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Consultation Letter, explaining main points regarding the proposed new development.

Consultation Supporting Pages - page 1 & 2 (proposed views)

Consultation Supporting Pages - page 3-8 (proposed floorplans)

Statement of Community Involvement
Evidence of Consultation

The client has conducted its own public consultation 
between 27th May to 27th July 2025. 

Please find enclosed the letter and supporting documents 
that have been posted to neighbouring properties situated 
in direct proximity to, and sharing a boundary with, the 
development site:

- No. 26 Mitford Close; 
- No. 27 Mitford Close; 

- No. 4 Wood Green; 
- No. 5 Wood Green; 
- No. 6 Wood Green; 
- No. 7 Wood Green; 
- No. 8 Wood Green; 

Out of 7 properties, only 3 replies have been received. 
Please see following page. 
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Statement of Community Involvement
Consultation Replies

(resident’s enquiry and agent’s reply) (resident’s enquiry and agent’s reply)

The client  received 3 replies during the consultation 
period. Please see on the right hand side evidence for the 
correspondence. In summary: 

The residents of raised four points of 
concern: 

- Environmental quality of the site; 
- Potential draignage issues originating from Crossfield 
School grounds
- Use of the turnaround area for visitor parking; 
- Potential impact of the proposal on overall community 
wellbeing  

We clarified that the site in question is neither designated 
as recreational land nor a public park; rather, it currently 
poses a potential health risk due to litter and the 
presence of animal waste in the grass. We advised that 
we are working in consultation with a qualified ecologist, 
arboriculturist, and other specialists to identify any existing 
wildlife and to preserve as much of the site’s greenery as 
possible. We noted that the turnaround area is not intended 
for visitor parking (current practices are illegal) and that 
our proposals have been developed in collaboration with a 
qualified transport engineer. Additionally, we explained the 
status of Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs), confirming that 
only vegetation not subject to protection is being removed, 
and clarified that the culvert is a dry ditch.

(resident’s enquiry and agent’s reply)
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The residents  raised two 
points of concern: 

– They enquired about the proposed tree 
planting, expressing apprehension that the 
trees could form a visual barrier and, over 
time, reduce natural light to their property. – 
They voiced concerns regarding the culvert, 
recalling the flooding event that occurred 
during 2000–2001, though noting that no such 
incident has taken place since.

We clarified that the identified culvert is a 
non-flowing watercourse (a dry ditch), and 
confirmed that we have consulted with the 
Council, which advised maintaining a 2-metre 
buffer from the building. We also demonstrated, 
using a diagram and sun path analysis, that the 
proposed boundary trees will not result in future 
overshadowing.

The residents of requested printed 
documents on 29 May, which were delivered on 8 July. A 
response was invited by 25 July. Their concerns included:

- Overdevelopment: excessive housing density on a 
compact site;  
- Parking: disused garages, turning point misuse, fire 
risk from EV charging;  
- Green Space: dispute over the site’s classification as 
‘designated green space’;  
- Utilities: flood risk and proximity of Houses 3 & 4 to 
power supply cables; 
- Wildlife: potential loss of species including bats, owls, 
woodpeckers, and deer; 

We explained that the proposal has already been reduced 
from six to four houses, each with a footprint comparable 
to Nos. 26 and 27. We clarified that garage disuse and 
visitor parking in the turning point are not supported by the 
Council. Our scheme ensures access for emergency and 
refuse services and has been developed with input from 
a qualified transport engineer. Utilities-related concerns 
have been addressed by incorporating a buffer zone to 
House 4. The preliminary ecological and bat surveys raised 
no species of concern. Green space matters have been 
addressed through clarification of site ownership, lack 
of formal designation, absence of recreational use, and 
supporting pre-application feedback.


