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COWENTS:

Whi |l st | support the provision of additional housing in Wkingham
and the provision of affordable housing, this should though be done
synpat hetically as regards surroundi ngs, character and heritage and
wi thout lost anenity; this proposed devel opnent does not do that. In
addition, it is not in accordance with Council's own guidelines for
pl anni ng.

1. Desi gn, appearance and materials

The application refers to taking design cues fromrecent |oca
devel opnents, in particular Elns Field. These are not the nost
appropriate cues for the site because they cannot be seen fromthe
site.

The proposed devel opnent contai ns no sense of the heritage character
of existing buildings surrounding it, apart fromusing brick

The application says ' The masterpl an descri bes proposed built form
for the gateway to be linmted to 3 storeys and to relate to the
surroundi ng residential devel opnments. Materials and massing shoul d
relate to the local character with design being consci ous of key
views and side elevations are likely to be inportant and visibl e

The cues fromEIns Field appear to be used as a convenient way to
justify the massing of the design, rather than rel evance.

Cues shoul d be taken from existing residential properties which nore
i medi ately surround the proposed devel opnent. These properties are
nore traditional and two storeys.

For the proposed devel opnent:

The reference to 3 storeys is a limt, not a target. The site is
surrounded by properties that are ground floor and first floor only.
The devel opnent should be likewise. It is not consistent with or
synpathetic to the properties surrounding it in Park Road, Station
Road and Wl |ington Road.

Flats 20 and 21 cause the devel opnent to be three storeys in Park
Road. There is no precedent for three storeys in Park Road.

9.3 Urban Form para 9.3.1 of the Wki ngham Town Centre Masterpl an
(WICM), (see nore later), refers to protection of the building

line of historic streets and spaces. The devel opnent is in front of
t he

building line along Wl lington Road and has no garden space, so is
counter to the WICM

3A. 2.6 of the Borough Design CQuide (BDG says "Mst projects wll
need to include consultations with interested | ocal people to find
out what they feel is inportant, or how the proposals could help to
i mprove the area. Initial consultation should take place at the
stage when there is an initial appraisal and sone concl usions have
been drawn, so that these can formthe basis of discussion". The

| ocal residents have not been consulted in such a way for the
appl i cation.

Para 3A. 4, sub para 2, of the BDG says "Do the proposals create a
sense of place that contributes positively and appropriately towards



| ocal character in terms of urban design, architecture, |andscape
and public realmqualities? Is there an assessnent of |oca
character that denobnstrates the applicant's understandi ng and shows
how t he proposals retain or enhance it?" Rl1l on page 40 says

i kewi se. The proposed

devel opnent is out of character with its surroundi ng buil dings and
does none of this.

Page 50 of the BDG says that mininmuminternal standards wll be
adopted as part of the MDD Local Plan. These m ni nrum standards are
taken fromthe London Housi ng Design GQuide (LHDG. The application
shows these ninima in the Design & Access Plan, and quote the LHDG
area for reference, conparing these with actual areas in the plans.
15 of the 21 flats do not neet the 'best practice' mninmmof 55
square neters. The 50 square neters in the BDG (from 2010) | ooks
out of date, certainly as regards best practice.

| object to the application on this because cues are being taken
fromrelatively renote recent devel opnents and do not follow those
surroundi ng the site, nanely:

- Not traditional design

- No consultation with | ocal stakehol ders

- Monot one

- Not ground and single storey only.

- Materials, massing, key views and side el evations are not

consci ous of the local character which is contrary to the Msterplan
and CD13. 03 Borough Design GQuide. This is particularly denonstrated
by the 'View from Park Road' page in the plans

- Best practice not followed for mninumarea for all flats

2. Overdevel opnent, nassing and visual anenity

The proposed devel opnent is significantly larger than and different
style fromexisting Park Road properties which are detached

ori an/ Edwar di an houses wi th anpl e parking spaces on the site of the
houses. Any devel opnent on Park Road, |ike that of the applicant's,
shoul d do |ikew se. The devel opnent as is out of character with the
road, and not just Park Road but Wellington Road and Station Road
al so.

St epping down in the application is at what nust be sonme 20 neters
into Park Road. It may be argued this is a |andnark site, para
9.5.1 of the WICM but only that part facing the station, it is far
too visually domnant for facing a cul -de-sac of lowrise

Vi ctori an/ Edwar di an properties in Park Road.

