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COWENTS:

This is a formal objection to PLANNI NG APPLI CATI ON 252167 at 11
Mayfl ower Meadow, which is directly adjacent to my property. |
object to all three conponents of the proposal

- The proposed single-storey side extension

- The | arge out bui |l di ng/ shed

- The change of use of the designated | andscape/ecol ogi cal buffer to
residential curtilage

My objections are all respectfully submtted on the follow ng

pl anni ng and | egal grounds:

1. Conflict with the approved | ayout and conditions of Reserved
Matters 201337, which designate the |and adjacent to Plot 40 as a

| andscape/ ecol ogi cal buffer and establish the |awful curtilage
boundary. The proposal would reclassify protected buffer |and as
private donestic curtilage, contrary to several binding conditions.
2. Partial but significant renoval of ecol ogical buffer planting has
al ready occurred, contrary to Conditions 12 and 13 in 201337. This
has reduced the intended bi odiversity, ecological connectivity, and
acoustic mtigation designed for Priors Gardens in 201337. Any
further devel opnent woul d necessitate renoval of the remaining
vegetation and result in the conplete | oss of this protected
feature.

3. Impact on character, openness, and the streetscene, particularly
given the sensitivity of this corner plot. The presence of an
outbuilding in front of the principal elevation, and the scal e of
the proposed flank extension within the ecol ogi cal buffer
materially alters the intended appearance of the estate. This may
adversely affect the attractiveness and perceived val ue of nearby
hones.

4. The existing outbuilding does not appear to conply with permtted
devel opnent rules, as it is positioned on non-curtilage |and and
forward of the principal elevation which is an arrangenent not
permtted under Cass E of the GPDO 2015. Its location within
ecol ogi cal buffer land further conflicts with the approved
environnent al design and rel evant WBC pol i ci es.

5. The proposed side extension, at 9mlong and over 4m high and

| ocated only 0.9m fromthe boundary, conflicts with [ocal design

gui dance (SPD), national design principles (NPPF), and the GPDO

f ramewor k.

6. The drai nage strategy | acks the technical information required
for proper assessnent, including BRE365 infiltration tests, ground

i nvestigations, and confirmati on of boundary offsets. Wthout this,
the Council cannot reasonably deterni ne whether the drai nage
arrangenents are safe or acceptable, particularly given the
proxinmty to the ecol ogical buffer

7. Restrictive covenants on the title expressly prohibit trade or
wor kshop use, neaning the proposed "storage/ workshop” function woul d
remai n unl awful even if planning perm ssion were granted.

Detai |l s:

1. Landscape Buffer & Curtilage Boundary - Conflict with Approved



Pl ans (201337)

Reserved Matters approval 201337 is the legally binding detailed
mast erpl an i npl enmenting outline perm ssion 171737 for Tayl or

W npey' s devel opnent. It defines precisely how the | and behind Plots
35-40 nust be treated

For clarity, the outline permssion 171737 did not establish garden
boundaries, curtilage linmts, buffer w dths, or |andscaping
arrangenents. These elenents were fully defined, fixed, and legally
established only through the subsequent Reserved Matters approva
201337. As a result, 201337 is the controlling decision for al
matters relating to curtilage, |andscapi ng, ecol ogical buffers, and
boundary treatnments, and it supersedes any general assunptions that
m ght be drawn fromthe outline consent.

The approved General Arrangenent Plan (A097-RM 12 Rev P2) and the
Land Use Plan (CB 83 072 _002) are both fornal planning draw ngs
that formpart of the Reserved Matters approval 201337. These pl ans
are not indicative or illustrative; they are the legally binding
docunents that fix the approved | ayout of the devel opnent, including
the extent of residential curtilage, the position of boundary
treatments, and the precise |location and function of the

| andscape/ ecol ogi cal buffer. Under Condition 2 of 201337, the

devel opnent nust be carried out in accordance with these approved
pl ans, neaning their designation of the buffer land and the
curtilage boundary is authoritative and

controlling for all subsequent planning decisions affecting Plot 40.
The approved General Arrangenent Plan (A097-RM 12 Rev P2) and Land
Use Plan (CB 83 072 _002) show

1. The land to the west and rear of Plot 40 is not residentia

curtil age.

2.1t is explicitly designated "Landscape / Ecol ogical Buffer (with
average height 6m"

3. A lmpost-and-wire fence fornms the required curtil age boundary
(al though TWappears never to have installed it).

4, GPDO rights were withdrawn for nunerous plots, including Plot 40.
This buffer was required and designed to provide:

- ecol ogi cal connectivity

- biodiversity and habitat

- visual separation between estates

- acoustic screening and noise mitigation for Priors Gardens These
functions are specifically identified in the 201337 docunents and
were central to the estate's approval, al ongside the SANG and
habitat mtigation strategy.

