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COWENTS:
I amone of the owners of 1A Park Road, which will be directly
overl ooked by this devel opnent. | strongly object to the devel opnent

as it stands, on the follow ng grounds:
1. Overlooking and |l oss of |ight

| object to this devel opnent because the side of our property will
be significantly overl ooked which will block light to our back
garden, dining room (via skylight), first floor study, and second

fl oor

bedroom This is particularly the case for our first floor room
where the only windowto this roomw Il be bl ocked by the new

devel opnment. This roomis our study where both nyself and ny
husband are based in our hone office. The loss of light to this room
will significantly affect our working day. | believe | have

deci phered that this window will lose 13%of its light - this is an
unacceptable I oss for a working environnent.

| also object on the grounds of relevant case |law regarding right to
light, since if we or a future resident wi shed to convert the two
roons on our first floor into additional rooms, the windows to these
roons woul d al so suffer an unacceptable |oss of light.

2. Scal e, hei ght and nass

| object on the basis that the bul k/ mass of the proposed building is
out of character for the area and out of proportion to its
surroundi ngs and thus breaches Wki ngham Borough Council's Design
Qui de, specifically RO and R10 of section 4.5. The proposed

devel opnent is significantly larger than existing properties

i medi at el y nei ghboring the proposed devel opnent which are

Vi ctori an/ Edwar di an houses. The bul k/ nass of the proposed

devel opnent is NOT in line with the peak of the roofs of the
surroundi ng

buil di ngs. Along Park Road all buildings are 2-storey, and whilst a
smal | part of the developnent is 2 storeys high to try to reflect
its adjacent nei ghboring property, the rest of the Park Road-facing
building is 3 floors high, plus a roof. Qur property (1A) is the

hi ghest on Park Road and is still only 2 storeys high with a roof.
The part of the devel opnent facing (flats 20 and 21 it seens from
the pla ns) our property is three storeys high, PLUS a roof. It

will therefore on the Park Road frontage, be a full storey higher
than our property or any other surrounding building - how can this
be in keeping with Park Road? There is no precedent for three
storeys (plus roof) in Park Road. This will an over massed and
over hi gh eyesore. The south

el evation plan shows just how significant the proposed building is
conpared to the other existing buildings on the sane side as Park
Road. Were a plan to be produced showing the 3 properties at the end
of Park Road, opposite, alongside and di agonally opposite the

devel opnent the overbearing mass of the building will be i mediately
apparent. At the very least, the bulk and mass of the building

adj acent to Park Road should be reduced to two storeys as it is now



next to nunber 4, and to two storeys plus roof opposite our property
(1A) to reflect our roof line. Any devel opnent on Park Road,
including this one, should reflect the scale, height and nass of the
exi sting properties on Park Road

3. Overl ooki ng

As | reference in point 6 below, | requested a discussion to

under stand whi ch parts of the devel opnent will face nmy property -
specifically the windows on the first and second storeys of ny
property - as the submtted docunents do not show this conparison
This is a critical omssion. | strongly object to the current design
of the devel opnent as it appears that wi ndows and bal coni es of the
devel opnment will directly face the wi ndow of ny property on the
first and second floors so we will be overl ooked by the devel opnent
equally, we will be able to see into the wi ndows and bal coni es of
the unfortunate residents of the devel opnent.

4. > een space

As | reference in point 6 below, | have tried to contact the
pl anni ng application teamto clarify green spacing plans, to no
avail. The plans state that the hedge and greenery that provide

vital green space to Park Road and screening of ny property fromthe
road and now, this developnent, will be "cut back to boundary"
Firstly, | object that anyone would touch our hedge - by what
authority woul d anyone touch any of these hedges given that the road
and hedge does not

bel ong to the council? The hedge forns our boundary and has been

mai nt ai ned by us for over 10 years.

The "Arboricultural |npact Assessnent and Tree Protection Plan"
docunent, in appendix 1 contains the recommendation that the hedge
(H2) should be "trimed back to all ow the pavenent to be
constructed (but no further than the green foliage)." W nmay be
able to agree to this as long as this recomendation is observed,
however, again we object to anyone touching this hedge w thout
consulting us, as it does not belong to the Council. | would al so
poi nt out that when we applied for our kitchen extension we were
required to secure a costly

assessnent of the inpact of the works on the surroundi ng green area
i ncluding the hedge to ensure that this val uabl e hedge, which
enriches the appearance of Park Road and the road from Wl lington
Road, was not adversely affected. | would trust the sane care for
this green asset would be true for this devel opnent.

| also strongly object to the renoval of the Poplar tree on the
proposed devel opnent, which is subject to a TPO, the condition and
preservation of which are rigorously enforced by the Council for
other trees in the vicinity. The proposed replacenent is nowhere
close to the same maturity and size and this would result in an
unacceptabl e detrinent to the area.

