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COWENTS:
I wish to strongly object to the proposed redevel opnent at
Thanesfield by Retirenent Villages G oup (RVG.

Despi te anendnents being made to the previous application it is
extrenely di sappointing that sadly only very mnor adjustnments have
been nade, therefore nothing has changed with regards to how this
will hugely inpact the quality of our Iives.

I live at nunber 3 Renenham Row, which is directly opposite the
proposed site. It is a unique situation in that there is no public
hi ghway in between ny house and the boundary wall, just a pathway
and a flower bed which runs along the boundary wall which separates
us from Thanesfield. This results in a distance from nunber 3
Remenham Row to t he boundary wall of only 16.6 neters. At present
there is a single storey building on the Thanesfield site that is
visible

directly fromny hone. W can just see the top of the single storey

bui | di ng above the boundary wall, which is set back fromthe
boundary
wal | .

The revised application states that the design changes will reduce
the potential nmass froma 3 storey building to a 2.5 storey one

i nstead, which RVG state will have a reduced inpact on the

nei ghbouri ng

properties. 1In fact the height of the proposed building will remain
as it was and will consist of 3 floors of apartnments. The building
itself will be positioned closer to the boundary wall by five netres
than the existing building. RVG have already admtted that at this
point there is insufficient space to plant any trees between the
proposed buil ding and the boundary wall. The artists inpressions
remai n very m sl eadi ng, showi ng wal kways and vegetation, which is a
conpl ete nonsense at the point where the proposed building would sit
directly facing ny property. The new design incorporates ugly |large
dormer windows and this will nmake no difference upon the overal
scale and massing of the schene. To suggest that the mnor
anmendnents nean that this will now be a 2.5 storey building is
sinmply preposterous and an insult to our intelligence. A building
of such height and mass will conpletely tower over and dwarf our
smal | houses and will | ook conpletely out of character

The revised proposal is for full height windows and Juliette

bal conies, which will look directly towards the front of ny
property. The suggestion that overl ooking will now be acceptabl e
followi ng the renoval of sone balconies is again a ridicul ous
statenent. At present no resident of Thamesfield can directly see
into ny property, so this is a mgjor concern and will result in an
unaccept abl e | evel of

overlooking fromthe Juliette bal conies and | arge w ndows, which
will massively affect our privacy and harmthe quality of our lives
Qur nai n bedroom and bathroom (we are not allowed to have obscure
gl ass in our bathroons) would be unusable during the day unless a



blind was pulled down and we would have to install sheer curtains
in the lounge to protect our privacy. W would in turn be able to
see directly into the proposed dwellings, particularly at night when
lighting and TVs were in use.

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 bal conies 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 |l 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

Consi dering the huge nass and scal e of the proposed building and the

extrene height it will lead to an unacceptable |oss of |ight,
privacy/overl ooking and view. Not to nention the shadow which this
will cause. | will no longer be able to | ook out of my |ounge

wi ndow and see any sky. On the basis that the front of ny property
already faces north, the proposed building will only further reduce
the quality of light for nmy property.

The design of the proposed building using bricks and grey netal
cladding remains totally out of character with the properties in
Renmenham Row and the existing buildings at Thamesfield. It wll

| ook Iike a conplete hotchpotch and the nature of the design of the
buil ding makes it inconpatible with other buildings within Henley.
Regardl ess of what the revised application indicates, the extension
wWill still be easily visible fromthe Henley side of the river. In
reality, if someone walks to the left of the point that RVG have
used in their exanple, the extension will becone nore and nore
apparent. The bul k and massing of this proposal will be an eyesore
and will have a huge negative inpact on the visual harnony of our
community. W nust not forget that we live in a Conservation Area
and it is

i nperative that we protect the beautiful area that we live in.

Thi s new devel opnent woul d al so have a significant inpact on the
val ue of our hones, not only while the building was being
constructed, but afterwards as it will totally dom nate the

| andscape seen from our

properties.

Thanesfield occupies a very large site and there is plenty of room
to position extra units to the south of the plot. This would then



have no inpact on Renenham Row and woul d not be visible fromthe
Henl ey side of the river. There are gardens and a croquet lawn to
the south of the site. Despite what Thanesfield say the croquet
lawn is

underused and i ndeed the residents of Remenham Row were asked to
play in order to make up the nunbers. On this occasion there were
two residents from Thanesfield and five from Remenham Row. So this
surely shows that this is underutilised. Indeed if RVG feel there
is areal need for a croquet |awn, then nake arrangenents to have
this

repositioned to where they are proposing the location of the new
ext ensi on.

I fail to understand why RVG need to expand Thanesfiel d when they

continue to struggle to fill the existing vacant properties. Oten
in the Henley Standard there is a full page advertisenment inviting
prospective people to attend "open days". Firstly, their existing

refurbi shed properties were put on the market, but failed to sell,
so they then changed their strategy to the rental narket. There
are several retirenent conpl exes and nursing hones wthin Henley and
the surrounding area. Albert Court, a McCarthy Stone retirenent
opnment within Henley, was opened in 2018 and they have not yet
managed to let/sell all of their properties. It is |ow cost housing
that is needed for those trying to buy their first hones, not nore
retirenent

properties.

Renmenham Row is a small, tranquil, beautiful retirenent devel opnent
with 12 properties consisting of eight small cottages and four
apartnents. We were so happy to nove here two years ago know ng
not hi ng of these plans. Now our |ives have been conpletely turned
upsi de down and | cannot express sufficiently enough how concerned

we are all feeling. | would like to ask the Architects and RVG how
they would feel if their parents had bought ny property and such a
preposterous planning application had been subnmitted. | feel sure

that they would feel the sane as nyself and would find it totally
unacceptable. This is norally wong and certainly not the way to

treat neighbours!! Many of the residents at Remenham Row are
elderly and wish to live out the rest of their lives stress-free and
i n peace. I cannot contenplate the potential noise, continuous

dust and damage that building on this enornous scale in an

est abl i shed, quiet enclave would cause the residents across the
entire row. Access to the site along the Wargrave Road is extrenely
tight with residents in the

cottages opposite Thanesfield having no option but to park on the
busy road.

None of our previous concerns have been addressed in this revised
application and for all of these reasons, | strongly urge Wki ngham
Bor ough Council Planners to visit Remenham Row so that they can
fully wunderstand this unique situation for thenselves. They wll
then be able to understand fully the huge inpact this proposal would
have on this small peaceful, beautiful devel opnent. Please al so
carefully consider the significant concerns surrounding the
building's incongruity with Henley's historic |andscape.



