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From: Suzanne Clarke
Subject: Requested information for the
inspectorate
Date: 2 Oct 2026 at 18:24:33
To: Suzanne Clarke

Suzanne Clarke,

Required information from day one at
Dunston Hall.
BRIDLEWAY NO. 9, Tivetshall st margaret also called Prangle Lane
situated off Lodge Road. Site 2A. For the last two years | have been
trying to get the panels moved back from the bridlepath without
success. Even a request from our MP I [ w25 not successful.
The applicant claims a large hedge as part of the margin . The hedge is
on the west side of Prangle Lane and their site ends when it meets the
East side of Prangle Lane. See LAND REGISTRY NK 498174 and NK
498175. Therefore, there is nothing substantial to shield the horses
from the panels. The panels are almost 15 foot high. They move to face
the sun, make noises, glint and glare. Without a substantial margin of
hedges trees et cetera the bridlepath will be unsafe for horse riders. The
British Horse Society has not assessed these new large moving panels
only shorter fixed panels. So my request would be to create a margin of
at least 30 metres especially at the commencement of the build when
the plants will not have grown. A spooked horse could run straight onto
the road. A margin of 30 metres will give the horse a better chance of
assessing the situation and the rider a chance to turn their horse and
get it under control . The field is so vast it could accommodate a
generous margin .

RESTRICTED BYWAY NUMBER 6 TIVETSHALL. Works plan
AS-003.
| believe this is shown to be closed for construction and used during
operation. This further limits off road riding and will have similar
problems when in use. The path leads to miles of off road riding right
through to Long Stratton. Something that will be sorely missed if
vehicles are allowed to use it permanently or for construction. The
Norfolk CC s submission is that the access should run from 2A through
CRC3into 2B . 2B is bisected by Byway 6 so only a Haul crossing route
would be necessary on byway 6 ,to access the rest of 2B and then a
Haul crossing to CRC2. All referred to by the Norfolk County Council
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Re: Brian A

Suzanne Clarke

10c¢ct 2026 at 11:10:13
Suzanne Clarke

Dear Sirs. | applied to speak on NI behalf but was not allocated a slot. Therefore
| am submitting this on his behaif so youcanreadit. © P&éN HEARINGS .

| am speaking on behalf of [ INGTNTNINGE s lived in[

since he was six months old. He is now-l'he cottage is opposite the
access from B1134 to the substation and BESS etc .

A lovely close knit family-nother died 11 years ago his father just three years ago .For
the iast 18 months or more-\as been bombarded with letters from East pye solar which
have given him great distress as they have been addressed to either his mother , his father,
executors or himself even receiving more than 10 in one post . At one of the East pye
consuitations ,with he!p- complained to a representative of EPS and they promised no
more letters would be sent. For awhile this happened but soon the letters were being
delivered again. We estimate he has received at least 50 letters. When returning from work
one evening there were two representatives from EPS waiting to see him. He tells me he does
not like going home for fear of more letters and, if anyone were to be waiting , he would drive
past.

Il (cc's he has been picked on and have a vendetta against him as his neighbours do not
receive all these letters or a visit. But more importantly, there has never been an explanation
for what they want with his cottage. If his garden was taken from him or the cottage, it would
be devastating.He is not able to easily cope with this and he cannot afford the legal
representation he would need to represent him.

Two years ago-became engaged to be married and his plan was to sell the cottage so
they could get a place together. But now with all this trouble hanging over him and the value

of his property reducing considerably, he says his life has been destroyed and he has had
ue to the impact ,all of this , has had on him. We of course support him so

he hopefully will cope.

has the same concerns for all the people in a similar position in this scheme not
knowing what the future is for their homes throughout this long process. He is especially
concerned for the people of Great Moulton that have so much proposed infrastructure right
on their doorsteps.

Being a former agricultural worker he is concerned about the loss of so much farmiand
which is s0 unnecessary as there are many better ways of doing this before using quality
food producing farmland .

v oud like to add that the proposal to T  EEEUELMEE
road is totaily unsuitable. It is a lovely quiet lane lined with trees public paths and is full of
character . However we are a farming community and he knows how crucial it is for the
farmers to get on their land when the weather allows. ltis a sacrilege to change this.

Thank you for listening to[Jjjjj story.
Suzanno clr- S




From: Suzanne Clarke

Subject: Re: John Clarke.