5. Traffic and parking and adoption / non adoption of the first part
of Park Road

| object to the devel opnent which despite the |audabl e ai mof being
car free, is entirely unrealistic. | point to the comments of the



residents' conmittee here and the failure of this strategy in nany
ot her devel opnents. This devel opnment will see an unacceptabl e
i ncrease in nuisance parking al ong Park Road.

| also object to the assunption that yellow |lines painted on the
first part of Park Road will deter traffic since the Transport
Statenent draft Proposed Site Plan indicates that "The new tarnac
surface (will be) finished to adoptable standards" and section
3.1.4 of the plan nentions "..narkings include double yellow |ines
up to the site

entrance on both sides of Park Road." The proposed application |acks
clarity on the Council adopting the first part of Park Road, thereby
under m ni ng enforcenent of the proposed double yellow lines up the
mai n entrance. The adoption of the road would be essential in order
to enforce parking restrictions. However, | also challenge by what
precedent or authority the Council will be able to adopt the road of
not all residents fronting this piece of road, agree? Qur views on
this matter, or agreenent, have not been di scussed or sought.

| also object to the devel opnent based on the clear inability of the
pl an to accomopdate the parking of site traffic. Paragraph 2.11 of
the draft Construction Managenent Plan states that "There will be no
on-site car parking." If that is the case, where will construction
wor kers park? What will be done to ensure construction vehicles and
construction workers do not park on Park Road? - The Construction
Managenment Pl an has sections that are inconplete (for exanple
paragraph 2.1.3: "A mninal increase of traffic novenments will occur
along local" - this sentence is both inaccurate and i nconplete) or
sinmply copi ed and pasted from anot her report (for exanple paragraph
2.1.5: "On street parking is not expected to be affected during the
construction period with deliveries from Bradi ng Road using the

exi sting access arrangenents". Deliveries will be from Park Road.
Where is Brading Road? It woul d appear that no proper consideration
has been given to the inpact of the construction of this devel opnent
on its neighbours. The Constructi on Managenent Plan has sinply been
copy and pasted from another application - indicating a | ack of

t hor oughness or consideration for the true inpact of the project on
its nei ghbours.

6. Overal |l planning process

| would also |like to object to the adnm nistration of this process
whi ch has not supported residents to fully anal yse the conpl ex set
of docunentation and assessnents on the inpact of the devel opnent
on our hones. The consultation period comenced wi thout any prior

di scussions with residents, and was held during the sunmrer when nany
famlies are occupied with childcare responsibilities and holi days.
| trust this timng was unintentional, given the anticipated vol une
of objections based on previous application chall enges.
Additionally, the

i nformati on package provided | acked a key or reference guide,
requiring each resident to individually and | aboriously piece
together the picture of the devel opnent and its inpact through nmany
di fferent docunents. Many of these materials are highly technical
maki ng it unreasonable to expect all residents to easily interpret
them for instance, the tables evaluating | oss of |ight are conpl ex
and difficult to understand, though they contain critica
information relevant to our property and others in the vicinity.

On 5 August, | contacted the council planning departnent to request



an in-person discussion to clarify certain aspects of the
docunents. | received a response on 15 August stating, "I amthe
case of ficer

dealing with this application and | amcurrently in the process of
reviewing it. | will contact you once | have conpleted the review of
this proposal, which is likely to be towards the end of next week or
early on the follow ng week." After receiving no further

conmmuni cation, | followed up on 25 August and was subsequently

i nformed by anot her team nenber that the application had been
re-allocated to them but they had not yet reviewed it due to their
pre-booked annual |eave. | was finally, having been given the

i mpression that we could have a di scussion and having held off on
submitting ny objections until this happened, advised that

di scussing these technical docunents with residents was not
feasible due to tinme constraints for the planning team but that ny
questions woul d be

forwarded to the Council as the applicant. Unfortunately, | did not
receive any further contact fromthe Council.

The tineline and handling of comunications rai se concerns about the
timng of the consultation during holiday season - both for
residents and it seens, the planning team- and the accessibility
of essential information. Residents are being asked to interpret
conpl ex

docunent ati on wi t hout adequate support, potentially inpacting our
under st andi ng of the devel opnent's effects on our propert

i es.



