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COWENTS:
I wish to object to the above planning application at 4 Pinento
Drive, specifically the el enment proposing a rear-facing dornmer

wi ndow as part of the loft conversion. |I live at 2 Pinento Drive,
whi ch adj oins the
property.

My objection relates to the unacceptable | oss of privacy,
overl ooking, and visual harmthat the proposed rear dorner would
cause to ny property and garden.

Because our two properties sit at an angle rather than parallel, the
dormer woul d have a direct line of sight into the entirety of ny
private rear garden. My garden currently enjoys conplete privacy,
with no existing overlooking from nei ghbouring upper-floor w ndows.
The proposed dorner, being a full storey higher than the current
first-floor windows, would introduce an intrusive and el evated vi ew
into the entirety of my garden, in particular our socialising space,
resulting in a significant and pernmanent |oss of privacy - that
cannot be overcone with planting due to the hight, angle and
proxinty.

In addition, the proposed dorner appears |arge and box-Iike,
extending across nuch of the rear roof plane. This would nmake it a
visual | y dom nant and i ncongruous feature when viewed fromny
garden, harm ng both the appearance and character of the rear

el evati on.

The proposal therefore conflicts wth:

Policy CP3 of the Wkingham Core Strategy, which requires

devel opnent to be "appropriate in terns of its scale and
relationship with

adj oi ning properties" and to avoid "unacceptabl e overl ooki ng or |oss
of privacy"; and

The Woki ngham Bor ough Desi gn Qui de SPD (2022), particularly

Section 4 (Residential Extensions and Alterations), which states
that dorners should be "nbdest in scale,"” "respect the existing roof
form" and avoid "overlooking or visual dom nance of nei ghbouring
properties.”

I have no objection to the other aspects of the proposal (such as
the porch or single-storey rear extension), but | strongly object
to the rear dornmer in its current form | would ask that the counci
either refuse this elenent or require a redesign that reduces the
vi sual

i npact and that uses rooflights set above 1.7minternal height to
mai ntai n privacy.

I've spoken with the owner to express ny concerns and he has agreed
to reconsider the design, however |'ve raised this objection in
order to ensure that ny objection is recorded within the necessary
dat es.



Thank you for considering ny coments.