Date: 3 Oct 2026 at 11:50:13
To: Suzanne Clarke

Required information for the inspectorate /| Comments on accepted
submissions [/ proposed access rotite,

I - -

historic burial ground with in excess of 200 burials many unmarked. |l
.1 . B 1 I 1 HW§ELE
substantial Quaker history dating back to 1650 when this became a very
important area for Quakers to gather and meet and also bury their dead
spanning almost 400 years . We regularly welcome visitors |l Sl to sce
where their ancestors are buried and now rest undisturbed.

In recent years the inspectorate gave reasons to reject a planning appeal for a
property at about the same distance that the solar could be saying ....." the
appeal site is in open countryside with several buildings nearby and a Quaker
burial ground to the north dedicated as a place of peace and rest.” |}
N
The significance of the historic building and burial ground was also highlighted
at that time by the CPRE and the Religious Society of Friends (Quakers} ... see
enclosed documents.

Our house is 11.5 metres from the verge ,the verge is 1.6 metres wide . The
road is only 3 metres wide with the verge on the other side only 1 metre or less
with Electric Poles and tie stays and then a substantial drainage ditch . The
Authorities have put hazard flashes on our verge due to the blind bend adjacent
to our property . We will be extremely concerned about the potential
disturbance to the building from prolonged construction traffic. The laneis
totally unsuitable for widening and the proposed use.

See map attached.

| very much hope that we may come under the legal protections that

should be in place but have yet to be addressed by the applicant. We would
seek to require the Applicant to fund surveys of all houses and underground
pipes and fibre broadband cables on their delivery access routes. ltis
noticeable that the roads and houses are shown very indistinctly on some of
the project maps which makes it difficult to appreciate the true relationship
between the proposed development and the residents homes and type of lanes
surrounding it.

| appreciate that I'm speaking particularly about my own area, which may
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Appeal Decision The Planning repecorae
Temple Quay House

Site visit made on 27 July 2009 S

Bristol BS1 6PN

® 0117 372 6372
email:enquiries@pins.gsi.g
ov.uk

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State Declsion date:
for Communities and Local Government 13 August 2009

M

Appeal A

Appeal Ref: APP/L2630/A/09/2100404

Yy« 11 |

.

» The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant planning permission.

« The appeal is made by IR [ SR 20ainst the decision of South Norfolk District
Council.

« The application (Ref 2008/2348/CU), dated 1 December 2008, was refused by notice
dated 2 FebruaD‘ 2009.

+ The development proposed is the change of use to include the running of scaffolding
business, storage of building materials on site and stacking of externally stored
materials at a height greater than 1.8metres/removal of condition 7 of planning
permission reference SW07/99/0471/F.

Appeal B

Appeal Ref: APP/L2630/A/09/2100388

1 . .r i ‘'

.

+ The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a grant of planning permission subject to conditions.

+ The appeal is made by Tl {JJ ] S 2gzinst the decision of South Norfolk District
Council.

» The application Ref 2008/2345/F, dated 1 December 2008, was allowed on 2 February
2009 subject to conditions.

» The development permitted Is ‘the retention of building for the storage of scaffolding
with undercover parking provision for vehicles and retention of 2.5m high metal
fencing'.

» The condition in dispute isiNo.1 which states that: ‘The storage building hereby
permitted shall be removed from the site and the storage of scaffolding shali cease on
or before 2 February 2011 and the land restored to its former condition prior to the
‘above date’.

+ The reason given for the condition is: ‘To enable the local planning authority to secure
the removal of a development which is of a type which is considered detrimental to the
amenities of the locality if granted permanent consent, contrary to Policles ENV18 and
IMP9 of the South Norfolk Local Plan 2003°

Appeal C

Appeal Ref: APP/L2630/A/09/2100358

x 1 £ T ...

L

» The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a grant of planning permission subject to conditions.

+ The appeal is made by il [ N against the decision of South Norfolk District
Council,

« The application Ref 2008/2346/F, dated 1 December 2008, was aflowed on 2 February




Appeal  Decisions:  APP/L2630/A/09/2100404, APP/L2630/A/09/2100388 and
APP/L2630/A/09/2100358

2009 subject to conditions.

= The development permitted is ‘a retrospective application for replacement of 4 existing
storage buildings’.

