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COWENTS:

bj ection to Planning Application 261171

Land Opposite Charlton Lane, Trowes Lane, Swallowfield

bjection is nade to planning application 261171, which seeks

perm ssion for the erection of five residential pitches on |and
opposite Charlton Lane, Trowes Lane, Swall owfield. The objection is
based on conflict with the adopted Wki ngham Bor ough devel opnent
plan, including the Core Strategy and Managi ng Devel opnent Delivery
Local Plan, as well as the applicant's own acknow edgenent of harm
in the subnitted Planning, Design and Access Statenent.

1. Harmto Rural Character and Landscape

- The site lies in open countryside within the Riseley Farned d ay
Lowl and | andscape area.

- The proposal would introduce residential accomobdation units, day
roons, hardstandi ng and lighting, creating a suburban form of

devel opnent in a rural setting

- The applicant's own pre-application advice indicates that
criterion TB10(e) is unlikely to be satisfied.

- The devel opnent woul d therefore conflict with Core Strategy
Policies CPl, CP3 and CPl1l, and with MDD Policy TB10(e), because
it would fail to maintain the high quality of the rural environnent
and woul d not m nin se unacceptable inpacts on the character and
appearance of the surroundi ng | andscape.

- The applicant's statenment confirns that the site is in the
countryside and within the Riseley Farned Cay Low and Landscape
Character Area, and the pre-application advice records that
conpliance with TB10(e) is unlikely to be achi eved because of harm
to rural tranquillity and visual anenity.

2. Unsustai nabl e Location

- The site is approximtely 250 netres beyond Swal |l owfield's

settl enent boundary.

- Access is via unlit rural |anes wi thout pavenents, naking wal ki ng
and cycling unsafe and inpractical.

- The applicant acknow edges that future residents would be reliant
on private vehicles, contrary to the principles of sustainable
devel opnent.

- The proposal therefore conflicts with Core Strategy Policy CP2 and
MDD Policy TB10(a) to TB10(c), which seek residential pitch

sites

within or close to settlenents with realistic access to services and
sustai nabl e patterns of living, rather than devel opnent that is
functionally dependent on private car travel

- Al though the applicant describes Swall owfield services as nearby,
the practical route fromthe site is along rural lanes with no
conti nuous safe pedestrian infrastructure, which underm nes the
clained sustainability of the |ocation

3. Flooding and Drai nage Risks

- The applicant acknow edges a history of surface water flooding on
the site.

- The proposed hardstandi ng woul d i ncrease surface water runoff and



pl ace additional pressure on |local drainage infrastructure.

- Travel l er sites are regarded as highly vul nerabl e devel opnent
under national planning policy.

- The proposal therefore fails to denonstrate conpliance with MDD
Pol i cy TB10(d), Policy CC09 on devel opnent and fl ood risk, and
Pol i cy CCl0 on sustai nabl e drai nage, because significant flood and
drai nage risks remain unresol ved and woul d be exacerbated by
hardst andi ng and i ntensive residential use.

- The applicant's own assessnent identifies high surface water fl ood
ri sk and medi um groundwater flood risk. Raising the accommopdati on
units and relying on property-level resilience does not renove the
underlying suitability concern for a residential pitch site in this
| ocati on.

4. Foul Drainage and Cesspool Concerns

- The submtted Fl ood Ri sk Assessnment and Drainage Strategy confirns
that there is no foul drainage within the site or in close
proximty, and that all foul water would be collected by a
gravity-fed network and discharged into a 50,000 litre cesspool

- The sane docunent cal cul ates foul flows at approximtely 3,000
litres per day, or 21,000 litres per week, and states that the
cesspool would need to be enptied at least fortnightly. This would
create a continuing operational dependency on tanker collections
froma constrained rural |ane.

- The proposal therefore does not denonstrate a robust, sustainable
or lowrisk foul drainage solution for a pernanent residential use,
particularly given the site's identified high surface water fl ood

ri sk, nmedium groundwater flood risk and naturally high groundwater
condi tions.

- Reliance on a cesspool al so raises concerns about mai ntenance,
odour, accidental overflow, pollution risk and enforceability over
the lifetine of the devel opnent, especially where the drai nage
strategy depends on regul ar enptying and annual cl eaning rather than
connection to mains foul drainage.

