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OBJECTI ON - PROPOSED REAR WALK- ON TERRACE AND | NADEQUATE PRI VACY
SCREEN

I amwiting further to ny previous objection to Planning
Application 261182 concerni ng the proposed devel opnent at 12 South
Drive,

Sonni ng.

| have reviewed the revised plans subnitted in July 2026. Wile
note that the revised drawi ngs now show a 1. 7m hi gh privacy screen
to the proposed first-floor wal k-on terrace, | remain strongly
opposed to the terrace and do not consider the proposed screen to
provi de an adequate solution to the fundanental privacy and

overl ooking problens identified in ny original objection

I amthe occupier of 12A South Drive, which is the property
iMmediately to the right of the application property when vi ened
from South Drive. My property and garden are therefore directly
exposed to the proposed terrace.

1. The proposed terrace would i ntroduce a new and unacceptable |eve
of overl ooki ng

The fundanental concern renmmins the creation of an el evated,
accessi bl e outdoor platformat first-floor |evel

The plans identify the feature as a "Wal k-On Terrace", rather than
sinmply a roof or inaccessible area. This distinction is inportant
because the terrace will create a usable el evated external space
from which occupants and visitors will have views towards

nei ghbouri ng properti es and gardens.

This is materially different fromthe existing relationship between
the properties.

At present, the rear gardens are experienced principally from ground
| evel and existing boundary treatnents provide a reasonabl e degree
of separation and privacy. The proposed terrace woul d pl ace peopl e
significantly above the existing garden | evel and create a new

el evat ed vantage point fromwhich the private garden and potentially
the rear and side-facing areas of 12A coul d be viewed.

This would result not sinply in a theoretical possibility of
overlooking, but in a real and persistent perception of being
over | ooked whenever the terrace i s occupied.

This is particularly concerning because the terrace is |ocated
towards the rear of the property, where residents of nei ghbouring
properties reasonably expect a higher degree of privacy.



2. The proposed 1. 7m screen does not adequately resolve the problem

| acknow edge that the revised plans now propose a 1. 7m hi gh privacy
screen. However, | do not consider this sufficient to overcone the
i npact of the terrace.

The issue is not sinply whether a person standing i nmedi ately

adj acent to the screen can see directly over it. The Council nust
consider the overall relationship between the elevated terrace and
t he

nei ghbouring property, including oblique views, views around the
ends of the screen, the elevated position of users and the resulting
perception of being overl ooked.

The proposed screen is also positioned on the terrace itself. It

t heref ore does not renove the elevated platformor prevent the use
of the terrace as a viewing position. It nerely seeks to restrict
sone direct views.

As the adjoining neighbour to the right of the property, nmy concern
is particularly acute because the proposed terrace and its
associated activity woul d be experienced fromthe sidel/rear

rel ati onship between the two properties. A person using the terrace
woul d renmain visibly el evated above the nei ghbouring garden
creating an intrusive sense of overlooking even where a direct line
of sight is partially screened.

The Council's own Borough Design Guide recognises that privacy is
not limted to preventing a direct line of sight. It states that the
rel ati onshi p between existing properties and new devel opnent can be
particularly sensitive where living accombdation is |located at an
upper level and that additional distance or design features nay be
necessary to mnimse harm caused by perceptions of |oss of privacy.

In ny view, this is precisely the situation presented by this
pr oposal

3. The Council's Design CGuide requires greater consideration of
privacy at the rear of properties

The Woki ngham Bor ough Desi gn Quide states that:

reasonabl e | evel s of privacy are required between new and existing
properties;

the appropriate degree of privacy is greater on the private garden
side than on the public street side;

devel opnents shoul d denonstrate that habitabl e roons have adequate
privacy in relation to nei ghbouring properties; and

wher e upper-floor accommpdati on creates a sensitive relationship
with existing properties, additional distance or design neasures nmay
be required to mninse perceptions of |oss of privacy.

The Design Guide also identifies 22 netres as the Council's
generally accepted guideline for avoiding overl ooking or materia

| oss of privacy between rear elevations that directly face one

anot her, whilst acknow edging that the appropriate rel ationship nust
be considered in the context of existing properties.



| recognise that the 22mguideline is not necessarily directly
applicable to this particular side/rear relationship. However, it
denonstrates the inportance that Wki ngham pl aces on separation and
privacy where private rear gardens are concerned

The proposal should therefore be assessed agai nst the actua

rel ati onship between 12 South Drive and 12A South Drive, rather than
sinmply assuming that a 1. 7m screen automatically resol ves the
over |l ooki ng i ssue.

4. The inpact is particularly significant because the terrace is a
new elevated view ng platform

My original objection explained that the terrace would effectively
create a raised view ng platformoverl ooki ng nei ghbouring private
areas. That concern renmai ns unchanged by the revised draw ngs.

The revised proposal has not renoved this fundanmental inpact.
I nstead, the proposal has sought to mitigate it with a screen

In ny view, the correct planning question is therefore whether the
terrace and screen conbi nation, taken as a whol e, provides an
acceptable relationship with the nei ghbouring property.

