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COWENTS:

I want to comment in relation to the above planning application.
am an executor of the estate of the | ate Charles Robert Catchpole,
along with ny brother David Catchpole. Charles was the owner of 29
Sutcliffe Avenue and passed away in August |ast year

I have only just found out about this planning application by way of

a nei ghbour. | have had no notification fromthe owners of nunber 27
of their proposals or the Council. No notice has been placed at the
property, and we have received no letters. | therefore haven't had a

reasonabl e anount of tine to consider the proposed applications.

29 Sutcliffe Avenue is to the right of 27 and the boundaries are
extrenely close separated by a fence. Either side of the fence is a
smal | pathway at nunber 27 and a slightly w der pathway at nunber
29. An application simlar to this was subnmitted a while ago and
objected to, and that objection was upheld but a revised application
was then granted. \Wen conpleting those previous works, the then
owner of the property persuaded Charl es Catchpol e, agai nst advice
fromhis famly and because he wanted to be nice and hel pful, to
all ow access to the rear of nunber 27 by the renoval of his garden
gate and the fence between the two properties so that building
materi al s and machinery can be taken down to the rear of nunber 27
via nunber 29. Charles Catchpole suffered mserably when this work
was bei ng undertaken during a covid | ockdown and al so suffered
damage to his property which included the gate to his property be
broken and paving slabs breaking. Whilst they did replace the gate,
Charl es replaced the paving slabs hinself because they were
dangerous in their broken form In light of this application.

cannot see how the necessary access to the rear of 27 for materials
and nmachi nery woul d be achi eved.

27 is having a roof fitted at the nonent and | recently went round
to 29 (on Sunday 18th January) to check on the property and we
found bits of the old roof battening and an enpty drink bottle in
the garden of 29 which we then had to di spose of.

The proposed right-hand side roof extension and dorner w ndows woul d
cut out light to the left-hand side of our property significantly.
This woul d i npact the upper hallway, the front upper bedroom and the
ki tchen. Nunber 29 would also suffer a loss of privacy in the garden
with the proposed viewing platform | amnot concerned about the
size of the proposed extension at the rear of the property. M nain
concern is the loss of privacy and |ight that the dorner w ndows and
roof extension will have on nunber 29.



