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COWENTS:

| amwiting to formally object to the current planning application
whi ch proposes converting the garage into habitabl e accommopdati on
clearly with the intention of transforning the property froma
single-famly honme into a House in Miltiple Qccupation (HMO).

Firstly, | would like to highlight that a simlar application was
submitted and rightly refused by the council in February 2025. On
reviewi ng the new subm ssion, there appear to be no nmaterial changes
that address the reasons for the original rejection

Qur road, Ryhill Way, is a quiet, famly-friendly nei ghbourhood
conprised al nost entirely of owner-occupied, single-famly hones. It
is a close-knit conmmunity where residents know and support one

anot her - an environnent ideal for raising children and fostering
conmunity spirit. The introduction of an HVMO woul d fundanental ly
alter the character and bal ance of our nei ghbourhood.

We have the follow ng serious concerns about the proposed
devel opnent :

| npact on Community Cohesion: An HMO typically involves transient
residents with little connection to the local comunity. This
undernm nes the stability and fanmly-friendly nature of the area and
could lead to a | oss of neighbourly trust and engagenent.

Traffic and Parking Pressure: The street already faces parking
constraints, and converting the garage into |living accommodati on
will further reduce avail abl e parking. Increased occupancy from an
HVO wi Il 1ikely nmean nore vehicl es, worsening congestion and posing
road safety risks.

Noi se and Anti-Soci al Behaviour: HM>s can bring el evated | evel s of
noi se, especially during eveni ngs and weekends, disrupting the peace
and qui et that residents have cone to value. The potential for
increased footfall and gatherings in a fornmerly lowdensity area is
Wor ryi ng.

Safety and Security: Wth a higher turnover of residents and no

| ong-term oversight, HVOs can sonetines attract individuals with no
stake in the wellbeing of the |local conmunity. This may result in

i ncreased safety concerns, particularly for famlies with young
chil dren.

Pl anni ng Precedent: Allowing this conversion risks setting a
danger ous precedent for sinmlar applications in the area,
potentially triggering a wave of conversions and erodi ng the
fam |ly-oriented nature of the

nei ghbour hood.



Lack of Proper Consultation: W are extrenely disappointed that the
i medi at e nei ghbours -we are only three houses down the |ane- were
not consulted or formally notified of this application. Gven the
direct inpact it would have on us, this oversight feels like a
serious failure in due process.

In conclusion, we strongly urge the council to reject this planning
application as it offers no significant inprovenent over the
previously refused subm ssion and woul d bring consi derable

di sruption and | ong-term negative consequences to a peaceful and
wel | -establ i shed residential community.

We trust the council will continue to prioritise preserving the
character and wel | bei ng of our nei ghbourhood.