Para 9.5.1 of the WICM states that |andmarks are identified in
Figure 41 of the WICM however there is nothing in the key to Fig.
41 (which identifies 12 other types of markings on the map)

stating howa 'landmark' can be identified on the map. There is no
evi dence

therefore fromFig. 41 that this is a |l andmark site.

At 9.3 Uban Formpara 9.3.1 of the WICM says 'the nasterplan seeks
to preserve and enhance the town centre's historic pattern. It
therefore adopts a coherent perineter block structure to protect
the building line of historic streets and spaces

Para 3A. 4, sub para 11, of the BDG says "Is the building s height,
bul k and massing, and roof form designed to relate well to the

| ocal context?". It does not.

Para 3A. 4, sub para 16, of the BDG says "Have nei ghbours, the |loca



community and ot her stakehol ders been engaged with the process of
preparing the proposals and does the schene respond to the issues
rai sed?". There has been no such engagenent.

Para 4.13, sub para 11 of the BDG says "Does the proposed density
lead to a schene that relates well to the character and formof the
| ocal area taking into account the height, bulk and nassi ng of
bui | di ngs, the spaces and gaps around them and the area required
for parking? The density, character, height and nassing are nothing
like the

surroundi ngs.

Exi sting properties in Station Road, Wellington Road and Park Road
(SRWRPR) are 2 storeys so by building 3 storeys, does not protect
the building Iine of historic streets and spaces.

Park Road, Wellington Road and Station Road residential properties
are set back with garden space. The plans, best seen fromthe 'Pl an'
view, show that al ong Wellington Road the devel opnent is in front of
the building Iine, thus not follow ng the design guide to protect
the building line of historic streets and spaces.

The east el evation does not show Wellington Road properties on the
other side of Park Road. Thus the reality of the nmassing is not nade
apparent fromthat el evation.

The "View form Park Road" page of the plan shows the nassing of the
proposed devel opnment, which is out of character

For these reasons | therefore object to the overdevel opnent,

massi ng, out of character visual anmenity and deviations fromthe
design guide. The devel opnent should be 2 storey (ground and first
floor)

t hr oughout .

3. Adequacy of parking

The Woki ngham Town Centre Masterplan says that 'the reduction of car
novenent and parking is a long-termai mof the Council. Paragraphs
7.4.6 of that plan says that in the nediumto long-term future
devel opnents within the town centre nust seek to materially reduce
car parking provision and contribute to enhanced parki ng nmanagenent
and sustainable transport inprovenents 'that offer conparative
door-to-door journey tinmes' (nmy enphasis).

This is well nmeaning but a reduction to zero on one devel opnent is
excessive and will cause problens.

Par agraph 10.6.11 of the WICM states that parking at new housing
devel opnents will, on a District-w de basis, average 1.5 spaces per
dwelling in line with the advice contained in PPG3 Housing. Planning
perm ssion will be nonitored to ensure this average is being

achi eved.

Par agraph 10.6.12 of the WICM says ' new housi ng devel opnents in
sustai nabl e | ocations with access to average or better public
transport services (see paragraph A8.4.3 below) wll be expected
to provide |l ess than the maxi num . 'Less than maxi num being
concluded as zero for 21 units is unrealistic. 'Para A8.4.3 bel ow
coul d not be

ound.

The application's prems is that parking spaces are not needed
because of the location of the site and availability of public
transport. Regarding public transport:



- 3.2.9 of the WICM says 'frequency and usage of public transport

are najor issues. Currently, public transport usage is 5% | ower than
the national average. Services to and from Fi nchanpstead are very
limted. There is currently no service between Lower Earley and

Woki ngham and services fromWodley are very limted. Existing
services, Arborfield, Arborfield Cross, Barkham R de, Wosehill

Enmbr ook, Twyford and Sonning are infrequent, with only one hourly
service'.

- 3.2.10 of the WICM says 'frequency of these services is
particularly poor in the evening and at weekends, reducing access to
and demand for town centre services at these tinmes'

- 3.2.11 of the WICM says 'l nportantly, at peak tines, when bus
services can assist in relieving congestion within the town centre,
there are very few bus priority neasures along routes into the town
centre

- Para 3A. 4, sub para 9, of the BDG says "Are parking and servicing
areas appropriate in size and location, laid out and desi gned
satisfactorily for their users, and with a positive character, so
that they create a high-quality setting for devel opnent, while
mnimsing any inpact on the safety of the public realn? There is
no parking, so this is not achieved.

