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Date Recieved

PLANNING APPEAL FORM

If you need this document in large print, in audio format or in Braille, please contact our helpline on
0303 444 5000. To help you fill in this form correctly please refer to the enclosed guidance leaflet
“How to complete your planning appeal form”.

WARNING: The appeal and essential supporting documents must reach the Inspectorate within the

appeal period. If your appeal and essential supporting documents are not received in time we
will not accept the appeal.

PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY IN CAPITALS USING BLACK INK

A APPELLANT DETAILS See section A of the guidance leaflet. The name of the person(s) making
L]

the appeal must appear as an applicant on the planning application form.
Name ANTHONY CGRIFFITHKS

Company/Group name (if applicable)

Address 36 SUONDERTCN LANE CLANFI ELD
WATEcCGcoCcViLE HANTS
Postcode PCQg ON U
Daytime phone 0759555 0 3% 3 Fax

I prefer to be contacted by Post Email* /

*Emailladdress CHUCK L E=-MATEQHO THA 1 L e COM

B. AGENT DETAILS (IF ANY) FOR THE APPEAL See sactioh B of the

guidance leaflet.
Name

Company/Group name (if applicable)

Address

Postcode
Your reference

Daytime phone Fax
I prefer to be contacted by Post Email*

*Email address

HAVANT 2 3 JUGH
CAUNGIL

05 A2 2073
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C. LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY (LPA) DETAILS  Se¢ section Cof the

guidance leaflet.

Name of the LPA HAVANT BOROOLGH COUNCIL

LPA’s application reference number APP/ 1 R/01 1 38

Date of the application 2 6 i 0 2018

Did the LPA validate and register your application? Yes / No

Date of the LPA's decision notice o7 G i 2016

D. APPEAL SITE ADDRESS guidance leafiet.

guidance leafiet.

Address  { AND TO THE REAR OF CRANBROOK

ViLLA, COPSE LANE HAYLING ISLAN
D, HAMPSHIRE Postcode ¥ O [ | ORT
Note: Failure to provide the full postcode may delay the processing of your appeal
Please answer the questions below:
1 Is the appeal site within a Green Belt? Yes No \/
2 Are there any health and safety issues at, or near, the site which the /

Inspector would need to take into account when visiting the site? If yes, Yes No
please describe them on a separate sheet.

. P

E. DESCRIPTION OF THE DEVELOPMENT B

guidance [eaflet.

Has the description of the development changed from that on the application form? Yes No /

ERECTIOWN OF TWQO, SINGLE SToOoREY
THREE BEDROCOH, BONGALOWS

Area of the whole appeal site (i.e. the boundary) in hectares 0 O é)
Area of floor space of proposed development in square metres i q 5
Does the proposal include demolition of non - listed buildings Yes No \/

within a conservation area?

F. REASON FOR THE APPEAL

The reason for this appeal is that the LPA has (please tick which applies):

guidance leafiet.

1 Refused planning permission for the develcpment described in Sccticn E. 1 \/
2 Refused permission to vary or remove a condition(s) 2
3 Refused prior approval of permitted development rights 3
4 Granted planning permission for the development subject to conditions to which you object 4
5 Refused approval of the matters reserved under an outline planning permission 5
6 Granted approval of the matters reserved under an outline planning permission subject to conditions to 6
which you object

! . . o 7
7 Refused to approve any matter requircd by a condition on a previcus planning permission
(other than those above)
8 Failed to give notice of its decision within the appropriate period (usually 8 weeks) on an application for 8
permission or approval
9. Failed to give notice of its decision within the appropriate period because of a dispute over provision 9

of!
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G. CHOICE OF PROCEDU RE It is important that you read carefully section G of

the guidance leaflet before you complete this section.

There are 3 possible procedures:- written representations, hearings and inquiries. You should consider carefully
which method suits your circumstances before selecting your preferred option by ticking the box.

1 THE WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS PROCEDURE w J *

This is normally the quickest and most straightforward way of making an appeal. The written
procedure is suited to the vast majority of appeals.

* a) Could the Inspector see the relevant parts of the appeal site sufficiently to Yes / No
judge the proposal from public land?

b) Is it essential for the Inspector to enter the site to check measurements Yes No /
or other relevant facts? If so, please explain below or on a separate sheet.

2 THE HEARING PROCEDURE H =

This procedure is likely to be suited to more complicated cases which require detailed discussion about the
merits of a proposal. Although you may indicate a preference for a hearing, the Inspectorate must also
 consider that your appeal is suitable for this procedure. If you are proposing that this appeal follows the
hearing procedure you must submit a draft statement of common ground. You must give detailed reasons
below or on a separate sheet why you think a hearing is necessary.

o If the hearing procedure is considered suitable we will seek details of your availability when sending
the appeal start letter.

a) Is there any further information relevant to the hearing which 1= AL
you need to tell us about? If yes please explain below.

