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COWENTS:
I amwiting as a local resident to formally object to the proposed
devel opnent referenced above. | believe the schene remains

materially harnful to the character, anenity, and infrastructure of
t he
surroundi ng area. My objections are outlined bel ow

1. Scal e, Height, and Massing

bj ection: The building is visually doninant, overbearing, and

i ncongruent with adjacent properties in Station Road, Wl lington
Road, and Park Road. The schene breaches the ridge-line principle
and fails to respect the prevailing roof heights and street rhythm
The "gateway site" justification does not apply to the Park Road
frontage, which demands contextual sensitivity to the surrounding
two-storey Victorian/ Edwar di an houses rather than the bul k and

hei ght proposed. While the application describes a "stepped nmassi ng"
the third storey and roof formstill exceed the contextual scale of
adj acent

properties.

2. Parking Pressure and Infrastructure Strain

bjection: It is wholly unrealistic to expect the devel opnent to be
car free nowor in the future. Existing affordable and key worker
housing in the town centre at Norton Road and Peach Pl ace recogni ses
the need for parking by advertising one parking space per residence
despite being within wal king distance of all the sane |oca

transport |inks as the proposed devel opnent.

No enforceabl e tenancy clauses are proposed for the new devel opnent
to prevent car usage despite the units being potentially offered to
key workers and those on the housing regi ster who nay have access to
a vehicle for work purposes. The application references car-share
schenes or hiring cars which inplies a requirenent for parking
spaces to park hired or shared vehicles. Overspill parking onto the
private roads Park Road and Park Avenue is inevitable and
unacceptable. It places additional naintenance costs on the

resi dents, conpromni ses pedestrian safety, obstructs access for
energency and delivery

vehi cl es, and erodes the quiet residential character of these
privately nanaged roads.

3. Highway and Pedestrian Safety

bj ection: A nunber of parents with young children wal k up and down
Park Road and Park Avenue each day (including ne and ny son). The

| ack of turning space, drop-off space and increased delivery traffic
pose risks to pedestrians and road users and delivery drivers wll
likely race up these private roads to find a turning spot thus
increasing the |ikelihood of accidents. The inevitable traffic
generated will al so cause additional wear and tear on the road



surface which is paid-for by the residents. The application al so

|l acks clarity on the adoption of the entrance to Park Road

undernm ning the potential enforcenent of the proposed double yell ow
l'i nes.

4. Loss of Green Space and ecol ogi cal i npact

bj ection: The schene fails to neet the 10% bi odi versity uplift

requi red under national guidance. The site currently provides a
dense, self sown area of trees and vegetation in excess of 300 sgm
The renoval of vegetation and trees, including a 24M hi gh

TPO protected specinen with a useful |ife expectancy of 40+ years,
represents irreversible ecological harm the loss of a natura
acoustic buffer, and a significant reduction of anmenity particularly
when vi ewed from Park Road.

5. Renoval of tree covered by TPO

bj ection: No alternative devel opnent plans appear to have been
considered by the council to retain the tree covered by the TPO
rather than renove it, suggesting the harm caused by tree renoval
was not neaningfully considered or justified. The el evations for
Park Road are inconsistent with the site plan and nislead the public
by showing 2 trees where the disabled parking bays are planned and
afifth tree in the nmddle of the access road to the shared service
yard whi ch agai n show a | ack of consideration.

6. Procedural and Consul tation Concerns

bj ection: No public notice has been posted on or near the site
regarding the application. | walk past the site daily and was
unaware of the application until | heard through word of nouth.
have lived in Park Avenue for two and a half years but do not recal
being consulted or notified by the council about this devel opnent.

7. Disabled Parking Safety and Non Conpliance

bj ection: The disabl ed parking bays proposed appear to be
non-conpliant with national accessibility standards. At only 6.0
metres in length, they do not allow safe rear access for wheel chair
users, potentially forcing individuals to stand in the road while
unl oadi ng. Additionally, the elevation drawi ngs show trees | ocated
within the bay footprint which is inconsistent with the site plan
and nmisleading to the viewer. The proposed entrance route fromthe
di sabl ed parking bays is shown as stairs, rendering the access
unsuitabl e for wheelchair users. This directly contradicts the
schene's stated purpose of supporting vul nerable adults. The
proposal must provide |level or ranped access from di sabl ed bays to
the entrance without obstruction

Concl usi on

The cunul ative inpact of these objections denonstrates that the
proposal renmins in conflict wth Wki ngham Borough Council's

pl anni ng policies and gui dance. | respectfully urge the Council to
refuse this application and protect the integrity of Park Road and
its surrounding conmunity.



