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COWENTS:
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252185

The following coments sunmari se the facts as known to the residents
of Silverdale Road which include, but are not limted to: lan and
Mel i ssa Kirker, Nicola Jordan, Chris and Nicola Gosling, Sinon

Robi nson, Giselda Truscott Wcks, and Marcus and Jo Hi cknan.

We are grateful for the contributions of: Kieran Neumann - Seni or
Pl anning Officer (Case Oficer for application 252185) and Brian
Conl on - Operational Manager - Devel opnent Managenent.

In short, there have been failures in the planning process from 2022
to the current day. These have led to a loss of trust in WBC

Qur concerns with the planning process include:

1. The points that we have nmade since our initial objections in Sept
2022 and nore recently have just been ignored and not addressed.

2. More recently, on the new variation

1. Noi se Level s Concerns

2. Visual Intrusion - Inmpact/Increased height of building

3. Failure to rel ocate HVAC Pl ant, or use a dedi cated HVAC Pl ant
Room

4. Alternative Placenment / Relocation of HVAC units and ancillary
equi pnent to the south side

5. Location of Noi se Measurenments not representative

6. Background Noi se base | evels taken during Construction Activities
7. Noi se Inmpact |evel is underestimted

8. Noi se duration

9. Assunptions about plant operation are not valid

10. Effectiveness of acoustic screens

11. Anendnent under Section 73 of Town and Country Pl anning Act not
valid

12. Visual and Acoustic |Inpact of Added Equi pnent not assessed

3. Still of relevance and indicative of the process, we refer to the
Nexus Pl anning letter of 02 Decenber 2022, supposedly addressing the
i ssues raised by the public in their comments on the origina

Pl anni ng Application 222456. As the buil ding work has progressed,

it is now obvious that the devel oper/owner has in fact not
addressed the issues raised by the public and | ocal neighbours. In
particular, (and just one exanple of this) the building height is
not consistent with the general height of donestic devel opnent in
the area. The comment that "the proposed buil ding height will not
dom nate the surrounding area or surrounding properties" is sadly



not the case, and now made worse by the addition of the HVAC roof
units and ancillary equi pnent. The developnent is not sensitive
(as prom sed) to those of us who view and back onto it in
Silverdal e Road and adj acent roads.

4. The unsightly view of rooftop HVAC units and nechani cal equi pnent

is totally out of keeping with the surrounding residential area, and
affects the views fromall the neighbouring properties in Silverdale
Road, and adj acent roads. There are now two 'exhaust pipes

extending fromthe highest point of the home which were not clearly

represented in any planning application docunentation

5. Car parking (present and future). Residents on the odd side of

the road (7, 9, 11 ..) had no notification of any of the planning
applications. Appalled that by 8am Silverdale Road is full of
tradesnen's vehicles with drive's bl ocked, van doors slanm ng, horns
beepi ng, peopl e shouting. What happens once Thanes Wod opens re
visitors, people who work there, deliveries etc. Wiat plans will the
pl anni ng departnent enforce to ensure that deliveries, parking etc
will be on site and not in the surrounding residential roads
especially out of hours?

| ssues with planning process

1. Wiy was the HVAC system (subject of the new application 252185)
not assessed as part of the original planning application 222456,

that was approved on 14 June 2023? Wy has it taken 2.5 years for
this HYAC nmatter to be raised?

2. Wiy was a dedi cated HVAC Pl ant Room not included in the design
when the current proposal of roof nounted HVAC causes such
unnecessary noi se and visual inpact? The HVAC roof nounted kit is
nore the sort of solution that a retrofit of an existing industrial
bui |l di ng woul d use; not what we expect on a new commerci al

devel opnent in the nmddle of a residential area.

3. Wiy has the planning process for 252185 been disjointed: del ayed
deci sion dates, lack of notifications for residents, inconplete and
i naccurate responses/actions from devel opers (eg noi se inpact,

hei ght inpact assessnents)?

