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COWENTS:

Framewor k Par ki ng Managenent Pl an

Whilst this is welcone as a recognition of the problemit falls down
because it has no objective neasures of breaches or obligation to
enforce defined sanctions agai nst breaches within a fixed tine
franme. The purpose of the plan says in its opening bullet points on
the first page descriptions such as:

"support the effective operation . as a car-free schene" "mnimn se
the Iikelihood of parking displacenent”

"provide a proportionate nmechani snt

"identify nmeasures that mat be inpl enented"

These are all soft words and do not carry the force of the law, with
ti me deadlines, which usual parking enforcenent carries, such as
yellow lines or tine restrictions.

Usi ng the Pl an's headi ngs:

Par ki ng All ocation

It is questionable whether the "four + two" parking spaces provided
is sufficient for visitors. The proposed use for the devel opnent
for "care | eavers, vulnerable adults and other residents whose
housi ng needs align with a car-free lifestyle" (see "Local Lettings
Pl an"

section for that quote) nmeans carers/social workers will visit and
their length of stay, frequency of visits, nunber of visits for 21
units has to bring in to question the sufficiency of four spaces.
There will be other visitors too and the chances of all residents in
21 units (nore than 21 people) not needing a car is renote. No
feasibility study is in evidence - there should be one.

Bl ue Badge Spaces

This includes "should future demand for accessi bl e parking exceed
the initial provision, the Managenent Conpany nmy consi der
converting one or nore of the visitor spaces to accessibl e use,
providing this does not contribute to wi der parking inpacts"
Changing to e.g. "three + three" in place of "two + four" (see
above) does not renove the problemfromthe site it just noves it
within the site, overspill remains. Not a solution

Managenment Rol es and Responsibilities

This says "The conpany or freehol der shall provide residents with
clear contact details for reporting any parking-rel ated concerns"
The residents of Park Road, Park Avenue and Al bert Road (PR, PA,
AR) need an equival ent contact point so that should be added in.

Local Lettings Plan

This states the Plan "shall seek to prioritise applicants whose
circunstances are conpatible with the car-free nature of the schene.
"Seek" carries no obligation to guarantee. \Wat about when the
circunstances of residents change e.g. care |l eavers beconing 25
years

ol d.



Tenancy Controls

This specifically identifies "Park Road or other nearby private
roads". Residents of the proposed devel opnent may not know which
roads nearby are private so they should be naned in the plan for

t he

avoi dance of doubt. Park Avenue and Al bert Road shoul d be added here
specifically, and the words "ot her nearby private roads" should
remain. The first bullet point indicates that the applicant realises
how unlikely it is that this developnent will really be car free

Fi nal bullet point says

"Persistent breaches nay be addressed through tenancy nanagenent
procedures where appropriate". Different people will perceive the
word "Persistent" differently and has no objective neasure
acconpanying it. The word "may" carries no obligation. Simlarly
different people will perceive the words "where appropriate"
differently because it carries no neasurable threshold or
obligation. The bullet point is too open to interpretation

Enf orcenment Process

"Any i nappropriate" presunably nmeans "outside of the parking

regul ations for the site and tenancy agreenent”.

| nappropriate neans different things to different people. No

obj ective neasure. Then it goes on "Measures may include". Again,
the word "may" - it carries no obligation

What are the sanctions to be inposed on residents who breach the
Managenment Pl an? Enforcenent should carry the force of |law e.g., but
n ot necessarily exclusively, via tenancy agreenents.

Specific Measures Relating to Park Road and Al bert Road

This heading needs to add in Park Avenue to read "Specific Measures
Rel ating to Park Road, Park Avenue and Al bert Road"

Simlarly, the opening sentence should add in Park Avenue.

The section states the managenent of PR, PA, AR "renmins a natter
for the respective owners and occupi ers". Wiy does the applicant

t hi nk

that they are entitled to push enforcenment adm nistration and cost
on to existing local residents as a consequence of their inability
to provide on-site parking. Every other residence in this area
provi des one or nore parking spaces per housing unit on its site -
this

devel opnment should be no different. The non-provision of parking is
not in accordance with the Local Design Guide which | have already
cited in ny objections of August & Septenber 2025. This denonstrates
one of the many reasons (see ny 2025 objections) why this

devel opnent is excessive for the site.

The plan says "To minimse the |ikelihood of devel opnent-rel ated
parking on these roads". Mninmse" is howlittle? The plan needs to
"prevent" not "mnimse"

The pl an says "The nanagenent conpany shall investigate any
substantiated reports of resident parking on private roads and take
appropriate tenancy nanagenent action where justified"

As with the word "Persistent" above, different people will perceive
the word "Justified" - it carries no objective nmeasure agai nst which
to enforce.

There shoul d be an independent appeals procedure for the residents
of PR, PA and AR

Moni tori ng
The plan says "Such investigations nmay include". Again, no objective



obligation, only "may".

The pl an says "A parking survey shall be undertaken within 3 nonths
of full occupation of the devel opnent." Parking infringenents nmay
occur before full occupation. This should not be an excuse to not
take enforcenment action fromday 1 of the first unit being occupied.

Assessnent of Parking |npacts

The plan tal ks about "a material increase in parking demand". How
much is material - the plan needs objective neasure. 5% woul d
usual ly be regarded as nateri al

The bull et pointed neasures to be taken are general only. Wat is
the acronym TRO in full? Wiy place a financial limt onit?

Concl usi on

The Franmewor k Parki ng Managenent Pl an has no teeth whatsoever. Its
conmitnent is no nore than "support”, "mnimse" "may", "if
appropriate", "if justified", "seek". It has no objective neasures,
no certainty of enforcenent, no tinme deadlines for action and no

i ed sanctions agai nst breach.

