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Appeal Decision
Site visit made on 8 December 2015 and 15 December 2015

by Andrew Steen BA(Hons) DipTP MRTPI
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government

Decision date: 1 February 2016

Appeal Ref: APP/X1735/W/15/3131429
2 and 2A Eastoke Avenue, Hayling Island, Hampshire PO11 9QW

e The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as
amended against a refusal to grant planning permission.

e The appeal is made by Mr & Mrs Chris Fields against the decision of Havant Borough
Council.

e The application Ref APP/15/00412, dated 15 April 2015, was refused by notice dated
11 June 2015.

e The development proposed was originally described as extension to first floor and to
garage with internal alterations.

Decision
1. The appeal is dismissed.
Procedural Matters

2. Notwithstanding the description of development, I am mindful that the proposal
involves extensive alterations to both Nos. 2 and 2A Eastoke Avenue. The
description used in the Council’s decision notice is more comprehensive and
included the alterations to 2 Eastoke Avenue that were not clearly referred to
in the address and description on the application form.

3. In light of this, I have altered the address to include No. 2 as well as No. 2A

4. Prior to my original site visit, I had not been able to arrange to view from
neighbouring properties at 4 Eastoke Avenue and 81 Southwood Road. I
returned and viewed the appeal site from those properties on 15 December
2015.

Main Issues
5. The main issues in this appeal are:

e the effect of the proposed development on the character and appearance of
the area;

e the effect of the proposed development on the living conditions of future
occupiers by reason of amount of outdoor amenity space at 2A Eastoke
Avenue;

e the effect of the proposed development on the living conditions of
neighbouring occupiers at 81 Southwood Road with particular regard to
privacy and outlook.
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Reasons

Character and appearance

6.

10.

11.

The existing building is a two storey dwelling with one bedroom house attached
to the rear, surrounded by dwellings of a similar style, although many are
bungalows or chalet bungalows. On the southern side of Southwood Road,
opposite the appeal site, there have been two recent proposals for modern
replacement dwellings, which have been approved although not constructed.

In the wider area, for example at Beach Court further along Southwood Road,
there are a number of other modern buildings. The proposal is to extend and
adapt the existing property in a modern style, in part reflective of the design of
Beach Court.

Buildings on the southern side of Southwood Road tend to be larger, reflecting
their location backing onto the beach, including the modern buildings I have
listed above. Those on the north side of the road and on Eastoke Avenue are
generally more modest and traditional in form and it is this context to which
the appeal site more closely relates.

The Council have drawn attention to the various different roof slopes and
variety of materials proposed in the development. These would make the
building appear large and prominent in the street scene. I appreciate that
Beach Court is similar in varying roof slope and pitch, but that is a much larger
building that needs the variety to break up its bulk. That would not be the
case with this, much smaller, building, which I consider would create an
incongruous structure, out of scale and context with its neighbours, that would
harm the character and appearance of the locality.

The proposal would only raise the height of the building slightly. However, this
would be done by raising the front wall up to the ridge level, presenting a very
tall front elevation, the top of which would be blank. The first floor extension
above 2A Eastoke Avenue would increase the size and bulk of the rear part of
the building quite considerably and would step down from the two storey
elevation fronting Southwood Road to the single storey neighbouring bungalow
behind. Whilst the height would not be unusual in this area, neighbouring
buildings are significantly lower, with pitched roofs, so this would further draw
attention to the development, which I consider would appear out of character
with the surrounding development.

I appreciate that the proposal would not have a significantly greater footprint
than the existing building and that there are a variety of styles of building in
the locality. In addition, I note the appellants’ argument that the design aims
to reflect the coastal location of the development. However, this does not
outweigh the harm I have found as a result of the bulk, prominence and
incongruity of the development on the street scene.

For the above reasons, the proposed development would have a harmful
impact on the character and appearance of the area. It would be contrary to
Policy CS16 of the Havant Borough Core Strategy (CS) that seeks a high
standard of development to respect its local context and the Havant Borough
Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) that provides detailed
guidance on the design of development.
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Living conditions for future occupiers of 2A Eastoke Avenue

12.

13.

14.

15.

At present 2A Eastoke Avenue is a one bedroom property and it is not
uncommon for such properties to have very small private amenity spaces.
However, this would be highly unusual for large family houses such as
proposed.

I appreciate that there is public open space a very short distance away, but this
does not have the same function as an outside private amenity area. For a
family dwelling, I consider such an area would be essential.

I understand that no. 2A shares the outside amenity area with no. 2 at present
and there are indications that this may continue. However, in planning terms
the two properties could be occupied separately and I need to assess the
proposed development on that basis. I appreciate that some people may
exercise consumer choice over outdoor amenity space, but this is a matter
addressed in the development plan and in national policy, and I consider it to
be a requirement for a family house such as that proposed.

The development would not provide adequate living conditions for future
occupiers in relation to outdoor amenity space and would be contrary to the
SPD, particularly paragraph 5.12 that requires provision of some private
amenity space. This is consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework
(the Framework), which, in paragraph 17, seeks high quality design and a good
standard of amenity for all existing and future occupiers.

Living conditions of neighbouring occupiers

16.

17.

18.

19.

Concern has been raised about the impact of the proposed development on
neighbouring occupiers at 81 Southwood Road. The proposed development
would result in two storey development on the site being closer to both
boundaries.

The proposal includes two windows at first floor level on the boundary with the
rear garden of 81 Southwood Road, one of which would be partially obscured
by the roof of no. 81. There is a single storey flat roofed extension that would
partially obscure the neighbour’s conservatory and garden from the proposed
windows. Nonetheless, while these are bedroom windows, they would still offer
opportunities for overlooking of the glass-roofed conservatory and rear garden
of no. 81, albeit at an oblique angle. I am aware that obscure glazing has been
suggested for those windows, but I agree with the Council that this is not
appropriate for bedroom windows, and may also result in pressure to replace
them with clear glazing in the future to allow views out of the bedrooms. I
consider that there is likely to be some overlooking of the conservatory and
garden of 81 Southwood Road.

The height of the wall adjacent to the rear garden of 81 Southwood Road would
dominate that rear garden. The single storey flat roofed extension that divides
the proposed development from the neighbour’s conservatory and main
garden, and the design of the proposal, with some of the roof pitching away
from the garden, would reduce that harm, but not eliminate it entirely.

Similarly, the side wall of the garage to the front with terrace above would
dominate the parking area to the front of no. 81. The opaque glazing on the
top should stop overlooking, but I consider that some harm will arise to the
outlook of these neighbouring occupiers from this element of the proposal.
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20. Overall, there will be an adverse impact from the proposed development on the

living conditions of neighbouring occupiers at 81 Southwood Road arising from
loss of privacy to the rear garden and conservatory and loss of outlook both to
the front and rear of that property. The proposal would be contrary to Policy
CS16 of the CS and the SPD that requires that development not cause
unacceptable harm to the living conditions of neighbouring occupiers. The
policy is consistent with the Framework in this regard.

Other matters

21.

22.

I note the concerns of the occupiers of 4 Eastoke Avenue but in light of my
finding on the main issues, I have no need to consider these matters further.

My attention has been drawn to the need to carry out repairs to the building
and that the development is intended to be environmentally sound, both by
being within a sustainable location and through the use of materials. Whilst
these provide some support to the proposed development, they do not
outweigh the harm I have found on the main issues.

Conclusion

23. For the above reasons and taking into account all other matters raised, I
conclude that the appeal should be dismissed.

Andrew Steen

INSPECTOR