I do not believe that it does.

A resident using a first-floor terrace will inevitably have a
different visual relationship with the nei ghbouring garden froma
resi dent standing at ground | evel. The increased hei ght gives the
user a wider field of view and changes the established sense of
separati on between the properties.

Even if sone direct views are bl ocked by the screen, the presence of
people using the terrace at first-floor level will create a
continuing and materially increased sense of being observed.

5. The proposal conflicts w th Wki ngham s approach to nei ghbouring
anenity

Woki ngham Bor ough Counci| expressly identifies overlooking and | oss
of privacy as matters that it considers when assessing the inpact of
a nei ghbour's devel opnent.

The Borough Design Guide sinilarly requires devel opnent to safeguard
reasonabl e | evel s of visual privacy and recogni ses that the

rel ati onshi ps between existing properties and new devel opnent can be
particularly sensitive.

The Council's energing Local Plan Update al so contains a specific
saf eguardi ng-anenity policy, Policy DH2, which identifies |oss of
privacy and overl ooking, visual intrusion, donm nance, undue sense of
encl osure and harnful |oss of outlook as inpacts that devel opnent
proposal s should avoid or nitigate. Al though the Local Plan Update
remai ns under exam nation and is not yet the adopted plan, it is
nevert hel ess a useful indication of the Council's current approach
to residential anenity.



The proposed terrace gives rise to precisely these concerns.

6. National planning policy supports protection of existing
residential amenity

The National Planning Policy Franmework requires planning policies
and deci sions to ensure that devel opnent is well designed and
provides a high standard of anenity for existing and future users.
Par agraph 135 of the NPPF specifically requires devel opnent to
function well, be

appropriately designed and pronote health and wel | -being through a
hi gh standard of anmenity.

The NPPF al so nakes clear that applicants should provide sufficient
informati on to denonstrate how proposal s neet design expectations
and should work with those affected by devel opnent to evol ve designs
that take account of their views.

In this case, the introduction of a first-floor wal k-on terrace
creates a materially different relationship with the adjoining
property. | therefore ask the Council to give significant weight to
the effect on the existing residential anenity of 12A South Drive.

7. The screen should not be treated as an automatic sol ution

| respectfully ask that the Council does not sinply accept the
proposed 1. 7m screen as sufficient mtigation w thout assessing:

the actual height of the terrace above the nei ghbouring garden

the relative ground | evel s between the two properties;
the position and extent of the screen

views around the ends of the screen

oblique views fromthe terrace towards 12A;

views from seated and standi ng positions on the terrace;
the effect of people noving around and using the terrace;

the resulting perception of being overlooked; and
the cunul ative effect of the terrace, associated upper-fl oor
acconmodati on and ot her proposed openi ngs/ bal coni es.

The subnitted draw ngs shoul d denonstrate these rel ationshi ps
clearly enough for both the Council and affected nei ghbours to
understand the actual privacy inpact.

8. The preferable solution is renoval of the wal k-on terrace
In ny view, the nost effective and proportionate way of addressing
the privacy concern is to renove the proposed wal k-on terrace

al t oget her.

This would avoid creating the elevated viewing platformthat is the
source of the problem

If the Council is nevertheless minded to pernmt sone form of
terrace, | request that the Council requires a substantially nore



effective privacy solution, supported by accurate draw ngs and
sightline informati on denonstrating that there would be no
unaccept abl e overl ooki ng or perception of overlooking fromthe
terrace.

Any pernission should al so ensure that the area cannot subsequently
be altered or extended in a way that increases its use as an
el evated external view ng area.

Concl usi on

| appreciate that the applicants wish to inprove their property and
| do not object to reasonabl e devel opnent in principle. However, the
proposed rear wal k-on terrace represents a significant change to the
rel ati onship between the properties and would introduce a | evel of
overl ooki ng and visual intrusion that does not currently exist.

The addition of a 1.7m privacy screen does not, in ny view,

adequately resolve the problem The issue is the elevated position
and use of the terrace itself and the resulting perception that the
private garden and property of 12A South Drive are being overl ooked.

The proposal should therefore be assessed against the Council's
established requirenents for protecting nei ghbouring privacy and
anenity, including the Wki ngham Borough Desi gn Gui de's gui dance on
privacy, overlooking and sensitive relationships involving
upper-floor accomodation

| respectfully request that Wki ngham Borough Council refuse the
proposed wal k-on terrace in its current form or require its
renoval /re-design so that the devel opnent does not result in an
unacceptabl e | oss of privacy, overl ooking, visual intrusion or
perception of being overl ooked.

If the Council is mnded to retain the terrace, | request that
accurate cross-sectional draw ngs, sightline assessnents and
detailed information regardi ng the proposed privacy screen are
provi ded and assessed before any decision is nade.

Yours faithfully,

M and Ms Butt
12A South Drive
Sonni ng
R# 6GB



