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COWENTS:

To: Pl anni ng Depart nent

Woki ngham Bor ough Counci

Subj ect: Objection to Planning Application 252691 - Proposed
Redevel opnent of Moyl e House, Fleet Hill, Finchanpstead RG40 4LJ

Dear Sir/ Madam

W are witing to formally object to the proposed pl anni ng
application 252691 for the redevel opnment of Myl e House, Fleet
Hill,

Fi nchanpst ead RG40 4LJ. W reside at Stowe House, |ocated adjacent
to the proposed devel opnent, and we have several concerns regarding
the inpact this proposal will have on our property, specifically in
terns of its size, proxinmty to our boundary, and the | oss of
nat ur a

light.

Loss of Light and Overshadow ng

The proposed two-storey side extension extends 2.75 netres beyond
the existing building Iine, pushing closer to the boundary with

St owe

House. Additionally, instead of the current sloping design of the
first-floor elenent, the new extension introduces a fully vertica
structure. This conbined effect represents a consi derable
encroachnent that would fundanentally alter the spatial relationship
bet ween t he

two properties. The existing structure on this elevation features a
roof profile set back fromthe building line, which currently

mai ntai ns an adequate separation di stance and m ni ni ses any i npact
on our property. The proposed devel opnent woul d replace this nodest
arrangenent with a full two-storey extension positioned
significantly closer to our boundary, effectively advancing the
buil ding line

approximately 6 nmetres towards Stowe House when the conbi ned effect
of the projection and roof redesign is considered.

Thi s advancenent woul d have a particularly severe inpact on the
princi pal bedroom wi ndow at Stowe House, which is | ocated on the
western el evation facing Myl e House. The bedroom currently benefits
from unobstructed daylight throughout the afternoon hours, which is
essential to nmintaining acceptable living conditions within the
property. When we purchased Stowe House, they were obliged to reduce
the height of several mature trees along this eastern boundary
preci sely because the previous vegetation had created excessive
shade that resulted in poor natural |ighting and consequent danp
problens within the dwelling. The proposed two-storey extension
with its increased height and nass positioned substantially closer
to our bound ary, would recreate these conditions by intercepting
daylight that currently reaches the bedroom w ndow.

The harm woul d be conpounded by the orientation and timng of the
sun's path. Gven that daylight enters this west-facing w ndow
primarily during afternoon hours, the proposed extension woul d cast
shadows across the wi ndow opening during the critical period when
natural light is available. This would materially reduce the quantum
of daylight received and would significantly affect the quality of



the residential environment within this principal room The
reduction in natural light would not only dininish the anenity

val ue of the

bedr oom but woul d al so rai se concerns about the return of danp
conditions that were previously renedi ated through carefu
managenent of the property's immedi ate surroundi ngs.

It is relevant to note that the existing structure causes mnima
over shadowi ng i npact due to its nodest height profile. The proposed
devel opnment woul d wholly alter this relationship through both the

i ncreased hei ght of the extension and its substantial advancenent
towar ds the shared boundary, creating a form of devel opnent that
woul d be nmaterially nore harnful to the anenity of the nei ghbouring
property.

The devel opnent is therefore contrary to Policy CP3 - Cenera
Principles for Devel opnent (Core Strategy 2010) which provides

gui dance on how devel opnents shoul d be designed to avoid significant
adverse effects on nei ghbouring properties, including the protection
of residential anmenity such as light and privacy. Specifically,
devel opnents should not create overbearing or intrusive inpacts on
the surroundi ng properties, including the loss of |ight or

over shadow ng.

Loss of Privacy and Overl ooki ng

The subnitted plans indicate the introduction of first-floor w ndows
in the side elevation of the proposed two-storey extension
positioned directly facing Stowe House. These wi ndows woul d be

| ocated at a significantly closer proximty to our property boundary
than the existing fenestration. The introduction of two habitable
room w ndows at first-floor |evel positioned in effect 6 netres
closer to our boundary would create direct and intrusive views into
the private anenity areas and principal roons of Stowe House.

The proposed fenestration arrangenent fails to respect the
established pattern of developnent in this location, where existing
properties have been designed to nmaintain privacy between

nei ghbouri ng dwel i ngs t hrough careful w ndow pl acenent and
appropriate separation distances. The first-floor w ndows woul d
afford direct views towards the elevation and private garden areas
of Stowe House, fundanentally

altering the degree of privacy we currently enjoy. This represents
an unacceptabl e erosion of residential anenity that would affect
both the internal living spaces and the external anenity areas of
the property.

