APPENDIX |

REPRESENTATIONS




Application Comments for 11/01585/FUL
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Application Summary _

Anplication Number: 11/61585/FUL o ke g -

b oo o . J REPRESTNTATION
Address: Feshiebridge Cottage Feshie Bridge Glenfeshie Kingussie

Proposal: Relocation of garage from approved site plan {ref. E}B'ISJLZ:‘:‘E‘&?{“"*’LEDEED AREAT

Case Officer: Andrew McCracken

GCustomer Detalis
Nams: Mrs Caroline Hayes

Address: March House, Feshiebridge, Kingussie PH21 ING r_("};ﬂ;:.’;“""‘“* o)

T““EL;"&J. il raf iy
Comment Details

0%
Commenter Type: Nelghbour 09 JUN
Stance: Customer ohiscts to the Pianning Application |
Pt R LY £

Comment Reasons: | RECEWED

Comment:As a neighbour and resident at Feshiebrldge | am perpiexed and object to this
application. Does this mean that the garage is being demclished and rebuit or is this a
retrospective planning application for it 1o remain where it has ALREADY been built. Is it now the
case that you can build first and then requsst planning permission? I so, | am appalled you can
build outwith the approved site plans, especially while supposedly heing monitered by tha CNPA
and building control? This practive gives way o all sorts of abuse. Why would anyone nesd 10
apply for planning permission in the first place?

| also notice from the online plans that this garage has bean buiit on the boundry of the neighbours
instead of a metre away. A boundry fence would be pulled down for this?

Who is making the rules here?
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Application Number: 11/01685/FUL
Address: Feshiebridge Cotiage Feshie Bridge Glenfeshie Kingussie REFRESENTATION
Proposal: Relocation of garage from approved site plan {ref: 08/312/doknomiroeED <4 1
Case Officer: Andrew McCracken

Customer Details
Name: nws helen sinclair S
Calinn v st ional

Address: 13 stanley sireet, edinburgh sh151j Foai it saisisoting

Comment Details 08 JuN 28it
Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application RECEIVED 1

Comment Reasons: .
Comment:} sold Feshiebridge Cottage in 2007 fo John Ardill. My daughter resides on the

naighbouring property and to allow the demolishing and rebuilding work she allowed her property

to be used for lorrias, deliveries, skips etc also moving her car from side of garage when asked by
he builder to aliow ihem more access on and site.in doing all this to be helpfut and

accommodating this has resulted in her new neighbour building over the boundary and removing
her parking spaca, _

The oniy remedy for this situation is to move the garage fo its approved location or at least 1 metre
further north which would afiow a boundary fence o be built between both properties, the car park
space returned and Mr Ardili to walk arcund his property fully. This would resfore harmony to all
concerned and anything less will result in future years of frustration. '

| read with interest the aims of the national park and hope in this insfance they are upheid to suit

alt parties involved.

'\




BAr & Mrs N Duedgeon

Foisidh
Calrngorms Natfonal Park Authority Fesiiebridyn
Ptarming Commitien Klngusshe
: Invesrnesshire
PHZL ING

17th June 2011

frear Sivfidadam,
ORIECTION TO PLARMING APPFLICATHON MUMBER: 1101585/FUI,
EESTHEBIRIDGE COTTAGE, FESHIEBRIDGE [[ILF: 08/312/CP)

F refar to the above planning application anef write te make comment and to strongly object to the:
granting of planring permission.

Flestly 1 would Hike to exjiress my surprise that this application has been entered as a Fuli Flanning
Application when Furthor Apphication may have been more appropriste given the fact that itisa
Retrospective Planring Application,

fs the Applicant attompting Lo disguise the fact that the Garage has already been built in the wiobg
position in bronch of the Approved Plans? The word fRetrospective does not appear anywhare onthe
Anplication but of courst it vould have a slight dettimentat impact on the Application iF the Pablic
were made aware that the Applicant had already breached the Planning Cunsent and bad shown a
totat disrepard to Plannkng Lows!

13/01585/FUL

Char main concorn is the siting of the garage which i nowhoere near the position it should be as per
the Approved Plans and is now 2.9 metres furthor to the east {front) and over 1 metre further to the
sauth (feft) and as a consequance has baon bullt on our Tapd.

i am making representation as: 1} a Melghbour and 2} the Owner of ground over which part of the
devalopment now cxlsts. Therefore, | strongly object to the Apolication to redocate the Garage from
the Approved Site Plan to its present location dup o the following facts:

1. The Garage has been huilt over the boundaey line and is on aur property.

Dur Lawyer has weittan to the Gwaer regavding this and s awaiting his response. In the
circlimstances this Application is Incompetent given that the Ea'rage is stelarted on our preperly, The
Applicant doos nat have the necessary property rights to facilitate the dovelopment of the garage in

it prosent position,




2. Due to the present situation both properties now have Land and Title Deed issues which
noeod to o resolved s soor a8 possibio,

3. i thoes not comply with Catrngornms Mational Park Local Plan Policy 16{g} as it fails o protect
arnenity enjoyed by neighlrouring propeitics.