- Para 6.1 on page 72 of the BDG says "Restraining formal car

par ki ng provision for new housing, as part of an overall strategy to
reduce travel by car, has not reduced car ownership. Instead, the
street scenes in new housing have becone dom nated by infornma
par ki ng" and provi des exanples. It also says that "Suitable parking
areas shoul d al so be provided for cycles, notorcycles and disabl ed
badge holders.” It does not say for cycles, notorcycles, disabled
badge hol ders and visitors only, which is the plans proposal

Para 4.13, sub para 4, of the BDG says "Does the schene acconnodate
cars, without them dom nating the |layout or street scene?". There is
an expectation of cars, but this plan accombdates no cars. The
table below is taken from Appendi x 2 (page 129) of the Wki ngham

Bor ough Devel opnent Pl an.

The provision of no parking for 21 units is way outside the figures
inthis grid. For 21 1- & 2-bedroomflats rented, parking space
provi sion should be at |east in the upper teens.

The planning commttee mnutes for the application 200700 on the
"Jewson' site across the railway Iine fromthis proposal says
concern was expressed "re garding parking and questioned the inpact
on the surrounding area". The response is recorded as "that the
par ki ng woul d be unal |l ocated. There was a requirenent for thirteen
spaces and the applicant woul d be providing fourteen parking spaces.
The area in the vicinity had heavy parking restrictions so she
woul d not anticipate overspill into these areas. Visitors could nake
use of nearby car parks such as at the station".

This application 251621 says that there will be no car parking
spaces provided for the residents. This appears to be justified by

t he

applicant by saying the location by the railway station and the town
centre with access to buses neans the site has good public transport
l'i nks.

The conmittee expressed concern at a ratio of parking spaces to
units of 1:1 being insufficient (13 mininum upped to 14, for 14
units), so the current plan for no spaces for 21 units is
conpletely contrary to

t hi s.

The pl anning application refers to bus routes



121, 125, 125A, 125B, 145,93 and 3 Leopard but does not go into the
quantity or regularity of the services. Looking these up and
sunmari sing themreveal s the

fol | owi ng:

- 121 - Norreys to Broad Street to Tesco. Half hourly between 9. 45
and 15.30, less frequent and not full distance outside those hours.
Station interchange between about 7am and 9am then nothing unti
16. 30, hourly thereafter but |ast bus 19.30. Less at the weekend.
Journey tine 30 minutes conpared with 5-10 ninutes by car

- 125/ 125A/ 125B - Woki ngham Town Centre - Tesco - California
Crossroads - Crowthorne. 8 buses in all spread over 11 hours
(approx. 7am6pn). Not all buses stop at all stops. Two services
per day at the weekend. 30-minute journey to travel 3 niles.

The others are no better. These tinetables do not evidence that
public bus services have overall inproved since the position
sumari sed in

paras 3.2.9, 3.2.10 and 3.2.11 of the WICM from 2010 to which
referred earlier.

These public transport services do not neet the criterion of

of fering public transport to provide 'conparative door-to-door
journey tinmes' (ref. paragraph 7.4.6 of WICM, particularly when
waiting tinmes are included and al so probably sone del ays and
cancel | ations. The services are insufficiently dense, w de ranging
or frequent in geographica

cover age

There is also the railway as a source of public transport, but to
nmeet the benchnmark of 'conparative door-to-door journey tines' the
destination needs to be next to a railway station also, not a
frequent occurrence.

Exi sting residents of existing houses in Station Road, Wellington
Road, Park Road and others in the town centre own cars. Living near
public transport does not stop car ownership for the sinple reason
that public transport does not provide 'conparative door-to-door
journey tines'.

Exi sting residents do at |east have driveways and/or road space in
front of their house to park.

There is no reason to believe residents of the proposed devel opnent
will not Iikew se need cars.

7.5.2 of WIMC refers to 'Demand Managenent' in the context of
transport capacity. Reducing the supply of parking spaces to zero is
not 'Demand Managenent' it is 'Supply Managenent'. The devel opnent
will create car parking overspill.

Par agraph 3.1.14 of the planning application's Transport Statenent
states 'Park Road itself provides very little in the way of on
street car parking opportunities which will discourage car
ownership'. This is pure specul ation and not supported by |oca

evi dence.