3 THE INQUIRY PROCEDURE I A
This is the most formal of the procedures. Although you may indicate a preference for an inquiry the
Inspectorate must also consider that your appeal is suitable for this procedure. You are required to provide
information concerning the number of witnesses and the length of time they need to give their evidence.

If you are proposing that this appeal follows the inquiry procedure you must submit a draft statement of

common ground. You must give detailed reasons below or on a separate sheet why you think an inquiry
is necessary.

A a) How many witnesses do you intend to call? No. of witnesses

b) How long do they need to give their evidence?

c) How long do you estimate the inquiry will last?
(Note: We will take this into consideration, but please bear in mind that our
estimate will also be informed by others’ advice and our own assessment.)

No. of days

PINS PF 01 3 Please turn over




G. CHOICE OF PROCEDURE (continued)

@ If the inquiry procedure is considered suitable we will seek details of your availability when sending
the appeal start letter.

d) Is there any further information relevant to the inquiry which Yes No
you need to tell us about? If so, please explain below.

H. FULL STATEMENT OF CASE See sectfon H of_the guidance jeaflet to help you decide

what to include in your full statement of case.

There is no further opportunity to add to your statement of case at a later stage.

Do you intend to submit a planning obligation (a section 106 agreement
or a unilateral undertaking) with this appeal? Yes No /

Yes No /

IN ReFERENCE 75 THE DeCiSion Nerice RE THis Aicatior, Rer
¢- DECOI ENCWISED. ADDPReESSING REFLAL Foint 1.

OLZ ARGULMeNT ThAT THe DevectPHENT To THe REAR OF
CRANBRCCi ViLiA SHouD Be AvoeoveD LiEs Wirw Tue FACT
THAr WEe Beiieve it IS (WHNAZARE, IF No7 Moze FAUOL)QABLE
To ANOTHER APPROVED DeEVELOAHENT Z0OM AWAY PlEAcE
Kerew 70 APPENTIX B, Dcorents 1 7o 3, Witw THe SAME
LAND DESIGNATION um@rsz HAVANT Booroocid Caxocic PbLicy.
PERMISSIO0K HAS Been GeANTED e 6 NCMRER, 5 REDRGoH
DEACHED HOUSES, [Ne TEAACHED RBoAT Sroes AND ANciARY

£ BLiLDinG. HAVANT BorcocH Coonen. Reregence APP/
03:7 APPENDIX B, APPRDoci AnD APPBIOC2 . THIS

Po.wr WAS BecoGHr P iv CORRESPONIDENCE Wit HBC itv
Aveenmix A, DOCOI mroven Te Docio. AS CAv BE Seewn

IN THESE (CZRESTONDENCE HBC HAVE I Oor OPinions FAILED
o MAke A Distinerion DUNDER Poiicy BETUEEN CuR
DevercPmen AND THATr OF YACHT Havens. AS To THE
ProviDED Decorenration HBC HAVE CLAMED ThE SiTe
HAS HAD Vieviovs KReESIDENTIAL USE, DOc o5, EVviDence OF
WHICH ChAn Nor Be FPOND. THEN SAATE THar It WAS FPREVocaY
DeveloreD  LanD, Docoz WHicH CONTEADICTS Tus CASE
GrrceR  Rerorr, 'txeere OF WHIcH ArE Given in DOCOZ.
THEY Tuen CO OM To Sueeesr THAT THe Sire SHoOLLD Be
TZEATED As A “UNIpuz" oz "Onve OF CASE', DOCOS, WHICH
SUREWY IS Nor Fermissigie. AS D:ScusSE,’D WiTH HSC Arc

Have you made a costs application with this appeal?
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H. FULL STATEMENT OF CASE (continued)

Criterin In Rerusar ot 1 MusT HAus Besn, FOLND
AccerraBie AND To ADLICY = WHICH HAS NoT CHANGED -
FoR NACHT HAVEN., THerEFDR2E OUR SHALI_EE7 WitH LiT7Le
™ No IMPACT DO&OZ AND iIN CoR CPivion” Mocw Moge
SSTAINABLE  DeuveroPren7 Mus7 AlSc Be AccePrARe
AND To foLicy. We WOLLD SUBGEST THA7 PRECE Dence
HAS Beens Ser By YAcHT HAven DevEtOPHens HeEnce
QuaLiFymis Ok DeveloPHeEn 7 For APPecuAL .

IN RerFefeNnce 7= THE Decision NOTIceE Foe THIS /JI?ZL/cA—fmu
Rer: - DeECO/ ENCLORED ADpreSsInG  ReFosaL s 2.

