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Dear Miss Wooden 

T o w n and Coun t ry P lann ing Act 1990 
Appeal by Mr Br ian Parker 
Si te at 386 Sea Front , Hay l ing I s l a n d , Hampsh i re P O l l OBD 

I enclose a copy of our Inspector's decision on the above appeal. 

If you have queries or complaints about the decision or the way we handled the 
appeal, you should submil them using our "Feedback" webpage at 
www.planninqDortd<.QQv.uk/plannipq/aDpeals/DlannlnqlnsDectQrate/fee(3bacK. This 
page also contains information on our complaints procedures and the right of 
challenge to the High Court, the only method by which the decision can be 
reconsidered. 

If you do not have internet access, or would prefer hard copies of our information on 
the right to challenge and our complaints procedure, please contact our Quality 
Assurance Unit on 0117 372 8252 or in writing to the address above. 

Ploase note the Ptanning Inspectorate is not the administering t)odv for High Court 
challenges. If you would like more Information on the strictly enforced deadlines for 
challenging, or a copy of the forms for lodging a challenge, please contact the 
Administrative Court on 020 7947 6655. 

Yours Sincerely 

Amanda B a k e 

COVERDLl 



The Planning 
Inspectorate 

Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 4 February 2013 

by M i c h a e l Evans BA MA M P h i l D IpTP M R T P I 

•n I rwp^or appoWtad by thm Smawtmrf ol SKete tor CemimMUto and Local Gov«mm«*t 

A p p e a l Ref : A P P / X 1 7 3 5 / A / 1 2 / 2 1 8 3 1 2 1 
3 8 6 Sea F r o n t , H a y l l n g I s l a n d P O l l OBD 

• Tbe appeal « made ur>der section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant planning permSsion. 

• The appeal Is made by Mr Bnan Parker against Che deosion of Havant Borough Councll 
• The application Ref APP/11/01618 was refused by notice dated 8 March 2012, 
• The devek>pment proposed is a roof extension to fomi an additional penthouse 

apartment. 

D e c i s i o n 

1. The appeal Is al lowed and planning permission is granted for a roof extension 
to form an addit ional penthouse apar tment at 386 Sea Front, Hayllng Island 
POl 1 OBD, in accordance wi th the terms of the appl icat ion, Ref A P P / H / 0 1 8 1 8 , 
subject to the condit ions attached to the schedule at the end of this decision. 

P r e l i m i n a r y M a t t e r s 

2. Revised plans were submit ted wi th the appeal which would set the balconies 
further bsck f rom each side of the extension. The Appellant indicates that the 
appeal should only be decided usir>g these drawings (f the onginal proposal is 
considered unacceptable in relation to over looking. However, it Is not open to 
the Appellant at this stage of the process to put forward an amended proposal 
on such terms. Consequently, this appeal wil l be considered using the plarvs 
that were the subject of the Counal 's decision. 

3- The Appellant has sut>mitted a uni lateral undertakir>g (UU) making provision for 
the payment of a t ransport contnbut ion . 

M a i n I s s u e s 

4 . The main issues in the consideration of th is appeal are: 

- The effect of the proposed extension on the character and appearance 
of the area. 

- The effect on the l iving corwlitions of the occupiers of the adjacent 
dwell ings, in respecl of privacy, l ight and whether there would be an 
overt>earmg effect. 

- The implications of the proposal for the provision of t ransport 
in f rastructure. 

w»»i..pl«i.i..ii.lportjl u*i;ptanmrvi(«Hpn-|ori»f» 
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Reasons 

Charmctmr a n d a p p « « r a n c e 

5. Properties along Sea Front f aang towards the adjacent open space are 
predominantly two and three storey in height, as pointed out by the Inspector 
who allowed the appeal in 2005 regarding the exist ing three storey bui lding at 
no. 386. However, this does not mean that the resultant four slorey butlding 
would necessaniy t>e detnmenta l and the potential impact must t>e assessed m 
relat ion to the specific characterist ics of the adjacent propert ies. 

6. The height of tt>e tni i lding lha t was removed lo accommodale the current 
structure a l Ihe appeal site has no t>eanng on this issue as it does not form 
part of the exist ing streetscene. In addit ion the view has been expressed that 
the new building has had an adverse impact. However, th is was found l o be 
acceplable and it is no l for me l o re-consider i ts mer i ts . 

7. The property to the other side of Token House, which ts itself imfT>ediatety l o 
the west of the appeal s i te , compnses two four storey blocks wi th pitched 
roofs. They also have a central link and except wfien looking directfy at the 
f ron l lend to appear as a smgle large block in views f rom the south. The top of 
the fairiy shallow pitched roofs would be at a higher level than the extended 
butlding, even al lowing for the central circulation tower which would be fairty 
modest m scale. The w id lh of each of the two bloclcs a l the f ron l is broadly 
comparable to lhat of the bui lding at the appeal si te, which would not change. 

