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I wish to corment on single storey rear ground fl oor extension to 6
Frinm ey cl ose Wodl ey.

The property is sem -detached house and already has a two-storey
si de
ext ensi on.

My garden backs on to the rear garden of 6 Frimey O ose. The

boundary being a wooden 6 ft panel fence and a 4 neter high conifer
hedge whi ch overhangs and intrudes into ny garden by 1 neter. This
means there is a nmeter of ny garden I amunable to use, due to the
debris fromthe conifer hedge and the roots of the hedge and trees.

The garden to 6 Frinley Close is small in depth. By extending the
property further out into the garden, the whole property becones
much closer to ny garden and property. The proposed extension has
| arge bifold doors neaning those doors will be open. | already
endure

excruci ating noise fromscreeching and screaning children at the
address on a frequent basis, which regularly forces ne to return

i ndoors to shield nyself fromthe noise. Wilst working from honeg,
once the school day is over, | need to close ny wi ndows, as even
while ny doors and wi ndows are cl osed, noise can still clearly be
heard, and | don't want to know that a child needs assistance in the
toilet.

The proximty of this proposed extension brings the living space
considerably closer to ny property and therefore interferes with ny
rights of privacy, and interference fromnoise emtted fromthe

property.

In ternms of view of extension fromny ground floor, | have no view,
and will have limited if any view fromny upstairs, due to the
excessively high conifer hedge and trees above 20ft in the garden of
6 Frimey Close. | have ensured that the hedge ny side is cutback
every year. It is limted what | could do with the height as |I was
not the owner. The three trees in the garden of 6 Frinmey C ose,
which includes a substantially tall fir tree had no nai ntenance.

By May 2025 the hedge stood at 5 neters neaning fromny | ounge
could not see the sky. | contacted M and Ms Patel to see if we
could

negotiate a height reduction to the hedge by 2 neters and a renoval
of the tree, which was causing concern especially in storny

weat her.

Reluctantly the Patels stated they would reduce the height of the
hedge by only 1 neter, and the two deci duous trees would renmain
uncut, and there would a partial reduction in height of the fir



tree. They nmde it clear that was their final offer as they wanted
to protect their privacy. The result is | can see the Sky but | am
still faced with a hedge of 4 neters which is dramatically 2 neters
over above the suggested height of hedge in the UK The hedge
greatly inpacts on ny

gar den.

The two deci duous trees have continued to grow and fill out the void
| eft when the hedge was cut in August |ast year. They now rise a
good 2 neters above ny 4 neter boundary and again ny sky viewis

di m ni shi ng.

In the application under the section Trees and Hedges | note the
applicant has marked up NO to both questions. | will disagree with
answer one as there are 3 TREES that not only could fall on the
propo sed devel opnent but al so on surroundi ng properties.

I would ask that the local planning authority carefully assess al
the points | have made in relation to the proposed extension and ny
i nvasion of privacy, along with the offensive hedge and trees at the
property and refuse the perm ssion to extend.



