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1. Introduction

On Monday November 3™ Warwick District Council (hereafter referred to as "WDC') instigated a
6-week Public Consultation process asking local residents to considerits proposal for a permanent 15
site Gypsy and Traveller site on land off Stratford Road in Warwick. The specific site identified is
shownin the map below a copy of which was included inthe WDC's ‘Consultation Document”.
T ey |

Key

Stratford Road Consultation
[5] Gypsy and Traveller Site
fA Landscaping

@ Crown copyright and database rights t]lll.-'.!_.] Ordnance SI.IFII'E 100018302,
A |

The purpose of this objectionis to highlight specific issues and problems with the proposed Stratford
Road site which | believe render it completely unsuitable forits proposed use.
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Inidentifying these issues | have made extensive use of the following documents:

1. WDC's Consultation Document titled ‘Gypsies and Travellers Preferred Options Consultation -
Land at Stratford Road, Warwick.

2. WDC's Sustainability Assessment of the Stratford Road site titled ‘Revised SA of the Stratford
Road Gypsy and Traveller Site Allocation'.

3. WDC's ‘Land at Longbridge Fluvial Flood Risk Note September2014'.
4. WDC's ‘Environmental Noise Assessment for Planning Purposes at Five Sites’.

5. TheDepartment for Communities and Local Government document ‘Designing Gypsy and
Traveller Sites Good Practice Guide'.

Having read through the consultation documentation referred to above and all the other
supporting documentation provided by WDC, | would like to make a general observation about the
lack of detailed information provided by the Council.

Ina number of fundamental areas the consultation document has simply provided no information
whatsoeverthat local residents could use in determining the suitability of the proposed site, and in
otherareasthe WDC has alluded to furtherupdates and reports that have not subsequently been
published during the term of the 6-week consultation. Specific examples of these are included under
each relevant issue uponwhich | wishto object.

This | believe is symptomaticof what appears to be WDC's main motive in recommending the
Stratford Road site, which appearsto have been a desire to quickly eliminate the 15 permanent site
shortfall which their previous Public Consultation (which had considered over 20 separate sites) had
left themwith. This has led to the current consultation being launched into far too quickly and
without the proper level of detailed information being available to make an evidence -based
assessment of the site in terms of eitherits viability or suitability.

In my opinion the rushed nature of this consultation and the lack of detail in a number of key areas
calls into question whether the 6 week consultation period has been an adeguate or worthwhile
exercise.

2. Specificreasons for objecting to the Stratford Road site

| wishto state my objectionto the proposed Stratford Road site on the basis of 7 specific criteria.
These criteria have been chosen as they were used by WDC themselves as criteria for assessingthe
suitability of the site in either

a) The published Consultation Document (which used 19 specific criteria) or

b) The published Sustainability Assessment (which used 16 specific criteria referred to inthe
document as ‘objectives’)
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I have drawn criteria from both of the above documents as | have been greatly concerned by the fact
that certain key criteria from the Sustainability Assessment have simply not been mentioned inthe
subsequent Consultation Document. This includes a number of criteria inthe Sustainability
Assessment that had indicated potential problems or issues withthe proposed site that calledinto
guestion its overall suitability. Furthermore | have been even more shocked by the fact that inthe
official Representation Form that WDC have published for local residentsto use ifthey wished to
register an objection against (orindeed support for)the proposed site, the number of criteria had
beenreducedto just5 and the formitself statedthe following

‘Please set out full details of your objection or representation of support with reference to the criteria
above. i.e. only the 5 criteria detailed on the form.

In only providing these 5 specific criteria WDC have conveniently omitted any of the othercriteria
they have previously used that have flagged-up potential problems or issues withthe site.

| believe that the Representation Form has been deliberately worded in this manner to make local
residents thinkthat they could not raise objections based on other criteriaand therefore try and
reduce the number of valid objections that local residents would submit.

I feel this represents a significant manipulation of the entire 6-week Public Consultation process
which calls into question its whole validity as an exercise.

