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COWENTS:

1. As you are aware there are now nultiple and different
applications from Shorewood Hones for the sane site (subject
application and

6011047 which is still ongoing and has yet to be deternmined). My
primary reason for objection is the unreasonabl e approach by the
devel oper by creating confusion and di sorder for the Authority and
residents with a saturation of planning considerations. The

devel oper is thoughtful only for a sliver of success with his
application. That unreasonabl e approach deserves nininmal balance in
any decision: the Devel oper has own interests at mind and is
evidentially not working with the conmmunity.

2. The Devel oper is seeking to argue that heritage and | andscape
harns woul d not apply through a reduced nunber of houses (to 1 or
2). This idea is fundanentally wong and serves to evidenced the
Devel oper's principal aimto gain perm ssion at any cost.

Devel oprment, especially under a concession seeking applicant, serves
to underm ne the

| andscape, character and heritage aspects of this valued site.
Heritage assets such as Long Barn and Munfin House, along with the
rural character of Hognmoor Lane, would be pernmanently harned by this
i nconsi derate and unengaged devel opnent.

3. The Devel oper seeks to build on the site as an infill |ocation
yet it is an unplanned application outside of the settlenent lint
of Hurst in designated countryside. This is therefore contrary to

t he

spatial objectives of the WBC Devel opnent Plan. It is contrary to
Policies CPl, CP9 and CPll. The site is expansive and of standal one
character: the proviso that this is infill should be rejected.

4. The Devel oper seeks the introduction of |arge houses of nobdern
construction on the Application Site. This would fundanental ly
damage the historic character of Hognoor Lane. It would replace open
land w th nodern suburban devel opnent. My house is adjacent to the
site, and the planned 0.5m + el evation of the houses above ny

property
worries ne for a prospect of oversight and visual dom nation by the
new builds. |I can also only surnise that the reason for such

elevation is that the flood mtigation schene is utterly
insufficient for the certainty of annual standing water
accunul ati on. The Devel oper has (again) failed to act on a
particul ar and well docunented risk of the Site's natural condition
for flooding.

5. The Applicant's Flood Ri sk Assessnent contains several errors and
om ssions, not least at para 3.5.3 that 'There are no records of
Hurst fl ooding due to groundwater listed in the WBC SFRA.' This
evidently not true. It has been a consistent and well illustrated
testinmony of the residents, charting back to all of the Devel oper's
many



applications, that this area of Hurst routinely (= bi-annually)
floods with standing water for weeks upon end.

Concl usi on. The Devel oper is seeking to mislead. This is certainly
perceived by the residents. The principles of ny Service extol
respect and integrity. Throughout the Devel oper has shown none of
these for the residents, and with two concurrent anmbitions for this
site, founded on unsupportabl e facts, Shorewood Hones cannot be
reckoned a respectful or genuine force for |ocal planning.

The Authority is strongly reconmended to reject this latest pla
n