8. Although the development a l St Catherines Court is relatively large compared 
to other properties m thc vicini ty. Token House Is wider at the front than each 
of the individual blocks and is, in itself, a relatively substantial bui lding. 
Despite thc reasonably generous gap to Token House. St Catherines Court Is a 
prominent feature of the streetscene that would be cleariy seen in conjunct ion 
with the extended bui lding In views f rom the south . 

9. Furthermore, the gaps to the buildings to ei ther side of 386 Sea Front, at the 
upper floor levels in particular, would also reflect a fairiy spacious sett ing. 
These gaps, taken logether. would not be significantly less generous than 
those relat ing to St Calhennes Court. Consequently, the presence and Impact 
of the latter in relatton l o the current proposal should not be discounted. 

10. Token House would be wider than the extended building at the front and Us top 
only fairiy modest ly lower tt\an the mam part of the roof addit ion. The building 
l o the other side, at no 384. is narrower and only has two storeys but the 
pitched roof al>ovc reduces the overall differerKC in height. In consequence, 
this relationship would nol appear discordant, especially bcanng in m ind the 
relatively generous gap to I t ie apartment bkxk a l 386. 

U . As a resul l , the enlarged property would nol appear unacceptably dominant , 
while s i l t ing comfortably between the immediately adjacent tHJiWif^qs 
Furthermore, the relationship wi th no. 384 would ref leci that belween S l 
Cathermes Court and the noticeat>lv more modest building at no. 392. 

12. It IS Ihese adiacent buildings that would provide the conle»l wi th in which the 
enlarged building would mos l readily t>e seen. The set backs of the addi t ion at 
the f ron l and rear would also l imit the perceived bulk and mass. For all the 
at)ove reasons, i l would r>ot therefore appear visually obtrusive due l o faclors 
such as height, sue . mass or bulk. 

|ilaitii)fi<j|)r.ftiii i}4iv ui>/ptai>nHM)iiiHMtora(<* 
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13. The addit ion would also reflect the at t ract ive clean lines and contemporary 
design of the exist ing bui lding. The space lo the sides and f ront of the bui lding 
wouk j not change and there would be no significant effect on the openness of 
the edge of the se t l lemenl . As a resul l the enlarged bui lding would also 
respect factors such as the spacirig and vaned design found in Sea Front. 

14. The appeal tha i was decided in 1996 concemed a larger site, incorporat ing 
both 384 and 386 Sea Front and the development wouk3 have comprised 24 
flats in two linked blocks occupying much of the width of the overall p lot . This 
proposal is nol therefore comparable l o the cur ren l scheme in terms of its 
overall scale and the previous deas ion is not a significant factor weighing 
against this appeal. 

15. In these circumstances the character and appearance of the area would not t>e 
harmed. The proposal would comply wi th Havant Borough Core Strategy, 
March 2 0 1 1 , Policy C516, which amor>g other things, seeks l o ensure that 
development responds to , draws Inspiration from and respects the local 
contex l . I t also intends that design should be inforrried by lt>e ctiaracteristics 
of the locahty in respect of mat ters such as heights and massing. 

16. It IS indicated in the Havant Boroogh Couna l . Borough Destgn Guide, 
Supplementary Plannmg Document, Decemt>er 2011 (SPO) that new 
development should not generally be more than one storey higher where it 
directly adjoms or is close lo exist ing residential development . 

17. However, for thc reasons given above, al though it would be two storeys higher 
than no. 384, thc resultant juxtaposi t ion of butldmgs would be appropr iate in 
the streelscenc. This generalised advice is not Ihereforc applicable in this 
Instance. The proposal would satisfy the a im of the SPD that the layout and 
design of a proposal should be informed by a sound understarvding of the form 
and fabric of development m the tocal area. 

18. By taking account of thc character of the area artd secunng a high quality 
design the proposal accords wi th these core principles of thc National PlanrWng 
Policy Framework (The Framework) . 

Uving conditions 

19. The extension would have a balcony along the rear elevation wrapping around 
the rearmost part of the sides wi th a screen that wouk j be at iout a met re h igh. 
There are only high level wirxjows m the flank wall of Token House adjacenl t o 
no. 386. signiricantly l imit ing views in and out of the assoaaled rooms. 
Because of the particulariy obl ique angle there would be no significant views 
into the sea facing g la / cd openings in the rear of Token House. 

20. The balcony and the associated glazed opening to the side would , however, 
enable overlooking of the balconies a l the rear of Token House. These are 
open lo view f rom the highway and have clear glazed screens so that privacy is 
already compromised to some extent . Nevertheless, because of the relatively 
lengthy area arvJ pro»imi ly it is necessary l o impose a condit ion requinng the 
erection of a screen to ensure an appropnale standard of privacy, with i t ic 
prease details to Oe approved by the CourKil. The Couna l would therefore be 
a\Ae to ensure an acceptable appearance The screen would also t>e a fairfy 
slender feature so that the mass of the bui lding need not be detnmenta l ly 
af fected. 
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21 . There are several openings in the side elevation of 384 Sea Front faang the 
appeal site but a number of these are either obscure glazed or high level so 
that any potential overiooking wrould be significantly bmited. In any case, the 
penthouse apartment would be at an appreciably higher level. In consequence, 
any cvertooking would t)e al a relaOvely oblique ar>gle, as well as being 
reasonatily distant gtven the significant gap between the addition and the main 
side wall of no. 384. 