Consequentlyin framing my objection | have ignored what appearsto be WDC's deliberate attempt
torestrict the basis onwhich valid objections can be made and have, as stated previously, based
themon criteria that WDC have themselves used.

My specific points of objection are therefore as follows:
2.1 Access

The Council's Consultation Document completely failsto address the issue of Accessto the proposed
site simply stating under criteria 15. Accessissues:

‘Advice expected from WCC soon’.

However at no point during the consultation process has WDC provided any furtherinformation
about Accessissues. This underlines the rushed and incomplete nature of the whole consultation
process.

| believe that Accessto the proposedsite is a major problemforthe followingreasons:

a) Unless Sevem Trent Water are willing to provide accessto the site across their land (whichthey
have indicated they would not) thenthe current narrow farm track leading to the site from
Longbridge village would have to be used. This narrow farm track would be totallyinadequate.

‘b) The Government's own guidelines on planning Gypsy and Traveller sites (takenfrom the
‘Designing Gypsy and Traveller Sites Good Practice Guide') set some very strict guidelines around
access, particularly for Emergency Vehides stating that:
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‘In designing o site, all routes for vehicles on the site, and foraccess to the site, must allow easy
access foremergency vehicles and safe places forturning vehicles’

and

To increase potentiolaccess points for emergency vehicles, more than one access routeinto the site
is recommended. Where possible, site roads should be designed to allow two vehicles to pass each
other{minimum 5.5m). Specific guidance should be sought from the local fire authority foreach site’.

The current farm track would therefore appearto be totally unsuitable for access by emergency
vehicles.

c) The accessroad to Longhrige itself, whichis the only way of reachingthe narrow farm track, is on
adangerous bend inthe A429 with poor visibility for motorists approachingit. The Government's
own guidelines on planning Gypsy and Traveller sites (taken fromthe ‘Designing Gypsy and Traveller
Sites Good Practice Guide')state:

‘In designing the layout of a site enough space must be provided to permit the easy manoeuvrability
of resident’s own living occommodation both to the site and subsequentl on to o pitch. Account
needs to be taken of a more recent tendency for members of the Gypsy and Traveller communities to
favourthe use of a mobile home in place of the traditional caravan, and some mobile homes could be
up to around 25 metres in length’,

and

‘In order to overcome this, the site design should strike a balance between enabling a variety of
accommodation to be catered for, and making best use of available space. Access roads and the site
design ftself should be copable of providing sufficient space forthe manoeuvrabilfy of average size
troilers of up to 15 metres in length, with capacity forlarger mobile homes on a limited number of
pitches where accessibility can be properly addressed in the light of the land available’.

Such access requirements appearto be totally at odds with the proposed location of the site and the
prosped of very large slow moving motor homes or trailers attempting to enter or exit the site via
the Longbridge turning off the A429 would appear at face value to be extremely dangerous.

d) In addition, accessing the site from Longbridge would place the main entrance to the site nextto a
Grade 2 listed building {Longbridge Manor). However WDC's consultation document makes no
reference to the possibility of the site being accessed viaa route nextto a listed building simply
stating against criteria 3.Historical Designation

‘Noneg',

Surelyifthe main entrance to the site is goingto be opposite a Grade 2 listed buildingthen WDC
should have flagged this up forthe benefit of local residents in the Consultation Document?

Overall therefore it appearstherefore that WDC have completely failed to make any meaningful
assessment of likely problems interms of access tothe site and furthermore have not published any
further guidance on thisveryimportant issue during the 6-week consultation process.
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Conclusion: the proposed site is completely unsuitable due to major problems with access and
therefore fails to comply with Government guidelines.

2.2 Air, Water and 5oil Quality

The Council's own Sustainability Assessment identified this as a specific area of concern {detailed as
criteria 9 inthe Assessment) highlightingit in red and stating the following inthe supporting
commentary:

The potential air quality issue identified above, the presence of a surface water Nitrate Vulnerable
Zone 3 aswell as loss of Grade 3o agriculturalland means that thereis the potential fora major
negative effect against SA Objective 9.

