JUSTIFICATION
REAR EXTENSION

The adjacent plans illustrate how:

1. The historic plan form is retained and legible in the ‘as-built’
extension. The gabled outrigger is retained and incorporated
within the new extension at first floor in accordance with the
approval.

2. The ‘as-built’ ground floor extension layout complies with
the approved drawing with minor deviation to utility room.
This comparison addresses the Conservation Officer’s comment:
‘The proposed rear addition also raises concerns in terms
of its internal layout- one of the more positive features of the
existing modern ground and first floor additions is that they
exhibit a relatively ‘light touch’ in terms of the interface with
the original rear elevation of the building, which remains
visible internally. The proposal shows partitioning to the north
eastern corner of the extension adjacent to the original rear
elevation to create a pantry and utility at ground floor and a
bathroom at first floor. This compartmentation of the space will
adversely affect, if not remove, the current appreciation of the
height and framing of this part of the rear elevation, an affect
which will be compounded by the placement of features such as
a shower cubicle against the wall. This aspect of the proposal
is also considered to adversely impact the special interest of the
proposal and how it is appreciated.’

RESPONSE: The ‘as built’ ground floor layout closely
matches the layout of the approved scheme, introducing the
compartmentalisation for utility/pantry in the north-eastern
corner of the extension. It is considered ‘light-touch’ and to be
in accordance with approved scheme.

Historic map of 1874

KEY:

I 1 Qutline of the 1987 historic plan form of site according to record

o d
Highlighted ‘light touch’ open plan ground floor layout
"Of rear extension
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2. Approved ground and first floor plans - submitted under application DM/22/3694 & DM/22/3695
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JUSTIFICATION

REAR EXTENSION

The following is a comparison between the ‘pre-construction’
building to the approved and ‘as-built’ schemes.
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2. APPROVED REAR ELEVATION 1. PROPOSED REAR ELEVATION
Submitted drawings under application DM/22/3694 & DM/22/3695 (planning approved). To remain as existing, constructed in broad accordance with the originally submitted drawings under application

DM/22/3694 & DM/22/3695.

ANALYSIS:
ANALYSIS:

The proposal reveals greater amount of the original building as it is reduced in mass and demonstrate subservience. The

- The historic plan form is retained and rear gable visible, revealing a great amount of the existing house. This original is more legible and harm caused by the unsympathetic 21st century extensions is undone.

however results in a fragmented, unbalanced collection of volumes of differing styles and in different planes. - The new extension stands out clearly from the existing building emphasizing the new modern construction rather than

- No clear datums across elevation (refer to the analysis on following page) attempting to blend it with the historic fabric

- Victorian window is exposed, however its style clearly contrasting with other openings adds to the patchwork-like - The historic plan form is retained and legible in the extension at both ground and first floors

appearance of the facade - The horizontal volume, spanning the full width of the existing house, presents a more linear and elegant form compared to

- The proposal does not compliment the qualities of the listed building and detracts attention from it the fragmented and disjointed collection of volumes on the approved scheme. There was two volumes prior to the planning

- The variety of materials across the facade add to its fragmented, chaotic appearance with each mass and material treatment approved scheme, within which the language of two forms was diluted, but the as built scheme re-instates the second

in a different plane subservient volume to the rear of the original 15th Century building fronting the high street, but with a flat roof instead of

- Pitched roof above the bathroom forms an unusable internal room behind due to pitch of roof linking to bake house roof .
a pitched roof

- The approved design is unbalanced at ground floor with the flanking boundary wall forming an awkward parapet to the - Victorian window and gable wall are concealed by new extension but exposed and celebrated internally

neighbouring property - The extension is reduced in height compared to the approved scheme, exposing more of the historic gable

- First floor opening sizes are unbalanced, soldier course lintel treatment to bakehouse rear elevation is out of character - There are clear datum lines across the facade (refer to the analysis on following page) making it more visually appealing

- Flatroof construction has already substantially enveloped a substantial amount of the gable, whilst the first floor extension C o . .
- omposition of volumes is centralised and balanced

has also encroached over it too, affecting it’s composition and compromising it’s appearance - The materiality of the facade is limited and considered

- Awkward eaves detail where flat roof meets pitch of outrigger gable, with timber screening in front too perpendicular to - Roof infill behind bake house frames its roof and allows it to clearly stand out

the facing brickwork - Top of the historic gable remains visible, referencing historic outrigger gable

- The approved roof plan shows flat roof to the northern part (above bathroom), this elevation is misleading and the scheme . Historic gable wall remains visible through large glazed openings on the first floor

has been built in accordance with the roof plan

107 HIGH STREET, LINDFIELD, HAYWARDS HEATH, RH16 2HR
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JUSTIFICATION
REAR EXTENSION

The following is a comparison between the ‘pre-construction’
building to the approved and ‘as-built’ schemes.

