
                                                      

 

 

 

Steffen Priller 

Equinox Living 

 

By email to: Steffen@equinoxliving.co.uk  

 

10 May 2022 

Dear Steffen, 

Abbey House, Grenville Place, Bracknell 

You have applied for planning permission for an additional 6 units, by way of an existing floor to the 

building which currently contains 40 apartments and was consented under 1700/00562/PAC. 

I have read both the committee report and the minutes of the committee meeting. 

At the committee meeting several members appeared confused about the current and proposed 

parking facilities at the site and in the immediate vicinity, and to wish to refuse approval of the 

application on parking grounds.  No reason for refusal was formulated.  The application is going back 

to committee next week - and as far as you are aware it will then be refused on the basis of a reason 

for refusal on parking grounds which the members have been formulating in the period since the 

last meeting, notwithstanding the clearly expressed guidance of the officer and the views of the 

chair. 

It is my clear view that if the application is refused on parking grounds then you would win on 

appeal. Although costs are not awarded automatically in planning appeals, it is almost certain that 

you would be awarded costs and the local planning authority would have to pay them (this would 

include your consultancy fees and legal fees for having to appeal, which I would estimate at a 

minimum of £30,000.00 plus VAT and disbursements)  

I say this on the basis that:- 

1) The committee report makes it clear that there are no Highway objections.  The planning 

and highways officers’ professional opinion is that the existing and proposed parking 

arrangements are policy compliant and acceptable; 

2) The original 40 apartment scheme was granted on the basis of 24 spaces being available 

equating to a parking ratio of 0.6 spaces per unit. The highways officer accepted the 

marginally below policy requirement, of 0.9 spaces per unit, due to the Town Centre 

Location, the surrounding parking restrictions and the fact that an Alston House appeal 

allowed a ratio of 0.42 spaces. The highways officer quoted that refusing the proposed 0.6 

spaces per unit “would be difficult to defend at appeal”.  There are in fact 29 spaces 

available for the whole site and with the six new units, resulting in 46 apartments at the site, 

this would result in an overall parking ratio of 0.63 spaces per apartment;  
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3) You have robustly addressed the concerns of the church (which has the use of eight parking 

spaces) by instigating a parking management system. You will have control in perpetuity 

over the issue of permits, which the highways officer has asked should be allocated in 

accordance with the management system and not on the basis of one per flat; 

4) the site is located in the town centre, very close to the bus and railway stations. In such 

locations it is now common to have new development conditioned to be “car free” with no 

onsite parking or rights to apply for a parking permit from the Council.  Indeed, the officer 

noted that there are car free schemes in the vicinity; 

5) there is a multi-storey car park across the road from the site; and 

6) those who choose to live in these apartments will know from the outset what the parking 

arrangements are - they will find them acceptable or choose to live elsewhere if they need a 

designated car parking space. In reality, as the surveys showed, the parking spaces are not 

fully utilised, which is the usual position in relation to apartment schemes which have 

parking available 

I trust that this is helpful.   

Kind regards, 

Karen Cooksley 

Head of Planning 

 