4. The WBC upl oaded an undat ed docunent (Revi sed Pl anning
Statenent-1ncreases in Roof Height) on Mon 19th January 2026, and
sonmehow it is back dated it to 15th January 2026. It was definitely
not on the website when we | odged our subm ssion up to and including
Fri 16th January. It nmkes fal se and di si ngenuous cl ai ns about the
vi sual inpact and hei ght of the devel opnent and desi gn process.

When do we get an opportunity to respond to this? Wy upload after
at the end of the consultation period? The drawn-out unprofessiona
saga just continues.

5. How often have WBC pl anning officers visited the site to assess

i mpact on residents and adherence to the original planning

perm ssion? WBC were advi sed on 26 Cctober 2025 (in one of the

nei ghbour's

submi ssi ons) about the contractor placing HVAC units and ducting on
the roof, before the close of the first consultation period for
application 252185. Wiat did WBC do upon learning that?

6. What will the planning departnent consider in assessing



application 252185? What data and infornmation will be eval uated?

7. Going forward, who in WBC will take responsibility to ensure that
all the conplaints and conments from nei ghbours are properly
responded to? One of the key frustrations for residents, is that
wel I thought out comments/observations/questions are just ignored by
WBC and the Devel oper, and are not professionally considered or
responded to. The behavi our of the Devel oper, their contractors and
the lack of consideration and failure to address our concerns raised
during the consultation processes is very stressful and tine
consunming for all of us.

8. What are the dates for the comm ttee neeting and deci sion on
Pl anni ng Application 252185?

9. What renedi es can the WBC pl anni ng departnent consider? Wat
changes to the existing HVAC equi pnent (already installed before

pl anning is approved) can be required? Different positioning to the
Sout h side, etc?

10. Dependi ng on the planning process, what renedi es, planning
enforcenents or fines will be issued to the devel opers? (W
understand that the aimof dealing with breach of planning contro
is to set right any unacceptabl e harm caused, which is what has
happened in this case).

Key Summary Concl usions fromthe Teans call with WBC Pl anni ng on 09
Feb 2026:

1. The nmeeting noted the deficiencies (many set out above) in the
processes relating to the original Planning Application 222456, and
the deficiencies in the Devel opers Revised Pl anni ng Application
252185 (agai n noted above), and the deficiencies with WBC

conmuni cati on and di al ogue with residents.

2. Considering the current Revised Planning Application 252185 we
not e/ request the followi ng points to be considered to refuse the
application or place conditions on the application:

a. The proposed addition of the roof npbunted HVAC and Mechanica

Equi prent and i ncreased buil ding height will cause substantial harm
to nei ghbours' anenity and nei ghbouring properties and | oca
character due to the inpact of constant noise pollution, further
obtrusive

vi sual inpact, further overbearing inpact, further loss of Iight and
further spoiling the enjoynent of our |ocal environment. W refute
the findings in the undated |letter from Pozzoni architects of
approx. 15 Jan 2026, nuch of which is disingenuous and incorrect.

b. In the neeting it was nentioned by WBC that the buil ding hei ght
had increased by 0.4m This figure needs to be checked and may
relate to the overall height of the whol e devel opnent adjacent to
School Hill, but locally it is approx. 2-2.5m higher inmmediately
behi nd the

properties in Silverdal e Road, therefore having significant inpact
to the residents of Silverdale Road. This adds to the substantia
harm residents face as a result of the devel opnent.

c. & noted serious deficiencies in the base line for the recent



Noi se | npact Assessnment (NI A) carried out by the Devel opers

Consul tant, all of which have been clearly noted already in

submi ssions by residents of Silverdale Road in Jan 2026. The WBC
nmust request the NIA to be reconmi ssioned in conditions reflecting
the site before the

construction period, when the NI A should have been carried out. The
current NTA report is seriously flawed and is unreliable, and
therefore it's findings and concl usi ons cannot be relied upon to
support the Revised Planning Application 252185. Residents shoul d
not be subject to substantial harmto their nental health due to
noi se and the devel opers unwillingness to use the quietest and

| east intrusive HVAC equi pnent.

d. The revised planning application needs scrutinised to consider
these points, as a m ni num



