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COWENTS:

I am a resident owner of one of the apartnents at North Court and
would like to object to the Planning Application 252407 due to the
fol | owi ng:

1.0 The Proposed Build is not in line with Finchanpstead and
Woki ngham devel opnent pl ans

1.1 The Planning application is inconsistent with both the
Fi nchanpst ead Nei ghbour hood Devel opnent Pl an (FNDP) and the
Woki ngham Bor ough Core Strategy Devel opnent Pl an

1.2 Wbkingham's core strategy CP11l which covers Proposals outside
Devel oprment Limits (including countryside) states that proposals
out side developnent limts will not nornmally be pernmitted except
where certain criteria are net. The criteria are largely focussed
on redevel opnents or extensions.

1.3 Inrelation to the FNDP, at LPU H 14 Devel opnent of Private
Resi dential Gardens, the docunent states that devel opnent proposals
for new residential developnent will only be supported in certain
circunstances. The docunent stresses that a devel opnent nust nake a
positive contribution to the character of the area in terns of build
forns and space and that it integrates well.

1.4 What is clear is that fromboth docunents is that proposals
out side of developnent linits are focussed on extensions or
redevel opments of existing properties and do not extend to

conpl etely new builds. Wkinghams core strategy states that
"Restricting

devel opnent outside of developnent limts also hel ps protect the
separate identity of settlenents and maintain the quality of the
borough's environnment".

1.5 | do not consider that the proposed build neets either

Fi nchanpst ead or Woki ngham build policies. It is a new build as
opposed to a redevel opnent and it does not contribute positively to
the character of the area in terns of build forns and space. It

does not integrate well as it is not in keeping with existing
buil dings on the North Court Estate.

2.0 Proposed Build is not in keeping with existing buildings on the
North Court Estate

2.1 The North Court estate has nmade an inportant contribution to
the history and heritage of the local area. |Its owners have

i ncluded the grandson of the found of the Tines newspaper and the
granddaught ers of the founder of the Salvation Army. During the
Second World War it played a strategic role, as did other manor
houses in the area, as an outpost of the mlitary. Just a couple
of years ago a |l oca

historian (random y) knocked on ny door to ask what i knew

anything of the activities that took place at North Court during the



war as he wanted to wite a book on the role of the |arge houses in
the area and the inpact they had on the war effort. This vita
portion of |land nust be preserved not build on so that the rich
heritage of the local area is maintained in as conplete a fashion as
possi bl e.

2.2 The North Court estate consists of three properties, the nmain
house (now a devel opnent of 12 exclusive apartnents), the Coach
House and the Lodge (or gate house). These three properties
represent the core North Court estate buil dings and enconpass its
history and as such it is inportant that the integrity of these
three properties, and only these three properties, is maintained. A
new build woul d disrupt significantly the | andscape of this

i mportant Victorian estate.

2.3 The two previous devel opnent projects within the North Court
bou ndary have been redevel opnents rather than new builds. They
have foll owed strict planning conditions based on the character and
history of the existing buildings. Wen the main house was sold to
M|l gate Honmes their original plans were for a very different
structure. They were required to rework plans so that the
apartnment build was on the footprint of the old main house (that
had been destroyed by fire) and that it retained simlar
characteristics. Sinlarly the redevel opnent of the Lodge/ Gat ehouse
i ncorporated many features that rendered it in Kkeeping with the
exi sting buildings.

2.4 This current proposal is for a new build in a 'nodern
contenporary design'. A cursory conparison of the proposed build
with recent apartnents that have been on the market will show the
radically different style of the proposals. Exanples can be found
at this link House Prices in R0 3SJ. Even if this were a

redevel opnent as

opposed to a new build it would not neet the requirenents of

Par agraph 131 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPT)

whi ch encourages innovative designs 'so long as they fit in with
the overall formand | ayout of their surroundings'

2.5 | believe that allowi ng this new constructi on would be harnfu
to the integrity of the site because it is a conpletely new build
and it is not in keeping with or synpathetic to the design and
architecture of the existing buildings.

3.0 Concerning matters in the submtted pl anni ng docunents

3.1 There are a nunber of inaccuracies and concerning matters in
the submitted planning docunents:

3.2 The planning application states that the proposal only includes
one nore parking space. However, the site plans show a double
garage and parking for 3 cars together with a storage space which
could be converted into garages later on and lots of drive space
which would allow many nore cars. The assunption that a property
of this size with the garage and drive space planned will only | ead
to one additional car on the prenises is not believable.

3.3 The docunent prepared by ET Pl anning 'Planning, Design and
Access Statenent' is misleading in its assessnent of local anenities
and bus routes.