- For these reasons, the foul drainage strategy is inconsistent with
the objectives of Core Strategy Policy CP1 and MDD Policy CCO1

whi ch require sustainabl e devel opnent, and it al so reinforces
conflict with MDD Policies TB10(d), CC09 and CCl0 because the
proposed wastewat er arrangenments have not been shown to adequately
safeguard the site and surrounding area from drai nage, pollution
and flood-related risks. 5. Hi ghway Safety Concerns

- Trowes Lane is narrow and unlit, has no footways, and is regularly
used by wal kers, cyclists and agricultural vehicles.

- Addi ti onal vehicle novenents, including tow ng novenents and
service vehicles, would materially increase the risk to hi ghway
users. - Safe and suitable access for all users has not been
convi nci ngly denonstrated, and the proposal is therefore

i nconsistent with the

bj ectives of Core Strategy Policy CP6 and MDD Policy CCQ07, insofar
as they require devel opnent to be safely and appropriately served by
the transport network.

- The access arrangenents nust al so be considered in the context of
the site's likely reliance on private vehicles, towi ng novenents,
delivery vehicles, refuse collection and energency access, all on a
constrai ned rural road network.

6. Prematurity of the Energing Local Plan

- The energing Local Plan is intended to allocate specific
residential pitch sites

- The application site does not formpart of those proposed



al | ocati ons.

- Granting permssion on an unallocated countryside site at this
stage woul d risk underm ning the plan-led approach required by Core
Strategy Policy CP1 and the spatial strategy reflected in Policies
CP2, CP3, CP11 and MDD Policy TB10. The energing plan process is
intended to identify suitable residential pitch provision through a
bor ough-w de assessnent of need, l|ocation, infrastructure and
environnental constraints, rather than through ad hoc approval of an
i sol at ed

countryside site.

7. Conflict with Countryside Protection Policies

- The site is outside the defined settlenment linmts and lies in the
countryside. Core Strategy Policy CP11l only supports devel opnent in
the countryside where it maintains the high quality of the rura
environnent and accords with rel evant policy exceptions.

- The applicant accepts that the proposal does not fall within the
|isted exceptions in CPll, but seeks to rely on broader planning

bal ance argunents. That does not renove the direct conflict with the
adopt ed countryside policy.

- The proposal would introduce a permanent residential pitch site,
day roons, hardstandi ng, parking, donmestic activity and associ ated
infrastructure into an undevel oped rural parcel, naterially changing
the character and appearance of the countryside. This gives rise to
direct conflict with Core Strategy Policies CP1, CP3 and CPl11l, and
with MDD Policy TB10(e), because the devel opnent woul d not protect
the rural environment or mnimse harmto the surroundi ng | andscape
character.

8. The Tilted Bal ance Does Not Override Policy Conflicts

- Even if the Council cannot currently denonstrate a five-year
supply of residential pitches, that does not create an autonatic
presunption that any site is acceptable. The tilted bal ance renmins
a pl anni ng judgenent and nust still take account of conflict with

t he devel opnent plan and site-specific harns.

- The wordi ng should be understood as referring to the proposed form
of residential pitch devel opnment, not to the persona
characteristics or background of future occupants.

- These harns include | andscape harm an unsustainable |ocation,

hi ghway safety concerns, and conflict with policies TB10, CP1l, CP1
and CP3.

- Taken together, the adverse inpacts clearly and denonstrably
outwei gh the clained benefits of five additional pitches,
particularly where the proposal conflicts with the spatial strategy
for countryside protection, sustainable devel opnent, | andscape
character, flood risk and safe access.

Concl usi on

For these reasons, the proposal is in clear conflict with the
adopt ed Woki ngham Bor ough devel opnent plan, including Core Strategy
Policies CPl, CP2, CP3, CP6 and CPl11l, and Managi ng Devel opnent
Del i very

Policies TB10, CC01, CCO7, CC09 and CCl10. It would result in
unacceptable harmto the rural character and | andscape setting of
Swal | owfi el d, would represent an unsustainable countryside |ocation
and woul d rai se unresol ved concerns regardi ng drai nage, fl ooding,
foul wastewater disposal and hi ghway safety.

The requirenent should be nmet through appropriately sel ected,
policy-conpliant sites that are safe, sustainable, well related to
services and capabl e of being accommpdat ed wi t hout unacceptabl e harm
to the countryside, |andscape character, foul and surface water



drai nage arrangenents or hi ghway safety.
It is therefore respectfully requested that planning application
261171 be refused.



