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COWENTS:
| believe there are actually two planning applications

260787 - Househol der application for the proposed erection of a
single storey rear extension

and

260788 - Application for a certificate of |awfulness for the
proposed erection of a hip-to-gable roof extension and installation
of

roof lights and a rear dorner to facilitate conversion of the loft to
habi t abl e space

I wish to object to both of these applications, the reasons for
260787 are as follows: -

1 My property backs on to 6 Frinley Cose and with this proposed
single storey rear extension with bi/folding doors would bring the
primary living space closer to the boundary with ny property. As ny
property has the living space to the rear of ny house this is likely
to intensify noise transm ssion, particularly given the nature of

| arge openings which facilitate indoor-outdoor living. Current

noi se levels are already high which results in nmy own property
having to close ny doors and wi ndows when noise |levels are high

Wth this new proposal this would in no doubt increase the |levels
resulting in

unacceptable harmto residential anmenity. This is contrary to the
core planning principle of safeguarding nei ghbouring anenity, as
reflected in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), which
requires devel opnents to provide a high standard of anenity for

exi sting and future occupants.

2 There are also several large conifers and several other tall trees
on the property of 6 Friney Cose, which have not been nmintai ned
by the owners these trees severely overhang over the boundary fence
and inpact on ny usable space in the garden. The conifers are
currently over 4 netres tall with a further two trees another 4
netres above

that. This has a loss of |light and overshadowi ng and i npacts how
use ny garden. The proposed foundations appear to encroach within
the Root Protection Area (RPA) of Tree (T1l). Excavation in this

area is likely to result in the severance of significant structura
root s,

contrary to the guidance set out in BS5837:2012 (Trees in Relation
to Design, Denolition and Construction). Such root damage woul d: -
Conpromi se the structural stability of the trees - Lead to decline
or potential loss of the tree - Create a foreseeable risk to persons
and property. This raises serious concerns that, should the root
system be conpronised, there is no confidence that the trees wll
remain safe or be properly managed. | would al so note that under the
section of

Trees and Hedges the applicant has narked "No" regardi ng whether a



tree could fall on the proposed devel opnent or surroundi ng
properties. This | believe is untrue. In the absence of a robust
Arboricultural |npact Assessnent and Method Statenent denonstrating
full conpliance with BS5837 and adequate protection of the RPA, the
proposal fails to ensure the retention of this inportant tree and
shoul d be refused.

| also wish to object to planning 260788 - Dorma Extension for the
foll owi ng reasons: -

1 | have concerns regarding the inpact of the proposed works on ny
property, the surroundi ng properties and the character of the area.
The hip to gable extension would significantly alter the existing

roof form resulting in a bulkier and nore prom nent structure that
is out of character and appearance with the surroundi ng properties.

2 The dorner w ndow appears to directly overl ook our rear garden
living roomand bedroom wi ndows, which would result in a | oss of
privacy. In addition, the scale and projection of the rear

ext ensi on may reduce the anount of natural |ight entering ny living
roomwhich is to the rear of the property and create an overbearing
presence due to its proximty to our boundary.

3 | amal so concerned that approving this devel opnent could set a
precedent for sinmilar extensions along the rear boundary, leading to
a cunul ative loss of privacy and |ight for nei ghbouring properties.

Wth this level of overlooking is contrary to established |oca

pl anni ng policies and desi gn guidance which seek to prevent undue
intrusion and protect residential privacy. For these reasons,
espectfully request that the application be refused, or
significantly amended to address these nmaterial planning co
ncerns.