BhCici AND Dav.;L_oDMEmr IS Beine Aiolued Iv HBRC
AND APPIIR/0072 is N\ Guorep EXANPLE OF THIS I DOCOl

LAS7 PACAGeAPu PACEZ. ALSc Feom THE FAN It CAN RE Seen
THAT OUR Peomoce> DevaesPenN7 IS SIRROONDED On Aul Four

Stes BY Exisiive DeuecoPrents AL zeADy AND THEREFDRE, NOT
Derenctive Feor Ay Liveaz PATTERN, Beine Hore Of M iveie.
N TuE AANivG Orricees Berpor s Flcm TH= FPEVIcOS
ICATION SrATes THA+ THees Witk Be LiTre © N6 IMPACT 7z
THE ArREA, See DOCOZ  PACE .
N} Rc_ rerence o THe Arcons OF HARD SranOne whick

WD iMPAcT THe SiTe, THis WAS Nor Menmoneo UNTIL The
Decision Sraer <o \A)E Were UNARLE T Disciss THIS luitu ueE

RANNING Grricer AND Peouipe A PALANTIvG ScHeDuLE. We
LD Veorose THe MANTING OF HEDGING AND 7PEES 75
CoMe v Live WTw HBC Coreens Folicy,

in ReFERENCE 7o THE Decision NoTice - ADDEESSING omoT 3.
AN ArRoricuToeaL SORNVEY WAS CARRIED OWT Rice
To THe PAPLcATIons AND A CoPy Of THe Rerper WAC (NcLoDeD
i THe COriciube ﬂ/’&)@l“HSSION AND IS INCLUDED iv THE <eEcrion
OF Clieinayy SvemirceDd Docoren?s. A METHOD Stare Hewr o
YeouioeD i THE Retoer e Roor Peotecrions AS THE Tze=S
ACe Nor Paer O THE FoPCseD Sre. THe Reber TES NoT

Menton ANV Derdiden7AL EFrecr 7o THE Trees Due 7o
THe. PRoSeD DeEvELOPHENT.

DuE 10 THE ARouve WE Beusus 1iar Oue Becersac
IS A SviTABLE DevuscCPA=ENT MDD AS SteH  SHowD

Be Given APPrRcUAL .

Please continue on a separate sheet if necessary
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I. (part one) APPEAL SITE OWNERSHIP This must be completed for all appeals.
DETAILS See section I of the guidance leafiet.

We need to know who owns the appeal site. If you do not own the appeal site or if you own only a
part of it, we need to know the name(s) of the owner(s) or part owner(s) and be sure that you
have told them that you have made an appeal.

You must tick below which of the “certificates” applies. Please tick ONE box only

If you are the sole owner of the whole appeal site, certificate A will apply:

CERTIFICATE A A

I certify that, on the day 21 days before the date of this appeal, nobody except the appellant, was the owner
of any part of the land to which the appeal relates:

OR

CERTIFICATE B B

I certify that the appellant (or the agent) has given the requisite notice to everyone else who, on the day
21 days before the date of this appeal, was the owner of any part of the land to which the appeal relates,
as listed below:

Owner’s name Address at which the notice was served . Date the notice was

served (this must be
within the last 21 days)

OINE Devaidfnenss Lro eEnicwel v, HAMBLEDa 2D, PO7 LN U CAHACH 201094

OR C/D
CERTIFICATESC & D

If you do not know who owns all or part of the appeal site, complete either Certificate C or
Certificate D in the guidance leaflet and attach it to the appeal form.

I. (part two) AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS This must be completed for all appeals.
CERTIFICATE See section I of the guidance leaflet.

We need to know whether the appeal site forms part of an agricultural holding.
Please tick either (a) or (b). Please tick ONE box only v

a) None of the land to which the appeal relates is, or is part of, an agricultural holding: A /
OR

b) The appeal site is, or is part of, an agricultural holding and the appellant (or the agent)

has given the requisite notice to every person (other than the appellant) who, on the day

21 days before the date of the appeal, was a tenant of an agricultural holding on all or B
part of the land to which the appeal relates as listed below:

Please note: If the appellant is the sole agricultural tenant, (b) should be ticked and ‘not applicable’ should
be written under “Tenant’s name”.

Tenant’s name Address at which the notice was served Date the notice was
served (this must be
within the last 21 days)

PINS PF 01 6 PINS PF 01



your appeal.

You must send the documents listed 1-6 below with your appeal form. Please tick the boxes to show
which documents you are enclosing.

1 A copy of the planning application sent to the LPA.

A copy of the site ownership certificate and agricultural holdings certificate submitted
to the LPA at application stage (this is usually part of the LPA’s planning application form).

