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COWENTS:
Response to (bjection: Planning Ref 251649 - 10 Arbor Lane,
W nnersh, R&1 5JA

To the Case O ficer,

W would like to thank M WIlson of No. 8 Arbor Lane for taking the
tinme to corment on our planning application. W understand and
respect the planning process and fully appreciate that changes
within a neighbourhood can raise concerns. That said, we feel it is
i mportant to address a nunber of the points raised, nany of which
either fall outside the scope of planning policy or have already
been carefully considered and addressed within the subnmitted design

1. Inpact on Light to Skylights and Internal Roons

The objection references a significant inpact on daylight reaching
three ground-floor skylights serving a rear kitchen and dining
extension at No. 8. Wiile we are synpathetic to the desire for
natural light, it is inportant to clarify that under Wki ngham

Bor ough

Council's planning policy and the WBC Desi gn Quide (2021), the
presence of rooflights or internal roomlayouts relying on borrowed
light are not protected features in assessing daylight/sunlight

i mpacts.

Qur proposed extension has been carefully designed to adhere to the
45-degree rul e from nei ghbouri ng habitable room w ndows (not
skylights or roof glazing), and conplies with all daylight and
out | ook

assessnents as typically used by planning officers. The interna
configuration and existing limtations of another property's design
including its dependence on specific rooflights, does not constitute
grounds to restrict reasonabl e devel opnent in accordance with

pl anni ng standar ds.

We woul d respectfully highlight that the situation described of
the objector's own first-floor extension overshadow ng their

aft ernoon skylights is the result of their own built form and
cannot be used to penalise appropriate nei ghbouring devel opnent.

2. Bat hroom W ndow Concer ns

The objection rai ses concern about a first-floor rear-facing

bat hr oom wi ndow bei ng partially enclosed and potentially |osing
ventilation. While we understand the preference for external airflow
and |ight,

this wi ndow serves a non-habitable room (a bathroon), and as such

is not afforded the sane | evel of consideration as habitable spaces
under pl anni ng policy.

Furt hernmore, bathroomventilation is typically provided through
mechani cal extraction as per Building Regulations, and is not
considered a planning matter. Menbers of the applicants famly al so



have asthma and as part of this application will have nodern fanmily
spaces including adequate ventilation as part of the nechanica
desig n conpliant with building regulations. Qur design renmains set
in fromthe shared boundary to reduce any overbearing inpact, in
contrast to the objector's own built extensions, which appear to run
tight to the boundary and exhibit a nore intrusive footprint

i medi ately against the old downstairs dil api dated bat hroom wi ndow.
Again we reiterate

careful consideration has been nade here unlike previous occupiers /
designers for no8. The proposal actually noves the built form away
fromtheir property than currently existing with regard to the old
downst ai rs bat hroom

3. Second- Fl oor Bedroom | npact

We have taken the concerns about the daughter's second-fl oor bedroom
seriously, and we have ensured that the proposed form does not
breach the 45-degree sightline fromthis room The proposed
second-floor elenent is nbdest in scale and has been stepped in to
m ni m se bul k and overbearing effects, with significant attention
paid to bal ancing usable internal space w th nei ghbourly design

4. Design and Character

The objection characterises the proposal as box-like and out of
keepi ng. W woul d respectfully di sagree. The proposed design is
contenporary but synpathetic, incorporating appropriate materials
and setbacks in line with guidance on scale and nassing. The area
features a variety of rear additions and alterations of varying
shapes,

scal es, and architectural coherence i ncluding nultiple extensions
at No. 8 itself and we have deliberately proposed a

wel | - proportioned and nodest schene that respects this context.

5. Nei ghbouring Property (No. 12)

The objection refers to possible inpacts on No. 12 Arbor Lane. W
note that No. 12 is sem detached, with anple spacing and
orientation that does not present any material planning conflicts
under normal daylight or anmenity tests. Qur proposal does not result
i n overshadowi ng or overbearing relationships with that property.

6. Internal Design Comments

Finally, we note the suggestion that we install a skylight in our
own kitchen to mtigate lighting conditions. Wiile we appreciate the
concern, the internal layout and |lighting strategy of our property
is a private matter and not subject to third-party influence or

mat eri al planni ng consideration. W are confident our interna
arrangenent will provide a high standard of living for our

househol d.

Concl usi on

We believe our proposed extension is nodest, policy-conpliant, and

designed with appropriate care to nei ghbouring anenity. It has been
sensitively set in fromthe boundary, avoids breaches of |ight

gui del i nes from habitabl e roons, and nmakes far fewer denands on the
shared boundary than the objector's own built form

We trust the planning officer will assess the proposal on the basis
of the material planning considerations and established policy



gui del i nes, and not be unduly influenced by issues that |ie outside
the scope of the planning system

Ki nd regards,
Pl anni ng Agent on behal f of Applicant
10 Arbor Lane, RG41 5JA



