Cerys Jones

From: Matthew Phillips

Sent: 22 August 2016 11:10

To: planning_admin

Subject: FW: Five Crosses - P/2016/0540 - amended response

Highways response

From: Peter Douthwaite

Sent: 22 August 2016 11:09

To: Matthew Phillips

Subject: RE: Five Crosses - P/2016/0540 - amended response

Matthew

They seem to be critical of the format of our response; it was done this way to make it clear to anyone reading this
application exactly what our comments were about each aspect of the latest proposal. Not everyone will be aware
that there was a previous approval at the site.

There is a significant shortfall in parking for the latest application. In comparison to the approved scheme the
developers have significantly increased the size of the store whilst reducing parking provision.

| seem to recall that we previously recommended a refusal on parking grounds to a similar scheme? - which is why
the developer came back in the first place, with a reduced scheme offering improved parking

| still consider that the application should be refused due to inadequate parking provision

Pete



