


shuuld be refused plannmg permlssmn on thIS bams

D;_.'u n. Development Density and | ,m.ut

curren_tly a draft allocation, and the sites are due to be re- appratsed

The scheme is more akin to a design suitable for a far more suburban lacation and does

net at all reﬂect the small wllage edge of countryside location WIthm- the wider settmg

north west.

The exi'Sting d-evetopmentat Marwick-Cleeiis appmximatew 330dph w-h‘ereasthe

exlstlng resments

Sustainability

appllcants Transport Statement IS made to ITIUltI modaljﬁurneys usmg the bus to



limited bus service trylng to allgn bus times with the train departure times would be
lnc-redlbly difficult. The- s-lte.theremre does not present a real chmce- for sustainable




ped estrlan ;d esire lme: IS :th ro:ugh:Marwmk Close &.Uptﬂﬂ Drive and notvia the
pedestrian access proposed, directly {Jnm:theEolneyRoad..



Marwick Close ends abruptly and onto third party land. There is no design, crossing or

commentary about how users join onto the Marwick Close shared surface.

the NPPF.

Ansty is a Category 4 settlement with limited services and facilities. Itis not a

significant development against their spacial strategy policies, as it now has been oy
the planning Inspector.

The quantum of development proposed does not accord with the prevaiting character
and density of development in the village. The design and layout follows a typically
suburban approach to development and does not respect the character and low-