+ The condition in dispute is No,2 which states that: ‘The buildings hereby permitted shall
not be used other than for the storage of roofing materials as permitted by planning
consent 1999/0471 and for the storage of scaffolding for a period of two years from the
date of this permission. The buildings shali cease to be used for the storage of
scaffolding after 2™ February 2011".

» The reason given for the condition is: ‘To ensure the use of the building remains of a
type that is not detrimental to the amenities of nearby residents or the safe and free
flow of traffic in accordance with Policies IMP8 and IMP9 of the South Norfolk Local Plan
2003,

Procedural Matters

1. Appeal A relates to an application to change the use of the site to include the
running of a scaffolding business which is not covered by the description of the
development permitted in the 1999 planning permission (Ref. 1999/0471),
This authorised the erection of a storage building and the use of the site for the
storage of roofing materials. Condition 6 specifically restricts the use to the
storage of roofing materials and for no other purpose. The appeal proposal also
seeks to permit the storage of building materials at a height of up to 2.5m
rather than the 1.8m limit under the 1999 permission. This is covered by
condition 7 of the 1999 permission. It is understood the appellant has always
used the site for scaffolding associated with his roofing business in an ancillary
manner but that the use has intensified in recent years as a separate
scaffolding business has been developed. Appeals B and C relate to appeals
against conditions attached to new permissions which the Council has recently
granted for the erection of additional storage buildings. Appeal B also seeks
permission to retain a 2.5 m metal fence which has already been erected on
part of the site boundaries. These permissions effectively allow the scaffolding
use to remain but only until 2 February 2011.

2. The application in respect of Appeal B is described in the permission given by
the Council as a retrospective application for the replacement of 4 existing
storage buildings but only 2 had been built. That was the situation at the time
of my site visit and so the appropriate description of the development sought
would have been as described in the application form; namely, ‘the
replacement/rebuilding of 4 No. existing storage buildings’. 1 will deal with the
application on this basis.

3. At the time of my site visit the structure the subject of Appeal B had been
erected and 2 of the 4 proposed garage type units (Appeal €) had been built.
Scaffolding materials were stored within the larger building which comprised
open sided racks with a steel roof attached to the top. The steel fence was in
place over much of its planned iength.

Decision

4. I dismiss all 3 appeals.




Appeal  Decisions:  APP/L2630/A/09/2100404, APP/L2630/A/09/2100388 and
APP/LL.2630/A/09/2100358

Main issues

5.

I consider the main issue in Appeal A is the impact of the proposed
development on the living conditions of the occupiers of nearby properties with
particular reference to noise and disturbance.

I consider that the main issue in Appeals B and C to be the effect that
removing or varying the disputed condition would have on the living conditions
of the occupiers of nearby properties with particular referernce to noise and
disturbance.

Reasons

i

The appeal site is in open countryside with several dwellings nearby and a
Quaker burial ground to the north dedicated as a place of peace and rest. The
business at this site has been established following the original permission in
1999 and appears to be successful. The expansion of existing businesses for
employment purposes is supported by Policy EMP 6 of the South Norfolk Local
Pian 2003 (LP) and the permissions granted for the new buildings reflect this.
However, decisions need to be made having regard to the plan as a whole. LP
Policy IMP 9 requires decision makers to have regard to the impact of
development on nearby residents and to resist developments that have a
significant adverse impact. LP Policy IMP 10 and Planning Policy Guidance Note
24: Planning and Noise (PPG24) recognise that noise can have significant
effects on the quality of life enjoyed by individuals. The thrust of this policy is
that development should be refused if the occupants of housing would be
exposed to a significant noise disturbance.

It is obvious from the number and content of representations received that
there has been an increased level of noise nuisance in the last 2 to 3 years
particularly with the expansion in the scale of scaffolding business carried out at
the site. Of particular concern has been the early morning start for the loading
of scaffolding poles onto lorries with the use of fork lift trucks and lorries having
reversing signals. Claims of starts as early as 06.30 hours have been made.
The clanking of the poles as they are manhandled is an unavoidable penetrating
metallic noise which I can appreciate would travel over some distance in the
quiet rural conditions near the site, Claims of metal cutting have also been
made. [ appreciate that the buildings provide cover which is of great value in
frosty or wet conditions but the size of the site gives scope for further growth of
the scaffolding business and more noise generation.