However havingread through boththe Consultation Document and otherreports published by WDC
as part ofthe ‘Evidence Base'to support the consultation | cannot find any further information that
details how WDC intend to mitigate the ‘potential fora major negative effed’ that its own
assessment has highlighted.

| note that WDC did commission an ‘Envireonmental Noise Assessment’ in orderto assess whether
potential risks that had been highlighted in relation to objective 14. Health and Wellbeing could be
mitigated, which makes it all the more troubling that WDC has not provided any further information
about the largest area of concernthat its own Sustainability Assessment had identified.

The Consultation Document acknowledgesthe issue of the site being on a Nitrate Vulnerable Zone 3
under criteria 7. Contamination and other constraints, but has provided no further guidance on what
the realistic contamination riskis. Furthermore, having acknowledged that there will be a loss of
Grade 3a agricultural land under the criteria 8. Agricultural land quality, the document provides no
further information on how this will be mitigated either.

Consequenthyl would contend that on the basis of the available documentation the proposedsite is
not suitable because issues relatingto ‘Air, Water and Soil Quality’ have been identified as a serious
potential issue by WDC with no plans for mitigationin place.

Furthermore | remain very surprised that none of the above was mentioned inthe official

Representation Form as a criteriafor objecting,

Conclusion: the proposed site is unsuitable due to the issues with Air, Water and Soil qualily
highlighted by WDC and for which they have offered no specific mitigation.

2.3 Health & Wellbeing / Health & Safety

WDC's Sustainability Assessment did make an assessment of the site under the criteria (objective)
of Health & Wellbeing (objective 14) but only graded this as a partial yellow withthe commentary
‘Potential for a residual minor negative effect against SA Objective 14°,

Howevwverin my opinion this criteria isfar too specific and narrow and WDC have failedto take into
the account the wider Health & Safety risks posed by the site. Once these are takeninto account |
believe that they renderthe site totally unsuitable.
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The government's own guidelines on planning Gypsy and Traveller sites state that:

‘Itis essentiolto ensure that the location of o site will provide o safe environment forthe residents.
Sites should not be situated nearrefuse sites, industrial processes or other hozardous places, as this
will obviously have a detrimentaleffect on the general health and well-being of the residents and
pose particular safety risks for young children. All prospective site locations should be considered
carefully before any decision is token to proceed, to ensure that the health and safety of prospective
residents are not ot risk’.

At face value therefore the proposed site would be appearto betotally unsuitable based on the
criteria above dueto its location:

a)Having a sewage works a few hundred yards to the North

b) Having a river on its eastem edge

c) Having a busy motorway a few hundred yardsto the South

All 3 of these would make the site potentially very dangerous for children.

The Government's own guidelines on planning Gypsy and Traveller sites (takenfromthe ‘Designing
Gypsy and Traveller Sites Good Practice Guide") state:

“When designing the layout of a site, carefulconsideration must be given to the health and safety of
residents, and in particular children, given the likelihood of o high density of children on the site...”

Of particular concernto me is the proximity of the site to the river. In the objection submitted by
residents of Barford to the proposed site designated GT12, they had highlighted the health and
safetyrisk posed bythe river stating that:

In 2012 o Barford man and his child were drowned in the river’

Therisk posed bythe riverto children is arguably considerably greater at the proposed site on
Stratford Road. However, with major health and safety risks on 3 sides of the site, the security
measuresrequired to make the site completely safe and secure for children are likely, through
necessity, to give the site the feel of a ‘secure compound’. Thiswould be appearto be completely at
oddswith the government's own guidelines on planning Gypsy and Traveller siteswhich state that:

‘More open boundaries may be used in residentiol areas so as to promote integration and inclusion
with the surrounding community, although the degree of integration which can be achievedwill be in
part governed by the degree of community cohesion already experienced in that location. A balance
needs to be struck between providing privacy and security for the site residents and avoiding a sense
of enclosure through forexample, the use of high metalrailings.

