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COWENTS:

I have al ready objected to the redevel opnent of Thanesfield
Retirement Village when the initial planning application was
submitted on the 11th Decenber 2024 (see ny conments 2nd February
2025) and am sonewhat surprised that the revised application has
been submtted under the original planning application nunber
243125.

I find it extraordinary that the applicant is suggesting that the
design will be a 2.5 storey building and not appear to be 3 storey
when clearly there will still be three floors of apartnents and
there has been no change to the height of the proposed buil ding.
Exactly the sanme issues will inpact the Renenham Row properties as
in the

first application, being the effect on anenity, privacy, light and
view. The nassing of the building which has fundanentally not
changed will domi nate property nunbers 1-5 Renenham Row.

The renoval of bal conies, replacing themw th Juliette bal conies
will not inprove the overlooking situation, although it comes as no
surprise that the applicant thinks that it wll.

It is interesting to note that a third planning application to
devel op Hal |l mark House in Station Road, Henley, by the Hub
Managenment Conpany, to add Juliette balconies to their proposal was
rejected by South

Oxfordshire District Council for a nunber of reasons. However, the
specific reason regarding the bal conies as reported in the Henl ey
Standard was:- "The Juliette bal conies proposed to be added to the
rear elevation, facing northeast, would create an unacceptabl e
relationship to the nei ghbouring properties to the north, as well as
the cl osest properties in Hewgate Court. As such, the proposed
devel opnent fails to protect the anenity of neigbouring residents.”
G ven that there is a greater distance between Hal | mark House and
Hewgate Court, including a road, suggests that the nmin principal of
privacy surely applies even nore clearly to the inpact on Remenham
Row by the proposed Thanesfield redevel opnent, where the distance
bet ween the proposed three storey buil ding and Renenham Row
properties would be nuch | ess. Wether there are full bal conies, or
Juliette

bal conies, the windows will still look directly into the roons of
Renmenham Row properties and in ny case (nunber 3) that will be ny

| ounge, nmi n bedroom and bat hr oom

The separation between the proposed devel opnent and Remenham Row
properties is not within the guideline of 30 netres.

This application will also create a cranped, overdevel opnent of the
Thanmesfield site.

The proposed materials are totally out of character with Remenham
Row properties and nost certainly the existing Thanesfield



buildings. It is out of keeping with the vernacular of Henley and
where the proposed buil ding adjoins the existing "white building” it
will be clearly visible fromthe other side of the river and is not

in keeping with the Conservation Area. It is interesting to note,
that once again, the carefully selected inmges try to suggest that
the proposed building will not be prom nent fromthe opposite side

of the river!

The justification that nore retirenent accommodation is required is
in contrast with the reality for such accomobdation in Henl ey,
where for exanple sone of the McCarthy Stone properties built in
2018 are still available to be sold/let.

My overall viewis that once again Retirenent Villages G oup have
done nothing to understand the inpact of its proposal on its cl osest
nei ghbours (and the nost inpacted) at Renenham Row.

| believe it is inperative that Wki ngham Borough Council Pl anners
visit Renenham Row to understand the full inpact of this
application.

| cannot object nore strongly and am di sappoi nted that Retirenent
Vill ages Group have been allowed to subnmit a second application wth
no fundanmental amendnents.



