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Council of the Isles of Scilly

Planning & Development Department

Town Hall

St Mary’s

TR21 OLW

Dear Mrs Walton and the Councillors of the IsleSoiily
Ref: P17/039/FUL

Regarding the resubmitted proposal, | still felehVe to object to these plans for all the sameoresaas the
last time.

The removal of the small veranda at the front eflthilding is an improvement, although the maircklo
and mass of the rear extension is basically theeshot would now jut out towards the row of listed
buildings even more at the top. The drawing ferehst elevation is misleading as it shows theneida
and garden of Roanoke, as being about equal stzéhanis not the case. The extension will in famine
out from the wall of the main building more thar?60f the way towards our boundary wall, with the
remaining space in between, at less than 2 metres.

At the last meeting, the Chairman opened the aarsthis application, by saying that it was a legal
requirement for the proposal to be decided on n@telanning considerations, we then had one member
straight away ask for a deferral and this membdraigeady gone through the same prolonging proatess
previous meeting for a deferral on the plans foaitike. Another member put forward a consideration
favour of the applicants, as a young local famitgrking in an all year-round business, comparedth wit
some of the other buildings owned by second honmeeosv— nothing to do with material planning
considerations and could even be considered offendVirs Griggs, who is retired and lives in Pieoés
Four, all year round and would snost of the direct sunlight on the rear of hepprty if this goes ahea
the owners of properties let to holiday-makers #psnd money in local businesses; Mr and Mrs Thomas
who can trace their Scillonian families back maewperations, and myself having lived and workedhan t
Isles of Scilly for 35 years. As neighbours of #tgoining and adjacent properties, who would havese
with the overbearing consequences of this extershonld it go ahead, in terms of planning, are live a
worth less consideration?

The Planning Officer said there needed to be nmagmificant changes to the plans and none have been
forth coming. A little bit has been taken from aarea and added somewhere else. This is a twhahd
storey extension which is overbearing and domirthat, will result in a huge impact on all surroumgli
properties, with the loss of outlook, loss of lighwershadowing and increased overlooking.

It is said there is no precedent in planning, but it would be almost impossible to turn down any similar
planning application from another property, if this one is granted ‘in sympathy’ to the needs of the
residents, with the resultant extension - along with any other extensions following afterwards on
neighbouring properties — being there long after the present incumbents were gone.



| trust that my objections will be taken into account and that material planning consideration will be given
to the facts and planning guidelines in any decision relating to this planning application.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Yours sincerely

David Walsh

Wingletang Guest House

The Parade, St Mary’s

TR21 OLP