3 A copy of the LPA’s decision notice (if issued). Or, in the event of the failure of the LPA to
give a decision, if possible please enclose a copy of the LPA’s letter in which they acknowl-
edged the application.

A site plan (preferably on a copy of an Ordnance Survey map at not less than 10,000 scale)
showing the general location of the proposed development and its boundary. This plan should
show two named roads so as to assist identifying the location of the appeal site -or premises.

The application site should be edged or shaded in red and any other adjoining land owned or
controlled by the appellant (if any) edged or shaded blue.

5 Copies of all plans, drawings and documents sent to the LPA as part of the application.
The plans and drawings should show all boundaries and coloured markings given on those
sent to the LPA.

Please number them clearly and list the numbers here or on a separate sheet.

(6, 02.0%,04, 05, 0k, 07,03 |

6 Copies of any additional plans, drawings and documents sent to the LPA but which did
not form part of the original application (e.g. drawings for illustrative purposes).
Please number them clearly and list the numbers here or on a separate sheet.

[00COi DOCC2 DOCOS DOCCY_DOCOS DOCOL, POCOT DOCOZ DOCG |
DOC\C  popxri AvADc?2  APriDXr=

You must send copies of the following, if appropriate:

7 A copy of the design and access statement sent to the LPA (if required).

8 A copy of a draft statement of common ground if you have indicated the appeal should
follow the hearing or inquiry procedure.

9 Additional plans, drawings or documents relating to the application but not previously
seen by the LPA. Acceptance of these will be at the Inspector’s discretion.

Please number them clearly and list the numbers here or on a separate sheet:

l

10  Any relevant correspondence with the LPA. Including any supporting information submitted
with your application in accordance with the list of local requirements.

11 If the appeal is against the LPA’s refusal or failure to approve the matters reserved under
an outline permission, please enclose:
a) the relevant outline application;
b) all plans sent at outline application stage;
c) the original outline planning permission.

12 If the appeal is against the LPA’s refusal or failure to decide an application which relates to
a condition, we must have a copy of the original permission with the condition attached.

13 A copy of any Environmental Statement plus certificates and notices relating to publicity (if
one was sent with the application, or required by the LPA).

14 If the appeal is against the LPA’s refusal or failure to decide an application because of a
dispute over the local list documentation, a copy of the letter sent to the LPA which explained
why the document was not necessary and asked the LPA to waive the requirement that it be
provided with the application

J. ESSENTIAL SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS See section J of the guidance leaflet.

If we do not receive ALL your appeal documents by the end of the appeal period we will not accept

LY/

3/

on Mhin
Lo .

i

sl

10

11a
11b
11c

12

13

14
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K. OTHER APPEALS See section K of the

guidance leaflet.

If youhave sent other appeals for this or nearby sites to us and these have not been decided, please give
details and our reference numbers.

Nor Avecicagis

L. CHECK SIGN AND DATE See section L of the

guidance leaflet.

Please tick the boxes to confirm that the following actions have been carried out

1 I have completed all sections of the form and the details of the ownership
(sections I one and two) are correct to the best of my knowledge.

2 I have enclosed all the essential supporting documents listed in section J.

3 I have sent a copy of this appeal form and relevant documents to the LPA
(if you do not we will not normally accept your appeal).

4 I have signed and gated the form (unsigned forms will be returned to you).

....................

The gathering and subsequent processing of the personal data supplied by you in this form, is
U in accordance with the terms of our registration under the Data Protection Act 2018. Further
information about our Data Protection policy can be found in the guidance leaflet.

Remember, it is your responsibility to make sure that

M. NOW SEND we RECEIVE your appeal form and ALL supporting
documents within the time limit. See section M of the
guidance leaflet

Send THIS form (not Send a copy to the LPA You may wish to keep a copy
a photocopy of it) to of the completed form for your
us at: Send a copy of the appeal form to records
the address from which the decision
Initial Appeals notice was sent (or to the address
Temple Quay House shown on any letters received from
2 The Square the LPA). There is no need to send
BRISTOL them all the documents again; send
BS1 6PN them any supporting documents not

previously sent as part of the
application. If you do not send them

i a copy of this form and documents,
Helpline: 0303 444 5000  we may not accept your appeal.

When we receive your appeal form, we will write to you letting you know if your appeal is valid,
who is dealing with it and what happens next.

Published by The Planning Inspectorate September 2015. Printed in the UK on paper comprising 100% post-consumer waste.
© Crown Copyright 2014.
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HAVA (L\j,l i:,\“’ OUGH
APP/18/01138- Rear of Cranbrook Villa, Copse Lane UNCiL
Chisnall, Emma <Emma.Chisnall@havant.gov.uk> 05 A7 2018
Fri 14/12/2018, 14:39 e Y el AW Aol
To: chuckle.mate@hotmail.com <chuckle.mate@hotmail.com> R gu- (.J t i ‘if p’: D
Dear Mr Griffiths,

Following a review of the planning application | wanted to come back to you with my
thoughts on the proposal and the recommendation that shall be made.