Itis difficult to see how this balance can be struck given the significant major health and safety risks
located all around the proposedsite.

Conclusion — The proposed site completely unsuitable as it is located close to 3 major sources of
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Health & Safety risk, particularly for children and therefore fails to comply with Government
guidelines.

2.4 Flood Risk

Againthe Council's own ‘Sustainability Agreement’ identified this as an area of concern (flagged as
vellow) indicating a ‘minor negative effect’. Nevertheless they have confirmed that the site ison a
designated flood plain within flood zones 2 and 3.

The government's own guidelines on planning Gypsy and Traveller sites state that:

‘Caravan sites for permanent residence are considered “highly vulnerable” and should not be
permitted in areas where there is a high probability that flooding will occur {Zone 3 areas)’.

The Consultation Document statesthat the Council has a technical report endorsed by the
Environment Agency saying that the risk of flooding can (once again) be ‘mitigated’ and thiswill
‘eradicate the threat completely”.

I have reviewed this document (titled “Land at Longbridge Fluvial Flood Risk Note September 2014°)
which is a report prepared by ‘Brookbanks Consulting Limited’ on behalf of ‘Severn Trent Property
Ltd". In my opinion this report is highly speculative and does not actually contain any specific
evidence that proves that the flood risk status of the proposed site can be alleviated,

| base the above assertion onthe fact that the report identifies ‘Old House Brook” as the source of
the current flood risk to the site but then notes the followingin its summany:

That said, whilst the one of the 2D elements of the modelling covers the proposed site, the Old House
Brook has not been included in the modelling exercise and thus, the subsequent floodplains
associated with this waotercourse shown within the 2010 modelling report, is based on less accurate
historic modelling techniques'.

i.e. in preparingthe report Brookbanks Consulting have not actually had any data available to them
specifically relatingto Old House Brook. They go onto say:

To ensure the most accurate and efficient outcome is achieved, it is recommended thata Stage 2
assessment is undertaken whereby both the Old House and Horse Brooks and surrounding areas
undergo detoiled modelling assessments to define the extend of flooding in more detail.

On the basis that the Stage 2 report provides positive results, Stage 3 alleviation assessments are
considered viable to remove the site and some surrounding areas from the floodplain, thus reducing
the risk of flooding ond making the site o more preferable location fordevelopment’.

i.e. further assessments are required to actually provide properdatathat couldbe used to decide
thetrueflood risk posed by Old House Brook.

Furthermore, the consultants have gone onto to suggest that the most viable solution to the risk of
floodingby Old House Brookisthe construction of an 'Alleviation Storage Scheme'. An overview of
thisis shown onthe following page (which has been takenfromthe report itself).
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Control Structure

Figure 4a: Option 1 — Water storage within the site
‘Option 1 —Alleviation Storage

Similarly to the principles of a fevel for level compensation scheme, it may be possible to lower an
area of land towards the south east of the proposed development to provide additional floodplain
storage within the site, creating a flood storage berm.

At the downstream end of the site, nearto the culvert beneath the M40 on the O/d House Brook, a
control structure could be put in place to limit the volume of water flowing downstream and retain
peak discharges of water within the storage berm, thereby attenuating peak flows to a rate may be
safely conveyed along the downstream channel,

During critical storm events the controlstructure will be designed to permit the maximum volume of
waterinto the Old House Brook without causing out of bank flows. All additional flows will be
redirected and into the storage area. Once the critical event has decreased the structure will release
the retained water back into the Old House Brook af a confrolled rate so as not to overlood the
watercourse. The control of peak flows through the Old House Brook provides valuable flood
alleviation benefits as this will also provide alleviation for areas surrounding watercourses’,

This suggests that the only the only way to mitigate current flood risk designation of the proposed
site is an expensive flood alleviation scheme coveringthe route ofthe Old House Brook from the
M40 to a storage berm located the south of Home Farm.