. The original business was established following its unauthorised existence for

about 6 years and where earlier industrial proposals of a larger scale had been
refused. Conditions were attached in 1999 to ensure the scale and type of
operations remained appropriate to its quiet rural location. I consider that the
quality of life for local residents is as appropriate a concern now as it was then.
I understand how their fears about the expansion of the business appear to
have been greater given the history of the appeliant failing to first apply for
permission for the current proposals or failing to implement the landscaping
requirements of the 1999 and 2009 permissions,




Appeal Decisions: APP/L2630/A/09/2100404, APP/L2630/A/09/2100388 and
APP/L2630/A/09/2100358

10.No noise evidence has been provided by the appellant to support his case. The
views of local residents are understandably based on their perceptions and the
Council’s representations on this are not based on actual noise survey results.
The site was quiet at the time of my visit so I was unable to judge the early
morning situation first hand. Faced with the information available and applying
common sense to the likely situation I consider that the noise climate for local
residents has deteriorated to a level that has become unacceptable. I therefore
attach significant weight to this consideration as I can appreciate how annoying
the clanking of metal on metal can be if repeated day in day out, especially
early in the morning.

11.1 have given substantial weight to the need to support locai businesses and the
expanded employment this company offers. However, I do not consider that
expanding the scope of the 1999 permission in favour of the appellant shouid
be at the expense of or outweigh the sort of living conditions that iocal
residents have a right to anticipate in this otherwise quiet rural environment.
While I give this matter high priority it does not outweigh the concerns I have
for ongoing noise pollution in the area. The weight I attach to this
consideration is less than in respect of the noise issue. I am satisfied that the
condition that was applied in 1999 was necessary and still serves a useful
purpose. I also consider that it is reasonable in this context and meets the
tests in Circular 11/95: The Use of Conditions in Planning Permissions. 1 also
consider that circumstances have not changed sufficiently over the last 10
years for me to reach a different conclusion. I conclude that given its rural
context and the proximity of residents this particular appeal site is unsuitable
for the type of uses being sought in these appeais and would have a harmful
impact on the living conditions of the occupiers of nearby properties with
particular reference to noise and disturbance.

12, The time period allowed within the conditions imposed by the Council in respect
of the buildings the subject of Appeals B and C are necessary and reasonable
to allow time for alternative arrangements to be secured having regard to the
guidance in Circular 11/95. 1 therefore conclude that these 2 appeals should
fail along with Appeal A as being significantly harmful to the living conditions
of the occupiers of nearby properties with particular reference to noise and
disturbance and in conflict with LP Policies IMP9 and IMP10.

13.1 have had regard to the other concerns about highway access and safety
which would be capable of resolution by condition if the appeais were to be
allowed. I have concerns about the visual amenity and landscaping aspects of
the proposals given the scale of the buildings and the limited room available
around the edges of the site given the position of the fencing. Landscaping
information fails well short of the requirements set out in LP Policy IMP 1.
These add limited weight to my decisions to dismiss these appeals.

INSPECTOR
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rrom: |

Sent: 07 January 2009 19:43
To: Planning
Subject: application numbers

Norwich and Waveney Area Meeting
Religious Society of Friends
Finance, Property and Wardenship Committee

07/01/2009
Application numbers: 2008/2384, 2008/2385, 2008/2386, N W

Dear Sir,

I'understand that these applications are retrospective with respect to some works that have already
been carried out. These works are close to, and impinge upon the property known as il | ]

] -_— Although this is no longer a Quaker meeting
house, it does contain an historic Quaker burial ground. The ground was set up as place of permanent
peace and rest, for the living and the dead, in a beautiful and quiet part of the country. The buildings
on N W 2nd their use as roofing works depot despoils the burial ground as place of
peace. We therefore strongly object to the development as proposed and would wish 1o see the farm
returned to its proper rural use.

Yours Faithfully

C]erk of the Commiittee

08/01/2009



CPRI- Nortolk
42-46 Bethe! St

== Norwich NR2 INR

Campaign to Protect
Rural Englang
HIE!

