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COWENTS:

I wish to register nmy objection to this planning application

foll owi ng the subm ssion of further docunents on the planning porta
- about which none of the local residents were inforned.

Fundanental flaws in the proposed car-free devel opnent

The devel opnent is intended to be 'car free' with only 2 Blue Badge
resi dents parking spaces on the site and no other residents parking.
The applicant's own docunents denonstrate that the proposal will not
genuinely be car-free, but instead seeks to nmanage |ikely resident
vehi cl e ownership through tenancy controls and post-occupation
noni t ori ng.

The Residential Travel Plan states that the devel opnent will have
"zero private residents car usage" and that the target for
car-driver trips will remain at 0% "in perpetuity.

However, the Franework Parking Managenent Pl an sinmultaneously:
-requires residents to notify the managenent conpany if they
acquire a vehicle;

- contenpl ates residents who "genuinely require a vehicle";

- directs such residents towards town centre parking facilities;

- provi des an enforcenent process for parking infringenents; and

- provides procedures for investigating reports of resident parking
on near by roads

These neasures would only be necessary if the applicant accepts that
sone residents are likely to own vehicles. The proposed nanagenent
regi me therefore appears inconsistent with the assunption of zero
resi dent car ownership on which the devel opnent is based.
Furthernore, the TPS is ained at 'encouraging sustainable trave
behavi our, so that single occupancy car use can be reduced' - this
acknow edges that car use can only be reduced, not that it can be

el i m nat ed.

The |ikelihood of residents owning cars is supported by the |atest
census data. This shows that at the time of the census in 2021

90. 9% of househol ds i n Wki ngham had access to at |east one car or
van and 53. 5% of househol ds had two or nore vehicles. This nmakes
Woki ngham one of the nost car-dependent and hi gh-car-ownershi p areas
in England, with a nuch | ower proportion of car-free househol ds than
the national average

The plans assune that a high level of residents will use a cycle as
their nain node of transport - with the travel plan showing this to
be between 75% and 80% split across cycling and wal ki ng (the
expected spilt between these nodes is not stated in the plan). It
assunes that there will be 0%driving and 15% - 8% car pick up. The
pl ans do not include any provision for drop off/pick up parking.
Census 2021 data showed that 4% of enpl oyed Wki ngham resi dents wal k
to work, 1.3%cycle, 1.5% of enployed residents travelled to work by
train and 1.5% by bus. This conpares with over 39%travelling by
car either as a driver or passenger. These figures indicate that
private car ownership renains the doninant travel choice within the
borough. 1t is therefore unreasonable to assune that a significant
proportion of future occupiers will forgo car ownership entirely. As



aresult, the proposal's reliance on a car-free nodel, supported
primarily by tenancy restrictions and alternative nodes of
transport, is therefore not reflective of established |ocal trave
behavi our and risks generating overspill parking demand on
surroundi ng roads.

The details laid out in the plans to ensure and enforce the car free
requi renent are weak. The TP acknow edges that 'the actual details
of the TP cannot be finalised at this stage, as nuch will depend on
the initial travel choices nade by the residents of the site' but
states that if variations occur, the strategy will be to ensure that
t he devel opnent has 'no car-related traffic demand fromresidents',
which is unrealistic given the data and evidence outlined above -
and

contradicts the plan's assunption that 15% - 8% of residents will
rely on car passenger journeys.

The applicant places considerable reliance on the marketing,

al | ocati on and nmanagenent of the devel opnent as a neans of

mai ntaining its car-free status. However, the subnitted
docunent ati on does not denonstrate that the absence of parking or
the prohibition of vehicle owership will be secured through legally
bi ndi ng tenancy provisions. In the absence of such safeguards,
there is no certainty that future occupiers will remain car-free.
This is a fundanental

concern because the transport and parking assessnents are predicated
0 n the assunption of zero resident car ownership. If that
assunption proves incorrect, no effective nechani smhas been
identified to prevent resulting overspill parking on surroundi ng

r oads.

The plans also state that 'residents who genuinely require a vehicle
shal |l be directed towards existing town centre parking facilities
and pernmt arrangenents operated independently of the devel opnent',

t her eby acknow edgi ng the likelihood of car ownership by residents.
The nearest car parking is at Wkinghamtrain station at a cost of
135.40 for a nonthly pernmit. It is unrealistic to expect that
residents will choose to pay this nonthly fee rather than opting to
park adjacent to their hone in the visitors' spaces for nil cost.

If a resident acquires a car during their tenancy, the loca
lettings plan section states that they will be 'required to notify
t he managenent conpany', again acknow edging the likelihood of
residents wanting and intending to own a vehicle. The plan goes on
to say that 'persistent breaches nmay be addressed through tenancy
managenent procedures where appropriate'.

