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COWENTS:
I"'mwiting to formally register nmy objection to the proposed
developnment. Wile | live in Wodley, |'ma frequent visitor to 22
Canberra Lake Way and spend a significant anount of time in the
property. I'mfanmliar with the location and the specific prom ses

made regarding its |ayout.
My objections are based on the following material considerations:

1. Breach of Planning Conditions and Loss of Privacy

| was present when nmy fam |y were discussing the purchase of nunber
22 and | recall clearly seeing the original plans at the point of
purchase. The | andscaped green buffer zone was a fundanental part of
the consent, designed specifically to protect the privacy and
out | ook of nunber 22. They purchased this house as their forever
hore.

Havi ng spent so nuch tine in the house, |I'macutely aware of how
significant that buffer is froma privacy and screeni ng perspective.
To renove it nowis a breach of the trust placed in the planning
system Under WBC Policy CP3, devel opnent nust not be detrinental to
the anenity of adjoining land. Wthout this buffer, the rear of
nunber 22 will be conpletely overl ooked by dense housing, resulting
in an intrusive and overbearing outlook that is totally
unaccept abl e.

2. Infrastructure Deficit and Car Dependency (Policy CP4 &anp;
CP6)

As a retiree, I'mconpletely dependent on ny car to visit ny famly
in Charvil. There's no credible or practical public transport |ink
between nmy honme in Wodl ey and Canberra Lake Way. |'mtherefore
forced to use ny car for every visit. | recently had an operation
on ny

foot, which prevented ne fromdriving for 6 weeks. Wthout a car |
was unable to travel to Charvil, without lifts fromfamly,

t heref ore know firsthand about the Iimtations of public transport
to/ from Charvil when taxis aren't an option due to being on a
pensi on.

This first-hand experience nakes ne seriously question the
suitability of this site for socially rented housing. Siting a high
number of vul nerable residents in an area with zero GP facilities,
limted retail, and poor transport links creates a "forced car
owner shi p"

nodel . This is contrary to the 2026 NPPF "Gol den Rul e" of
infrastructure-|ed devel opnent and WBC s O i nate Enmergency goal s.
It's unfair to place residents who nay not have access to a vehicle
in alocation that is so denonstrably car-dependent.

3. Highway and Pedestrian Safety



As a local driver, |'ve serious concerns about road safety on Park
Lane. The onission of the previously prom sed pedestrian crossing is
a mpjor failure. | regularly see high volunes of pedestrians,
including children, struggling to cross this busy road. Adding nore
traffic without this essential safety neasure is a risk the Counci
shoul d not take.

Proposed Potential Sol utions

I'"mrequesting that the commttee considers the foll owi ng anendnents
to bring the schene into alignnment with |ocal policy:

Rei nstatenent of the CLWBuffer: This nust be restored to its
original specification

Pedestrian Crossing Reinstated:| request a condition preventing any
occupation of the new hones until the Park Lane pedestrian crossing
is fully operational

' m hopeful that the planning committee will take these concerns
based on years of visiting this specific site into account and
refuse the application in its current form



