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COWENTS:
Regrettably, we nust object to this planning application in its
current form

While we do not object in principle to a single-storey rear
extension, we object to the proposed two-storey rear extension
because of the material harmit would cause to our residentia
anenity.

The proposed extension would be overbearing by reason of its height,
scale, bulk and proximty to the boundary. The submitted pl ans
indicate that the structure would rise to approximately 4.887 netres
at eaves level and 6.662 netres to the ridge, while being positioned
only around 1 netre fromthe boundary. In these circunstances, the
devel opnment woul d appear unduly dom nant and oppressi ve when vi ewed
frommltiple areas within our hone as well as from our nmain outdoor
sitting-out area.

This relationship is especially sensitive because the extension
would lie directly to the sout h-east of our property and our
principal patio and sitting-out space. The proposal would therefore
have a materially harnful effect in terns of |oss of daylight and
sunlight to an inportant part of the property used regularly by our
famly.

The proposed two-storey extension would also result in harnful |oss
of light and outlook to our principal living areas. In particular
it would reduce the light currently enjoyed fromthe side-el evation
ground-floor living roomw ndow, especially during the earlier part
of the day. It would al so degrade the outl ook fromthe Juliet

bal cony serving the main bedroom where the proxinity of a
two-storey side wall would add to the sense of enclosure and

overbearing inpact. Overall, the scale and siting of the extension
woul d have a clear detrinmental effect on our principal |iving
spaces.

There is an established hedge al ong the boundary, but this does not
overcone the harm Filtered views of a substantial two-storey wall
projecting well beyond the rear of our property would remain at very
close quarters. In addition, if construction works and foundati ons
close to the boundary were to affect the hedge, the already linted
screening could be reduced further. It also appears that no
arboricul tural inpact assessnent has been undertaken in relation to
the likely effect of devel opnent so close to the boundary hedge.

We al so note that no technical daylight and sunlight assessnent
ears to have been provided, despite the sensitivity of this
relationship and the likely effect on our principal sitting-out
area. In our view, the path of the sun and the effect on

nei ghbouring anmenity have not been properly assessed.



The proposal therefore conflicts with the design principles in the
Woki ngham Bor ough Desi gn Gui de, including section 4.7 on privacy,

vi sual inpact and anenity, which recogni ses that distance is the
nost common way to avoid harnful visual inpact. It also conflicts
with Core Strategy Policy CP3, which requires devel opnment to be of
an

appropriate scale, mass, built formand height, wi thout detrinent to
the anenities and quality of life of adjoining occupiers.

For these reasons, we respectfully ask that the application be
refused inits current form or anmended to a single-storey rear
extension of a scale that does not materially harmthe anenity of
our property or that of other nei ghbouring occupiers.

Yours sincerely,
M Toby Britton