The application relies upon tenancy nanagenent measures rather than
physi cal parking provision. The proposed controls appear difficult
to nonitor and enforce in perpetuity and nay cease to be effective
if wunits are sold rather than rented. Evidence denpnstrates that
residents will own cars, and the plans have not denonstrated how
overspill parking on to neighbouring roads and hi ghways will be
prevent ed.

Lack of enforceable parking controls
The proposal relies alnobst entirely on behavioural controls rather

than physical nitigation
The Franmewor k Parki ng Managenent Pl an proposes a nunber of neasures,



but no evidence has been provided that these neasures have been
successfully used el sewhere to achieve and maintain 0% resident car
owner shi p.

Furthernore, the Residential Travel Plan states that if targets are
not net, discussions will be held with the Council to consider
alternative neasures and that travel-plan initiatives may be altered
over tine.

A significant concern is that the Framework Parking Managenent Pl an
relies on nonitoring after the devel opnent has been occupi ed. The

Pl an states that a parking survey will be undertaken within three
nmonths of full occupation and that further action will only be
considered if nonitoring denonstrates a material increase in
par ki ng denand

This effectively accepts that parking inpacts may arise and seeks to
address them retrospectively.

Pl anni ng policy requires devel opnents to denonstrate that
unacceptable inpacts can be avoi ded before permission is granted,
rather than relying on future nonitoring to determ ne whether

probl ens energe. Failure to denonstrate sufficient visitor parking
No robust visitor parking assessnent has been supplied denonstrating
that four visitor spaces are adequate.

In particular, the proposal appears not to quantify |ikely denmand
from

-famly and friends;

- staff working on site

- support workers;

- housi ng officers;

- heal t hcare professionals;

- soci al workers;

- mai nt enance contractors;

- carers;

- deliveries;

- energency visits; and

- other authorised visitors.

Wt hout such evidence, it is inpossible to conclude that visitor
demand can be accommobdat ed on-site.

The expectation lies with the building manager to enforce visitor
par ki ng provi sions, however, there is no detail given on when the
bui |l di ng manager will be on site, howthis will be managed outside
those hours and, inportantly, what powers would the building nanager
have to control parking outside the application site.

| nadequat e protection for nei ghbouring roads

The applicant acknowl edges that Park Road and Al bert Road are
private roads and fall outside the Council's Traffic Regul ation
Order powers.

Despite this, the only proposed controls are:

- tenancy cl auses;

- resident information;

- local lettings arrangenents; and

- tenancy managenent action follow ng conplaints.

Gven the linted visitor spaces avail able, overspill parking is
likely to occur and no practical nechani sm has been identified that
woul d physically prevent residents or visitors from parking on
surroundi ng roads.

The proposal therefore fails to denonstrate how parki ng di spl acenent
will be prevented on Park Road, Al bert Road, Park Avenue; and near by



sections of Wellington Road.

This concern is particularly inportant because private roads have
limted enforcenent nmechani sns available to either the Council or

| ocal residents.

Internal inconsistencies and errors within the Travel Plan

The subnmitted Travel Plan contains a nunber of inaccuracies and

i nconsi stenci es which rai se concerns about the robustness of the
assessnent.

Exanpl es i ncl ude:

- describing the site as being on the edge of a "City Centre" with a
"vast range of facilities' when Wkinghamis not a city, nor can it
be described as having a 'vast range local facilities (sic).

- stating that excellent rail accessibility makes travel by bus a
viable alternative to car travel, which appears confused and
internally inconsistent;

- assum ng 75% 80% of journeys will be made by wal ki ng and cycling
despite no local evidence being presented to support this shift away
from nost recent census data

-referring to a 500 car-club credit despite there being no
establ i shed car-club network serving Wki nghamtown centre
identified wthin the subm ssion

These issues call into question the reliability of the wi der
assunptions underpinning the transport strategy.

Par ki ng concerns during construction phase

The I ength of the construction period is unclear. At 1.31, it
states the' contractor will aimto conplete the project within the
contract tine scale of 12 nonths (estinmate) weeks'. Later in the
docunent, it states building will start in Novenber 2026 and fi nish
in Septenber 2027 - a period of 11 nonths and assunes a start date
of only two nonths away.

The nunber of people involved in the construction is not included in
the plans, but they do states that it is 'expected that there wll
be no on-site contractor car parking'. The pl ans suggest this can
be managed by the contractor encouraging travel by other neans of
transport, which appears unworkabl e and unrealistic and is highly
likely to lead to overspill parking in surroundi ng roads.

For these reasons, | do not believe the applicant has denonstrated
that this devel opnent can successfully operate as a car-free schene.
The proposal relies heavily on unenforceabl e behavi oural controls,
post -occupation nonitoring and nanagenent interventions rather than
providing sufficient parking or robust mtigation fromthe outset.

The subnmitted docunments fail to denonstrate how overspill parking
will be prevented, particularly given the acknow edged linitations
of enforcenment on nearby private roads. | therefore respectfully

request that the application be refused.