However no outline/estimated costs have been provided forthis scheme which means that there is
no certainty that it could actually be implemented without making the site completely commercially
unviable.i.e. the fact that such an alleviation storage system couldtechnically be put inplace does
meanthatthe flood riskto the current site could be alleviated.
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Furthermore a scheme of this nature would involve the section of OldHouse Brookthat flows behind
‘The Peacocks residential development on one side and the ‘Tournament Fields' development on
the otherbank. Consequentlythe brook and its banks at this point are on private land belongingto
the 2 parties above. Given that the proposed scheme states that:

‘During critical storm events the control structure will be designed to permit the maximum volume of
water intothe Old House Brook without causing out of bank flows".

Thenresidents of the Peacocks whose properties back directly onto Old House Brook may refuse to
give permission forthe necessarywork to be carried out on their land. In recent years water levels in
the brook at this point have become very high during storm events partly a result of capacityissues
inthe culvert that subsequently carries the water under the A429. WDC could potentially overcome
thisissue by placing a Compulsory Purchase Order on the land alongthis section of the brook but this
would furtherincrease the costs of the overall flood risk mitigation scheme.

Conclusion: the proposed site is unsuitable as it is on a designated flood plain within flood zones 2
and 3 and therefore does not comply with Government guidelines. The report by Brookbanks
Consulting does not provide any specific evidence that the flood risk can definitely be eliminated
butdoes imply that an expensive “Alleviation Storage scheme’ would be the most likely solution.

This also renders the site totally unsuitable on grounds of commercial viability.

2.5 Negative effect on the local Economy

Inthe Council’s own Sustainability Assessment this sectionis graded as '?' and the supporting
commentary statesthat ‘the effect on the economy is uncertain at this stage’. Furthermore the
Consultation Documentation makes no mention of the potential effed of the site onthe local
economy inits criteria at all! Unsurprisingly this criteria is not mentioned at all on the official
Representation Form.

Iam genuinely shocked that WDC appears to have shown such little interest in the potential effect
of this proposed site on the local Warwick economy.

The site would be broadly opposite the ‘“Tournament Fields' business park development. When this
was first opened almost 10 years ago itwas to be promoted as “Warwickshire's Premier Business
Park’with grand claims of what it would do forthe long-tem economic growth of the local Warwick
economy.

Currently Tournament Fields is still advertising ‘700,000 sq. ft available’ and the majority of the site
remains undeveloped.

Siting a permanent Gypsy and Traveller site opposite this prestigious development is already
generating a huge amount of local controversy and opposition and this sort of publicity will make it
even more difficult to effectively market Tournament Fields to new businesses. Giventhat attracting

new businesses has already proven extremely difficult the new site could suppress potential
demand still further.

Furthermore, even if WDC do recommend proceedingwith the site, the process of getting final
planning approval viathe Secretary of State could drag on forseveral months (if not longer)
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particulary given that appeals will inevitably be made by local residents to the Secretary of State to
rejed WDC's proposal.

All of this controversy, negative publicity and uncertainty will greatly harm the Tournament Fields
development and reduce the likelihood of it attracting new businesses to the Warwick area.

Conclusion: the proposed site is unsuitable as it will have a severely detrimental effect on one of
Warwick’s most important sites of local economic development. This is an important criteria for
assessment {notwithstanding WDC’s complete failure to make that assessment as part of the
Consultation process).

2.6 Availability

One of the key criteria that should be used in any assessment of the site isthat of availability. This is
listed as criteria 18 in WDC's Consultation Document under which it has simply stated ‘Available”.

However| would contend that it is by no means certainthat the siteis actually available and, at the
very least, the question of availability is extremely confused.

