-Coutts Avenue

Lower Shorne, Nr Gravesend

DA12 3H)
23 April2024

Dear Mrs Webster
Ref: 20240308 - 28 Coutts Avenue, Lower Shorne

I would just like to make some additional comments to the letter attached, as feel we are
probably the most affected in the avenue by this development, with the large detached 4
bedroomed property built so close to our border blocking out our natural sunlight.

We feel really disappointed that there are now again further changes to their plans that this
has come to these greedy developers trying to chip away for their financial gains and
increase their profits. When realistically | would like to ask ‘how would you feel if you were
in our position!’ | know this just sounds emotional but hoped the council’s policy CS16
would be there to protect our position as residents and our quality of life. The general well-
being of all the residents of Coutts Avenue has been affected especially as many of them
are retired. Several of us are having to visit hospitals for regular appointments & we
continually have to check the parking down the road to see if we can gain access and there
are no deliveries or congestion.

At the meeting held at GBC priorto any development the builders advised that they would
be able to park up to 6 vehicles on their land and therefore not cause any congestion in the
road. That has never happened on any day and the cul-de-sac attimes is saturated and we
continually have to take extra care when entering or reversing out of our bungalow. On one
occasion they totally blocked the road, | was unable to gain access to my bungalow. | had
to park down the road and struggled with shopping bags to my property. They were aware
of this but just sheltered in one of their vans and watched as | struggled past!

We in particular _and it’s not now possible to walk a pram down

the avenue. The condition of the pavement is dangerous




We understood the land would be developed, as we were friends with original owners of

the property | Trcse dovelopers are just
pushing for the overdevelopment for financial gains - pure greed. ||| GG

to the large detached house and at the end of the cul-de-sac is now dwarfed. It is totally
out of character and looks inappropriate.

| understand that some of my comments are personal and probably of no interest to you
and many a person has said thatyou wouldn’t be interested & probably put straightin the
bin! Just feel that | have to make them. We do reatise that things change, your targets have
to be met, regulations change (as we know only too well when many years ago we were
restricted in just extending our bungalow and had to ‘jump through hoops to GBC Building

Officers" ! I - S0 therefore understands
only too wett what the position i<[

Having checked the new planning proposal!!! | don’t understand how an already
overdeveloped plan can get the approval of 2 more dwellings. The building contractor has
already taken the council planning to a tribunal and lost leaving one bungalow at the rear,
now they want 2 | ask myself how &why what has changed? Now they are trying for 4 semi-
detached bungalows —~when will this end! The site has already got two very large detached
dwellings dwarfing the bungalows either side looking totally out of character. | don’t
understand how an already overdeveloped plan can get the approval of 2 more dwellings.
(The serious car parking position has been clearly stated in the accompanying letter),

It appears that the building contractor has more power than the Planning Officer. it’s just
greed and local infrastructure can’t sustain this.

This has already occurred where the upkeep of the garden has not
been maintained for years and was completely overgrown. When clearing brambles that

had overgrown on the fenc< ||

Please take our comments into consideration it was never our intention to object to any
development but not one of this magnitude. We just want to live harmoniously in our
retirement in a safe environment in a bungalow in the countryside surrounded by nature
not superstructures!

| strongly request that this goes to the Planning Committee and that the comments are
considered,



