


2.2 Unsuitable Access Routes: Archer Street and surrounding roads are narrow,
steep, and tightly terraced. Previous planning applications have been rejected on
these grounds. The proposed access route is fundamentally unsafe and impractical
for large construction vehicles.

2.3 Loss of Residential Amenity and Parking: Over 30 resident parking spaces may
be removed or restricted, with no mitigation strategy provided. This will cause
long‑term disruption and hardship.

2.4 Ecological and Legal Violations: Brookfields supports protected wildlife
including badgers, bats, and deer. No ecological impact assessments, surveys, or
mitigation strategies have been submitted. Proceeding without these would breach
national and European wildlife protection laws.

2.5 Tree Preservation Order (TPO) Breach: Brookfields is subject to a TPO. No root
protection mapping, compliance assessments, or adherence to British Standard
5837 have been demonstrated.

2.6 Landowner Consent: Brookfields is privately owned by Clements Court
Properties Limited. No evidence of landowner engagement or consent has been
provided.

2.7 Failure to Assess Alternatives: Planning guidance requires the least harmful
option to be selected. No robust analysis of alternative access routes has been
published.

2.8 Health and Equality Duty: Under the Equality Act 2010, planning authorities
must consider the disproportionate impact on vulnerable residents. No Health
Impact Assessment has been undertaken, despite clear risks to mental health and
wellbeing.

3. Requests

In light of the above, I respectfully request that:

The proposed access route be reconsidered.

Full ecological, structural, and traffic assessments be published.

TPO compliance and landowner engagement be transparently demonstrated.

A Health Impact Assessment be undertaken to account for vulnerable
residents.

Alternative, safer access routes be explored and presented for public
consultation.

Conclusion

This proposal threatens not only the integrity of our environment and community, 
 Given the clear risks to both public safety

and vulnerable residents, I urge the planning authority to reject the current proposal
outright and require a safer, legally compliant alternative.

Sincerely,
Vicky Pearson

 



 




