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Earl ey
. RG6 7NF
SUBM TTED BY . Ms Amarjeet Chana
DATE SUBM TTED : 18/09/2025

COVWNENTS:
Dear Sir/ Madam

I am the adjoi ni ng neighbour to 75 Silverdale Road and wi sh to
formally object to the Section 73 application to vary Condition 2 of
t he above pl anni ng perm ssion

This application appears to be a retrospective attenpt to regularise
unaut hori sed work already carried out by the applicant, particularly
regardi ng the eaves height. | have several serious concerns both
regarding the planning breach itself and the applicant's conduct
during the construction which | outline bel ow.

1. Retrospective Nature of the Application

This variation was only subnitted after it was discovered that the
extension was not being built in accordance with the approved pl ans.
The applicant clainms the rear eaves height is now 2860mm (and
3000nm at the junction with the main house), and 2500mm at the
front

however, based on visual observation, | believe the rear eaves
height may in fact exceed 2860mMm

The rear eaves appear noticeably higher than the clained figure when
conpared with both the original structure and the nei ghbouring
roofline which reflects the approved height. If these figures have
been understated to mninise the perceived breach, this would be
extrenely concerning and warrants a thorough site inspection

| naccur ate neasurenents further undernine the credibility of this
application.

It should also be noted that the applicant initially constructed the
rear eaves to a height of approximtely 3200mm significantly above
the approved figure, clainmng this was required for a warm deck
roof. The height was only reduced to the still non-conpliant
3000mMm

after we raised concerns. This clearly shows the original breach was
not mnor, and the applicant only responded when chal |l enged.

This is not a case of proactively seeking approval for necessary
techni cal adjustnents it is a clear instance of building in breach
of permi ssion, and only seeking retrospective approval after being
caught. That suggests a deliberate deviation fromthe approved

pl ans, not a minor or accidental variation.

2. Roof Lip Built Over My Roof

During construction, the applicant extended the roof |ip over ny
roof on the side where our two houses adjoin wi t hout perm ssion
notification, or consultation. This was not nerely an encroachnent
over the boundary, but a physical projection onto ny existing



structure, which was highly stressful and entirely avoi dabl e.

This intrusion posed unacceptable risks to the drainage,

weat herproofing, and structural integrity of my roof. It was only
after | personally intervened that the applicant renoved the

over hangi ng section.

Such a clear breach of property boundari es denonstrates a serious

| ack of respect for both property rights and responsible building
practice. This disregard for both physical and procedura
boundaries nakes it very difficult to have any confidence in the
applicant's commtnent to the planning process or consideration for
nei ghbouring properties.

3. The Changes Are Not M nor

| understand the applicant nmay descri be these variations as "ninor,"
but this is msleading and significantly downplays their real-world

i mpact .

The increase in eaves height on the rear elevation from 2800mmto up
to 3000mm at the junction with the original building is not mnor
particularly in the context of a shared roofline, which directly
affects ny property. The increase in eaves hei ght 300mm at the

rear and 325nm at the front is both material and visible,
resulting in a noticeably larger and nore overbearing structure
when viewed fromny side. It reduces natural light, affects the

character of the shared boundary, and disrupts the visual bal ance
bet ween the two hones.

It is also inportant to note that the applicant initially
constructed the rear eaves to approxi mately 3200mm claining this
was necessary for a warm deck roof system However, follow ng

obj ections, they reduced the height to the nowcl ai nred 3000mm
clearly denonstrating that construction alternatives were avail abl e
and coul d have been used fromthe outset. This undermnes the claim
that the current height is "unavoi dable."

Crucially, the altered roof height now places the applicant's roof
above mine, whereas previously they were level. This creates a rea
concern about water runoff and potential |eakage onto ny property
particularly at the junction where our roofs neet. Water fromtheir
hi gher flat roof may now flow toward nmy | ower roof, increasing the
ri sk of pooling, seepage, and |ong-term danmage to the structure or
weat her proofing of ny property.

