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COWENTS:

I wish to fornmally object to Planning Application 252185 relating to
the commercial devel opnent at Thanes Wod House Care Hone, Schoo
Hll, Wargrave

The application proposes rooftop HVAC units and associ ated pl ant
whi ch were not included in, nor assessed as part of, the origina
Pl anning Application 222456. These el enents constitute a materia
change to the approved devel opnent, introducing additional height,
bul k, visual intrusion and noise inpacts which have not previously
been

consi der ed.

The siting of nmechanical plant at roof level will result in an
unacceptabl e i npact on residential anenity for nearby properties,
including ny owmn at 5 Silverdale Road. | work fromhone for the
majority of the tinme and will be directly affected by any increase
i n mechani cal noise, both continuous and intermttent. The proposa
risks introducing noise intrusion inconsistent with the quiet
residential character of the area and woul d adversely affect
day-to-day living

condi tions.

The additional height created by rooftop plant will al so cause
material harmto visual anenity. The building is already |arge
promi nent and visually dom nant on the skyline; the introduction of
further roof-nounted infrastructure exacerbates this doni nance and
results in an overbearing form of devel opnent when viewed from

nei ghbouring properties. This leads to a clear |oss of outlook and
degradation of established sight Iines fromresidential w ndows.

The inpact of increased nechanical noise and visual dom nance is of
particul ar concern given the fanily-oriented nature of the area
There are nmany young children living nearby who regularly play

out doors, and one of the defining characteristics of Silverdal e Road
isits relatively lowlevel of traffic and mechanical noise. The
proposal would erode this established residential environnent,
contrary to the reasonable expectations of residents.

It is also concerning that such significant infrastructure clearly
integral to the operation of the devel opnent was onitted fromthe
ori ginal planning subm ssion. Gven the direct inplications for
bui | di ng hei ght, noi se generation and visual inpact, this should
have been fully assessed at the outset. Its retrospective

i ntroduction underni nes the robustness of the original approval and
prevents proper consideration of cunulative inpacts.

For the reasons set out above, the proposal would result in materia
harmto residential amenity through increased noi se, visua

i ntrusion and excessive scale, and represents an unacceptabl e
addition to an already doni nant devel opnent. | therefore object to
Pl anni ng



Application 252185 and respectfully reconmmend that it be ref
used.