The existing residents of Park Road and Park Avenue are constantly
finding cars parked which have no connection with any residents, |et
al one any that mght spill fromthe proposed devel opnent. Quite
contrary to the statenent in 3.1.14, based on the years of
experience of the existing residents, any prospective residents of
t he new

devel opnent will see Park Road (PR) and Park Avenue (PA) as the
perfect places to park their car. The PR and PA are 10m wi de, so
wi der than 7.3mfor a public road, neaning cars owned by residents
of the new devel opnent will sinply park along PR and PA

How wi Il the double yellow lines on the plans on Park Road be
enforced if the road is only nade up to adoptabl e standards. The
road has to be adopted as well.



CQ07, of the Woki ngham Borough Devel opnent Pl an, page 18, says

pl anning permission will only be granted where the proposa
denonstrates that the new schene retains an appropriate overal

| evel of off-street parking. Para 2.53 (page 19) goes on to say
"Devel opnent proposals shall retain an appropriate overall |evel of
of f-street parking to avoid any unacceptabl e i npact on on-street
parking conditions."

Sl ough' s Borough Council has adnitted that its attenpt at a
free devel opnent' has failed, resulting in dangerous parking
probl ens: To quote fromthe Slough Cbserver of 30 COctober 2024

" Sl ough Borough Council's goal of encouraging people to use
alternatives to cars led it to grant planning permssion to new
housi ng devel opnents with little or no parking. But now the counci
has acknow edged that these efforts have 'not been successful' and
have led to parking issues on and near mmjor roads."

Al'l the sane argunents (i.e. proximty to town centre and public
transport) as Wki ngham Borough Council is putting forward in this
pl anni ng application were used by Sl ough Borough Council and just

i ke our own | ocal developnents, it has been proved to be an utter
fallacy that people living in town centres do not own cars.

The viability expressed in paragraph 2.6.7 of the applicants
Transport Statenent "The site benefits fromexcellent rai
accessibility, making travel by bus a very viable alternative to
private car journeys" appears confused in so far as it suggests
rail accessibility nakes bus travel viable. Interpreting the spirit
of what it might be trying to say, such vicinity to rail/bus stops
does not stop car ownership for the reasons already stated.
Regrettably the availability of such nearby public transport |inks
does not nean all residents will have no private car. The "car free
devel opnent” concept is a non-starter

In 2022 Park Road and Park Avenue residents were told that the
tenancies of the building proposed at that tine could have a cl ause
in themfurther to which tenants acknowl edged that they have no
right to park a car or allowtheir visitors to park a car on Park
Road or Park Avenue and that if they breached this clause they would
be at risk of forfeiting their tenancies. WII this be inserted in
t he

tenancies for this current proposed devel opnent and how woul d t hat
be

enf or ced?

| therefore object to the devel opnent providing no car parking
spaces

because:

car

- The public transport is inadequate to provide 'conparative door to
door journey tinmes' when conpared with a car

- The spaces per unit do not align with Borough design and guide
standards. There is no acconmopdation for cars.

- Existing residents in the area own cars. To be believe ot herw se
for newresidents is a fallacy.

- Exi sting properties in the area have their own on-site parking
whi ch sets a precedent

- Provision of no car parking spaces will lead to overspill into

| ocal roads, mainly PR and PA because they are cl osest and
unadopt ed. Bei ng unadopted, no yellow lines.

- No thought is given to the prospect of parking overspill cost for
exi sting PR & PA residents.

- No thought is given to preventing residents of the proposed

devel opnent contributing to costs or being legally prevented, wth
enforced consequences if they do, fromparking in |ocal roads,



particularly PR and PA
- There shoul d be a parking space per unit, consistent with
application 200700.

4. Adequacy of | oadi ng/turning

Ref use bins are at the entrance to the service yard. That entrance
is also access for the Station Furniture business. Refuse
collection and furniture delivery require sizeable vehicles. Is
there place for such vehicles to turn? If not, | object to the
devel opnent' s geographical |ayout.

5. Noi se and/ or di sturbance/ overl ooki ng/ over shadowi ng/ | oss of anenity
and quality of life inpact on nei ghbours

The much hi gher density of the housing on the devel opnent site
conpared with its i mediate surroundings will lead to additiona

di sturbance. | have been unable to access any report about

over shadowi ng of existing properties by the proposed three storey
buil ding. Can this be provided/identified.

More specifically | object because:

- The devel opnent will have an extrenely negative inpact on quality
of Ilife of its neighbours due to overlooking, causing a | oss of
light and as a consequence of activity in 21 new hones, a nunber not
much | ess than the nunber of hones al ong the whole | ength of Park
Road and Park Avenue.

