The Counties
Residents' Association
Protecting the interests of the community
9 Gloucester Road
Wanstead
LONDON E11 2ED
0208 989 8080
chairman@countiesresidentsassociation.org.uk
2 August 2016
Councillor Helen Coomb
162 The Drive
ILFORD
Essex
IG1 3PP

Dear Councillor Coomb,
56 Preston Drive Wanstead reference: 2220/16
On behalf of the CRA Committee I am writing to you to complain about the
planning decision regarding the above address.
In 2012 Miss Williams applied to build a single storey granny annex in the
garden at 56 Preston Drive [application no: 1318/12]. The CRA objected to the
application – please see attached copy of our letter of 3 August 2012.
However it was granted on 14 September 2012 with a condition 5CP3 which
reads:
“The building hereby approved for use of a granny annexe shall
only be occupied by Mrs M. Mitchell and by no other persons or
party. As soon as Mrs M. Mitchell vacates the building, the use
as granny annexe shall be discontinued and all the alterations,
fixtures, fittings, facilities and equipment associated with the
use as a separate unit of accommodation including the shower
room, kitchenette and bedroom will be removed. The building
approved by this permission shall then only be used for
purposes incidental to the domestic use of the related dwelling
house and shall not be used for any other purpose or use
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without the further specific permission from the Local Planning
Authority. Reason: The use is only considered acceptable in
view of the personal circumstances of the applicant.”
On 17 May 2016 Miss Williams applied for a variation of Condition 5
[application no: 2220/16]. The CRA objected to this on 21 June 2016 – please
see the attached letter. In addition we raised an enforcement complaint
regarding the need to enforce the 2012 condition, given the demise of Mrs
Mitchell.
On 21 July 2016 I received the attached letter from Mr Miller, a Planning
Enforcement Officer but nothing from the Planning Department itself advising
that the approval had been granted. The Committee did not feel that there was a
proper explanation of why permission had been granted and so asked Mr Miller
for the reasoning behind the decision. Despite being the Enforcement Officer
He responded regarding the granting of the application as follows:
“Please see an extract from my report below regarding the removal of condition
application:
Removal of the personal condition attached to the original application
would not result in an increase to the harm of the amenities enjoyed by
the adjoining occupants. A condition which was attached to the original
application and brought forward to this application limits the use of the
outbuilding to purposes ancillary to the main dwelling at 56 Preston
Drive, Wanstead.
This condition is considered satisfactory in restricting the use of the
outbuilding and ensuring that a link is maintained between the
outbuilding and the main property.
For the reasons above it is considered acceptable in this instance to
remove the personal condition attached to the original application
(1318/12).”
The CRA do not feel that this goes anyway to justifying the change in policy.
Why was a personal condition deemed appropriate in 2012 but no longer felt
necessary in 2016? There have been no material changes to the neighbourhood,
or to the national/local planning regulations in the interim. The issue is not one
of ancillary use, but one of habitable outbuildings.
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The CRA feels that the granny annex was only allowed because of the disabled
elderly lady’s condition – the permission was clearly given for Mrs Mitchell due
to this. The damaging precedent of the original permission has now been
compounded. This means that people can build separate accommodation in their
gardens – “beds in sheds” which Redbridge has taken steps to stop.
We therefore request that a proper explanation of the granting of application
2220/16 be provided and that the decision be revisited in order that such a
precedent be avoided.
Yours sincerely,

Helen E Zammett
Chair
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Planning and Building Control
Civic Pride
Town Hall, 128-142, High Road, IIford,
Essex,IG1 1DD
Helen Zammett
Please ask for: Robert Miller
Direct line: 020 870 82486
robert.miller@redbridge.gov.uk
www.redbridge.gov.uk
Our ref: E0660/15
Date:21 July2016
Dear Sir or Madam,
Town & Country Planning Act, 1990 (as amended)
Alleged Details of Complaint: Breach of conditions/beds in sheds
Location: 56, Preston Drive, WAN5TEAD, LONDON, E11 2JB
Further to my previous correspondence concerning the above alleged breach of planning control, officers
have now completed investigations and follow-up actions.
.
As such I am happy to report that for the reasons below, this enforcement

enquiry will be closed.

Reason(s) for closure
Following the investigation of this case, officers have consulted relevant aerial photography,
and historic planning/building
control records. As such a variation/removal
of condition
been granted, which has removed condition 5 of planning application 1318/12.
Consequently this case can be closed as the development
Thank you for bringing the matter to my attention
investigation.
I trust this information

site visit photos
application has

benefits from planning consent.

and hope that you are satisfied by the outcome of this

is of assistance.

Yours faithfully,

Robert Miller
Planning Enforcement Officer
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London Borough of Redbridge
Planning and Regeneration Department
PO Box 2
Town Hall
ILFORD
Essex,IGl IDD

21 June 2016
F.A.O. Mr. K. Gyamere

Dear Mr. Gyamere,

RE:- 56 Preston Drive (2220/16)
We write to express an objection we have regarding the above planning application. If you are not the
planning officer dealing with this application, please could you pass this on - we have been unable to
establish who the planning office for this application is.
This application is to remove a condition on a previous planning application (1318112) which stipulated that
the rear garden "granny annexe" would be permitted only whilst occupied by a Mrs Witchall. The approval
of 1318112 was in recognition of the personal circumstances of the applicant at the time and therefore the
"personal condition" was appropriate. The concern of course by Redbridge Planning was that under normal
circumstances, back garden dwellings should not be allowed.
To permit this development to continue beyond its stipulated conditional use would be wrong, contrary to
Planning's original aim and would set a dangerous precedent for future back garden development in the area.
It should be noted that this property has already been advertised for sale during 2015 with the property
description including "out house dwelling". The intention of the applicant is therefore clear and no relaxation
of the conditions should be allowed. In fact, now that Mrs Witchall is no longer occupying the out building,
the original facility removal conditions should be enforced.
Yours sincerely
for the Counties Residents' Association

Malcolm Dowers
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We feel that if this application were accepted, it would be a very damaging
precedent for the Counties Estate. Such developments would damage the
character and amenity of our area and could lead to a significant increase in the
local population. This would be an example of "garden grabbing" which we
notice has been severely curtailed by Redbridge Council in recent years .

.

Yours sincerely,

HELEN E ZAMMETT
Chair
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3 August 2012
Mr Kwaku Guyamera
Redbridge Planning and Regeneration Department
POBox2
Town Hall
Ilford, Essex
IG11DD
Dear Mr Guyamera,
Planning Application No: 1318112 56 Preston Drive
We write to object to the above application on the following grounds:
Such a "granny annex" would be incompatible with the character of dwellings in
the area, in contravention of BD 1, while the design of the structure would not
respect the quality of existing dwellings in the area, in breach of Strategic Policy
[SP] 3.
As the development would house a resident facing the back of some of the
properties on Preston Drive, this would prejudice the amenity of neighbouring
residents by restricting their privacy, in contravention of BD land BD4.
A new dwelling at the bottom of a garden on Preston Drive would not be
compatible with the prevailing pattern of residential development, in
contravention ofBD4.
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