Neighbour objection
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Dear Mr Wood,

Flat 55B already has an entrance through 55-57 High Street, that entrance has previously been maintained with the
applicant’s third party commercial lessee and as freeholder is the applicant’s legal right to maintain as an entrance.
There is no obligation in any approval that this entrance through the commercial part of 55-57 would in fact be
closed off either temporarily or permanently.

More importantly, the applicant (as the sole director of the freeholding company) has been complicit in the creation
of a new entrance at 55A High Street (the same building), where works began the week of 25" May 2020 with no
planning applications visible. This entrance allows an alternative residential access to Flat 55B. Indeed the current
address of the residential flat is 55B. Any future owner of 55B will always require access at basement level of 55A
(that can only be accessed through 55A) because the boiler and associated plumbing is located there. | understand
as yet it is undetermined whether this new entrance at 55A is approved, or whether it has caused structural damage
to the property. Additionally the legality of the works remains an outstanding issue.

Therefore, until these issues are fully determined, it would be unwise to approve a THIRD entrance to flat 55B in the
communal area at 57A where the fabric of the building would be further compromised. | also note that the oval
stalrcase in the communal area at 57 is speC|f|caIIy mentioned in the listing

sting/the-Hetflstaning/1 385, any unnecessary new entrance would detract
from th|s feature Therefore the appllcatlon should be rejected or in the very least the decision delayed until the
status of the works at 55A is determined.
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Structural Engineers Report by Philip Goacher Associates

It is stated in their report that it is “conservatively assumed” that “the internal wall , where the new opening is
proposed, is continuous from the ground floor up to the roof level.” This assumption is incorrect. The wall has
already been knocked through at the first and second floors. Further, the structural engineer did not even attempt
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to notify me of his visit or make an appointment with me to view my flat or the flat above and has disregarded the
works and issues that have occurred in the communal area of 55A (the same building). As a result, | have asked for a
copy of their insurances but they have refused to provide these to me.

Breaches of Planning Law

It is recorded in writing by the applicant that they intended to complete these works illegally before planning
permission was granted giving little or no notice to under lease holders. The listing of this building includes many
specific items on the first floor (that are inside my flat), that could be damaged as a result of the vibrations of these
works where timely before and after condition reports and specific insurances would be a necessity. After the
applicant’s attempt was frustrated, it is also recorded that they have attempted to request special permission
directly from the planning department. The applicant has committed 2 clear statutory offences in a previous
application AB/49/17/L as well as breaching a key condition of the approval of that decision. It is unclear why
statutory enforcement action has not been initiated yet.

Commercial Use

The owner of the freehold is in fact the company Green Gate London Limited which currently is holding a large lorry
load of stock in the basement of this property (evidence can be provided on request). The entrance at 57A is for
residential use, narrow and restricted by brickwork outside the door, absolutely unsuitable for frequent deliveries
and exports of goods requiring pallets. It also should be noted that previously the entrance 55-57 was used to allow
scaffolders to erect scaffold at the rear of the property at 57a from basement level to first floor level (I personally
paid for these works in October 2017 and can provide proof of the same) so this application is again unnecessary to
allow contractors access to the rear of the property and not a valid reason or excuse for the negligent lack of repairs
to the rear elevation of the property.