KEY:
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Bake House 1997 Additions approved under 02/008521

Rear extension approved under LF/083/96 & LF/084/96

2. Approved rear elevation - submitted drawings under
application DM/22/3694 & DM/22/3695 (planning approved).

1. Rear elevation of the building prior to any works. 3. Proposed rear elevation

ANALYSIS: ANALYSIS: ANALYSIS:

- The elevation is fragmented with no clear datums set
by openings.

- One clear datum set by conservatories

- Chaotic composition of different types, styles and
sizes of doors and windows
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The approved design demonstrates the same issue of
fragmented elevation and lack of clear datums set by
openings.

One clear datum set by ground floor openings
Several proposed and approved rooflights to the 15th
century house roof add to the chaotic appearance of

the rear elevations

The ‘as-built’ scheme demonstrates clear datums

set both by massing of new extension and its

openings. The elevation is unified, well considered and
contemporary

Approval of rooflights to historic roof was omitted,
resulting in a less busy, elegant facade and less

interference into historic fabric of 15th century house



JUSTIFICATION
REAR EXTENSION

The following is a comparison between the ‘pre-construction’
building to the approved and ‘as-built’ schemes.

The historic outrigger is currently visible through the large
glazed openings. It is proposed for the original brickwork
walls to be exposed, enhancing the visibility and reading of the
outrigger in the view from the rear garden.

Recent photograph showing mass of historic outrigger visible through Proposed enhanced visibility of the historic outrigger - original
glazed openings - walls painted white brickwork walls exposed
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1. Rear elevation of the building prior to any works. 2. Approved rear elevation - submitted drawings under 3. Proposed rear elevation

application DM/22/3694 & DM/22/3695 (planning approved).
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JUSTIFICATION
REAR EXTENSION

The rear of the property is not clearly visible from the public
realm, so its ‘visual prominence’ would only be seen from

] N\

the neighbouring gardens and upper level windows of the
surrounding properties. Additionally, this proposal received ; 1 AN D

|
|
I
I
1
|
I
I
several letters of support form occupiers of neighbouring 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I
properties, which can be found further into this chapter. 3) — 1
| I
The 45-degree rule, derived from the Building Research : § :
Establishment (BRE) guidance, is a planning rule used to assess @ N B
. . . : >~ _ Limited survey :
the impact of proposed extensions on a neighbour’s natural - —— S~ . 1
light, ensuring that new developments don’t unduly block \\\gata || 1
sunlight into habitable rooms. The 45-degree rule was applied @ I - g :
to determine if the ‘as-built” extension blocks sunlight from GROUND FLOOR WINDOW | |, S I
entering a neighbour’s habitable room windows. EXISTING CONDITION = Kitchen |
1 |
. KEY:
109 High Street ‘As-built’ west elevation, 25 degree rule diagram 4500
Building at 109 High Street does not have ground floor windows | 105 Hich Strest [ :
facing towards the site, therefore there is no impact on the ’ ?g e ) 105 High Street
. . . 2. 107 High Street -The Site
daylight amenity access caused by the extension. )
2. 109 High Street

105 High Street

There is one kitchen window on the northern elevation of 105
High Street building rear extension and one window to the first
floor bedroom. 107 HIGH STREET
As visible on the following page floor plans, the ground floor
kitchen is a dual aspect space. The daylight amenity is therefore

not impacted.
As demonstrated on the adjacent diagram, the first floor bedroom
window amenity is also not affected by the rear extension.

The approved scheme proposed a window to the first floor
bedroom on the south elevation. Despite timber screening in
front of it, due to its location close to neighbouring property
it could cause an overlooking issue. The window and risk of
overlooking has been omitted in the ‘as-built’ house.

]

1

LI

37.

