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COWENTS:
Formal Objection to Landscape & Ecol ogi cal Managenent Plan (LEMP)
- Qutline Planning Ref: 232704 (Land at Park Lane, Charvil)

Sunmmary of Objection

On behal f of the residents of 22 Canberra Lake Way, we formally
object to the current Landscape &Ecol ogi cal Managenent Pl an (LEMP)
submitted for the Bellway Hones devel opnent.

While the LEMP outlines general provisions for the wider site, it
fails to deliver a secure, enforceable, or adequate |andscape pl an
for the land situated directly between the new devel opnent and
Canberra Lake Way. This critical transition area has been | oosely
categorised as general "scrub |and" and omtted from structured

pl anti ng

protection. Consequently, there is an unacceptable | ack of binding
provisions for tree planting, privacy screening, and visua
mtigation to protect resident anenity.

Hi storical Context & Breach of Good Faith

*Broken Commitnents to Residents: Residents of Canberra Lake Wy
were explicitly prom sed a proper vegetative screening buffer
between their residences and the devel opnent site. The failure to
secure this protection is purely an adninistrative oversight, which
now | eaves honeowners vulnerable if not explicitly rectified.

*Official Acknow edgnent: Both Wki ngham Bor ough Council (WBC)

cers and local councillors explicitly acknow edged t he exi stence and
intent of this arrangenent during the planning conmittee neetings.

It is a nmatter of public record that this buffer was understood and
anticipated as part of the schene's integration.

*Systenmic Failures by the Local Authority: Residents have been | et
down by Woki ngham Bor ough Council on mnultiple occasions throughout
this planning history. W renind the LPA and pl anning officers that
their fundanental public duty is to serve and protectthe interests
of local residents, upholding conmtnents and mai ntai ni ng pl anni ng
integrity, rather than prioritising adm nistrative conveni ence or
devel oper preferences.

Grounds for Ohjection

*| nadequate Privacy and Visual Screening: The current |ayout and
managenent prescriptions do not guarantee sufficient high-1evel or
evergreen tree planting along the boundary. Leaving this intervening
| and as unnanaged or semi -wild "scrub | and" invites overl ooki ng,

| oss of visual privacy, and a severe degradati on of residential
anenity.

*Vagueness of "Scrub Land" C assifications: Designations such as
unnanaged scrub or generic habitat zones fail to establish clear
enf orceabl e desi gn objectives for screening. Wthout explicit



specifications requiring dense native tree and understorey planting
in this specific transitional corridor, honmeowners will suffer from
a poorly integrated urban edge.

*Unsui t abl e Species Selection for a Narrow 3-Meter Corridor: Gven
that the intervening boundary strip is restricted to a narrow
3-meter corridor in places including ny own boundary at 22 Canberra
Lake Way, the LEMP fails to specify appropriate, columar, or
manageabl e

evergreen species. Wthout controls, inproperly selected trees will
either fail due to spatial constriction or grow out of control

i nvadi ng existing residential boundaries and danmagi ng nei ghbori ng
structures.

*Lack of Construction Exclusion Zones (CEZs) & Root Protection:
The LEWP fails to provide a robust construction-phase protection
pl an for the i medi ate boundary interface, risking severe soi
conpaction and root damage to existing Canberra Lake Wy
residential borders from heavy nachinery. Furthernore, it |acks
provisions for root barrier nmanagenent to ensure new pl antings do
not conproni se nei ghboring foundations or garden boundari es.

*Conflict with Local Planning Guidance: Wki ngham Borough Landscape
Character Assessnment guidelines explicitly require devel opnents to
conserve and enhance the integration of urban edges and enhance a
sense of place through careful design. Leaving the boundary w thout
a definitive, high-quality | andscape and tree-planting plan
directly underm nes these | ocal policy objectives.

*Absence of Long-Term Enforceability: Wile the LEMP assigns
conmunal nmai ntenance to a Managenent Conpany (ManCo), it omits
specific performance indicators or planting schedul es that
guarantee i medi ate and | ong-term vi sual buffering.

Requi red Renedi al Actions

To withdraw this objection, the Local Planning Authority nust

require Bellway Honmes and the applicant to anend the LEMP and

associ ated |andscape details to include the follow ng binding
nodi fi cati ons:

*Explicit Boundary Designation: Reclassify the |and between the
devel opnent and Canberra Lake Way from vague scrub land into a
formal |y protected Landscape Buffer Zone with explicit design
requi renents focused on privacy.

*Narr ow Corri dor Appropriate Planting: Mandate that all trees and
hedgi ng selected for the 3-nmeter boundary corridor are specifically
suited to restricted spaces (e.g., columar or fastigiate evergreen
varieties) to deliver dense year-round screening w thout invading
nei ghbori ng properti es.

*Root Protection & Structural Safeguards: Incorporate nandatory root
protection neasures, physical root-barrier specifications where
necessary, and construction-phase exclusion zones to protect both
exi sting residential boundaries and future planting integrity.

*Enf or ceabl e Mai nt enance & Repl acenent C auses: Update nai ntenance
schedul es to include regular nonitoring, fornmative pruning, and a
strict 5-year failure replacenent guarantee specifically for al
privacy-screening trees.



Final Note: Please note that this objection, and the denand for a
properly engi neered, enforceable | andscape and screeni ng buffer
applies to the entirety of the Canberra Lake Way / Bel | way boundary.
Wil e there are broader background docunents associated with this
site, we have deliberately focused this subm ssion entirely on the
core planning, environnental, and residential anenity nerits of the
LE MP itself.

***| ocal residents have engaged constructively throughout al

previ ous consultation stages, relying on the understandi ngs and
commitnents formally acknow edged by officers and councillors. W
trust that WKki ngham Borough Council will view this discharge of
conditions stage as an essential opportunity to honor those prior
commitnents, rectify previous oversights, and work col | aboratively
wi th honeowners to protect |ocal residential anenity.***