What enforcenments actions will the nanagenent really take? If action
does not 'hurt' and/or have the force of law on the tenant then
there is no certainty it will be effective. Are they going to be
evicting tenants (to where?) for parking where they should not,

tow their car away (to where) thereby perhaps depriving them of
their livelihood, issuing financial penalties or inplenmenting
sanctions sufficient to change behavi our? Assunm ng Wbki ngham Bor ough
Council Social Services have placed a resident, what would they say
about such enforcenent action. WBC woul d appear to have a conflict
of interest here. If enforcenent action does not "hurt", then there
is no certainty

behavi our will change. Howis this plan going to work in real life?
The proposed use by care | eavers and vul nerable adults will include
peopl e who are | ooking for independence and a job. They will likely

need a car for that. Such people can often obtain grants for cars
due to their needs and the cars can be larger than average to cater
for those needs. Their circunstances may change from not needing a
car to needi ng one.

It seens perverse that a housing devel opnent for people in

chal  enging circunstances is giving theman additional challenge of
finding a parking space.

The managenent need to be and be perceived to be acting with
probity. It is not known who the managenent are - w thout that,
probity is not possible. To whom woul d nanagenent be accountabl e?
What woul d an appeal s procedure | ook |ike for surrounding residents?

The initial prem se of the devel opnent was that there will be no
cars, but this plan admits that is a non-viable prenise. In the
absence of sufficient on-site parking the plan's solution is to pass
the parking problemon to the residents of PR, PA and AR as adnitted
in the plan's wording that enforcenment actions agai nst unauthorised
par ki ng on those roads "renmains a matter for the respective owners
and occupiers”. No - a proposed devel opnent needs to accommpdate the
parking it creates itself, not push the problemon to existing
residents with resultant admnistration, cost and | ost anenity.

It is areport with many words but all ows nanagenent to consi der
breaches, ponder indefinitely but then take no action

The problemis that the proposal is an overdevel opnent of the site
and conpletely out of character with its surroundings and that is



what needs addressing by the applicant.

From a planning application admnistration perspective, the
residents of the three private roads referred to in these parking
pl ans should have been directly notified of the additional planning
docunents. Park Road, Park Avenue & Al bert Road are only 5 m nutes
wal k from Council's Shute End offices - a leaflet drop for exanple
woul d have been easy.

| object to th e Parking Managenent Plan because it identifies
probl ens but there is no objective nmeasure of what parking breaches
will be, no obligation to enforce it with forceful consequences on
the offender within any set tinme frane and there is no i ndependent
appeal process for PR, PA & AR residents. Wthout this, increased
parking will negatively inpact anenity of |ocal private roads.

Constructi on Managenent Pl an

Para 1.3.1. Is t he tinmescale 12 weeks or 12 nonths?

2.2 A condition survey should include Park Road.

2.3 Froma probity perspective the phasing is presunably conditiona
on, and does not pre-judge, planning perm ssion being granted.
2.7.1 identifies that 8 Wheel Tipper trucks & HGV deliveries and
others will be visiting the site. Paras 2.1.5 and 2.6.3 state that
vehicles entering and leaving the site will do so in forward gear
and that reversing in or out of the site is prohibited. Is there
space for such vehicles to turn inside the site throughout any
devel opnent

process?

2.9. Travel Planning. The plan needs to prohibit contactors and
staff fromparking in PR, PA and AR, particularly in light of 2. 11
which states there is to be no on-site parking.

Concl usi on
This is largely internal to the site but 2.2 and 2.9 particularly
can inpact existing local residents so need addressing.

Resi dential Travel Plan

Para 1.3.1 - refers to "mnimse" again just as in the Framework
Par ki ng Managenent Pl an. Not objectively nmeasured or legally

enf orceabl e, so toothless.

Para 2.3.4 - the start point at Park Road nay be well located to
mnimse/elimnate the need to travel by car but the same cannot
reliably be said for the journey destination. The Design Gui de says
that the journey by public transport should be 'conparative
door-to-door journey tines' (ref. paragraph 7.4.6 of Wki ngham Town
Centre Masterplan (WICM ), as by private car; that is not the

case, as evidenced by nost if not all existing residential units in
the area having a car. The location does not mininise/elimnate the
need to travel by car, denonstrated by the current facts. The
sentence 2.3.4 is fallacious. Commentary in paras 2.4 and 2.5 about
pedestrians and cycle access does not, due to its radial linits,
solve this need for a car.

2.6 Public Transport Services. These public transport services do
not neet the criterion of offering 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 l ati ons. The services are
insufficiently dense, wi de ranging or frequent in geographica
coverage. See ny coments from ny objection subnmitted 28 August
2025.



Para 3.1.1.- refers to "mninmse" again just as in the Framework
Par ki ng Managenent Pl an. Not objectively neasured or legally

enf orceabl e so toothl ess.

3.1.5 - benefits are listed. Disadvantages such as increased journey
times are not mentioned.

4.1.2 - these largely deal with local journeys in town and do not
address | onger journey to which the nmeasures cannot be appli ed.
4.1.4 - pronoting zero parking. "Pronote" carries no objective
nmeasure or substantive conmitnent.

The travel plan pronotes how a resident can live without a car, but
once outside a radius of around 2kmthe 'conparative door-to-door
journey tines' cannot be supported and a car will be needed.

Concl usi on

Qutside of a radius of 1-2 kmthe plan does not satisfy the

requi renent of paragraph 7.4.6 of WICM of 'conparative door-to-door
journey tines' for public transport when benchmarked agai nst using a
private car, so | object to it on that basis.

= plan needs to be adopted by the Council with double yellow Iline
enf or cenent .

On all these nmanagenent plans and site plan, nmy previous coments
from 28 August & 4 Septenber 2025 an d 17 August 2026 still ap

ply.



