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COWENTS:

| amwiting to formally provide comments regarding the revised

pl ans submitted for the proposed devel opnent at 30 Sutcliffe Avenue.
As the owner and occupi er of the adjoining property at No. 28,

have revi ewed the anended details and wish to maintain ny strong
objection to the proposal

1. Deterioration of Design Quality (Revision A): The anended pl ans
(Drawi ng 261003/03 Rev A) show a change from a pitched roof dorner
to a flat roof "box" dorner. This change significantly increases the
perceived nass and bul k of the roof extension. This box-like
structure is architecturally unsynpathetic to the character of the
original sem -detached pair.

Furthernmore, the recently approved devel opnent at 32 Sutcliffe
Avenue sets a clear design standard for this street by using
high-quality pitched-roof dornmers that respect the | ocal character
The revi sed proposal for No. 30 represents a significant step
backward in design quality. | request that the Council holds No. 30
to the sane

architectural standards al ready established and approved at No. 32,
rather than allow ng a dom nant box-style overdevel opnent.

2. Inpact on Natural Light (45-Degree Guideline): My primary

Lounge and Dining area is |ocated on the eastern side of ny
property, sharing a party wall with No. 30. This roomrelies on its
rear-facing windows for natural |ight. The proposed singl e-storey
rear extension at No. 30 projects deep into the garden and, based on
the Proposed Site Plan (261003/04), appears to breach the

45- degree daylight envelope for ny primary w ndows. No daylight or
sunl i ght assessnment has been provided to denonstrate that ny |iving
acconmodation will not suffer a material |oss of |ight.

3. Loss of Privacy and El evated Overl ooki ng: The substantial rear

| oft dornmer at the second-floor |evel creates an intrusive and
elevated Iline of sight into ny private rear garden and towards ny
rear

wi ndows. Due to the height of the proposed structure, this |oss of
privacy cannot be nitigated by standard boundary fencing or

| andscapi ng.

4. Cumul ative Overdevel opnment and Character |nbal ance: When the
front, rear, and two-storey side extensions are assessed

cunul atively, the proposal represents a significant overdevel opnent
of the origina

dwel ling. This creates a bulkier, nore dom nant formthat disrupts
the visual harnony of the seni-detached pair. This is contrary to

t he Woki ngham Bor ough Desi gn Qui de, which enphasi zes proportionality
bet ween adj oi ni ng hones.

5. Boundary Integrity and Practical Deliverability: The proposed
rear extension results in a long, blank flank wall positioned
directly on the property boundary. | recently installed a new
boundary fence entirely within ny own title at nmy own expense.



seek confirmation that no foundations, gutters, or eaves wl|

encroach onto ny land. Furthernore, | will not grant access to ny
property for the
construction or future maintenance of this wall. A design that

relies on third-party land for its practical deliverability and
upkeep is inherently unnei ghbourly and unsust ai nabl e.

6. I npact on Future Devel opnent Potentia

By "using up" the avail able spatial and daylight envel ope to the
rear, the scale of this proposal materially constrains the
reasonabl e future extension potential of No. 28. This prejudicia
inmpact is a relevant material planning consideration

Concl usi on

| respectfully request that the Planning Oficer undertakes a site
visit, including an assessnent fromthe perspective of No. 28. The
current proposal, particularly with the inclusion of an inferior
flat-roof dornmer, results in unacceptable harmto residential
anenity and local character. | urge the Council to refuse the
application in its current form



