Head of Development Management and Planning Enforcement
Planning Service

5™ Floor, Alexandra House 20 APR 2026

Station Road, Wood Green
London, N22 7TY

For the attention of Nathan Keyte

15 April 2026

Dear Sir/Madam,

Objection to planning application, 3 Linden Road, London N10 3DH
Case reference HGY/2026/0926
Planning Portal Reference PP-14823629

We are the owner-occupiers of 5 Linden Road, the adjoining property immediately next
to the application site, and we object to the above application.

The application is described as a single-storey rear extension and increase of window
size to the ground-floor rear fagade. Th; application documents state that the proposal
would add about 20 square metres of floorspace. The Design and Access Statement
says the extension would project about 2.66 metres from the existing rear wall and have
a flat roof height of about 3.53 metres. It also asserts that neighbouring properties
would not be adversely affected in terms of overlooking, overshadowing, or loss of
amenity. We do not agree.

Our objection is made on planning grounds, in particular the harmful effect on the
amenity of our property at 5 Linden Road and the poor relationship of the design to the
character of the terrace.

1. Loss of light and overshadowing

The Design and Access Statement says the proposal is intended to create a more open
and light-filled environment for 3 Linden Road, with generous natural light and
maximum use of daylight. In practice, that additional light to no. 3 would be achieved at
the expense of reduced light to the neighbouring property at no. 5. By reason of its
depth, height, and siting on or adjacent to the shared boundary, the proposed extension
would cause an unacceptable loss of daylight and sunlight to the rear of our property
and to our rear patio and garden. The extension would cast additional shadow and
materially worsen the sense of enclosure at ground-floor level.



2. Overbearing impact and loss of outlook

The application understates the physical effect of the proposal on the adjoining
property. The design incorporates a high boundary-side wall forming a substantial,
continuous built mass at the rear of the site. Whatever language is used in the
supporting statement, the effect in reality is of an extension built to the maximum size
the applicants consider achievable. That scale and massing would have an overbearing
effect when viewed from our kitchen/dining area and garden, causing material harm to
outlook and to the reasonable enjoyment of our home.

3. Misleading statements about neighbour impact

The Design and Access Statement says that none of the neighbouring properties would
be adversely affected by the proposed scheme in terms of overlooking, overshadowing,
or loss of amenity. In relation to 5 Linden Road, that statement is misleading. The only
limited respect in which it may be true is that there appears to be no new side window in
the proposed boundary wall itself. That does not answer the real planning harm, which
is the increased enclosure, loss of daylight, overshadowing, and loss of amenity arising
from the scale and siting of the extension. The supporting statement offers assertions,
but no meaningful analysis demonstrating why those impacts should be regarded as
acceptable.

4. Out-of-character design and poor relationship to the Edwardian terrace

The property is correctly described in the Design and Access Statement as an
Edwardian terrace house. However, the proposed rear design does not, in our view,
respect that character. The statement claims that “the existing character and form of
the property will be respected throughout” and that the design will “complement and
reflect the character and appearance of the existing property and surrounding
dwellings.” We do not agree with either proposition. The introduction of a wide glazed
rear wall framed by pale stock brick is not a modest or sympathetic continuation of the
character of the terrace, particularly when the adjoining houses retain their more
restrained Edwardian form. The proposal reads as a contemporary intervention of a kind
currently in fashion rather than something genuinely rooted in the local vernacular.

5. The application overstates supposed benefits and understates actual impacts

The statement says that the flat roof height will be 3.53m from site level, “which is at a
lower levet than the neighbouring property.” That comparison is not a meaningful
answer to the impact on 5 Linden Road. The issue is not whether the extension is lower
than the first floor of the neighbouring house; it is whether its height and proximity to the
shared boundary create unacceptable harm to our light, outlook, and amenity. In our
view, the supporting material repeatedly presents the proposal in the most favourable
terms while glossing over its actual consequences for the adjoining occupiers.



6. Lack of clarity on rainwater drainage from the proposed flat roof

We are also concerned that the submitted material does not appear to show how the
new flat roof will drain, and in particular how rainwater will be managed so that it does
not discharge towards or otherwise affect 5 Linden Road. We appreciate that some
drainage matters may fall outside the main planning assessment, but the absence of
clear information adds to the concern that the proposal has not been properly worked
through in its effect on the adjoining property.

Forthose reasons, we ask the Council to refuse planning permission.

If officers are nevertheless minded to approve the application, we ask that they first
undertake a careful assessment of the effect on daylight, sunlight, outlook, enclosure,
design character, and overall residential amenity for 5 Linden Road, and not simply rely
on the unsupported conclusions in the applicant’s Design and Access Statement.

Please confirm that this objection has been recorded and taken into account as part of
the application file.

Yours faithfully,

Jonathan Barnes and Sarah Aslan

LY




