PLANNI NG REF . 250703
PROPERTY ADDRESS : Hi ghway Cottage
. Basi ngst oke Road, Three Mle Cross, Berkshire

. RG7 1BA
SUBM TTED BY . Ms Siobhan Duddi ng
DATE SUBM TTED : 14/04/2025

COWENTS:
W wite to object to the proposed variation to the proposed
extension to operating hours.

Qur reasons are:

- Three Mle Cross is a residential area and the site of the

j etwash/ garage operation is bounded by private hone on all sides.
Two of those sides formpart of an Area of Special Character, so any
further devel opnent is not conpatible with the council's own

desi gnati on.

- The site has already been devel oped significantly over the past
few years with the installation of the jetwashes, air and vacuum
stations, and the renoval of green space to extend the carpark area
right up to the boundary of our property.

- The current operating hours to 7pm each day al ready damage to our
quality of life, therefore an extension to these hours is not
accept abl e.

- There are significant flaws in ES Acoustics' Noise |npact
Assessnent report. This neans the assunptions nmade and concl usi ons
drawn cannot be considered valid since they do not stand up to
scrutiny. These are outlined bel ow

5.1.1. Noise Sources

The report is based on the consideration of just two noi se sources:
the jetwash facility and the plant room It fails to take into
account the nore significant source of noise generated by custoners
before, during and after using the jetwashes: i.e. persistent and
del i berate revving of engines, |oud nusic, shouting, slammng of car
doors etc.

5.4.2
"It is understood that the jet wash bays have operated since they
were pernitted without noise conplaints.” This is not true. Over

the past years we have nmde repeated conplaints about noise to both
the staff and nanagenent.

Therefore, the report's argunent that "this denonstrates that the
mtigation neasures inplenented when the jet wash bays were

est abl i shed have been effective at controlling noise and nitigating
any potential adverse effects" is not valid. Wilst nmitigating
nmeasures have been taken, it is not true that there are no issues
under the current operating hours.

It is not true that "receptors” (i.e. neighbours suffering from
noi se pollution) will have "gotten used to observing the jet wash
use and that it is therefore unlikely that the extension of
operating hours woul d cause a negative inpact upon the surroundi ng
receptors".



5.4.3

The report quotes statistics relating to noise within residential
hones with typical doubl e-glazed wi ndows. Listed buildings (such
as ours) are not pernmitted to have this type of window so this data
is not valid. Nor does the report consider the inpact of noise on
nei ghbouri ng properties' gardens, and the severe restriction that
this has on residents' ability to enjoy them

In Iight of the above points, we strongly refute JMS Pl anning's
claimthat "the proposal will have no adverse inpact on the

adj oi ni ng

resi dents".

Consequently, we request that approval not be granted.

Mat t hew and Si obhan Duddi ng