12 January 2009

Planning Services, South Norfulk District Council
Swan Lane
Long Stratton NR15 2Xt-

References: Planning Applications 2008/2345.2008/2346 and 2008/2348

CPRE 1s concerned about the above Planning Applications which seek retrospective approval for the
development of faciities on a site which has now become. 1n all but name, a brownfield industrial site
In addition 1t is clear that centain conditions specified by the District Council m granting planning
approval tor a previous planning application related to this business have not been met

Ihe success R has achieved in burlding up his business from a one man operation to one
emploving a workforce of some 34 people 1s highly commendable. However in achieving this success
vanous alteratuons and developments have been carried out without regard tor the well established
processes of applving for planming approval

If this development had gone through the normal planning approvat processes. it is considered that it
would not have been possible to achieve approval for an operation of the present scale. Enclosure |
provides a list of some of the areas 1 which the current facility does not conform with policies 1n the
South Norfolk 1 ocal Plan

Whilst CPRE 1s refuctant 1o disrupt this successful business, the extent to which the planning processes
have been ignored is considerable and unacceptable and the scale of growth of the facility 1s such that
it is now completely inappropriate m s present location. CPRE therefore objects to the Planning
Applications and proposes that the business operations be re located in one of the areas designated in
the Local Plan - A reasonable time should be allowed tor this relocation to be achieved and
consideration given as 1o whether any source of funds might be available to assist in this relocation
Enclosure | to CPRE Nerfolk dated 12 January 2009

THISTLEDOWN FARM DEVELOPMENT - NON-CONFORMANCE WITH THE POLICIES
CONTAINED WITHIN THE SOUTH NORFOLK LOCAL PLAN

POLICY POLICY STATEMENT CPRE COMMENT
No. (some edited for brevity)
ENV T Strategy for the distribution of Fivetshall St Margaret is not one of the
development villages'in Rural Areas specitically allocated

. for'development

70
v



-

IMP2

IMP6

IMP8

CIMPILO

IMP15

IMP23

IMP25

" Development will not be permitted if

All new development will be required | CPRE understands that the stte has been

to incorporate a high standard of
landscaping to ensure that the
development wiil be integrated into 1ts
surroundings

The visual impact of parked cars shall
be kept to a mimimum wherever

| possible

Development should not

" endanger the free flow of traffic on the

highway network

local residents would be exposed to a
significant noise disturbance

When considering proposals for
development within the setting of
Listed Buildings special attention will
be give to the design, scale and impact
of the proposals

* Control of advertisements in the open

countryside Expressed consent will
only be granted for signs which are the
minimum necessary for the
identification of the building and any
trade or business being carried out

 there.

Outdoor lighting

~

progressively cleared to provide ground space
for new or replacement buildings and/or
car/lorry parks. A condition of previous
planning approval given for the erection of a
storage building was that "no work shall
commence .. until a scheme of landscaping
has been submitted and approved in writing
(and, of course, implemented).
No effort appears to have been made to
reduce the visual impact of the considerable
number of cars and lorries parked on the site
The need for lorries to queue in the adjacent
roads obviously affects the flow of tratfic to
and from that road. Although the Design and
Access Statement says that “the access has
good visibihty and turning splays’, itis
understood that lorries find it necessary or
more convenient to reverse nto the site. Also
the access is close to a sharp bend 1n the main
road and on the bend is the intersection with
the above-mentioned side road. CPRE
considers that the impact of the regular need
tor lorries to queue in the adjacent road and to
reverse into the site causes an unacceptable
road safety risk. o
Several of the local residents have objected to
the noise of lorries moving in and out of the
site and the noise from the loading/unloading
of scaffolding and other building materials
‘This site adjoins that belonging ]
B i I ) A e
o B S The grounds
cqQntain many graves and burial areas. The
development covered by these planning
applications has severely damaged the
tranquitlity that the present owners believed
- they had found when they purchased the
property over 30 years ago and that is
_appropriate for the site.

1t is considered that the number and site of
signs could be reduced to reduce the impact
of this development.