It is further noted that the application proposes the conversion of
the existing garage to habitabl e accomobdati on. The submitted

drawi ngs appear to show fenestration in the side elevation of this
converted structure, which would simlarly create overl ooking
opportunities towards Stowe House. The cunul ative effect of w ndows
at both

ground-floor level (fromthe garage conversion) and first-fl oor

|l evel (fromthe two-storey extension) would intensify the | oss of
privacy and create an oppressive sense of being overl ooked from
nmul tiple aspects of the proposed devel opnent.

The devel opnent is therefore contrary to Policy CP1 - Sustainabl e
Devel opment (Core Strategy 2010). This overarching policy
encourages devel opnent that is sustainable and does not harmthe
quality of life for existing residents. It includes provisions for
devel opnents that respect the privacy, light, and anenity of

nei ghbouring properties. Scale, Mssing and Visual | npact



The proposed devel opnent represents an approxi mate 60% i ncrease in
the built footprint of Myle House, which has al ready been subject
to previous extensions. The cunul ative inpact of successive

enl argenents, culninating in this substantial proposal, would result
in a dwelling of excessive scale that is disproportionate to its
pl ot and out of character with the established pattern of

devel opnent in the

surroundi ng area. The two-storey side extension, two-storey rear
extension, raised roof height, and first-floor front extension, when
consi dered cunul atively, would create a bul ky and inposi ng form of
devel opnent that woul d adversely affect the anenity of nei ghbouring
properties. The proposed devel opnent fails to maintain an
appropriate subservience to the original dwelling and does not
respect the

established building line, thereby underm ning the coherence of the
area and the anenity of adjoining occupiers.

The proposed two-storey extension at Myle House is contrary to
several key policies related to scale, nmassing, and visual inpact.
Policy CP3 and Policy CPl require that new devel opnents respect the
form scale, and massing of surroundi ng buil dings, ensuring they do
not harmthe character or anenity of the area. The extension's
substantial increase in size and its proximty to the boundary woul d
visual | y dom nate nei ghbouring properties and di srupt the existing
character of the area. Policy CCO2 and Policy TB21 further enphasize
the inportance of maintaining a sensitive relationship between built
devel opnent and the surroundi ng | andscape, and the Borough Design
Qui de SPD stresses that devel opnents should be in keeping with the

| ocal context. Therefore, the proposed extension fails to neet these
design principles, resulting in an overbearing and visually
intrusive structure that negatively inpacts the character of the
nei ghbour hood.

Suggest ed Amendnent

In the event that the Council is minded to grant planning perm ssion
for a two-storey extension in this location, we would request that
any consent be subject to a nodification requiring the extension to
be constructed on the original building line, rather than

proj ecting

2.75 nmetres towards Stowe House, and that no windows be inserted in
the side elevation facing our property. This anendnent woul d address
the nost harnful elenents of the proposal by naintaining the
existing spatial relationship between the properties and
elimnating direct overl ooking opportunities, whilst still allow ng
the applicant to

achi eve a neaningful increase in the internal floor area of the
dwel | i ng.

Constructing the extension on the original building line would
preserve the current separation distance and would significantly
reduce the overshadow ng i npact on the east-facing bedroom wi ndow at
St owe House. The oni ssion of side-facing wi ndows woul d ensure that
privacy is nmintained and woul d prevent the creation of direct views
into our property. These nodifications would result in a nore

synpat heti c form of devel opnent that bal ances the applicant's
aspirations with the legitimte expectati on of nei ghbouring
occupiers to enjoy their property w thout undue interference.
Concl usi on

For the reasons set out above, | respectfully request that planning
perm ssion be refused for this application in its current form The
proposed devel opnment woul d cause denonstrable and material harmto
the residential anenity of Stowe House through | oss of |ight,

i ncreased overshadow ng, direct overlooking fromfirst-floor



wi ndows, and an overbearing visual inpact arising fromthe excessive
scale and proximty of the two-storey side extension. The

devel opnent represents an overdevel opnent of the site that is out
of keeping with the

establ i shed character of the area and fails to respect the anenity
of nei ghbouring properti es.

Shoul d the Council nonethel ess be minded to approve the application
I  would ask that serious consideration be given to the suggested
anmendnents outlined above, which would substantially nmitigate the
harmto nei ghbouring anenity whilst still permtting devel opnent at
t he

site.



