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COWENTS:

In regard to the revised, now proposed | ayout of the new

devel opnent, in advance of the consultation in January this year you
provi ded a suggested | ayout on your website, which was al so referred
to during the consultation event. This |layout reserved a 10.5-netre
(at least) 'buffer' zone between the existing rear boundaries of
resi dents'

properties and the boundaries of the proposed gardens of new
buildings. In effect, this provided at nost |ocations a 20+-netre
gap between new buil dings and existing residents' boundaries. It was
noted during the consultation process in January that this |ayout
was designed to reduce the inpact of the new devel opnent on, and
ensure the anenity of, existing residents: "Space around site
boundaries to respect anenity of existing and new residents."” Wil st
any devel opnent at this site is obviously undesirable for existing
residents, it was acknowl edged and appreciated that this |ayout
proposal sought to

mtigate the inpact of the devel opnment upon us.

It is unfortunate that during the consultation only passing
reference was nade to an

alternative |ayout proposal, whereby the route of the road through
t he devel opnent would run closer to the boundaries of existing
properties. Having received (only much, nmuch later) a copy of this
alternative proposed |layout, it is now apparent that this road wll
run

considerably closer to the rear boundaries of several properties
and, in relation to

properties 47 to 61 Hyde End Road, this alternative layout plan
appears to offer nminimal if

any 'buffer' between the gardens of the new buildings and existing
residents' boundaries. It is extrenely regrettable that this
alternative layout was not shared with residents in

advance of January's consultation (despite the alternative plan
bei ng dated from Decenber 2024), as we have clearly been consulted
on a layout that is very different to the 'preferred |ayout
proposal, which, in our view, will have a significantly greater
negative inpact upon us.

In summary, the repositioning of the road and sone new properties
closer to (or directly

al ongsi de) residents' boundaries wll:

1) Qobviously and drastically reduce the anenity currently enjoyed
by residents by

mnimsing (or renmoving entirely) the 10.5-netre 'buffer' between
exi sting and new

property boundaries. For sone properties under this new proposa
there wll be

direct contact between new honme boundaries, which will clearly

i ncrease the sense

of the new devel oping 'inposing' itself upon existing residents and
renmpve any

outl ook to the rear



2) The placenent of the road close to existing boundaries wll
dramatically increase

the security risk for residents as their rear boundaries will be

i medi ately

accessi ble via the new road, including fromwhat appears to be
parking areas to the

side of the road closest to existing properties. This change greatly
exposes many of

the existing properties to the potential for increased crimnal and
anti-soci al

activity. From experience of existing devel opnents in the area, any
grass verges

i ndi cated on the new | ayout plan would likely soon be utilised by
par ked vehicl es

too. Under the previous |ayout proposal, existing residents were
protected from

direct access to their gardens fromthe new road due to the
positioning of the new

bui | di ngs between said road and existing boundari es.

3) Further, the placenent of the road close to the existing
boundaries will result in

greater, unnecessary disturbance to the anmenity currently enjoyed by
exi sting

residents due to increased noise fromtraffic using the road and
from the street

lighting necessary to illumnate the new road - such noise and
lighting pollution

now being closer in proximty than under the original |ayout plan.
It should be noted

that existing residents are already experiencing significantly
greater traffic volune

(and the noise / disruption associated with it) passing the front
of their properties

due to the existing devel opnents in Shinfield. This new proposed
road | ayout at the

rear of our properties would unreasonably result in existing

resi dents being

surrounded by relentless traffic noise and |ight disturbance.

4) In addition, the renoval of the 'buffer' zone between new and
exi sting properties

wi Il reduce the opportunity and ability for wildlife to nove freely
and safely around

the perineter of the devel opnent. The new | ayout plan presents
barriers to

novenent, which will necessitate wildlife comng into greater
contact w th human

and vehicular traffic, contrary to your aimof "protecting existing
wildlife habitats

wher ever possible."

These concerns were raised with the devel oper prior to this fornal
application, but you were not willing to revert to utilising the
original layout plan or discuss this change of position and
procedural failing with interested residents. It is our viewthat
you have not, therefore, properly consulted with existing residents
as to your true devel opnent proposal; and



have not given sufficient opportunity for the cotmmunity to raise its
concerns with you about this very

different and far nore inpactful |ayout plan. You have refused,
despite our reasonable request, to hold a further

consul tation event in order to hear, understand and answer

residents' concerns; as well as

to neet your obligation for neaningful consultation with residents
and the community. A planning decision nade in your favour in those
circunstances faces a very real prospect of successful challenge by
way of Judicial Review