In addition, Condition 16 of Reserved Matters approval 201337
expressly withdraws pernmitted devel opnent rights under C asses A and
E for Plot 40. This nmeans that neither extensions nor outbuildings
can be erected on this plot without full planning permssion. The
ion was inposed specifically to safeguard the residential anenities
of Priors Gardens due to the sensitivity of this |ocation and the

i mportance of retaining the | andscaped buffer area. The current
proposal s for both an extension and an outbuilding therefore run
directly contrary to the purpose of Condition 16, which sought to
prevent exactly this type of encroachnent into the buffer and the
resulting inpact on nei ghbouring anmenity.

By proposing to absorb this protected buffer into private curtil age,
the application directly conflicts with:

- Condition 2 - Boundary treatnents

- Condition 12 - Landscapi ng retention

- Condition 13 - Noise mtigation

- Condition 16 - Wthdrawal of GPDO rights

- Core Strategy CP1, CP3



- MDD Policy TB21
- Woki ngham Desi gn Gui de SPD Section 6

2. Partial Renoval of Buffer Vegetation - Breach of Conditions 12 &
13 and the Approved Hedger ow Managenent Pl an

A significant portion of the ecological buffer vegetation along the
western bound ary of Plot 40 has al ready been renoved, despite the
application formstating that no trees or shrubs would be affected.
Approxi mately half of the original buffer planting has been cl eared,
and the remai nder is now threatened by the proposed devel opnent.
This directly breaches Condition 12 (| andscapi ng retention) and
Condition 13 (noise mtigation planting) of Reserved Matters

201337.

The approved plans for 201337 are explicit that the buffer was to
conprise vegetation to an average height of 6 netres, formng a

mat ure ecol ogi cal and visual corridor between Priors Gardens and
the new devel opnent. A 1m post-and-wire fence was required to sit
along the curtilage boundary to physically protect this | andscaped
strip; however, it appears Taylor Wnpey did not install this fence,
| eaving the buffer visually open but |egally protected.

In addition, the supporting docunent "Hedgerow Managenent Pl an"
(Aug 2015), prepared by Tayl or W npey's ecol ogi cal /| andscape

consul tants and secured under Condition 12, confirns:

- how and when the hedge was to be maintained,

- the required species mx and structure,

- and that the hedge forned part of the approved ecol ogi ca
mtigation strategy provi di ng habitat connectivity, biodiversity
val ue, visual screening, and noise attenuation for Priors Gardens.

The annotated plan clearly states:

"Hedge to be coppiced/ | ayed 2016 (Hedger ow Managenent Pl an Aug
2015)" This confirnms that the hedge al ong the western boundary of
Plot 40 was a fornally protected feature, not general or optiona
pl anti ng.

Thi s neans:

-1t was part of the devel opnent's approved ecol ogical mtigation
strategy under 201337.

-1t could only be nanaged in accordance with the Hedgerow
Managenment Pl an by the Managenent Conpany or w th planning

oversi ght.

-1t could not be renpved, cut back, cleared, or repurposed by

i ndi vi dual plot owners.

- Its presence was essential to the acoustic screening of Priors
Gardens, as identified in the Waterman Noi se Assessnment secured
under Condition 13.

By renoving part of the buffer and by proposing a change of use
that woul d necessitate renoval of the renai nder t he applicant has:
- breached Conditions 12 and 13,

- underm ned the estate's ecol ogical and acoustic mtigation,

- renoved linear habitat required for biodiversity and species
novenent ,

- and conprom sed the planned | andscape character of the estate. In
these circunstances, it is difficult to see how the Council could
reasonably approve a change of use or devel opnent that depends upon
vegetation already renoved in breach of conditions, nor can it
approve devel opnent that would facilitate the loss of the renaining
buf f er

veget ati on.



3. Shed / Qutbuilding on Non-Curtilage Land - Contrary to UK Law and
VWBC Pol i cy

The shed/l og cabin has been erected on land that is not Plot 40's
lawful residential curtilage. Under UK planning |aw, outbuildings
are only pernitted when located within the curtilage of a
dwel | i nghouse. This principle is enbedded in:

- Town and Country Pl anning Act 1990

- GPDO 2015 Schedule 2, Part 1, Cass E

- Long-standi ng case | aw confirm ng incidental outbuildings cannot
be erected on anenity land, buffer strips, or any non-curtil age
land. O ass E Prohibition Forward of Principal Elevation

GPDO O ass E(1)(b) states:

"Devel opnent is not permtted if the building would be situated on
land forward of a wall form ng the principal elevation of the
ori gi nal dwellinghouse."

This applies directly to Plot 40. Even if the |l and were curtil age,
Cass E still prohibits the shed because it sits forward of the
house on a public-facing corner plot.

