, as
encour aged by national planning policy.
The application fails to denonstrate why the pitches cannot be
| ocated within the main devel opnent footprint, where access,
infrastructure, and opportunities for integration could be properly
designed in fromthe outset.

5. Failure to Consider Reasonable Alternative Sites

There is no published evidence that alternative and potentially nore
suitabl e | ocations were properly assessed, specifically sites within
the mai n devel opnent where access roads and infrastructure could be
delivered as part of the schene.

The absence of a transparent site-selection assessnent underm nes
the soundness of the proposal

6. Lack of Clarity on the Nature and Managenent of the Site
The proposal does not clearly specify:

* Whet her the pitches are permanent or transit;

* How the site will be nmanaged;

* What facilities will be provided;

* How inpacts will be mtigated over tine.

This lack of detail prevents residents from nmaki ng inforned
representations and rai ses concerns about the adequacy of the
pl anni ng subm ssi on.

7. Cunul ative Inpact and Over-Concentration

There are multiple existing Gypsy and Traveller sites within the
surrounding area, including sites in close proximty to Weatsheaf
Cl ose and Ml e Road.

Nati onal and | ocal planning policy requires decision-nmakers to avoid
over-concentration of Traveller sites and to assess the cunul ative
i mpact of existing provision.

In this case

* There is no clear cunulative inpact assessnent of existing
Traveller sites in the locality;

* The proposal does not denonstrate how it contributes to bal anced
and sustai nabl e comunities;

* The absence of an evi dence-based anal ysis nmakes it inpossible to
conclude that the scale of provision in this area is appropriate.
Until a transparent cunul ative inpact assessnent is provided, the
proposal cannot be considered policy-conpliant.

Concl usi on

For the reasons outlined above i ncludi ng i nadequate consul tation
unsui tabl e access arrangenents, lack of integration, absence of
alternative site analysis, insufficient detail, and failure to

assess cunul ative inpacts the proposed Traveller pitches are
unsound in their current form

At a mininmum the proposal should be:

* Subject to proper consultation

* Supported by safe, purpose-built access;

* Located in a way that pronotes integration within the w der
devel opnent;

* Acconpani ed by a transparent assessnent of alternatives and
cunul ative inpacts.