Whilst no mention 1s made of lighting in the
Design and Access Statement, confirmation
should be sought that any such lighting 15 in
conformance with current policies that are

desiened to minmise lizht spillage and glare



Suzanne Clarke

Re: Suzanne clarke -
R

4 Oct 2026 at17:43:50
Suzanne Clarke
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East P)ﬁ.

There are 65 construction access and crossing points proposed for the
Scheme to be utilised for access 1o the Sites and CRC within the Order
Limits, Mosl of the access points prowde direct access to the public hghway,

Y“here practicable. ewsting field access ponts will pe utilised to minimise the
impact fo vegetation. Appropriate widening and formalisation will be
undertaken. ‘where necessary Access 10 the Sites and Sub-Sitas will be
retained post-construciion phase 10 be utiksed as access for the operalonal
phase. Some, or all, accesses wilt be uthised for the decommissicning

A list of aczess points is shawn in Table 3.1 which indicates the asscoiated
highway links. access type and anticipated use. Appendix A provides a plan
ing the access lccations,

Concept access design drawings for each access have been prepared
based on the legal maximum sized vehstle {16 5m articulated HGV) Access
drawmngs, visibility splays and swept path analysis is detailed in ES Volume
3. Appendix 11.1 - Transport Assessment [EN0O110014/APP/6.3.11.1)
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NAME FIRST LINE OF ADDRESS NUMBER IN HOUSEHOLD

I :

COMMENT

The road here is simply not suitable for the amount and size of traffic now using it. it is narrow and, in
places, effectively single-track with blind bends, limited passing space and a 60 mph speed limit. We
already have regular heavy lorry movements connected with the chicken farm and there are now large
livestock lorries servicing the new pig-lorry wash at Walk Farm. On top of that there is daily tractor and
other agricultural traftic.

The situation becomes particularly bad whenever the A140 is closed, which has happened regularly.
Traffic then diverts through these lanes and the road becomes a chaotic rat run. Cars, vans, tractors and
HGVs meet head-on on narrow sections and at blind bends with very little room to recover safely. There
are no proper footways or pedestrian refuges and these roads are also used by walkers, cyclists, horse
riders and local families.

My concern is that East Pye Solar construction traffic would add another major layer of heavy vehicle
movements to a road network that is already under pressure. Repeated HGV use on narrow rural lanes
risks damaging verges, road edges, drainage and the carriageway itself. It would also bring more mud,
dust, noise and vibration into what is currently a rural environment.

There is also a serious wildlife and habitat concern. These lanes are bordered by hedges, grass verges,
ditches and field margins which provide continuous habitat and movement corridors for birds, bats, small
mammals, amphibians and other wildlife, More HGV traftic, road widening, verge overruns, temporary
works and any hedge or ditch disturbance could fragment those habitats and increase disturbance and
roadkill. The cumulative effect matters, particularly when East Pye is considered alongside existing farm
traffic and other energy infrastructure in the area.

| fully accept that farms and local businesses need access, but this road system was not designed for
sustained industrial-scale traffic. Any East Pye traffic plan should keep construction HGVs away from
Lodge Road and the surrounding single-track lanes, protect verges, hedges and drainage and include
enforceable routing, speed controls, restricted delivery times, monitoring and repairs where damage
OCCUrs.
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= East Rye Solar Construction Traffic Comment

Name: 3 Occupants

Comment;

As a homeowner in Tivetshall, | strongly object to Lodge Road being used as a two-way
access route for construction traffic associated with the East Pye Solar project.

Lodge Road is a very narrow rural lane and, in my view, is simply not suitable for the volume or
size of construction vehicles that would be associated with a development of this scale. |
understand that Norfolk County Council has previously indicated that A and B roads are the
appropriate routes for this type of traffic, and | believe construction traffic should therefore be
kept to suitable main roads.

As a family with a young child, we use Lodge Road daily for walking and cycting. The
introduction of frequent HGVs and other construction vehicles would significantly affect our
ability to use the lane safely. This is particularly concerning because there are six public rights
of way branching from Lodge Road which are regularty used by local residents.

The road is not designed to sustain large votumes of heavy traffic. In addition to the safety
concerns, increased construction traffic would introduce significant noise and disturbance
into what is currently a quiet rural area.

| am atso concerned about the potential impact on local wildlife. We regularly see wildlife
using the surrounding lanes, verges and fields, and a substantial increase in heavy vehicle
movements, noise and general construction activity could cause considerable disturbance to
these habitats and the wildlife that depends upon them.

For these reasons, | do not support Lodge Road being used as a two-way construction traffic
route for the East Pye Solar project. | ask that alternative access arrangements using roads

that are more appropriate for heavy construction traffic are required, protecting the safety of
residents and other road users, the character of the area, and the surrounding environment,
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