:

‘ 1

Approved first floor plan ‘As-built’ block plan, 45 degree rule diagram
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JUSTIFICATION
REAR EXTENSION

The adjacent are floor plans of neighbouring building at 105
High Street. The highlighted ground floor kitchen window and

first floor bedroom window were assessed for outlook impact. DUAL ASPECT

A

- -5 DUAL ASPECT

Perspective view of 107 and 105 High Street buildings
105 High Street - Floor Plans

Key:

r=n o e .. . . . .

1 1 Existing condition of opening suffering minor transgression
o d

r=n

! I First floor window outlook - not impacted
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JUSTIFICATION
FLAT ROOF EXTENSION

The new rear extension includes a flat roof extension above the
bathroom at the northern end of the first-floor plan. Clad in the
same timber panels as the main rear extension, the dormer stands
out clearly from the existing building. This deliberate contrast
emphasizes the new construction rather than attempting to blend
it with the historic fabric, which is considered the appropriate
design approach.

The approved scheme proposed the roof above the bathroom
to be pitched, following the angle of the bake house roof. This
would result in diluted significance of the bake house roof. In
the contrary, the ‘as-built’ roof infill frames the roof of the bake
house and allows it to clearly stand out.

As demonstrated on the adjacent section drawing, the approved
scheme pitched roof above bathroom offers limited floor to
ceiling height, making the space unusable. The minimum
practical height at the lowest point (where the roof meets the
wall) is typically around 1.5 meters. The flat roof solution
mitigates this issue and improves the quality of space in a
sensitive design manner.

Furthermore, when overlaid with the pre-construction rear

elevation roofline, the implemented flat roof extension appears
modest in size.

1. Flat roof extension above bathroom
i ) Areaofdeviation

= == Pre-construction rear extension roof line
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1. Approved rear elevation - submitted drawings under
application DM/22/3694 & DM/22/3695 (planning approved).

2. Approved unusable first floor bathroom - section

3. Proposed rear elevation - constructed in broad accordance

with the originally submitted drawings under application
DM/22/3694 & DM/22/3695. Proposed to remain as constructed.

415
2380
I

4. ‘As-built’ first floor bathroom - section



JUSTIFICATION
REAR EXTENSION

Several letters of support from Applicant’s neighbours were
received at the time of the original application submission.
Acceptance and support were expressed by residents of
neighbouring sites. Attached letters are from residents of
properties to the North (109 High Street), South (105 High
Street), and West (Warren Croft, house next to the driveway)
of the site.

107 HIGH STREET, LINDFIELD, HAYWARDS HEATH, RH16 2HR
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Letter of support from residents of 109 High Street



JUSTIFICATION
REAR EXTENSION
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Address:

Proposal:

From: planninginfo@midsussex.gov.uk
Sent: 14 January 2023 08:18
To: Susan Dubberley
Subject: Mid Sussex DC - Online Register - Comments for Planning Application
DM/22/3694
Comments summary
Dear Sir/Madam,

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below.

Comments were submitted at 14/01/2023 8:18 AM.

Application Summary

Marlow House 107 High Street Lindfield Haywards Heath West Sussex RH16 2HR

Demolition of the modern two-storey rear extension and demolition of the modern conservatory
addition. Construction of a new, two-storey extension to the rear elevation. Alterations to
Bakehouse structure to include reduced floor level, removal of mezzanine floor level, re-roofing
works and internal insulation. Various works to the listed building to include roof and chimney
repairs, window and door replacement, replacement of building services (mechanical and
electrical) to include the installation of new sanitary accommodation. Demolition of partially-built
three-bay garage and construction of new detached garage building. Associated hard and soft
landscaping works, to include new timber gates and brick wall to driveway entrance, new
permeable driveway surfacing and new planting.

Case Officer:  Susan Dubberley

Click for further information

Address:

Commenter Type:

Stance:

Customer Details

Warrens croft Hickmans lane Lindfield

Comments Details

Neighbour or general public

Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Reasons for comment:

Comments:

Kind regards

From: planninginfo@midsussex.gov.uk

Sent: 16 January 2023 20:40

To: Susan Dubberley

Subject: Mid Sussex DC - Online Register - Comments for Planning Application
DM/22/3694

Comments summary

Dear Sir/Madam,
Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below.

Comments were submitted at 16/01/2023 8:40 PM.

