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COWENTS:
I live in Sindleshamand | amwiting to object to the proposed
Traveller site at Mole Road / Betty Grove Lane.

My concerns are not about the principle of Traveller provision, but
about the choice of this location, which | believe is unsuitable,
unsafe and unfairly inposed on the local comunity without proper
consul tati on.

1. This Site Was Added Wt hout Proper Public |nput

The first tinme nmany | ocal residents becane aware that a Traveller
site was being proposed at Mble Road / Betty Grove Lane was at a
very late stage

This specific location was not shown on the original nasterplan and
was not included in the early consultation. As a result, residents

wer e denied the chance to coment neaningfully on a nmajor planning

deci sion before it appeared to be largely settled.

It is now suggested that the location arose from consultation
feedback or council direction, but no clear evidence has been
provided to show that residents supported putting the site here.
This gives the inpression that the consultation is being used to
justify a decision that had al ready been nade.

2. The Access Is Sinply Not Safe

| use Mole Road and the surrounding |anes regularly. Betty Gove
Lane is a very narrow rural lane, nostly single-track, with no
pavenents, no lighting, poor visibility and sharp bends.

It is not suitable for regular use by vehicles tow ng caravans,
refuse lorries or energency vehicles. The junction with Mble Road is
al ready busy and awkward, particularly at peak tines.

There is no publicly avail able Road Safety Audit, no swept-path
drawi ngs showi ng caravans turning in and out, and no clear evidence
that energency access would work safely. Wthout this, it is

i mpossible to see how this site could operate wi thout increasing
risk to residents, visitors, cyclists and pedestri ans.

3. Flooding I's a Real and Ongoi ng Probl em Here

Fl ooding in the Loddon Valley is not theoretical it happens
regularly. Local roads, including those needed to reach this site,
have fl ooded in recent years.

Even if the pitches thenselves are raised or outside nmapped fl ood



zones, access routes could becone inpassable. That woul d | eave
people living on the site cut off and energency services unable to
get in.

For a pernmanent residential site, this is a serious issue, and | do
not believe it has been properly addressed.

4. Too Many Pitches in One Snall Area

There are already Traveller sites in and around Si ndl esham Addi ng
another 20 pitches in this location would create a very high
concentration in a small area.

This rai ses obvi ous concerns about cunul ative inpact, pressure on
| ocal infrastructure and the | ack of genuine integration
Concentrating provision in one place rather than spreading it nore
evenly does not feel balanced or fair.

5. Chosen Because It |Is Qut of the Way, Not Because It |s Suitable

It was stated in a neeting that other possible |ocations were
di scount ed because of cost and concerns about the effect on nearby
housi ng val ues.

That strongly suggests this site was chosen because it is on the
edge, tucked away and | ess visible, rather than because it is the
nost

appropriate place froma planning point of view Decisions like this
shoul d be based on suitability and safety, not on protecting

devel opnent val ue el sewhere.

6. Danmmge to the Rural Edge of Sindl esham

This area currently forns part of the countrysi de edge of the
village. A pernmanent site would introduce hardstanding, |ighting,
buil di ngs and increased traffic into a quiet rural area.

That woul d change the character of the area and affect nearby

resi dents through additional noise, vehicle novenents and |ight
spill, particularly at night.

7. Unrealistic Clains About Tining

There have been suggestions that this site could be delivered very
qui ckly. Gven the planning process required and the link to a nuch
| arger devel opnent, this does not seemrealistic.

Relying on this site for early delivery feels nore |like a paper

exerci se than a credible plan.

d osing Conments



In summary, | object to the proposed Traveller site at Mdle Road /
Betty Grove Lane because:

-it was introduced w thout proper early consultation

- the access is unsafe and unsuitable

- floodi ng risks have not been properly resolved

-it would create an over-concentration of pitches

-the site appears to have been chosen for conveni ence rather than
suitability

-it would harmthe rural edge of Sindl esham

| ask the Council to renove this site fromthe proposals and to

reconsider alternative locations through a transparent and genui nely
consul tative process.



