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COWENTS:

Strong Obj ection Statenent

| strongly object to the proposed increase in social housing from
40%to 100% for the foll ow ng reasons

1. Policy Non-Conpliance The proposal directly contradicts

est abl i shed planning policies requiring m xed and bal anced
communities. Local planning frameworks explicitly limt affordable
housi ng to ensure sustai nable comunity devel opnent.

2. Loss of Community Bal ance A 100% soci al housi ng devel opnent
creates a single-tenure community, underm ning social diversity and
cohesi on. M xed-tenure devel opnents pronote integration and reduce
soci al

segregati on.

3. Concentration of Need Concentrating all affordable housing in one
| ocation places disproportionate pressure on |local services,

school s, healthcare facilities, and support networks, rather than

di stributing need across the borough

4. Inconpatibility with Surrounding Area The proposal is

i nconpatible with the established m xed-tenure character of

nei ghboring residential areas, creating stark social and econonic
di vi si ons.

5. Breach of Oiginal Agreenent The approved 40% provi si on was
carefully negotiated to bal ance affordabl e housing need with
conmmunity sustainability. Increasing this to 100% fundanental |l y
alters the devel opnent's character and breaks the planning

agr eenent .

6. Lack of Tenure-Blind Integration Planning policy requires

af fordabl e housing to be distributed "tenure-blind" throughout
devel opnents. A 100% af f ordabl e scheme nakes this inpossible and
creates visible segregation.

7. Economic Sustainability Concerns Single-tenure devel opnents can
|l ead to reduced property values, limted econonic diversity, and
chal l enges in |ong-term estate nmanagenent and nai nt enance.

8. Precedent Setting Approving this application sets a dangerous
precedent for future devel opnents, undermning the council's ability
to enforce bal anced housing policies.

This proposal fails to deliver the sustainable, inclusive, and m xed
conmmunities that planning policy denmands and shoul d be refus
ed.



