Andrew Cundy
Principal Planning Officer 
Central Bedfordshire Council
Priory House
Monks Walk
Chicksands
Beds    
SG17 5TQ

Unfortunately, I do not have an email address or use digital services and therefore I am responding by written letter.  
 I wish to submit my OBJECTION to the amended proposed development on Land East of Coneygate, Meppershall planning application number CB/25/03804/OUT.   Please note that my previous objections are still relevant but in addition I wish to highlight the following:   
Sewage issues: The applicants proposed foul-water solution depends on future network upgrades or an agreed phasing plan. This leaves uncertainty over whether essential wastewater infrastructure can be delivered before site occupation, despite Anglian Water’s objection.  A Local Plan-compliant scheme should demonstrate timely, deliverable infrastructure rather than rely on a condition to resolve a fundamental capacity issue.
Landscape and countryside harm remains unresolved: The development will erode Meppershalls’ rural setting and urbanise the edge of the village.   The proposal is that homes on the higher elevation of the south would be restricted to 2 stories - but they will still be highly visible approaching the site from any direction, and from a considerable distance from the south, from where there are currently NO buildings visible. They propose that 2.5 and 3 storey houses are in the north of the site. And here they will over-shadow the existing bungalows on that side of Fildyke Road, which is an unacceptable invasion of privacy for the residents here.
Highways issues: Planning conditions restricting construction traffic over 3.5t from accessing via Coneygate, Gregory Close and the High Street will be unenforceable and place pedestrians at risk. The proposed access to the site for construction traffic via Chapel Road and Stondon Road is not possible due to the rural setting of these roads with hedgerows and ditches either side and no current passing points.   The applicants traffic data has not been validated and therefore should not be considered.  The applicant’s addendum addresses access geometry, construction access, bus-stop works and parking surveys, but that does not establish compliance with Local Plan sustainable-transport policies T1 & T2 The case remains vulnerable if walking, cycling, bus frequency, connectivity and cumulative traffic effects do not provide realistic alternatives to private-car travel.
Heritage issues: The revised heritage position accepts up to the “lowest level” of less-than-substantial harm to the Grade II Chapel and Chapel Farmhouse. That is a policy harm requiring clear and convincing justification and public benefits. The applicant’s claimed benefits, particularly market housing, should be given limited weight where they arise from a proposal that conflicts with the plan-led strategy.
Bat corridor and bat mitigation strategy plan: Applicants plans continue not to provide a robust corridor without lighting to facilitate the known flight path of our bats.  Insufficient detail in the plan fail to show that compliance must be implemented to allow a period of not less than 2 years prior to construction for the bats to settle and adjust to any change in habitat and flight path.  
Outstanding wildlife issues: The application has no data on the current status of Great Crested Newts and water voles, despite their presence for the previous survey. Revised surveys must be completed prior to determination.  
Sustainability: The addendum asserts social and economic benefits and refers to bus-stop upgrades, but it does not demonstrate that everyday services, education, healthcare, employment and public transport can sustainably accommodate 150 additional homes. 
Furthermore, I wish it noted that...(if you have any other personal comments add them in here but delete the wording in red)
 
 





 
My Name:                       
My Address:  
 
 
Signed:                                                                                                              Date:
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