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Dear Sir or Madam

Re: Pl anning Application 252822 - 27 Sutcliffe Avenue, Earl ey,
Readi ng, Berkshire RG 7JW

| wite to submt fornmal neighbour representations in relation to

t he above planning application. I amthe owner and occupi er of 25
Sutcliffe Avenue, the residential property inmrediately adjoining the
application site.

At the outset, | wish to note that ny property was not included on
the original neighbour notification list for this application. As a
result, | becane aware of the proposal at a relatively |late stage in

t he process.

Fol I owi ng this, Rowan from Wki ngham Bor ough Council's Pl anni ng
Department attended the site on Thursday 15 January 2026 and net
with ne. During this visit, Rowan viewed the rel ationship between
the two properties, took photographs, and advised that he woul d now
be required to wite up a report of his observations. Gven the

rel evance of this site visit to the assessnment of nei ghbouring

i mpact, | would expect that this report will formpart of the
application record and would wish to see a copy in due course.

While | appreciate that the omi ssion fromthe original nei ghbour
notification Iist has since been acknow edged, the | ate awareness of
the proposal has inevitably limted the opportunity to fully assess
its inplications and, where appropriate, seek independent technica
advice. In these circunstances, | trust the Planning Authority will
gi ve careful consideration to the need for a fair, transparent and
properly infornmed assessnent before reaching any decision

These representations are made in a constructive and professiona
manner, with the intention of ensuring that the application is
assessed in a thorough, proportionate and technically robust way,
consi stent with Wki ngham Bor ough Council's established devel opnent
managenent approach and with full regard to the protection of

i ghbouring residential anenity, which is a key materia



consideration in the deterni nati on of househol der pl anni ng
applications.

Resi dential Anenity, Scal e and Design

| have significant concerns regarding the scale, massing, height and
overal |l design of the proposed devel opnent and the relationship it
woul d create with ny property. Due to its depth, height and
proximty to the shared boundary, the proposal has the clear
potential to result in:

- Material |oss of daylight and sunlight as a consequence of

i ncreased overshadow ng;

- An overbearing and encl osing inpact on ny hone;

- Overl ooking and | oss of privacy to ny conservatory, which | use as
my principal living area; and

- A denonstrabl e adverse inpact on the enjoynent and usability of ny
pati o/terrace and rear garden.

These inpacts are directly relevant to the assessnment of residentia
anenity and are matters to which the Council ordinarily affords
significant wei ght when determ ning applications of this nature.

Daylight, Sunlight and Qutl ook - Application of the 25 and 45
Test s:

| draw the Planning Authority's attention to the Borough Design

Qui de techni cal guidance on the 25-degree and 45-degree tests, which
forman established and recogni sed net hodol ogy used by Wki ngham

Bor ough Council to informjudgenents on daylight, sunlight and
out | ook inpacts on nei ghbouring properties.

Havi ng revi ewed the subnmitted drawi ngs, | am concerned that the
application does not clearly or transparently denonstrate how t hese
tests have been applied, nor does it provide sufficient technica
evidence to allow the Planning Authority to be satisfied that

nei ghbouring anenity woul d be adequat el y saf eguarded.

In particular:

- The rearward projection and depth of the extension raise
substantive concerns in relation to the 45-degree test, when
assessed fromthe mdpoint of the prinmary living roomw ndow
serving No. 25 Sutcliffe

Avenue;

- The hei ght, roof form and nassing of the rear extension raise
concerns in relation to the 25-degree test, when neasured fromthe
i de-facing living roomw ndows of ny property; and

- The absence of clearly drawn, scal ed and annotated test
illustrations makes it difficult to understand the full extent of
the inpact and places reliance on assunption rather than objective
evi dence.

In ny view, this creates uncertainty as to whether the proposa
would conply with the Borough Design Guide and avoid material harm
to nei ghbouring residential anenity.

O ficer Assessnent, Consistency and Pl anni ng Judgenent:

G ven the close physical relationship between the two properties,
request that the Planning Oficer undertakes a particularly carefu



and critical assessnent of the proposal, including:

- A detail ed apprai sal of scale, massing and siting in the context
of nei ghbouring devel opnent;

- Consi deration of relevant planning history and conparable
decisions wthin Sutcliffe Avenue and the i mmedi ate surroundi ng
area; and - Confirmation that the proposal is consistent with the
Council's established approach to protecting residential anenity in
simlar circunstances.

In the absence of clear and robust technical evidence addressing
these matters, it would be difficult to reach a sound concl usion
that the proposal would not result in material harm

Consul tation and Further Information

G ven the technical nature of the issues identified, the recent
officer site visit, and the circunstances surrounding the origina
nei ghbour notification, | request that the Planning Authority

consi ders whether it would be appropriate to:

- Seek additional or amended drawi ngs fromthe applicant, including
explicit and clearly annotated illustrations of the 25-degree and
45-degree tests; and

- Ensure that any such information, together with the officer site
visit report, is nmade avail abl e and subject to appropriate

re-consul tation, enabling affected nei ghbours to coment

meani ngful |y before the application is deternined.

Such an approach woul d assist in ensuring that any eventual decision
is based on a full, transparent and properly evidenced understandi ng
of the proposal's inpacts.

Concl usi on:

My intention in naking these representations is not to oppose

devel opnent in principle, but to ensure that any decision to approve
the application is founded on a sound, transparent and evi dence-Ied
assessnent, and that the Planning Authority can be fully satisfied
that nei ghbouring residential anenity would not be materially

har ned.

| trust that these representations will assist the Planning O ficer
in reaching a carefully reasoned and defensi bl e deci sion

Ms. GIllian Townsend