We have always used the snaca beside our garage for parking cars. Whan we divided the two
properiios in 2005 the Architect fook his messurerments with one of aur voeliches in situ with
nearside and qllside car doors fully open te ensure that we wolld have sufficient roem to park a
vekicke and entoer or leave Tt comfortably if a boundary fence was built in the Gtire. In Bact the
Guilder agked me to move my car [rom this space when he started building the garage which | did o
assist hisn. However, a5 a rasult of the Garage being built over tho koundaey Bec wio can no onger
open any car doors without thom sirlking both garoges and therefore we have been unable to use
this space since the day we moved the car Tor the Builder so this has had a detrimentat effect on our
intencded use of Ehis amenily for vehicle parking.

4. The Applicant will be unable to access the south side of his Garage.

tronically, the Applicant has also affected the use of his cwn amenity o3 he cannat walk around his
garage for matntenance purposes and a fence erected from the front of his garage will stop any
nearsido vabiclo passengers from alighting fram their vohicles, i the Applicant had Rept (o the
approved plans e woltd have had over 4 medre space Lo open car doars and to walk around his
garage and he may have had room to turn a vehicle in Bis driveway,

To allow lroth parties to enjoy the use of these amenities as thay were intendad the Garage should
be rebuilt in the original position. Arything less will cause nothing but frustration for both pariies.

c. The actions of the Apglicant, Architect, Builder and Project Maiager should be taken into
considoration as the buiiding of the garage is In breach of planning consent. In Section 5 of the
Application when explaining why the garage was completed in advance of making the application it
states: ‘Garage relocated AT CLIENTS INSTRUCTION.

Wihen we first nodiced that the garage was being built in the wrong position we approached the
Builder and Project Manager and reminded them of the need to btild 1 metro from the houndary.
They produced 1o us what they described as “updaled building plans’ and sald that there were no sot
rufes on houndary distance. We aiso expressed our concern to the Owners' father. We waited a few
wooks to speak to the Owner/Applicant but when he came on site wikh tho same “updated plan” with
yet different measuremenis we becarme suspicious and contacted the Planning Departmant. Thoy
confirmed that ouwr plans were correct and that there shouid be a 1 matre gap betwoen the
boundary and new Jarage. Unfortunately the frame of the garage had been btk 2t this stage,

Thi CHPA confirmed that there was enly ovor one sot of Approaved Plans for this project and
following investigation contirmed thit the Builder was using unauthorised and unapproved contract
drawings. They also discovered that for unknown reasens thare were 4 sets of Plans/rawings for
this Build. In 2009 the Appiicant applied for o Non Materdal Yardatlon to ingrease the width of the
House/Porch and to build the garage to the boundary {ine. The increase in the width to House/Parch
was approved at that time buk the moving of the garage to the boundary line was NOT Approved
and the CNPA made iy clear Ehat 2 Full Planning Application wouldl be requirad for this, This would




have ensured that we received a Meighbour MotAcation but a5 we now dnow Ehe Applicant mowved
tho garage WITHOUT CONSENT onto and over the boundary and 2.9 metres further forward.

farn aware that 1 is not the policy of the CMPA or Planning Depariment to punish mistakes, however
o use Unauthorised Plans, pass them off to the neighbours as genuine, then build the Garage 2.9
metres further to the east and over 1 metre further to the south is NOY a mistake.

This whale situation was avoidabio if rules and regulations wore foliowed correctly, The correct way
to mmake changos to an Approved Planning Application s to apply for changes, obtain perrnission and
then build as instructed. 1t is not ripht for the Applicant to instruct his Builder to butld first and apply
for retrospoctive plasnkg ata later stage, The Applicant and his asseciates have shown a total
disregacd for Planning Lavws and a fack of respect for Authority and his neighbours.

The present situation has resulted in our need to ohtain the services of o Lowyer who has examined
both Tithe Beeds and has written to the Appleant regacding the hutlding of the garage on our
properly, e kass of oue car parking amenity and their encroaching (with large boulders) on our
“mutuaf access area to the front of the property.

The Scotiish Planning Pﬂiécy 2010 states that the planning system should eporate to ongago all
fnterests as early and as fully as possible to inform dedisions and allow issucs of contontion and
conbeoversy to be Idontifled and tackled quickly and smogthly, This whole process has been on-going
since Aggust 2010 and has resulted in a costly and very time consuming excorcise for us as

neighbours, which is unacceptabie.

Plzase note that we wish to make verbal comimont and power-paint presertation at the planaing

neeting.,
Yours sincerely,

btrs and Mrs N.Dudgeon.




