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. Fi nchanpst ead
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DATE SUBM TTED : 24/02/2025

COWENTS:
Dear Pl anni ng departnent,

As a direct boundary nei ghbour, we are witing to fornally object to
the | atest planning application 250113 for 252a Nine M| e Ride,
Fi nchanpst ead, on the grounds as foll ows:

1) The proposed dwelling's siting and scale would result in a
direct visual intrusion into the outlook from our property,
fundanmental ly altering the openness and rural/sem -rural character
that defines this area. The devel opnent woul d position the new
dwelling directly within the primary sightline fromour hone,

repl acing existing green sights and creating a dom nant,

i ncongruous presence in an otherw se harnoni ous | andscape.

2) The proposed pl ans suggest a level of intensification that is

i nconpatible with the existing |owdensity, open character of the
area. This overdevel opnent would likely dinmnish the usability and
enj oynent of our private outdoor spaces. Wen purchasi ng our
property, the ability to enjoy our garden and outdoor areas - a
feature central to our decision to settle in this area - was a
priority. The proposed developnent's encroaching footprint and

i ncreased building nmass would create a sense of cranped environnent,
under m ni ng the sense of

openness and serenity that currently defines our surroundings. These
affects would erode the very qualities that make this area desirable
for residents.

3) The proposed plans fail to denpbnstrate harnonisation with the

exi sting character, established pattern of surrounding houses and
spatial identity of the local area. Its design (flat roofs, narrow
wi ndows etc), scale, and materials appear incongruous with the
prevailing aesthetic of the nei ghbourhood and therefore the proposa
certainly appears disjointed and alien to our house, and other
surroundi ng houses.

4) we al so have reservations about how the self build part of the
proposal aligns with the council's policies and safeguards for such
devel opnents. In particular, we are concerned about |ack of details
provided in the plans around devel oper's expertise in this respect
and are wary of potential risks such as prolonged and poorly nanaged
construction phases that could result in excessive noise,

di sruption, and pressure on local infrastructure (e.g., roads,
utilities), inpacting ours and other residents' quality of life

over an extended

peri od.

We are al so concerned that the current proposal, while smaller in
scope as conpared to previously rejected applications, appears to
lay the groundwork for future attenpts to increnentally expand the
devel opnent. Allowing this application to proceed could create a
precedent for "pieceneal" further devel opnent, enabling the eventua
circunvention of policies that have already been upheld by the



Counci | .

We urge the council to scrutinise this application considering its
broader inplications including environnental and biodiversity
affects, ensuring that it does not indirectly facilitate future
proposal s that have al ready been deened unaccept abl e.