The supporting statement submitted with the application has been read in detail and as
outlined you are aware of the planning history of the site and the previous planning refusal
that was issued for a proposal consisting of 2No. 2 bed bungalows.

The current proposal would consist of 2No. 3bed bungalows positioned outside of the built
up area of the Borough which causes strong concern over the principle of the
development and the harm that would be caused to the semi-rural character of the area.

A justification has been submitted which mentions the application site at Yacht Haven
however it is considered that this development site is not directly comparable nor
supportive of the application at Cranbrook Villa. Yacht Haven consisted of development on
brownfield land and had therefore already been developed on which contributed to the
justification of the proposal for new dwellings. However Cranbrook Villa would consist of
development on garden amenity space which is greenfield land and would therefore not
have this justification when assessing development proposed outside of the built up area
of the Borough.

The original land in question was a garden provision which served Cranbrook Villa. This
has since been sub-divided by the owners in order to create the space to the rear. This

however is not considered to be a vacant site as described but would still be considered
as being part of the garden space from where it originated and served the original home.

The Councils Housing provision is also mentioned in the statement. Although it is noted
that the proposal would provide a contribution to the housing supply of the Borough this is
by a very small amount and would have to be weighed against any harm caused to the
rural character of the area and neighbouring dwellings. The Council’s most recent Annual
Monitoring Report highlights that the Council had a small deficit in its five year supply. A
recent review following the 2017/18 completions and recent planning permissions also
confirms that the Council does have and can provide a 5.07 year supply of housing land
with a 5 percent buffer and so is therefore able to meet the need for housing without these
proposed dwellings at the current time. Given this, a tilted balance should not therefore be
applied in decision making. Therefore the harm caused as a result of the proposal is not
considered to outweigh the very small contribution made to housing supply.

Therefore the principle of the works are considered to not be acceptable and have not
been suitably justified. The development is considered to be contrary to policy CS17 which
relates to the need to concentrate new development (including housing) in the urban
areas and policy CS9 and Al2 of the Havant Borough Local Plan (Core Strategy) 2011

and the National Planning Policy Framework 2018. The dwellings would also be located
in an unsustainable location remote from services, education facilities, leisure and
employment opportunities where the occupiers would be heavily reliant on the use of the
private car. It is not clear whether the bus service mentioned does actually run through

https://outlook.live.com/mail/id/AQQKkADAWATY3ZmYAZS1iNjhiLWE1YTgtMD...  09/01/2019




Page 2 of 2

Copse Lane and comments from neighbours confirm that this is not the case which would
increase this impact and reliance further.

Following this assessment | wanted to confirm in writing that the application shall be
refused planning permission by the 7" January unless you wish to withdraw the
application which can be done via a confirmation email being sent to myself before the
21% December.

Please can you let me know how you wish to proceed.

Kind regards,
Emma

Emma Chisnall

Planning Officer
Development Management
Havant Borough Council
Public Service Plaza

Civic Centre Road

Havant

PO9 2AX

Direct Line: 02392 446523

Your privacy matters, go to: www.havant.gov. uk/privacy-policy

https://outlook.live.com/mail/id/AQOKADAWATY3ZmYAZS1iNihil WE1YTotMD Na/N1/7n19



* From: Anthony Griffiths [mailto:chuckle.mate@hotmail.com] s T
Sent: 17 December 2018 23:18

To: Chisnall, Emma <Emma.Chisnall@havant.gov.uk>; Danny Manns <danny@dmdesign.uk.com>
Subject: Re: APP/18/01138- Rear of Cranbrook Villa, Copse Lane

Hi Emma,

Thanks for the e-mail voicing your concerns reference our development. Please find
attached a copy of the letter with our counter points (shown in green) beneath each of
your points. Hopefully this will show the proposed development in a clearer light. I look
forward to hearing your response.

Regards

Anthony Griffiths

https /loutlook live.com/mail/id/AQQkADAWATY3ZmYAZS] iNjhiLWE1YTgtMD...  09/01/2019
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Dear Mr Griffiths,

Following a review of the planning application | wanted to come back to you with my
thoughts on the proposal and the recommendation that shall be made.

The supporting statement submitted with the application has been read in detail and
as outlined you are aware of the planning history of the site and the previous
planning refusal that was issued for a proposal consisting of 2No. 2 bed bungalows.