Application Summary

Address: Marlow House 107 High Street Lindfield Haywards Heath West Sussex RH16 2HR

Demolition of the modern two-storey rear extension and demolition of the modern conservatory
addition. Construction of a new, two-storey extension to the rear elevation. Alterations to
Bakehouse structure to include reduced floor level, removal of mezzanine floor level, re-roofing
works and internal insulation. Various works to the listed building to include roof and chimney
repairs, window and door replacement, replacement of building services (mechanical and
electrical) to include the installation of new sanitary accommodation. Demolition of partially-built
three-bay garage and construction of new detached garage building. Associated hard and soft
landscaping works, to include new timber gates and brick wall to driveway entrance, new
permeable driveway surfacing and new planting.

Proposal:

Case Officer: Susan Dubberley

Click for further information

Customer Details

Address: Limes Cottage 105 High Street Lindfield

Comments Details

Commenter Type:  Neighbour or general public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Reasons for

comment:

Comments: We support the planning application for 107 High Street. The new owners have actively

shared the plans with us and have frequently been in touch.

We believe the proposal to significantly and sympathetically enhance the property and
benefit the local area. We wish them all the best with the works.

Letter of support from residents of 105 High Street

107 HIGH STREET, LINDFIELD, HAYWARDS HEATH, RH16 2HR

Letter of support from residents of 105 High Street
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JUSTIFICATION

REAR EXTENSION

The original scheme received significant support from
neighbours and Lindfield Society.

The Lindfield Society is a community-focused organisation
established in 1961. They work with Parish Councils and other
local and national bodies to scrutinize planning applications and
support residents affected by planning decisions. Their goal is
to protect Lindfield’s character and sense of community and to

preserve Lindfield’s charm and heritage for future generations.

Correspondence with Chairman of Lindfield Preservation Society

107 HIGH STREET, LINDFIELD, HAYWARDS HEATH, RH16 2HR
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JUSTIFICATION

GABLED OUTRIGGER & GOTHIC STYLE WINDOW

It is proposed under this application for the 1830s gabled

outrigger to be internalised but exposed as an internal brick wall

at first floor level with gothic style casement revealed in situ.

This way, while concealed externally behind wall of the new

extension, the reference to the historic gable is internally D
emphasised. @®

As presented on the adjacent photograph of the living room, the
rear wall of the original 15th century elements of the dwelling is
internalised. By following this design language, internalisation
of the historic gable wall and gothic style window is in fact

in accordance with the design language already present in the Photograph of the historic rear facade seen from  Photograph of the historic rear extension gable Pre-construction photograph Photograph of the gothic
house. the living room of the ‘as built’ ground floor  with gothic window - gothic window, view from window retained but hidden
extension bedroom behind internal wall (wall

under construction)
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JUSTIFICATION
BAKE HOUSE RECONSTRUCTION

The following comments regarding bake house were received
from the Conservation Officer:

‘The early 19th century bakehouse, originally detached but now
linked to the house via the existing ground floor additions, is
also considered as significant to the narrative of the building.
Although retaining little in the way of internal features of interest,
its form (as an originally detached outbuilding), and external
character, although altered, remain clearly discernible. The
Heritage Statement again appears to raise concerns regarding
the impact of the proposals on this part of the building *, with
which I would agree. The significant loss of fabric from the side
and rear elevations with the proposed introduction of large
window openings will detract from its character, as would the
scale and design of the proposed fenestration. This aspect of the
proposal is also therefore considered unacceptable.’

During strip out works in 2023 the historic bake house collapsed.
Adjacent photographs from Applicant’s private collection
present the bake house externally supported before its fall.

The building has been re-constructed with high quality
materials. No planning application or listed building consent
was sought. Its current design resembles the original bake house
with approved changes to its openings, however it deviates from
the approved drawings slightly.

The historic bake house has been assessed prior to the
construction by Desbruslais surveyors, as quoted below:
‘A bakehouse was also added to the rear, of which only the outer

walls now remain in situ. No internal features remain, and the

interior linings and fixtures are wholly modern.

Rear fenestration is also modern in this part of the building.’

Extract from ‘Statement of Heritage Significance’ prepared by
Desbruslais, Rev. 1.0: 13th December 2022.

It is noted that the historic fabric was limited.
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* Extract from the supporting Heritage Statement prepared by
Desbruslais for reference:

‘Whilst the bakehouse is perhaps not the most aesthetic of
buildings, its associative value is reasonable and in context with
the surrounding village setting and the semi-commercial context
of the immediate area and the subject building’s development,
then its value could be considered to rise — notwithstanding the
lack of any internal elements surviving. [...]