Policy Conflicts

The shed conflicts with

- Estate design intent

- Core Strategy CP1 & CP3

- MDD TB21

- Woki ngham SPD 6.1.1 (prohibiting clutter and inappropriate
structures on open f rontages and | andscape buffers)

I ncorrect Draw ngs

The built structure does not match the submtted pl ans:

- Wndows present on the west-facing side of the actual structure
are omtted fromthe submitted el evati on drawi ngs, neaning the plans
do not accurately represent the built form

- Plot 40 was approved wi thout any first-floor or ground-floor

wi ndows facing towards Priors Gardens, reflecting the sensitivity of
this

boundary and the need to protect neighbouring privacy. The height is
not reported

4. Extension Wthin 1m of Boundary - Legal and Policy Non-Conpliance
The proposed side extension is a 9mlong, 4.2mhigh structure
positioned just 0.9m from ny boundary.

Under the Town and Country Pl anning Act and GPDO 2015, any
extension: - over 4min height,

-within 2mof a boundary, and

- not clearly subordinate

cannot be pernitted devel opnent and nust satisfy |ocal design
pol i ci es.

It denonstrably fails the follow ng

- WBC Design Quide SPD 5.7.1 & 5.7.3 (avoid terracing, mmintain
spaci ng)

- SPD 6.1.1 (avoid overbearing mass cl ose to boundari es)

-SPD 5.2.1 & 5.3.1 (extensions nust be subordi nate and not
visual |l y

dom nant)

- Core Strategy CP3 (protect character and anenity)

- NPPF 130(f) (avoid harmto neig hbour anenity)

5. Drai nage & Soakaway - |nadequate Evidence and Non- Conpli ance



The drai nage proposal |acks the m ninumtechnical evidence required
to assess safety or suitability. This is particularly concernin g
because the applicant has placed the soakaway within the ecol ogi ca
buf fer and has produced no BRE 365 testing to justify any of the
assunptions used in their calcul ations.

According to the Site Plan subnmtted with the application, the
appl i cant states:

"A soakaway of 1 cu.mis suitable for 50 sq. mof roof area Soakaway
to be constructed min. 5mfromany building."

The proposal therefore uses:

-5 crates 0.2m = 1.0m soakaway vol une,

-to serve a stated roof area of 46.6m,

- based solely on a generic ratio and without any infiltration tests
what soever.

Way this is technically invalid under BRE 365:

1. BRE 365 requires on-site infiltration testing to deternine actua
soil perneability, water table depth, and infiltration capacity. The
appl i cant has provi ded none.

2. The "1m per 50m roof" ratio is not a pernitted design nethod
under BRE 365. It is an unsupported assunption and cannot be relied
upon.

3. The applicant clains the soakaway will be 5 nmetres from any
bui |l di ng, yet the plan does not show neasured di stances from

o boundari es,

ofence posts,

o nei ghbouring garden structures,

oor the ecological buffer edge itself.

4. There is no evidence denbnstrating that water will not di scharge
i nto:
othe ecol ogical buffer (protected under Conditions 12 & 13), or

o nei ghbouring gardens.

The drai nage strategy cannot be vali dat ed.

The "crate vol une" calculation provided is insufficient for
appr oval

6. Land Ownership Does Not Alter Planning Designation

Al'tho ugh the applicant has produced a Land Registry title for the
newl y purchased strip, ownership does not alter planning status. The
| and:

1. Renmmi ns desi gnated as Landscape/ Ecol ogi cal Buffer

2. Remai ns subject to Conditions 12, 13, 16 of 201337

3. Does not becone curtilage by ownership

4. Must remain open and | andscaped as per the estate's approved

envi ronnent al desi gn

Pl anni ng desi gnati on al ways supersedes private ownership.

7. Restrictive Covenants Prevent Wrkshop or Business Use

The Land Registry title (BK525030) contains restrictive covenants
that apply to both the original plot and the newy acquired bl ue

I and. The Third Schedul e states:

"The Property is not to be used except as a private dwellinghouse."
And O ause 6 states

"Not to carry on any trade or business on the Property



The applicant states the shed/extension will be used as a
"st orage/ wor kshop".

A workshop is not incidental to donestic use and constitutes
trade/ busi ness activity.

This is therefore a direct breach of the title covenants.

Pl anni ng perm ssion cannot override these covenants.
Even i f permni ssion were granted, the workshop use would renain
unl awf ul

CONCLUSI ON & REQUEST

In summary, the proposa

- conflicts with nultiple conditions attached to Reserved Matters
approval 201337,

- underni nes the approved ecol ogi cal buffer and associ ated
mtigation

neasur es,

- includes an outbuilding located on land that is not | awful
residential curtilage,

- introduces significant anenity, privacy, and character inpacts,

- is supported by insufficient drai nage evidence to denonstrate
conpliance with BRE365 or WBC SuDS requirenents,

- conflicts with restrictive title covenants, and

- fundanentally departs fromthe | ayout, design principles, and

| andscape strategy upon which the estate was originally approved.

For these reasons, | respectfully request that Wki ngham Borough
Council refuse the application in full

If, notwi thstanding the above concerns, the Council is mnded to
grant any part of the application, |I would ask that stringent and

enforceabl e conditions be attached to safeguard nei ghbouring
anenity, protect the ecol ogical buffer, and ensure full conpliance
with the approved | andscape and drai nage requirenents.