The Consultation Document does not statewho the owners of allthe pieces of land requiredfor the
site would be apart from WDC themselves. Howeverit is my understanding that overall 3 parties
involved are:

a) Sevem Trent Water- who own thelandto the north ofthe proposed site, which has been
earmarked for employment/commerdal use.

b)wDC

c) Mr and Mrs Webb of Home Farm, Longbridge

Throughout the consultation process WDC has maintained that all of the parties were supportive of
the projed and willing to make their land available. Howeveritis my understandingthat Sevem
Trent Water were never made aware of the WDC'sintentionto include a permanent Gypsy and
Travellersite at the bottom of their proposed development of land for economic/commerdal use.

| have seen a copy of a letterfrom Sevem Trent Water formally stating their oppositionto the
proposed site. For your reference this letter has been included in the formal objection submittedto
WDC bythe Chase Meadow Residents’ Association and | have had the opportunity to read it in full.
The relevant excerpts fromthe letterare as follows:

‘However to ourcomplete surprise WDC hove subsequently informed us thot they wish to see part of
the future employment development sef aside to accommodate a Traveller site.

I can confirm that STW has not agreed with the Council to provide any land to facilitate such a use
andfurthermore we have not committed to realign the Cordon Sanitaire to enable the Councilto use
their own land for such a use.

We will in foct be making formal representations to the Council ot the oppropriate time stating thot
we believe this to be a wholly inappropriate site to have alongside a high quality employment
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development and that only uses consistent with a high quality office environment should be
considered’

Onthis basis the land to be provided by Sevem Trent Wateris clearly not available. Furthermore the
letterstatesthat ‘we have not committed to realign the Cordon Sanitaire to enable the Councilto use
their own land for such a use’.

Howeverinthe introduction to the Consultation Document WDC statesthat:

..the Council has been made aware of a hitherto unidentified area of land off Strofford Road at
Warwick, which currently lies within a ‘cordon sanitaire’ around the Sewage Treatment Works. It is
possible that if some additional investment is made in the Sewage Treatment Works, the ‘cordon
sanitaire’ may be reduced which would release a large area of land around the works; particularly to
the south, forpotentialdevelopment. Warwick District Councilalso owns an area of land here which
could be included within the overall development to make up o total of some 26ha. It is suggested
that the land could be used for employment/commerdial uses and the Council also considers thata
permanent site for Gypsies and Travellers could be accommodated here’,

This statement is very vague (possibly deliberately so) because the development of the Gypsy and
Traveller site and the site for employment/commerdal uses are supposed to be mutually exclusive,
but it does imply that additional investment in the cordon sanitaire is required to make both sites
vaiable. However Sevem Trent Watermake it clearthat they have ‘not committed to realignthe
Cordon Sanitaire’ which at face value would appearto raise a major question-mark about whether
the site is actually viable.

Clearlytherefore, whilst Sevem Trent Water is not the owner ofthe landthat the site is actually on,
ifthe land owned by Sevem Trent Wateris not available then the viability of the Gypsy and Traveller
site must be calledinto question.

Conclusion: the proposed site is unsuitable as the land earmarked for this development is not
definitely available asat least one of the land owners involved is opposed to the site and has
stated this in writing. WDC have issued confusing and contradictory information as part of the
consultation process, much of which has since been refuted by Sever Trent Water.

2.7 Viability

| also believe that the Stratford Road site is unsuitable because ultimately it is commercially not
viable,

Para 9 of the PPPTS 2012 states, inrelation to the need for Gypsy and Traveller sites:

To be considered deliverable, sites should be available now, offer a suitable location for development
now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect that development will be delivered on the site within
fiveyearsand in particularthot development of the site is viable’.

This lack of viability, is | believe, due to the significant costs that will clearly be associated with
makingthe site suitable forits proposed purpose. By referring to the various documents issued by
the WDC it is clearthat the following works would be required:
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a) Investment in the ‘cordon sanitaire’ around the sewage works.

b) Investment in an "Alleviation Storage Scheme'to mitigate the risk of buildingthe site on a
designated flood plain.

c) Investment in upgradingthe single lane farm track from Longbridge in order to make it sufficienthy
wide to meet government guidelines on access to the site (including for emergency vehicles).

d) Investment in landscaping and screeningto mitigate noise from the M40 motorway.

e) Investment in safety/security measures to ensure that the site is safe for children and prevents
access to the river, M40 motorway or the sewage works.

