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COWENTS:
I wish to fornally object to the proposed redevel opnent of
Thanesfield Retirement Village.

The mass bul k of the proposed three storey building which woul d
replace a single storey building would have a major inpact on the
Renmenham Row estate, and doni nate property nunbers 1-5, where a
three storey building will lead to a major |oss of privacy, |ight
and view. The proposal includes wi ndows and bal conies directly
facing these properties, which would | ook directly into bedroons,

bat hroons and living roons. The overl ooking concerns are serious as
the proximty of the proposed structure will encroach on the
personal space of residents, negatively affecting their quality of
life.

The Renenham Row properties are 16.6 netres fromthe boundary wall
separated by gardens. The planning application suggests that the
new buil ding would be set back fromthe boundary wall, which nay be
true in sone places, however at the point at which it would be
directly opposite ny property (nunber 3) it is actually five

nmetres cl oser!

Retirement Villages Goup (RVG have admitted that it would be

i mpossible to carry out extra planting to screen the proposed
building as it is too close to the boundary wall.

RVG al so suggest that inpact on light "will not be noticeable by the
occupants" and yet in the report "Daylight and Sunlight - Inpact on
Nei ghbouring Properties Report"” it acknow edges that the Annua
Probabl e Sunlight Hours for nunbers 1 - 4 Renenham Row wi |l reduce
by approximately 20 - 26%in the winter nonths. Comobn sense al one
says that a three storey building replacing a single storey
bui | di ng nmust have an inpact on light, as the sun will rise in no
different way! Not only will ny property be inpacted by the
reduction in light, but also the gardens to the front. Al of these
issues will inevitably have an inpact on property prices at
Remenham Row.

The proposed building is not in keeping with the Remenham Row est ate
whether it is partially of red brick or not and certainly out of
character with the other Thamesfield buildings, nost particularly
the original "white building". Were the proposed buil ding adjoins
this "white building" it is higher and will be visible fromthe
river and the opposite river bank. The style of the building and
mat eri al s suggested are not in keeping with the general Henley
architecture

despite RVG s assertion in their proposal by providing a few
carefully chosen phot ographs of red brick buildings in Henley.
Certainly the style of building and the use of grey ceranic cl adding
does not feature in Henley and certainly does not blend with the
Thanesfi el d existing buildings, nor the nei ghbouri ng Renenham Row
estate.

Agai n, RVG have used sone carefully sel ected photographs to suggest



that trees hide the proposed building where it adjoins the existing
"white buil ding" when | ooking across the river fromthe opposite
bank. Walk a few paces al ong from where the photograph was taken
and the new buil ding would be conpletely visible as it would be

hi gher and protrudes to the left of the "white building". Al so, the
trees lose their |eaves.

I woul d suggest that a building of this nature is totally out of
keeping with the vernacul ar of Henley, sitting in a Conservation
Area and Green Belt Area, which in itself should be sufficient
grounds to reject the application

It is interesting to note that a third planning application to
devel op Hal |l mark House in Station Road, Henley, by the Hub
Managenent Conpany, to add Juliet balconies to their proposal was
rejected by South

Oxfordshire District Council for a nunber of reasons. However, the
specific reason regarding the bal conies as reported in the Henl ey
Standard was:- "The Juliet bal conies proposed to be added to the
rear elevation, facing northeast, would create an unacceptabl e
relationship to the nei ghbouring properties to the north, as well as
the cl osest properties in Hewgate Court. As such, the proposed
devel opnent fails to protect the anenity of nei ghbouring residents.”

G ven that there is a greater distance between Hal |l mark House and
Hewgate Court, including a road, suggests that the nain principal of
privacy surely applies even nore clearly to the inpact on Remenham
Row by the proposed Thanesfield redevel opnent, where the distance
bet ween the proposed three storey buil ding and Renenham Row
properties would be nmuch less. Additionally, full balconies as
proposed by RVG woul d be far nore intrusive than Juliet bal conies.

I would like to coment on RVG s "Statenent of Comunity
Engagenent ".

I, as with all of the other residents of Remenham Row, did not
receive the leaflet informng of the Consultation Meeting on the
16th Cctober 2024. | was only aware of this neeting two days before
the event as another resident at Renmenham Row had been inforned by a
Thanesfield Village resident. RVG were only aware when the issue
was rai sed by Renenham Row residents at the Consultation Meeting.

It is quite

i ncorrect to suggest that RVG knew that the reason they were not
delivered was that the postal handler had told themthey coul d not
access Renenham Row due to the |l ocked gate. This is not true as it
was nyself who suggested at the Consultation Event that this nmay
have been the case. | fail to understand why RVG did not check that
their cl osest neighbour, and the only ones to be directly inpacted,
had received invitations. To suggest that the letter of invitation
sent to Cognatum ( Renenham Row Managenent Conpany) was not passed

to residents due to a change in Estate (Property) Mnager is
conpletely incorrect, a fact which is known by RVG The letter was
sent by email to Cognatum head office but was directed to an
incorrect enmil address. Wiy did RVG not ensure the correct point of
contact by making a tel ephone call to the Cognatum head office? |
believe all of this shows a total disregard for their cl osest

nei ghbours, Renenham Row.



At the Consultation Event sinple questions were asked of RVG
representatives which they were unable to answer. For exanple, the
architect present could not answer "how high will the three storey
buil ding be?" This did not appear to be a well prepared event, but
merely a "tick box "exercise

O all the comments returned after the Consultation Event, using the
feedback form provided online by RVG absolutely no changes have
been nade to the proposal prior to the planning application being
submitted. Are they really listening? Another "tick box" exercise?

RVG were invited to present their planning proposal at the Renmenham
Pari sh Council (RPC) Meeting on the 9th Decenber 2024. RPC asked
for any questions from Renmenham Row residents to be forwarded to
themin advance of the neeting to allow themto be passed to RVGin
sufficient tine for themto fornulate their responses. The RVG
representative knew not hi ng about the questions, so could not give
responses. Responses were received in a letter dated the 12th

Decenber sent by email. It is interesting to note that the pl anning
application was subnmitted on the 6th Decenber 2024, prior to the RPC
nmeeti ng. Anot her exanple of a conpletely disnissive attitude by

RVG not just to its closest neighbours but also RPC. Foll ow ng
this letter the residents of Renenham Row requested (on the 15th
Decenber 2024) that RVG provide an artist's inpression of the three
storey building looking at it fromproperties 1-5 Renenham Row. No
response, other than an acknow edgenent of receipt was received, so
this was chased up on 18th January 2025 with a response finally
received on the 24th January 2025 to say "we are unable to provide
additional artist's inpressions fromthe perspective of Remenham
Row" . Again no interest in helping its closest and nobst inpacted
nei ghbours to understand the full extent of this proposal. However,
plenty of nice artist's

i npressions in the planning application several, of course, which
one coul d suggest are m sleading to hide the true inpact.

I would very nmuch wel cone Wki ngham Bor ough Council Planners to
visit Renmenham Row to see the direct inpact at first hand.