3.3.1 It states that there is a footpath that goes to Fi nchanpstead
vill age which would 'provide occupants with basic needs and service
all owi ng occupants to fulfil their general day to day living". Any
Fi nchanpstead resident will say this is not the case. The 10 minute
wal k mapped out in paragraph 5.53 is down a narrow pavenent which

only allows for single file walking and is often overgrown. It is
al so al ong a 40nph road which cars go very fast down. | have wal ked
down the road and it is not a confortable walk. It also involves an

acci dent bl ackspot at the junction where the old war nenorial used
to stand. As | wite this there have been three bad car accidents in
the last 9 days on that junction. 1In addition, the road highlighted
at paragraph 5.53 only takes the wal ker to the nearest pub (the
Greyhound). Further down the road is a primary school and a cricket
pitch with a small pavilion building. This is not sufficient to
service 'day to day living'. The nearest shops involve, as the
original Planning Oficer identified, crossing The Ridges twice (a
50 nph road) and then a mile or so wal k al ong Jubil ee Road (a 40

nph road) which has no footway for large portions of it and

i nappropriate street lighting. Alternative facilities are at Dukes
Ride which is a 1.7 mle wal k along The R dges and Wl lingtonia
Avenue. Again, about one third of the walk has no footbath and very
uneven verges and the road has a 50 nph limt.

3.3.2The ET Pl anni ng docurment al so states that there are bus routes
that service the property. |In fact there are only two bus services;
one goes once a day to Farnborough Coll ege and only on school days.
The ot her bus service only runs once a week on a Tuesday.

3.3.30verall the ET planning docunent seeks to argue that only
occasional reliance would be needed on a car if one lives at North
Court. Wokingham s core strategy identifies the risk that

devel opnents away from existing devel opnents are generally not well
|l ocated for facilities and services and are likely to lead to

i ncreased use of cars. This is certainly the case at North Court
where everybody has a car and uses it regularly. | do not know of
any North Court resident that has used the bus.

3.3.4There are several references in the ET pl anni ng docunent that
references supply shortfall as a major factor in agreeing to new
builds. There are two issues with these statenents. Firstly, we
understand that the intention is that any build would be occupied by
the elderly parents of M and Ms Jones for as long as they need it,
and for M and Ms Jones as well. W understand there are no plans
to sell the Coach House. Building a second house for one famly to
occupy al ongside their current property would have very limted

i mpact on any supply shortfall. Secondly, the build is a proposed 4
bedroom property with potential for expansion (eg there are three
separate 'lounge areas' and also a 'storage area') and the proposed
site area is sone 5,000 square netres. A sinple Rightnove search
today showed 21 properties with 4 or nore bedroons for sale within 1
mle of North Court. The two properties closest to North Court
(Poor Ridge Cottage directly opposite North court and a

Medi terranean style property on Jubilee Road) have been on the

mar ket for over one year. Wshing Well Cottage which abuts the Lodge
at North Court is also for sale. This indicates there is no supply
shortfall of substantial properties of this size in this area.

3.4 The pl anning application is silent on how essential services
will be supplied to the property including the handling of waste
water and foul water. | find this a critical missing piece in the



pl ans. There is a shortage of formal drainage in the surrounding

| ocal area and properties rely on private sewage facilities. unti
the planning application includes this detail it is not possible to
assess the inpact on the other residents of the North Court estate
or other prenises around the boundary such as North Court Farm

3.5 The Prelimnary Ecol ogi cal Appraisal report includes |arge

portions that have been redacted. | think these sections may relate
to badgers. | do not understand why the report has been redacted
but they do not support a transparent consultation process. It

i medi at el y causes concern - no proper ecol ogi cal assessnent can be
made based on a partially redacted docunent.

4.0 Restrictive covenants over the proposed build site

4.1 \Whilst not considered as part of the planning process, it is
worth noting that the proposed build is Iinmted by a nunber of
restrictive covenants over the land. These covenants are in place
for the benefit of the owner of North Court, which currently is al
of the 12 apartnment owners who have shared ownership of the North
Court

freehol d.

4.2 One of these covenants provides that no tinmber should be felled
wi thin one hundred feet of the driveway w t hout consent. Based on
the comments in the ET Pl anni ng docunent at paragraph 5.70 this
covenant has probably al ready been breached.

4.3 A second covenant provides that no building or structure can be
erected on part of the land that is 'hatched red other than snal
ornament al sumer houses or a tool shed. The | ocation of the
proposed new build neans that this covenant will be breached if the
construction goes ahead as proposed.

Thank you.