The current proposal would consist of 2No. 3bed bungalows positioned outside of the
built up area of the Borough which causes strong concern over the principle of the
development and the harm that would be caused to the semi-rural character of the

area.
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A justification has been submitted which mentions the application site at Yacht Haven
however it is considered that this development site is not directly comparable nor
supportive of the application at Cranbrook Villa. Yacht Haven consisted of
development on brownfield land and had therefore already been developed on which
contributed to the justification of the proposal for new dwellings. However Cranbrook
Villa would consist of development on garden amenity space which is greenfield land
and would therefore not have this justification when assessing development
proposed outside of the built up area of the Borough.
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The original land in question was a garden provision which served Cranbrook Villa.
This has since been sub-divided by the owners in order to create the space to the
rear. This however is not considered to be a vacant site as described but would still
be considered as being part of the garden space from where it originated and served
the original home.




The Councils Housing provision is also mentioned in the statement. Although it is
noted that the proposal would provide a contribution to the housing supply of the
Borough this is by a very small amount and would have to be weighed against any
harm caused to the rural character of the area and neighbouring dwellings. The
Council’'s most recent Annual Monitoring Report highlights that the Council had a
small deficit in its five year supply. A recent review following the 2017/18 completions
and recent planning permissions also confirms that the Council does have and can
provide a 5.07 year supply of housing land with a 5 percent buffer and so is therefore
able to meet the need for housing without these proposed dwellings at the current
time. Given this, a tilted balance should not therefore be applied in decision making.
Therefore the harm caused as a result of the proposal is not considered to outweigh
the very small contribution made to housing supply.

nraviniielvy me
S DISVIOUSIY 1M

Therefore the principle of the works are considered to not be acceptable and have
not been suitably justified. The development is considered to be contrary to policy
CS17 which relates to the need to concentrate new development (including housing)
in the urban areas and policy CS9 and Al2 of the Havant Borough Local Plan (Core
Strategy) 2011 and the National Planning Policy Framework 2018. The dwellings
would also be located in an unsustainable location remote from services, education
facilities, leisure and employment opportunities where the occupiers would be heavily
reliant on the use of the private car. It is not clear whether the bus service mentioned
does actually run through Copse Lane and comments from neighbours confirm that
this is not the case which would increase this impact and reliance further.
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Following this assessment | wanted to confirm in writing that the application shall be
refused planning permission by the 7" January unless you wish to withdraw the

T/);Z)




application which can be done via a confirmation email being sent to myself before
the 21 December.

Please can you let me know how you wish to proceed.

Kind regards,
Emma

Emma Chisnall

Planning Officer

Development Management
Havant Borough Council

Public Service Plaza

Civic Centre Road

Havant

PO9 2AX

Direct Line: 02392 446523
Emma.Chisnall@havant.gov.uk
www.havant.gov.uk
www.facebook.com/havantboroughcouncil
www.twitter.com/havantborough

Your privacy matters, go to: www.havant.gov.uk/privacy-policy
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RE: APP/18/01138- Rear of Cranbrook Villa, Copse Lane

Chisnall, Emma <Emma.Chisnall@havant.gov.uk>
Wed 19/12/2018, 11:17

To: Anthony Griffiths <chuckle.mate@hotmail.com>; Danny Manns <danny@dmdesign.uk.com>
Dear Anthony,

Thank you for your response in regards to my email. | have discussed this in length with
my principal planner and it is still considered that there is not sufficient justification to
address the overall concern regarding the principle of new development outside the built
up area of the Borough. This is directly contrary to policy makmg the application unable to
be supported at this time.

Should you wish to withdraw the application this can be done via email otherwise the
application shall be refused in the New Year. Details of how you can appeal will be issued
with the decision should you wish to challenge this determination.

Kind regards,
Emma

Emma Chisnall

Planning Officer

Development Management
Havant Borough Council

Public Service Plaza

Civic Centre Road

Havant

PO9 2AX _

Direct Line: 02392 446523
emma.Chisnall@havant.gov.uk
www.havant.gov.uk
www.facebook.com/havantboroughcouncil
www.twitier.com/havantborough

Your privacy matters, go to: www.havant.gov.ulk/privacy-policy
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36 Sunderton Lane,
Clanfield,
Waterlooville,
Hants.

PO8 ONU

Ref EmmaChisnall2
19/12/18

Dear Emma,

Thanks for getting back to me so promptly.

In response to your statement that our development is contrary to policy | would once
again draw your attention to the approved Yacht Haven development. This
development of 6 number 5 bedroom houses must have been to policy for Havant
Borough to have approved it. Our development being only 300m away falls under the

same criteria and policy constraints. Please would you be able to clarify to us why the
Yacht Haven development was an acceptable development yet ours is not.

