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COWENTS:

We are the owners of The Wiite Cottage, the neighbouring property to
Spring Croft, and wish to object to the application in its current
form

We would Iike to enphasise that we have no objection in principle to
our nei ghbours extending their home. Qur prinmary concern is the
proposed two-storey side extension's proxinmty to our shared
boundary and what appears to be a di screpancy between the separation
di stance described in the application and that shown on the

dr awi ngs.

The application refers to a gap of approxi mately 700nm from our
boundary. Wilst we understand that a 1-netre separati on would be
preferable, we would, in principle, be happy to accept a reduction
to 700nm provided this is the mninum separati on nmai ntai ned al ong
the entire length of the extension

However, having exam ned the submtted drawings, it appears that the
700mm gap is actually at the front of the extension and that this
gap progressively narrows as the extension continues towards the
rear. By the rear of the proposed extension,the gap appears to have
reduced to al nost nothing.

This is our principal objection. W are concerned that the
application refers to a 700nm separation without nmaking it clear
that this may only be the distance at the front, rather than the

m ni num di stance along the entire extension.

We woul d therefore ask the planning officer to obtain clarification
fromthe applicant, supported by accurate dinensions show ng the

di stance to our shared boundary at the front, niddle and rear of the
proposed extension, including confirmation of the closest point.

If the drawi ngs are as they appear, we believe the extension would
create an unnecessarily cranped form of devel opnent and adversely
af fect the spacing and visual relationship between the two

nei ghbouring properties.

We have al so sought independent architectural advice, which suggests
that the extension could maintain a greater separation through a
relatively straightforward redesign of the first-floor interna
acconmodati on, rather than conpronising the externalrel ationship

bet ween the properties.

A secondary concern is the proposed position of Bedroom 3, which
woul d face towards our existing first-floor bathroom w ndow.

Al t hough our window is frosted, our architect has suggested that
reversing the position of the bedroom and ensuite could provide a
nore consi derate arrangenent.

Finally, we would welcone a visit fromthe planning officer to The
White Cottage, including our first floor, to assess the proposed
extension's inpact fromour property.

In summary, we are not opposed to the extension, but we do object to
t he apparent reduction in boundary separation towards the rear of
the building. W would be prepared to accept a m ni nrum gap of 700nmm
t hroughout, but the drawi ngs do not currently appear to

t hi s.



We respectfully request that these dinensions are clarified and, if
necessary, the plans anmended before the application is de
t er m ned.



