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Dear Sir,

Pl anni ng Application 241900

LAND SOUTH OF OLD BATH ROAD, SONNI NG R&4 6QQ

| amwiting to strongly object to this planning application

Over devel opnent

The application is a gross overdevel opnent of the site with a far
nore urban and stark feel than that of the surrounding properties.
Fornmed of three large blocks of flats it is out of kilter and out of
keeping with the nei ghbouring houses. The conparison with the

West Drive and Sunrise developnents is not valid as those sites are
not of the same character as this which is squeezed in in such a way
as to feel cranped and unsuitable to a village setting. The scal e of
the proposal is sinply unsuitable. The proposal woul d

dom nate the view in an unfortunate way.

Loss of Privacy/ Overl ooki ng

This house (4 Sonning Gate) will suffer hugely fromloss of
privacy as the tall blocks with their balconies will look directly
into the

garden and wi ndows of this house and overl ook those of the

nei ghbouri ng properties. The outl ook fromthe house will be be

severely reduced as the view will be doninated conpletely by the
tall blocks of flats. If this proposal went ahead, there would be a
significant detrinent to the garden in conparison to its current
entirely un-overl ooked aspect, as it will be overl ooked by the flat

wi ndows and bal coni es. The suggested flats will have a clear view
into the wi ndows of the house and nean that all the rear

wi ndows will have to have net curtains or blinds to prevent the
proposed flat owners having an uninterrupted view into the house.

New pl anning | aws (July 2020) state clearly that planning

applicants 'have a requirenent to carefully consider the inpact on
nei ghbours' as well as the appearance of the developnent. It is hard
to imagi ne a proposal on this site that woul d have nore inpact

on this house and al so nmy nei ghbours.

Vi sual anenity

Visual anenity will be reduced substantially by the sheer scal e and
dom nance of the proposal and by the | oss of established

| andscapi ng.

Traffic

The vol une of proposed flats would nean a huge increase to traffic
to roads that are already busy. The A4 and Sonni ng roundabout

are already extrenely busy throughout the entire day. Traffic is so
heavy on Pound Lane currently it can take sone tine before being
able to pull onto this road from Sonning Gate. This application if
approved will obviously nmean increased traffic to this too.

The site is far fromideal as it offers no |local amenities for
people to walk to and therefore nost trips would involve car use.



Local

"shops' are attached to garages and are not the kind of retai
outlets that tenpt people to use on foot.

The | ocal Rans Rugby sports pitch attracts a | ot of parked cars and
this adds to the traffic on natch days.

The application has not allowed enough car parking for the proposal

Tr ees/ Landscapi ng

The proposal would nean the | oss of established hedging and trees
which currently offer a very high level of privacy between
properties. In particular the hedging and trees between 4 Sonni ng
Gat e and the site would be lost leading to a conpletely different
feel to the outlook. The suggested di mi nished |evel of planting wll
take many years to offer any percentage of this privacy. This

will add to the loss of character of the area generally and in
particular to the houses boarding the site. The tall established
trees can

be currently seen froma wide area and the | oss of these fromthe
skyline would be of detrinent to the area.

Aneni ties

Local anenities are not close or within wal king distance. It is not
an appropriate location for properties designed and marketed for
ol der people who will want to walk as their main formof transport
to local anenities. This location is prinmarily for those who will
use cars for all trips. The bus service is slimat best.

| strongly feel the application is conpletely inappropriate and
would ask that it is rejected. The application - falls short on a
nunber

of planning grounds and should be dismissed. In particular it takes
no consideration of the nassive detrinental inpact to the

nei ghbouri ng properties neans that does not fall within the spirit
of new pl anni ng regul ati ons