- As stated above, due to its size the proposed devel opnent will

dom nate its Park Road as well as its Wellington Road and Station
Road nei ghbours. It will be conpletely overbearing.

- The flats with bal conies and wi ndows | ooking out on to Park Road
and to the rear of the devel opnent will overlook 1 and 4 Park Road.
Light wll also be blocked to 4 Park Road.

- 21 flats and their occupants will significantly increase the noise
and disruption to what is a quiet road, notwithstanding its centra

| ocati on.

- Due to the unrealistic "car free devel opnent” concept, this wll
result in nuisance parking outside existing residents' properties.

6. Traffic generation/ H ghway Safety/Road access

Delivery lorries (both to residents and to the Station Road

busi nesses with access from Park Road) - How will they exit the
site? They can access forward along the service road behind the
devel opnent, but there is no turning space. WII| they reverse al
the way back behind the devel opnent on to Park Road and t hen down on
to Wellington Road? This will be dangerous. O will delivery
lorries have to park on Park Road (causing a bl ockage) and then
transport contents on foot along the access road to the rear of the
proposed devel opnent ?

Par k Road/ Wl | i ngton Road hi ghway safety - for anyone arriving by
car, Park Road will be the access point for the devel opnent. This
increase in traffic will nmake the junction between Park Road and
Wl | i ngt on Road even nore dangerous.

- The junction between Park Road and Wellington Road is already
hazardous now that cars travel at speed down Station Road around
into Wel lington Road wi t hout any inpedinent (if the pedestrian
crossing on Station Road is not on a red light). The inevitable
increased traffic caused by the developnment will increase the risk
of accidents.

- The proposed di sabl ed parki ng spaces on Park Road will increase
congestion towards the junction and increase the risk of an
accident. - Likely overspill parking will be detrinental to highway



safety. It is a fallacy to assune overspill parking will not take
pl ace.

- The 'proposed site plan' references "new tree planting" al ong

Wl lington Road and 5 new trees are al so shown on the 'proposed west
el evation plan'. The Landscape Plan indicates that these trees wll
be Tilia Cordata ' Geenspire'. The RHS describes this species of
trees as "A vigorous and narrow y conical, deciduous tree about 15m
tall and 7mw de". Such planting will negatively inpact the
visibility of oncoming traffic to those exiting Park Road. This

pl anti ng has been shown on the plans to nake the devel opnent | ook
nore attractive and to detract fromits bulk and nass but they are
not realistic froma highway safety point of view

H ghway Mai ntenance - objection on the basis that the construction
of the proposed devel opnent

wi | | damage Park Road that has been paid for by existing residents
and there is no forward provision

for its ongoing mai ntenance in the proposal

During construction

Access to the site during the construction (proposed clearance in
Novenber and Decenber 2025 and constructi on between April 2026 and
June 2027) will be via Park Road. Park Road is not an adopted
road. The road surface (paid for by residents) is not up to

hi ghways

standards. It will be ruined by construction vehicles. Were is the
guarantee to Park Road and Park Avenue Limted, the residents
conpany that nmintains the road, that damage will be repaired

The

Constructi on Managenent Report at section 2.2 anticipates the
contractor reporting to Wki ngham Bor ough Council about this not
"Park Road and Park Avenue Limted'.

After construction

The pl anning application states that the first section of Park Road
will be "finished to adoptabl e standards"” (see the proposed site
plan. It does not say the Council wll be adopting the first section
of Park Road. This distinction is of fundanental inportance.

If the Council is not adopting the first section of Park Road, will
it neverthel ess undertake to be responsible for maintaining this
section of Park Road. That section is currently maintained at the
expense of residents, with contribution fromthe Council via Park
Road and Park Avenue Limted, but which will be used significantly
by the residents and visitors to the Council's devel opnent.

bj ection on the basis that there is inadequate provision for
delivery lorries and insufficient consideration has been given to
road safety at the junction of Park Road and Wl lington Road.

7. Noi se, snells and funes

Wiy is a coffee van included in sone of the drawi ngs. The plan view
shows it, but the south elevation does not. An inconsistency - which
one is correct? Wiy is a coffee van in sone of the plans anyway? Wo
would this attract to the site? What would its hours of operation
be?

8. Capacity of local infrastructure

As detailed earlier, buses/trains do not provide 'conparative
door-to-door journey tinmes' as explained in ny objection to the
application's absence of parking provision



Regardi ng water supply, this is a |arge percentage increase in
housing units for the area. 21 washi ng nachi nes, 21

bat hs/ showers/toilets etc. Water pressure will need to be increased
to cater for that. Burst pipe chances will thus increase.