Regards

Anthony Griffiths
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RE: APP/18/01138- Rear of Cranbrook Villa, Copse Lane

Chisnall, Emma <Emma.Chisnall@havant.gov.uk>
Fri 21/12/2018, 11:46
To: chuckle.mate@hotmail.com <chuckle.mate@hotmail.com>

Dear Anthony,
Thank you for your email.

There are significant material differences between a site comprising of backland and
garden development which is proposed at Cranbrook Villa and a site which has an
existing industrial and residential development use like Yacht Haven.

The application for Yacht Haven was recommended a refusal of permission by the case
officer but this was over-turned by committee primarily based on the site containing
previous development.

You can review the documents here using the below link:

hitos://planningpublicaccess.havant.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDeatails.do?
activeTab=documenis&keyVal=DCAPR 229891

This is not the case at Cranbrook Villa and amongst other reasons cannot be supported
and is considered to be contrary to policy.

I hope you find this of use.

Kind regards
Emma

Emma Chisnall

Planning Officer
Development Management
Havant Borough Council
Public Service Plaza

Civic Centre Road

Havant

PO9 2AX
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05 MAR 2079 Ref EmmaChisnall3
21/12/18
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Dear Emma,
Once again thanks for your reply.

[ would agree with you that there are material differences between back garden
development and those with existing industrial and residential use. It has never been
suggested, even by the proposers of the Yacht Haven Development, that Yacht Haven
has ever had previous residential use. And in reference to the case officers report
section 7.3 I quote "The extent to which the land can be currently regarded as Pre
Developed Land (PDL) is debatable." This being due to the limited development on
the site, the age and extended period of disuse of the mentioned limited development.
So this leads to the debate of what proportion of the Yacht Haven site, if any, should
be classed as PDL.

To further quote from the planning officers report, Section 7.7 "The reuse of PDL
does not in itself allow for new rural housing but it is a material consideration to be
weighed, together with consideration of the sites existing environmental value along
with the broader consideration of the impact of development on the coastal character
and landscape".

This would mute the statement that Yacht Haven was granted permission purely on
grounds that it was a PDL.

[ would therefore suggest that the same policy's that you are rightly applying to our
proposal must have been applied to the Yacht Haven and been found acceptable. If a
development of 6 number 5 bedroom properties, which were found to have significant
impact on the character of the area, were found to be, to policy in a "rural" area how
can it be justified that 2 bungalows which in a previous application have been
described by the planning officer to have little to no impact on the surrounding area
and be acceptable to adjoining properties and the local area be considered not? To
reiterate the sustainability elements, the demographic that would be potential residents
of the Yacht Haven Development, at a cost that I would comfortably estimate at
£1.5M per property would probably not be existing local residents, not be able to find
work with the necessary remuneration on Hayling Island, their children would
probably not attend local schools and their leisure activities not be within the bounds
of a "walking distance". Yet this development was still deemed "sustainable". We are
proposing to provide housing at the lower cost end of the market compared to the
surrounding area. This means our development will be open to a demographic who
are existing local residents, who are more likely to work locally, have children who
attend the local schools, using the school minibus that passes the development and use
the local leisure facilities. Our proposed development would therefore contribute to
sustaining the local community with minimal impact.




[ would respectfully suggest to you that our development which is much smaller, has
minimal impact on the local area, is not on or bordering environmentally sensitive
areas and is more sustainable than the approved Yacht Haven development 300m
away should be reconsidered for approval as under policy we can find nothing that
sets it apart from the afore mentioned approved Yacht Haven development.

Regards

Anthony Griffiths
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RE: Land to rear of Cranbrook Villa

Chisnall, Emma <Emma.Chisnall@havant.gov.uk>
Thu 03/01/2019, 07:41

To: Anthony Griffiths <chuckle.mate@hotmail.com>
Dear Anthony,

Thank you for your email which is noted. Details of how to appeal the decision shall be
issued with the decision notice.

Kind regards,
Emma

Emma Chisnall

Planning Officer

Development Management

Havant Borough Council

Public Service Plaza

Civic Centre Road

Havant

PO9 2AX

Direct Line: 02392 446523

Emma.Chisnall@havani.gov.uk

.havant.gov.uk
pook.com/havaniboroughcounci

www.iwiiter. cem/havantborouah
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36 Sunderton Lane,
Clanfield,
Waterlooville,
Hants.

PO8 ONU

Ref EmmaChisnall4
02/01/19

Dear Emma,

Further to our telephone conversation before Christmas where you informed me that
our proposal would be refused due to it being against policy, I would once again like
to reiterate that we can not find any policy that would apply to us that would not have
applied to Yacht Haven. As we have previously discussed and I have demonstrated
through Havant Borough Councils Planning Officers Reports that Yacht Haven was
not classed as a brown field site so our starting position is exactly the same. I also fail
to see why Yacht Haven should be treated as "a one off" or "unique" development as
suggested. Surely policy is a constant applied to all. With this in mind I would like to
inform you, purely as a courtesy as how we will be proceeding, that we will be taking
our proposal to appeal.

