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COWENTS:

We live in the adjoining property to the one proposing to build the
det ached granny annexe in the garden, and are witing to ask that
perm ssion is not granted for the follow ng reasons:

1) Privacy

We are extrenely concerned that the proposed granny annexe, a
detached building facing the existing houses, would significantly
reduce our privacy because it would |ook straight into the back of
our hone.

Before witing we |looked into this with the applicant - one of us
stood where the door to the proposed granny annexe would be, and the
ot her noved around the back of our honme, and, unfortunately, the
person standi ng where the annexe door would be could see strai ght
into nultiple roons in our home. W could see themclearly from

i nsi de our house too and woul d overl ook themas well.

Bot h our kitchen and | ounge woul d be affected. These are the only
roons we have downstairs, except for the downstairs | oo, so we would
| ose our privacy in all the social spaces in our hone.

There would al so be a direct line of sight into the back bedroomi f
the tree in the nei ghbouring garden were ever to be reduced in size
or renoved, which is a major concern, particularly with our young
famly.

We believe we would be significantly overl ooked wi thin our own hone
by this new dwelling all year round, although we have additiona
concerns for the warm weather when the doors and wi ndows (ours and
t he

annexe's) would be open and the inpact would be increased stil
further.

We note that in s2.4.1 of the Planning, Design and Access Statenent
the applicant states that "the proximty of the ancillary building
to the main dwelling house neans that the nature of the rel ationship
between the two would nmean that it is highly unlikely that a
separate dwelling would ever be achieved in the future, given the
high I evel of nutual overlooking that would result”. The reality
is that a

significant proportion of the high | evel of nutual overl ooking that
t he applicant acknowl edges woul d occur with our house as soon as the
annexe was built. The application appears to be saying that
they are only willing to accept it thenselves as it is a fanly
menber who would be living there.

The owner has told us directly that she intends to use the detached
annexe as a rental property for additional incone once her adult
child, a soon to be energency services professional, has saved
enough for her first house deposit. The tinescale given was 2-3
years. Wiilst the application references not splitting it into a
separate



property, in reality that would be the de facto situation as soon as
it was built as there would be soneone living i ndependently in the
garden (it has everything required in a hone within it - a kitchen
area, bathroom |ounge and bed area). This is evidenced by the
intention to rent it out as a separate unit in the future.

W would also Iike to note that the adjacent property on the other
side of nunber 13 is currently vacant and may well al so be
significantly inpacted. W would ask that the inpact on this
property is considered as well when the committee nakes its
deci si on.

2) Overbearing nature of proposed detached granny annexe

We are concerned about the proxinity and size of the proposed new
granny annexe in relation to us. It is proposed that it will be a
detached building built on a raised base at the back of the garden
facing the existing houses and as close as it is possible to get to
t he boundary of our property. Qur gardens are higher at the back
end of the garden than the house end, so this raised base increases
the inpact of the proposed building still further. Based on the
pl ans, the front of the proposed new annexe woul d project 5.3m
forward fromthe back fences, which we believe will be overbearing
inrelation to the size of our garden & the applicants. We would
val ue the

opportunity to show a nenber of the planning team before a decision
i s nmade.

3) Trees - loss of privacy & biodiversity

There are multiple large mature trees at the back of the garden
creating a privacy screen between the Cornfield R oad gardens and
the three story town houses on the road directly behind. These
trees are part of a nulti garden privacy hedge, and are roughly the
sanme height as our houses. In order to build the proposed new
bui |l di ng we have been told that these would be renpved and we are
concerned by the huge | oss of privacy that the renoval of these
woul d have, along with the significant inpact on biodiversity in the
area. The location of the town houses in relation to ours, as well
as the age of the existing trees, nean it would inpossible to
replicate this privacy by doing

anything in our own garden. W note that the application says no
trees would be affected, and ask that this inaccuracy is noted by
the pl anning team before consideration is given to the application
W would welcone a visit froma representative of the planning team
to see for thensel ves the huge inpact renoval woul d have before
deciding the outconme of this application

4) Cars and inpact on road

Section 2.5.6 of the Planning, Design and Access Statenent states
"In terns of parking provision, appropriate |levels of parking are
provided at the site and the proposed outbuil ding woul d not affect
the parking requirenents". W do not believe this to be accurate.
There are already 3 cars parked at the property nost of the tineg,
with a fourth regularly present from another university aged child.
The third and fourth cars don't usually fit on the driveway. |If
rented out, this would likely result in a fifth car, with additiona
cars when visitors cone over, negatively inpacting the road.

5) Precedent



We noted the application said there were nmany exanpl es of precedent,
and | ooked at each of those given. Al bar one |ook to be
conpletely different types of extension (including one at the
rest aur ant

L'Otolan!), bearing no simlarity to what is proposed here beyond
the use of the word 'annexe' - two are changes of use of existing
conmer ci al use buildings, and one is a wap around extension. The
only one that is even vaguely simlar in shape is conpletely
different in terns of the inpact that it has on the nei ghbours -
the | ocation and orientation of the building ensure it does not
overl ook them

The application references precedent for building in gardens in the
| ocal area. To the best of our know edge there are absolutely no
simlar buildings in this road, or those around. The difference
bet ween a pergola, shed or even office, and a hone in the garden is
huge in terns of the inpact on the nei ghbours.

We ask that this total |lack of precedent is considered, and that one
is not set here.

For all of the reasons above, but nobst particularly that we
desperately do not want to beconme conpletely overl ooked and | ose the
privacy in our hone, we would request that perm ssion is not given
to build the proposed detached granny annexe in our nei ghbour's back
garden. |If there is any doubt about whether or not to grant

perm ssion, please could soneone fromthe planning teamvisit our
hone to see what the inpact would be before naking a decision