9. Landscapi ng
The south el evation plan appears to show trees where the disabled
spaces are shown on the plan view. An inconsistency.

Park Road, Wellington Road and Station Road residential properties
are set back with garden space. The proposed devel opnment does not,
so is out of character.

10. Community and social facilities.
How wi I | affordable status be nmintained. WIIl any residents all be
tenants with a social landlord forever?

11.WId Iife and ecol ogi cal inpacts/Loss of trees

There is a significant and wel |l -established poplar tree on the site.
As per the 'proposed site plan' the proposal is that a mature tree,
that has a TPOon it, is renoved; the proposed replacenents are a
poor substitute. On any objective basis this is not an adequate
repl acenent. The suggestion that the TPO can be renoved as it is
"not appropriate to retain in a restricted urban setting" sets a
very worrying precedent for other TPGs in the urban centre of

Woki ngham Wbul d such an argunent be deened acceptable if the tree
was not on land in the Council's ownership? It is also contrary to
the whol e ethos of section 4.6 of Wki ngham Bor ough Council's Design
Gui de

The pl anni ng proposal dism sses the significance of the other
vegetation currently on the site and the habitat it has offered for
over 2 decades. Geen space is now at a prem umin Wki ngham Town
Centre since the cricket pitch and Elns Field were built over. The
site does not achieve the nandatory Biodiversity Net Gain of 10%
uplift. \Where will this be provided offsite?

bj ection on the basis that current habitat will be destroyed with
no adequate replacenent provision contrary to R13 of section 4.6 of
Woki ngham Bor ough Council's Design Guide (page 45).

12. Probity in Pl anning

The Local CGovernnent Association's 'Probity in Planning' guidance
says "planning i ssues nust be assessed fairly and on their planning
nmerits, even when there is a predisposition in favour of one side of
the argunment or the other".

| raise this because

1. The council owns the land on which the devel opnent is proposed,
but parts of the applicant's nane are redacted.

2. The Transport Statement in the application states the dates in
2025 and 2026 for denolition of existing and construction of the
devel opnent.

3. WBC' s 'Residents' Round Up' enmil update of 8 August: "A
transformati ve new housi ng devel opnent is set (ny enphasis) to be
built in Wkinghamtown centre, providing 21 high-quality,

af fordable hones for residents.” Only in the third paragraph is
reference nade to the planning application being submtted.



4. In the WBC 'Infrastructure News' emmil of 20 August it says "A
transformati ve new housi ng devel opnent is set to be built in

Woki ngham town centre, providing 21 high-quality, affordable hones
for

residents.” And "This represents a significant investnment in

af fordabl e housing and will (nmy enphasis) be near the junction

with Wel lington Road and Station Road. Again 'is set' and also this
time 'will'. Only follow ng paragraphs refer to the planning
application. 5. On the front page of "Wki ngham Today' published 21
August, a

resi dent expresses concerns about the TPO on the site of the
application. The article says Wki ngham Borough Council were
approached for conmment, but it declined citing that it does not
conment on live planning applications; how does WBC reconcil e that
with their 8 and 20 August emmils above, article in 14 August

" Wki ngham Today' and posts on social nedia.

3-5 above etc may be badged as publicity, but unfortunately
prioritise the nessage it is/will be happening and not that nowis
t he

opportunity to conment on the planning application. Not everyone is
on electronic nedia. A 'site notice' was conspicuous by its absence
and would seem a sinple additional and inexpensive exercise to
raise

awar eness, the site being no nore than about 300 yards fromthe WBC
Shute End offi ces.

| trust that this application will be considered inpartially despite
the | andowner, the Council, appearing to pre-enpt the planning
deci si on.

Sunmmary & concl usi on

These plans are in nany areas counter to the Council's adopted

pl anni ng policies on parking, design, anenity, nassing along with
other matters raised here and represents overdevel opnent of the

pl ot. The devel opnent is for the long termand needs to be right.
The

applicant needs to consult nore with stakeholders. If pernmissionis
granted, that is it, if not, a better solution can be worked through
by stakeholders. This is a WBC application so, if permtted when so
many WBC desi gn gui del i nes have not been foll owed, sets a dreadfu
precedent for all future applications, borough w de.

| therefore respectfully ask that this application be refused.



