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COWENTS:
We object to this proposal as it stands as we have the follow ng
concerns;

The ridge heights, in particular of plots 5&, 14&15 and 17&18 al
seemto have roof Dornma wi ndows and increased roof heights to
acconmodate. This has been runoured t o be 8.9mwhich is way above
the 7.2m nmax ridge height of the existing main nursery building.
think the proposal should have listed clearly in witing/detai
bui l di ng heights as this seens to be one of the npst inportant
topics for consideration.

In the nunerous docunents justifying the schene they keep repeating
there is a 'substantial reduction in footprint', which there
obviously is froma nunbers perspective but in reality, froma

vi sual perspective, the current footprint/volune, especially froma
hei ght perspective, is concentrated in the nmddle of the site where
itis

arguably | ess obvi ous, whereas the new devel opnent has it's vol une
at height and spread out - it will be hard to quantify how nuch
inmpact this will have until everything is built - | guess an
addi ti onal argunment for keeping the building height to a m ni num
along with

ensuring a thorough evergreen and deci duous planting boundary is
kept/provided to allow anpl e screening from nei ghbouring properties.

G ven the increased height of this proposed devel opnent backi ng onto
open Green Belt fields, woodland and popul ar rural wal ki ng routes,

it would have been hoped the devel oper coul d have provided a nunber
of accurately visualised public viewpoints of the finished build
along with screening fromimmedi ately nei ghbouring | ocations which
have clear line of sight to the proposed devel opnent. (By

Scarl etts Wod, Warren House & MII| house for instance)

We al so very strongly object to the " footpath" fromthe devel opnent
to the crossroads between MIley Lane, Scarletts Lane & Castle End
Road. The energency flood egress seens a very weak and strange

expl anation (especially if it is to have a | ocked gate) and could
prove to be a security risk, to not only nei ghbouring properties but
the developnent itself. | also have concerns it's being kept as
sonme sort of 'ransom strip for possible future devel opnmrent W woul d
hope that it is renoved fromthe schene.

W would also Iike to see the proposal for street |ighting changed
fromthe proposed 5mhigh lanterns to lowlevel bollards to
mtigate any light pollution fromthe site.

Were these issues addressed and anendnents nade, we woul d support
t he
appl i cation.



