


properties subsequently changed hands. It is implausible to envisage a situation where multiple solicitors have been 
negligent in identifying this claim of free access nor anyone on Long Row investing in a property with land for their 
own parking to which someone else has access. 
There is no doubt that the property itself would benefit from sympathetic redevelopment however it is situated in 
such a landlocked location that the extent of demolition and rebuild would necessitate serious and undue disruption 
to surrounding properties. The proposed methods of doing this via a pedestrian pathway need to be clearly 
stipulated and a feasibility study undertaken before planning consent is granted and it is understood that access or 
parking via Long Row is NOT an option. It is likely, given the type and date of construction, that the property has an 
asbestos issue which, given the access issues described, further exacerbates the problem for surrounding properties. 
There have already been several instances where Long Row land owner residents have been prevented from parking 
on their own land as a result of vehicles belonging to visitors of Sunnyside and it has been clearly pointed out to 
them already that this is not permissible - on some occasions rather than being apologetic for causing an 
inconvenience to residents they have been obstructive and confrontational. We do not want this to become an 
ongoing problem in any residential setting parking on someone else driveway whether it be attached to their 
property or not is simply not lawful. 
I would urge that the RVBC planning team visit the proposed site to see the extent of the access issues, before any 
consents are given, in order not to cause further issues and conflicts for existing residents of neighbouring 
properties. And furthermore that the applicant makes a truthful statement with regard to the site location and how 
he intends to carry out works using the only access to which he is entitled to use. 
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