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COWENTS:
Dear Wbki ngham Pl anni ng Aut hority,

| amwiting to formally object to the proposed anendnment in
Pl anni ng Application 241900, which seeks to renove the condition
that the developnent is limted to persons over the age of 60 years.

My concerns are as follows:

1. Increased Traffic and Parking |ssues:

- According to the UK Departnment for Transport's National Trave
Survey (NTS), car ownership and driving frequency decline with
age.

- The Ofice for National Statistics (ONS) data notes that people

aged 65 and ol der nake fewer trips per year than younger age groups.

- Research conducted by the Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI)
and ot her studies suggest that retirenment devel opnents tend to have
| ower car usage.

I could go on with supporting evidence but the stats are there for

all to see, retirenent or flats for nore mature aged peopl e have
| ower car ownership and usage rates, which mninises traffic and
par ki ng

denmands.

Renoving this condition of over 60 years in age will undoubtelty
lead to fanilies, students, or other non-retirenent denographics
nmoving in, resulting in increased traffic and a significant rise in
t he nunber of vehicles. This woul d exacerbate al ready i nadequate
par ki ng provi sions and increase congestion and potential danger,
especially given the proposed entry/exit location alnost directly
in front of the dual carriageway (A4). This setup poses a serious
safety risk, with cars turning in quickly (to cross incom ng fast
traffic), and therefore essentially accelerating into outgoing
traffic fromthe proposed devel opnent - accidents waiting to happen

2. Noise and Disruption

G ven the proposed change will result in a larger, nore diverse

resi dent popul ati on, increasing noise |evels and general disruption
The proxinmty of the devel opnent to existing residential properties,
i ncluding ny own property i mediately next door, nakes this
particularly concerning. A larger car park would nean nore cars,
nore noi se, and nore light pollution fromsecurity lighting at

ni ght.

Living next to a large car park is not what | had antici pated when
choosing to live here. Equally, we go fromthree houses the other
side of the fence to another sixty hones!!! The current board line /



tree line between our properties is not in great condition and
shoul d these trees died or becone diseased then we will have zero
protection or privacy so nore needs to be done to protect ne and the
ot her

properties i mmedi ately next door.

3. Inpact on Local Infrastructure:

The increased demand on | ocal anenities such as schools, healthcare,
and public transport that would result fromthis devel opnent is vast
- essentially noving the dial significantly on the total popul ation
nunber of the village.

The council nust consider the full extent of the demands this

devel opnent will place on local infrastructure, particularly
regarding traffic safety on the adjacent dual carriageway. Measures
such as

pedestrian crossings, |lower speed lints, or even the installation
of a bridge night be required, which would be costly. The funds
received through any Section 106 paynent would be insufficient to
cover these essential safety neasures.

4. Deviation fromOiginal Planning Intentions:

The initial planning approval was based on the specific nature of

t he devel opnent as housing for people over 60. W have al ready seen
many "tweaks" to the application but this |atest proposa
represents a fundanental shift fromthat original intent. |
purchased ny hone with the understanding that the adjacent

devel opnent woul d be for retirenment / persons over the age of 60.
Changing this now undernmnes the integrity of the planning process
and sets a concerning precedent for future devel opnents across the
Bor ough.

5. Questionabl e Supporting Evidence:

It is inportant to note that sone of the original data provided by
the devel oper's consultants was questionabl e but al so now very
dated. As a Senior Director at a global real estate conpany, | fee
and | speak with a larger degree of authority on this point and to
be very clear, the traffic data, in particular, was flawed and did
not accurately reflect real-world conditions of the road junction
As a resident famliar with the area and professionally seeing how
actual studies should be far nore conprehensive in their
undertakings, | can attest to the dangers of the junction near the
proposed entrance. Crossing the road as a pedestrian is
chal l enging, and for children, it is highly dangerous. The counci
nmust thoroughly review all rel evant

information to ensure that decisions are based on accurate and
reliable data. Accepting such planning anendnents of the age
restrictions falling away and wi thout inplenmenting changes to the
current road entrance / exit is boarder line negligent on the part
of the local authority.

6. 106 Agreenent:

The current Section 106 agreenent is insufficient. As Lewis Carrol
aptly put it in Through the Looki ng-d ass, and Wat Alice Found
There, "jamtoday or jamtonorrow. " This phrase highlights the
notion of future prom ses that never seemto materialise. In this



context, it feels like the council is being offered vague assurances
of future benefits instead of receiving concrete incone now. The
critical issue for Wkingham Council to consider is howthe initial
funds fromthis agreenent will barely nmake a dent in the significant
i nvest nent

required for local infrastructure. Wthout a nore substantial and

i medi ate commtnent, the existing infrastructure will fail to neet
t he denands of our community.

In Iight of these concerns, | urge the council to reject the
proposed changes to renove the age restriction on the residents,
shoul d the devel opnent proceed. The integrity of the planning
process, the

safety of the residents, and the well-being of the comunity nust be
uphel d.

Thank you for considering ny objection.

Yours sincerely,
Harry Murphy



