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COWENTS:
This planning application is deeply flawed and is an extrenely poor
body of work. | object to the application and request that it is

refused. My comments as follows ;

PROBI TY AND PRCCESS

- There has been no consultation with Park Road & Park Avenue Lt d
("PR&PA") or residents affected by this devel opnent..Wy? PR&PA

has been consulted on earlier schenmes proposed for the site and has
al ways adopted a constructive approach. Devel opnent of housing on
the site is acknow edged but it nust be appropr iate and give ful
consideration to all related issues.

- Woki ngham Soci ety's support is questionable and, as an influentia
| ocal body, could be considered prejudicial as it's reasons

(eg. "affordabl e housing") go beyond it's remt. It should be
"pronotin g high standards of planning and architecture" ( Source
CGover ni ng Docunent, Charity Conmi ssion).

- Oher objections refer to the "Residents Round Up" enmail from
Woki ngham Bor ough Counci|l ("WBC') dated 8th August. This enai
suggested that the devel opnent is "set" to be built and is therefore
grossly misleading. "Set" infers that sonething is already in place,
so why woul d anyone necessarily read further to find a later
reference to a planning application? This displays an assunption of
approval and potential bias.

TPO (nb. .. PROBITY)

- Put sinply.."it's okay for us but not for you", so we will renove
the tree. This is a bad precedent. The statenent "not appropriate to
retain (the tree) in a restricted urban setting"” could apply to

any tree in Wkingham Town Centre! Are WBC giving licence for any
town centre tree to be renoved? The openi ng statenent on page 45 of
the WBC Design Qui de says "Retain existing mature | andscape such as
hedges and nature trees where possible". This should be called out
for the h ypocrisy that it is. There is an obligation on WBC to
assess planning issues fairly (ref ; Local Governnent Assoc

"Probity in Planning" guidance). This is inportant wth

i mplications for "Denocratic

Deficit".

DESI GN, MASSI NG

- The proposed schene is not in keeping with guidelines, it is not
synpathetic to surrounding properties, it is nuch too big and should
be limted to 2 storeys. A well known |abel for such poor design is
"Carbuncl e". There are no diagonal or rounded design features to
soften the block on the corner elevation of Wellington/Station Road.

- The proposed building is overbearing to neighbours resulting in
| oss of privacy, loss of light and inevitable noise pollution

- Design cues are taken fromE ns Field which is wong. Elns Field
is not a fair conparison and is not visible fromthe site.

- The schene breaches the WBC Design Quide on street scenes
(sections 4.2/4.5..R11 in particular). Section 4.2 enphasises the
need to build with underlying character linmting scope for "new
di stinctive



identity" only where the site is large enough. This is a snal
cranped site as evidenced by the pressure on the building footprint,
parking etc. Elns Field is a "large" site.

- Noted are coments by Paul Edwards, Architect, and the conflicts
bet ween the proposed schene and the National Planning Policy
Framework, WBC s Core Strategy and WBC s Desi gn Gui de.

- There is no precedent for 3 storey buildings on Park Road. The
schene provides a single 2 storey building adjacent to 4 Park Road.
This is such an obvious "

sop".

- WBC s Town Centre Masterplan (9.3.1) "seeks to preserve and

enhance the town centres historic pattern"..."to protect building
lines". This schenme does neither
PARKI NG

- Par ki ng has been discussed at |ength at consultations on previous
schenes but the applicant has chosen to ignore this. Wilst | am
doubtful that a "car free" scheme is viable it was di scussed on the
basis of a nunber of mitigations to the inevitable nuisance parking
that woul d ensue, nanely ; a) clauses in tenancy agreenents to

prohi bit parking in any nearby roads including Park Road/ Avenue, b)
adoption of the |lower section of Park Road to all ow enforcenent of
doubl e yellow lines, c¢) use of parking permits at nearby car parks
(Station, Carnival Pool), and d) reduce building footprint to

all ow adequate provision of essential parking, deliveries, turning,
service vehicles etc.

ROAD MAI NTENANCE

- The comments on behal f of PR&PA dated 27th August refer. It is
worth pointing out that fromat |east 1974 (as confirnmed by resid
ents), or when WBC acquired the subject site, to date WBC has nade
no effort whatsoever in naintaining the surface of the | ower section
of Park Road despite it's ownership of the frontage to Park Road. It
has never been proactive and has bel atedly made snall contributions
to repairs wupon request. PR&PA and residents have either undertaken
repair works thensel ves or appoi nted contractors when necessary.

Now. ..when it suits!...WBC seeks to renove PR&PA from any
contractual undertaking froma contrac tor on repairing the road
post construction (ref;

Constructi on Managenent Report). Furthernore, it refuses to adopt
the road and renove itself from any ongoi ng nai nt enance obligations.
WBC wants all the benefits...but not the associated

iabilities. Were is the fairness? This is extrenely high handed and
one sided. Again, | refer to Denocratic Deficit.