WDC have assured local Council Tax payers that the cost of all of the above would haveto be borne
bythe future prospective private developer i.e. someone who is willing to purchase the site, carry-
out allthe required works that have been identified to make the site suitable in orderto obtain
detailed planning permission, fund the completion of those works and then sell or rent the 15
permanent sites to Gypsy and Traveller families at a price that makes their initial inve stment
worthwhile. However, as WDC have not provided estimates for any of the costs associated with
items a) to e)it is obviousthat they do not know whether the site is commercially viable or not. Such
a judgement cannot possibly be made at this stage giventhat costs could be very substantial indeed
once full technical reports have been obtained.

I therefore feel that it is entirely inappropriate for WDC to have indicated in the Consultation
Document that the site is ‘Deliverable with the first 5 years of the Plan’under criteria 19.
Deliverability.

Anassertion of this nature cannot and should not have been made when the costs involvedin
makingthe site suitable forits intended use are simply not known.

Conclusion: the proposed site is unsuitable as the list of works required in order to make the site
suitable {using WDC’s criteria) imply very substantial levels of investment would have to be made
by any potential developer and as such these would make the site commercially not viable and
therefore ultimately not deliverable.

3. Summary

In conclusion, therefore, | objed to the proposed Stratford Road site on the basis that the site is
completely unsuitable when judged against the 7 following criteria:

1. Accessissues

2. Air, 5o0il and Water quality issues

3. Health & Wellbeing/Health & Safety issues
4. Flood riskissues

5. Megative effed on the local economy

6. Availability issues

7. Viability issues
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Furthermore | wishto statethat | am very unhappy with the way the 6 week public consultation
process has been carried-out with regard to the following 3 specific points:

1. The official Representation Formthat local residents have been encouraged to use only lists 5
specificcriteria on which the suitability of the siteis to be assessed. This is completely at odds with
the fact that the Consultation Document details 19 specific criteria that were used in assessing the
suitability of the site and 16 criteria (objectives) when assessing its Sustainability. This appears at
face value to have been a deliberate attempt to imply that criteria outside of the 5 listed were not
valid reasons forobjecting.

2. The process appearsto have been started without many reports and pieces of evidence being
available and where it was indicated that such reports/evidence would be shortly available, nothing
has actually been produced duringthe 6-week period allocated. This has rendered much ofthe
consultation process completely meaningless as across a number of criteria local residents have not
been provided with sufficient information on whichto form a clear opinion of the sites suitability or
otherwise.

3. The process appearsto have been launched intofartoo soon and far too quickhy with significant
areasthat should have received careful consideration by WDC appearingto have had none at all.|
would highlight the complete lack of any meaningful assessment of the impact of the proposed site
onthe local economy in eitherthe Sustainability Assessment or the Consultation Document as a
specificexample of this. Furthermore where reportshave been made available as part of the
‘Evidence Basis' they have often been high level initial studies, very lacking in detail ,and crucially
where they have recommended that work was required on the site to make it suitable for its
intended use, absolutely no estimates of costs have been provided.

On the basis of the above 3 points| feel that the credibilily of the Public Consultation has been
seriously undermined and has not been of sufficient quality or rigour to meet the statutory

requirements for such an exercise.

In summary, therefore, | would ask that WDC acknowledges that the proposed site at Stratford Road
istotally unsuitable for its intended use as permanent Gypsy and Traveller site and does not progress
any further with this specific proposal.

Whilst acknowledging that WDC does have a statutory obligation to provide sufficient permanent
andtemporary pitchesto meet the accommodation needs of the Gypsy and Traveller population
withintheir area, thisis no way justifies the selection of a sitethat is clearly completely unsuitable
across a wide range of specificcriteria. WDC needto think againand come back to the peoplethey
serve with a better solution more appropriate for, and sympatheticto, the beautiful and historic
town of Warwick.

Simon Armer
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