Furthermore, the design as it stands, does not seek to particularly
differentiate the Bake House element and subsumes what is left
of it into the whole. The Bake House has been a semi-detached
unit since built and the present rear extension still denotes this
separation and allows one to appreciate it as a structure. This
presently would be lost within the feasibility design.’

Bake house falling down during strip-out.
Photograph provided by the Applicant.

Bake house falling down during strip-out.
Photograph provided by the Applicant.

Bake house falling down during strip-out.
Photograph provided by the Applicant.

Bake house after its collapse during strip-out.
Photograph provided by the Applicant.
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JUSTIFICATION
BAKE HOUSE RECONSTRUCTION

Reconstruction of the bake house has been historically approved
under planning application LF84/96/LB dated 15th September
1999. It was noted by the Architectural Consulant (agent of
the applicant at time) that the bake house was in a very poor
state of repair and that its structural stability was questionable.
During this application, it was proposed for the building to be
reconstructed using the existing materials and a more suitable

structure, which is what was done during the reconstruction.

The adjacent letter has the corresponding section highlighted to
confirm this, a document stamped with approval by the Local
Authority, thus creating an audit trail of previous approval for
the reconstruction of this aspect of the property.

107 HIGH STREET, LINDFIELD, HAYWARDS HEATH, RH16 2HR

CDM Designers Risk Assessment by McCarey Simmonds
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JUSTIFICATION
BAKE HOUSE RECONSTRUCTION

In addition to the previous and historic approval for the
rebuilding of the bake house, poor structural condition of the
bake house was recorded by McCarey Simmonds Structural

Engineers prior to commencement of works.
As presented on the document attached, the risk of the bake

house collapsing was assessed and deemed to be of high level

during works to it.
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DESIGNERS HAZARD IN

VENTORY

Job Title: Marlow House, High Street, Lindfield

Job No.: MS06470

| Date: Sept 2023

| Prepared by: SA

| Checked: DS

The following definitions apply:

Hazards The potential to cause harm.
Risk The likelihood that harm will occur.
1st Entry Refers to ‘likely severity of harn’

High - Fatality, major injury or illness causing long term disability.

Medium — Injury or illness causing short term disability.

Low - Other injury or iliness.

2nd Entry Refers to ‘likelihood that harm will occur’

High - Certain or near certain to occur.

Medium — Reasonably likely to occur.

Low - Very Seldom or never occurs.

CONSTRUCTION METHODS Risk Precautions or Actions Residual
Risk

Risk of collapse of existing Bake H/H Existing roof to have adequate H/M
House (Snug) roof. temporary support with suitable

bracing to provide stability in both

orthogonal directions. Existing rafters

to be robustly tied/fixed to new

structure. New masonry to be fully

bonded into existing.
Damage and reduced capacityto — = =| = H/H™ T Sif€ Welding td be Tndertakenonly™ — T = A/C =
existing 152 x 152 UC columns from with approval of Engineer. Provide
site welding to thin gauge web and bolted and site-drilled connections
flanges. only.
Movement or collapse of existing 152 x H/H Base of existing columns to be H/L
152 UC columns due to poor exposed before loaded by new
seating/bearing. structure. Ensure robust seating onto

existing basement walls or provide

remedial works to Engineer’s

approval.
Risk of collapse of existing first floor H/H Existing walls and floor to have H/L
and roof area over Kitchen during adequate temporary support with
installation of steel frame. suitable bracing to provide stability in

both orthogonal directions. Walls to

be needled above first floor, design of

temporary works by Contractor.
General stability of new ground floor H/M Frame to be fully lined, levelled and H/L

steel frame.

grouted, along with being fully
integrated into ground floor masonry
with frame cramps, before works

continue above first floor.

CDM Designers Risk Assessment by McCarey Simmonds
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JUSTIFICATION
BAKE HOUSE RECONSTRUCTION

The drawings below serve as a comparison between the original
bake house rear elevation, the approved scheme and the re-
constructed building.

Reconstructed to imitate the historic building in its size, mass,
and overall appearance, the bakehouse features openings and a
chimney height that vary from the approved scheme.

Located at the rear elevation of the bakehouse the original
chimney comprised of brickwork with a single terracotta
chimney pot. This character has been retained in the ‘as-built’
house. The ‘as-built’ chimney stack deviates from the approved
scheme in height. The clay chimney pot is capped.