This is not just a theoretical or visual concern, but a foreseeable
and avoi dabl e i ssue that could have practical consequences. It
fundanmentally alters the scale, appearance, and technica
relationship between the two properties and could result in
practical damage to ny property.

4. The O aim That Changes Were "Unavoi dabl e" I's Not Justified

The applicant clainms the variations are "unavoi dable" due to site
conditions and the construction nethod (e.g. firings and ceiling
j oi st sizes).

However, it is the applicant's responsibility and that of their



bui | der or desi gner to ensure the approved plans were buil dabl e
before starting construction. These are not |last ninute surprises or
unf oreseen i ssues but standard design considerations that should
have been addressed at the planning stage.

The fact that the roof was first built at 3200nm and then reduced
shows that there were construction alternatives contradicting the
claimthat the current height was technically necessary. Rather than
applying for a variation beforehand, the applicant built in breach,
conti nued building, and only sought pernission when chall enged.
Descri bing this outcone as "unavoi dable" is neither accurate nor
accept abl e.

5. Lack of Communication or Transparency

At no point during construction was | informed of any change to the
approved design. There was no comuni cation, no expl anation, and no
consul tation. The applicant had nultiple opportunities to raise this
wi t h nei ghbours or seek clarification fromthe Council before

conti nui ng but chose to proceed w thout transparency or

consi derati on.

This lack of communication adds to the concern that these changes
were not nmade in good faith.

6. Adverse Inpact on My Anenity

The increased scal e of the extension particularly at the rear

has resulted in a nore overbearing, prom nent, and oppressive
structure, clearly visible fromny property. Gven the proximty of
our hones, this change has had a significant inpact on natura

I ight, openness, and overall outl ook

The new hei ght disrupts the previously bal anced and proportionate
roofline, replacing it with a structure that now domi nates the
shared boundary and feels intrusive fromny side

Had these | arger di nensions been part of the original application,
woul d have strongly objected at that stage. What has now been

constructed is materially different fromwhat was approved, and it
has had a direct and negative effect on the enjoynent and anenity

of ny
hone.

7. Continued Work Despite Planni ng Breach

Despite the identified breach, the applicant continued construction
i ncludi ng conpl etion of the roof while this variation application
was still under consideration. This shows disregard for the
authority of the planning process and suggests the applicant
bel i eves that

permission is sinply a formality, rather than | egal requirenent. It
rai ses serious concerns about conpliance with future conditions.

8. A Dangerous Precedent

Al'l owi ng retrospective approval in this case would set a damagi ng
pr ecedent suggesting applicants can build first, and then seek
perm ssion |later, regardl ess of what was approved. This underm nes



t he purpose of planning controls, weakens public confidence, and
erodes the integrity of the entire system

9. Loss of Trust in Applicant's Conduct

Taking into account the boundary intrusion, unauthorised
construction, |lack of transparency, and continued work in breach of
the approved plans, | do not have confidence that this applicant
wi || respect planning rules or nei ghbour boundaries w thout strict
enf or cenent .

This pattern of behaviour reflects a clear disregard for planning
control, neighbourly responsibility, and | egal obligations tied to
devel opnent.

8. I nappropriate Use of Section 73

This application appears to nmisuse Section 73 of the Town and
Country Planning Act, which is intended to allow applicants to
request mnor, prospective anendnents to an approved schene before
or during

construction.

However, in this case, the applicant has already constructed the
extension in breach of the approved plans, and only submitted this
variation after the breach was di scovered

Section 73 is not designed to retrospectively legitinmse
unaut hori sed devel opnent, particularly where the changes are
del i berate and significant, not mnor or incidental

Granting retrospective approval via Section 73 in such circunstances
under m nes the planning enforcenent regine, sets a dangerous
precedent, and sends the wong nessage about conpliance with

pl anning conditions.

Concl usi on

In light of all the above, | respectfully urge the Council to:

- Refuse the Section 73 application, and

- Require the applicant to alter the structure to bring it into ful
conpliance with the originally approved pl ans.

This is essential not only to protect nmy anenity and property, but
al so to uphold the integrity of the planning systemfor al
resi dents.

Thank you for your tinme and consideration