Regards

Anthony Griffiths
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36 Sunderton Lane,
Clanfield,
Waterlooville,
Hants.

PO8 ONU

Ref EmmaChisnall5
08/01/19

Dear Emma,

I received our decision notice yesterday (APP/18/01138) and was surprised to see
points 2 and 3, referring to linear development, hard surfacing and trees, as these
points had not been mentioned before in any of our previous correspondence or
telephone conversation. Please could you let me know how these points came to be
added at the last minute, hence not giving us any opportunity to respond or address
the afore mentioned issues.

Also point 9 under "other important information" mentions the "traditional
orchard" on the plot. We are unsure what this refers to.

Regards

Anthony Griffiths

HAVANT BOROUGH
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Dear Anthony,
Thank you for your letter.

The Traditional Orchard was picked up in the ecology report you submitted
with the appilication and was highlighted under the consuitation response
from Natural England and Ecology which formed part of the application and
was on the website for review.

Similarly the objection to the trees was also raised by the Arboricultural
Officer following a formal consuitation and was on the website to be viewed.
This is something to be addressed following any appeal or re-submission but
due to the imited timeframes on the application any alterations could not be
accommodated prior to a decision being released.

The linear position of the development goes hand in hand with the principle
of the works however it is in relation to the developments position and that

the immediate vicinity does not support other examples of development in

backland form. This was a similar reason used for the previous refusal for 2
two bedroom dwellings.

The hard-surfacing was a point picked up towards the end of the application
and was therefore considered necessary to include with the refusal but any
changes could not be accommodated within the timeframe of the

Apologies that this was not specifically relayed to you but it was something
that could not have been incorporated into the application timeframe which
can happen with applications and when refusals are put together. This would
also have not altered the other reasons for refusing the planning application.
However this is something to be aware of should a further scheme be
proposed and submitted.

Kind regards,

Emma

Emma Chisnall

Planning Officer
Development Management
Havant Borough Council
Public Service Plaza
Civic Centre Road
Havant
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Application for approval of details reserved by condition.
Town and Country Planning Act 1990
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990

*ublication of applications on planning authority websites.

’lease note that the information provided on this application form and in supporting documents may be published on the Authority's website.
f you require any further clarification, please contact the Authority’s planning department.

1. Applicant Name, Address and Contact Details

Title:  Mr First Name: Surname: fields
Company name: Alpine Homes
Street address:  yachthaven development site

copse lane Telephone number:

Mobile number:

Town/City: hayling island Fax number:
Country: Email address:
Postcode:

Are you an agent acting on behalf of the applicant? « Yes No

2. Agent Name, Address and Contact Details

Title:  Mr First Name: lan Surname: Fields
Company name: Alpine Homes

Street address: threeoaks

bishopswaltham Telephone number: 07921453045
Mobile number:
Town/City: southampton Fax number:

Country: uk Email address:

Postcode: SO321DR lan@alpinehomesuk.co.uk

HAVANT BOROUGH
~OUNCIL

05 AR 2013

u E. «;Ei\jED

Planning Portal Reference : PP-06003572




;88 Details

ddress of the site (including full postcode where availabie) Description
Suffix:
name: Yacht Haven

et address: Copse Lane

FirVANT EORCUGH

Town/City: HAYLING ISLAND PRt gty
COUNCIL

Postcode: PO11 ORH

Description of location or 2 grid reference

(must be completed if postcode is not known): R E i* . E g VI
v Vo

Easting: 472973 “

Northing: 101918

4. Pre-application Advice

Has assistance or prior advice been sought from the local authority about this application? Yes - No

5. Description of the Proposal

Please provide a description of the approved development as shown on the decision letter
6 in no 5 bedroom detached houses, 1 in no detached residential boat store and ancillary office building

Application reference number: APP/13/00317 Date of decision: 28/03/2013

Please state the condition number(s) to which this application relates:
Condition number(s):

8.9.20.25,28.29.31

Has the development already started? Yes =<« No

6. Discharge of Condition(s)

Please provide a full description and/or list of the materials/details that are being submitted for approval:

no 8 - appendix 8.1

no 8 - appendix 4.1. 4.1a
no20-""8.1.82.83,
no25-""41 42412413 412
no28-""10.1.3.2
no29-""32

no31-""71

7. Part Discharge of Condition(s)

Are you seeking to discharge only partof a condition? Yes + No
8. Site Visit
Can the site be seen from a public road, public footpath, bridleway or other public land? <« Yes No

Planning Portal Reference . PP-06003572
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