It was noted in the ‘Statement of Heritage Significance’ prepared
by Desbruslais that:

3. The junction between the chimney stack and bakehouse roof

is not weathered with a lead flashing. Ideally this would be
provided.
4. The flaunching is cracked and should be replaced.

Following the collapse of the original bake house, the newly
constructed chimney was suitably weathered. The clay pot
cover that stops nature and wildlife from getting in the chimney

while still allowing ventilation to prevent damp.

The opening on the eastern elevation follows the approved
design with a Crittall-style frame and partitioning. It is taller
than the approved version, extending to floor-to-ceiling height,
while maintaining the original datum, as shown in the adjacent
drawing. The proposed opening features a more refined,
contemporary design compared to the approved version. This
design decision was inspired by local precedence of similar
bake house conversion with large glazing additions - refer to
Doodie Start photograph on the right.

KEY:

1. Datum of the approved scheme opening apparent

2. Height of the building matches the approved scheme

3. Chimney height and design deviates from approved
scheme

4. Non-original opening

5. Ground level of the original bake house higher,
approval was given for the ground level to be lowered,
undermining structural stability of the existing building

6. Ground level in accordance with the approved scheme

7. New chimney lead waterproofing dressing references

previous height and relationship of chimney to roof
pitch

107 HIGH STREET, LINDFIELD, HAYWARDS HEATH, RH16 2HR

P
== _ |

T == (NN an e )

MM }:Ij\r:k‘\jf:‘r:?\jﬁ\‘g RETIa |

Inn m— “E‘L\ I e T

T T 1T ] T T T LT LT [TTLT |

T T T LI T T T T AT I T

R N e 4 R e N

TITTTTTTTTITTI T 1] [TITTTTIT]

[ TTTTT DJJ TITT] 6 vt

L e L M R 47 M M mm e UM

[T T T T TP TP T T T T

[TTTTITTI 1] HJ TITTTTIT

mmnnwnmnss) B o qh e un et

[ TTTTTTT] LD AT LT

ENRNRGG T

[TTTTTL] [T LTIy

IITTITT AL ML

1. Rear elevation prior to Applicant’s occupation and any

construction works

Original bake house chimney

FFL = 13.01m

‘As-built’ bake house chimney with

lead waterproofing dressing

2. Approved rear elevation - submitted drawings under
application DM/22/3694 & DM/22/3695 (planning approved).

Local precedent: Doodie Stark shop, 66
High Street Lindfield (Listed Building)
also historically a bake house

3. Proposed rear elevation - constructed in broad accordance

with the originally submitted drawings under application
DM/22/3694 & DM/22/3695. Proposed to remain as constructed.



JUSTIFICATION

BAKE HOUSE-PARAPET AND SECRET GUTTER

Another difference between the approved and constructed bake
house is introduction of parapet wall and secret gutter to the
northern side of the building, applied for retrospective planning

permission under this application.

Previous drainage solution included a plastic half round gutter
located on the bake house Northern wall and discharging rain
water into the neighbouring property courtyard. This solution
was not suitable for the occasional heavy rain fall and was an
ongoing issue with the owner of the property at 109 High Street.
This has now been resolved with a far more practical solution of
the secret gutter. Additionally, the raised roof of the bake house
also benefits from the secret gutter detail as the rain flow on
this elevation is now designed to cope with the volume of rain
being dispersed and not contribute the overflow of water into

neighbouring premises.

A parapet gutter, situated behind parapet walls, offers several
benefits, as expanded on below:

Fall Protection:

Parapet wall act as guardrail, reducing the risk of falls from the
roof, especially during maintenance or repairs.

Wind Protection:

Parapet wall help to reduce wind uplift forces on the roof,
preventing damage from strong winds and potentially preventing
objects from being swept off the roof.

Enhanced Appearance:

Parapet wall improves the overall aesthetic appeal of a building,
adding architectural detail and a more finished look

Water Management:

Parapet gutters effectively channel rainwater away from the
building, preventing water damage to the roof, walls, and
foundation.

Reduced Maintenance:

By protecting the roof edges from wind and water damage,

parapet wall can reduce the need for costly repairs and

maintenance.
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2. Approved rear elevation - submitted drawings under 3. Proposed rear elevation - constructed in broad accordance
application DM/22/3694 & DM/22/3695 (planning approved). with the originally submitted drawings under application
DM/22/3694 & DM/22/3695. Proposed to remain as constructed.

Recent photograph of parapet wall detail



