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COMMVENTS:
PLANNI NG OBJECTI ON

Transport, parking and deliverability concerns

I wish to register nmy objection to this planning application
foll owi ng the subm ssion of further docunents to the planning
portal, about which |ocal residents were not inforned.

1. The proposed 'car-free' nodel is internally contradictory and
unsupported by | ocal evidence

The devel opnent is presented as 'car free', with only two Bl ue Badge
resi dent parking spaces and no general resident parking. However,
the applicant's own docunents indicate that the schene is not based
on a credible expectation of zero vehicle ownership. Instead, they
seek to manage |ikely vehicle ownership through tenancy controls,
resi dent notifications and post-occupation nonitoring.

The Residential Travel Plan states that there will be "zero private
resi dents' car usage" and that the target for car-driver trips wll
remain at 0% "in perpetuity". Yet the Franmework Parking Managenent
Pl an sinmultaneously requires residents to notify the nanagenent
conpany if they acquire a vehicle; anticipates residents who
"genuinely require a vehicle"; directs those residents to
town-centre parking; provides an enforcenent process for parking

i nfringenments; and sets out procedures for investigating reports of
resi dents parkin g on nearby roads.

Those provisions would not be necessary if zero resident car
ownership were a realistic assunption. The Travel Plan itself is

al so ai med at "encouragi ng sustainable travel behaviour, so that
singl e occupancy car use can be reduced". The | anguage of reduction
rat her than

elimnation, further undernines the central assunption on which the
schene i s based.

The applicant's assunptions are also difficult to reconcile with

| ocal travel behaviour. Census 2021 data cited in the subnmtted
material shows that 90.9% of Wki ngham househol ds had access to at

| east one car or van, while 53.5% had two or nore vehicles. The sane
data shows that 4% of enpl oyed Woki ngham resi dents wal ked to work
1.3%cycled, 1.5%travelled by train and 1.5% by bus, conpared with
nore than 39% travelling by car as either driver or passenger

Agai nst that background, the assunption that 75% 80% of journeys
wi |l be nade by wal king and cycling, with 0%driving, requires
particul arly robust evidence. The subnitted docunents do not provide
it. They also assune 8% 15% of journeys will involve car passenger
trips, yet no drop-off or pick-up parking is provided.

The result is a material risk that the devel opnent will not operate
as genuinely car-free and that unnet resident parking demand will be



di spl aced onto surroundi ng roads.

2. The proposed parking controls are not sufficiently robust or
enf orceabl e

The Travel Plan acknow edges that its details cannot be finalised at
this stage because nuch will depend on residents' initial trave
choices. It neverthel ess proposes a strategy intended to achieve
car-related traffic demand fromresidents". That is difficult to
reconcile both with the |Iocal evidence above and with the plan's own
assunption that a proportion of residents will travel as car
passengers.

no

Consi derabl e reliance is placed on the nmarketing, allocation and
managenent of the devel opnent. However, the submtted docunentation
does not denonstrate that the prohibition of vehicle ownership, or
the absence of resident parking, will be secured through legally

bi nding tenancy provisions. Wthout such safeguards, there is no
certainty that occupiers will remain car-free

The Franmewor k Parki ng Managenent Pl an expressly states that

resi dents who genuinely require a vehicle will be directed to

exi sting

town-centre parking facilities and permt arrangenents. The nearest
parking identified is at Wkinghamrailway station, at a stated cost
of 135.40 per nonth. It is unrealistic to assune that every
resident with a vehicle will choose to incur that cost rather than
seek free parking closer to hone.

The Local Lettings Plan also requires a resident who acquires a car
during the tenancy to notify the nmanagenent conpany and states that
persi stent breaches "may be addressed through tenancy nmanagenent
procedures where appropriate". This is not the sane as denonstrating
a clear, certain and enforceabl e nechani sm capabl e of preventing
overspill parking.

The concern i s conpounded by the proposal to rely on post-occupation
noni toring. A parking survey is to be undertaken within three nonths
of full occupation, with further action considered only if

noni toring shows a nmaterial increase in parking demand. In practica
terns, this neans that parking inpacts may first be allowed to arise
and only then be addressed. The application should instead
denonstrate, before

permi ssion is granted, that unacceptable parking inpacts can be

avoi ded.

