


. The immediately obvious eror is on the South elevation. This shows a continuous gu$er line

along the existing garage and new build extension. This is manifestly at variance with what
has been built, where there is a height discontinuity between them of at least 40cm.

o The roof plan "As Built" fails to show the large valley between the existing and new roofs.
o The oProposed" South and East elevations show the gutter line of the new extension some

20cm beloul the "approved" level. ln reality, the extension has correctly been built as

approved.
o The "Proposed" South, East and West elevations show the gutter line of the existing garage

as some 20cm above the approved level, despite the latter being labelled "No Change"- lt is

only by this subtle but significant fudge that the drawings can show a continuous gutter line

across garage and extension. ln reality, there has been no work carried out on the gutter line

of the existing garage and it remains as approved.
o Conversely, the gutter line of the garage has not heen modified on the drawing of the North

elevatio& so the "No Change" label is, in this instance, corect. This does mean that,
according to the drawings, there is a 20cm discontinuity between the guttering on the North
and West elevations, whereas in reality there is none.

o Because ofthis fictional change to the garage gutter levels, the overhang ofthe garage eaves

on the "Proposed" South and West elevations is shown as reduced compared with the
approved drawings, whereas in reality the overhang is unchanged.

o The ground floor plan shows the eaves overhang'?s Built''to be the same as the approved

version. This is correct on the ground but at odds with the elevations, as described above.

It seems unlikely that the applicant intends to carry out significant structural alterations to

something that has only just been built, or to carry out awkward changes to her garage, in order to

deliver the development shown in the "Proposed" and "As Builf drawings submitted with this

application. The following comments therefore relate to the structure as it currently exists on the

ground.

The planning officer's report on the original application IAPP/22t'OA237) noted the impact on visual

amenity due to the bulk and massing of the development and also concerns about loss of privary. He

concluded that these concerns were valid but the impacts were not sufficiently great to recommend

refusal- However, the unauthorised deviations *om the approved plans operate to our further

disadvantage.

The neur southern end wall is no longer set back but has been constructed right on the boundary.

This brings the full impact of the bulk of the building forward an4 with the eaves some 4(km above

those of the existing garage, it is very overbearing. The approved plans had a smooth and relatively

elegant merging of the new and old roofs, set back from the boundary. As built, there is a large and

ugly discontinuity between them that has a very damaging effect sn visual amenity.

The approved plans showed the raised terrace outside the extension finishing at the southern end of

the building and thus some 1.1m from the boundary fence. As built, the terrace now extends well

beyond the southern end of the (lengthenedl buildin* such that it is now within centimetres of the

fence. tt is some 40crn above ground level, meaning that a standard 1.8m fence panel has the

effectiveness of a tr.4m panel. Anyone standing on the terrace will therefore have an uninterrupted

view across the garden of the neighbouring property and into its habitable rooms.

ln addition, the lengthening of the extension has brought the study window closer to the boundary,

increasing further the degree of overlooking and loss of privacy.