3. Visitor parking has not been adequately denonstrated

Only four visitor spaces are proposed, yet no robust assessnent has
been supplied to denonstrate that this provision is sufficient. The
application does not appear to quantify likely parking demand from
famly and friends, on-site staff, support workers, housing

of ficers, healthcare professionals, social workers, naintenance
contractors, carers, deliveries, energency visits and other

aut hori sed visitors.

Wthout a quantified assessnent of these denmands, it is not possible
to conclude that visitor parking can be accommpdated on site.



The docunents place responsibility on the buil di ng nanager to
enforce visitor parking arrangenents, but do not explain when the
manager will be present, how parking will be nanaged outside those
hours, or what powers the nanager woul d have to control parking
beyond the

application site.

4. Nei ghbouring roads are inadequately protected fromdi spl aced
par ki ng

The applicant acknowl edges that Park Road and Al bert Road are
private roads and therefore fall outside the Council's Traffic
Regul ation Orde r powers. Despite this, the proposed safeguards
consist principally of tenancy cl auses, resident information, |oca
| ettings arrangenents and tenancy-nmanagenent action foll ow ng
conpl ai nts.

These are behavioural and reactive neasures. No practical nechanism
has been identified that would physically prevent residents or
visitors from parking on surrounding roads if on-site provision is

i nsufficient.

The application therefore fails to denobnstrate how par ki ng

di spl acenent will be prevented on Park Road, Al bert Road, Park
Avenue and nearby sections of Wellington Road. This is particularly
significant because the private-road status of Park Road and Al bert
Road Iimts the enforcenment nechani sns available to both the Counci
and | ocal residents.

5. Errors and inconsistenci es underni ne confidence in the Trave
Pl an

The Travel Plan contains a nunber of inaccuracies and
i nconsi stenci es which raise legitimate concerns about the robustness
of the wider transport assessment. These i ncl ude:

describing the site as being on the edge of a "City Centre" with a
"vast range" of facilities, when Wkinghamis not a city and the
docunent itself contains an error in its description of loca
facilities;

stating that excellent rail accessibility nakes travel by bus a
viable alternative to car travel, which appears confused and
internally

i nconsi stent;

assuning that 75% 80% of journeys will be made by wal ki ng and
cycling without presenting |ocal evidence to justify such a
subst anti al

departure fromthe Census 2021 travel patterns cited above; and

referring to a 500 car-club credit without identifying an
establ i shed car-club network serving Wki ngham town centre.

Taken together, these issues reduce confidence in the assunptions
under pi nni ng the proposed transport strategy.

6. Construction-phase parking is al so unresol ved

The construction programme is itself unclear. One part of the
docunent states that the contractor will aimto conplete the project



within a "contract tine scale of 12 nonths (estinmate) weeks",
whi | e anot her

states that construction will begin in Novenber 2026 and finish in
Sept enber 2027, an 11-nonth peri od.

The docunents do not state how many people will be involved in
construction, but neverthel ess expect there to be no on-site
contractor car parking. The proposed solution is to encourage
contractors to travel by other neans. In the absence of evidence
about workforce nunbers, travel patterns or alternative parking
arrangenents, this appears unrealistic and creates a further risk of
overspill parking on surroundi ng roads.

Concl usi on

The applicant has not denonstrated that this devel opnment can operate
successfully as a genuinely car-free schene. The transport case
depends on an assunption of zero resident car use that is

contradi cted by the applicant's own nmanagenment provisions and is not
supported by the local travel and vehicl e-ownership evidence cited
in the

docunent s.

The proposed mitigation relies heavily on behavioural controls,
tenancy managenent and action after occupation, rather than
denonstrating fromthe outset that resident, visitor and
construction parking demand can be accommodated wi thout harmto
nei ghbouring roads. This is particularly concerning given the
acknow edged limtations on enforcenent on nearby private roads.

For these reasons, | respectfully request that the application be
ref used.