22. Any views towards the neighbouring rear garden from the balcony or the 
glazed opening immediately behind would be stgnificarniy limited due to the 
position of the adjacent building and angle of view, as well as being reasonably 
distant. The front garden is an area where a lower slandard of amenity is 
generally to t>e expected and there are views of this relatively large space from 
the balcony below anyway. 

23. The two bedroom windows m each side of the new apartment towards the 
northern end would be high level or are shown on the drawings lo have 
obscured glass. Tt>ese factors would significanttv limit views both mlo and oul 
of these openings. In order lo protect privacy and for the avoidance of doutH 
a condition is needed to ensure lhat the ot>scured glazing is instailed and 
retained, with the details lo be approved by the Council. 

24. The main outk>ok from within 384 and the ad}acenl flats in Token House Is lo 
the front and rear, whtch would not be signiftcanlly affected by ttie proposal. 
From ct>c extemal areas of the adjacent properties the most cxlensive and 
important outlooks would be in directions other than back towards the adjacent 
building. Consequently, there would be no ur>due sense of enclosure that 
would be overbeanng as a result of the additional height and bulk. Given the 
open south facing aspect at the front of Token House and no. 384 there would 
be no significant reduction In sunlighl. The relationships between the adjacent 
buildings would also prevenl any significant loss of daylight. 

25. There arc three dwellings to the rear of the appeal site a l 384a b ar>d c. These 
properties have windows that face towards the soulh and from which the 
enlarged building would be seen. However, the fact that the building would 
merely be visible is not. in itself, evidence o' an unacceptably oppressive sense 
of enclosure. 

26- The houses at 384 a and b face directly towards the rear of 384 and the shared 
access dnve. Because of this ar>d the distarKes involved their occupiers would 
nol experience any adverse effects. I t was clear at the site visit that the 
relationship would also be sufficiently distant that Ihe enlarged building would 
nol be of such a height and bulk as to appear overt>earing from 384c either. 
This would be the case even when standmg m the space to the front of these 
three properties. In any event, this is an ur>enclosed area used to a large 
extent for car parking and manoeuvnng where a lower slandard of amenity 
might reasonably bo expected compared tu more pnvate areas. 

27. Information submitted by the Appellant regarding daylight and sunlight have 
been considered, as well as the comments by local residents in relation to 
matters such as the sun path analysis. Nevertheless, it seems to me that 
given the degree of physical separation, any k>ss of sunlight or daylighl 
resulting from tne extension, in relation to thc soulh facmg windows at 384c, 
would be particulariy modest. The distani e between tf>e buildings would also 
prevenl any undue reduction in privacy as a result of overtooking. These 
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conclusions would apply irrespective of the presence of the intervening 
vegetation. 

28. Properties in addition to those mentioned above would t>e sufficiently far from 
the appeal sile that their occupiers woukJ experience no delrimental impact. 

29. As a consequeiKC of thc above factors, it is concluded lhat the living conditions 
of the occupiers of the adjacenl dwellings would not be harmed by reason of 
loss of privacy, reduction in light levels or an overbearing effect. The proposal 
would therefore accord with the aim of Core Strategy Policy CSI6 to prevent 
such adverse effects. The proposal would secure a good slandard of amenity 
for existing occupants in compliarKC with this core pnnaple of the Framework. 

Transport infrastructure 

30. Core Stralegy Policy C521 seeks to ensure that infrastructure requirements are 
met and lhal where the necessary financial contributions are not made 
planning permission is refused. Policy DM12 interHls that adequate provision is 
made for integrated and Improved transport infrastmcture or appropnale 
miligabon measures through direct improvements and contributions in 
accordarKe wUh the Hampshire County Counal Transport Contnbulions Policy. 
The latter is contained m a document dated September 2007 ar>d these policies 
provide a sour>d basis for the conlnbution. 

31. The occupiers of the new apartment would cleartv place additional demands on 
transport infrastructure in the locality. Having regard to the above it is 
corKludcd that the paymcni set out in the UU woukj be directly related to the 
proposed developmenl, fairiy and reasonably related in scale and kind, while 
also being necessary lo make thc developmcnl acceptable. As a result the 
tests set oul In Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy 
Regulations are satisfied and there would be no delnmental effecl in relation to 
transport infrastructure. 

Other considerations 

32. In the Counai's report on the application It ts pointed out that the highways 
consultee has raised no objections. I I is also indicated that the proposal would 
comply with the Council's parking standards. In these circumstances the 
corKcms of k>cal residents regardirtg highway safety and on-street parking 
would not Justify rejection of the proposal. 

33. No undue precedent for additional development would be set as each proposal 
must be consKJered on Us own ments and in relation lo its own specific 
circumstances. 

Corvc/us>on 

34 because of the absence of harm that would ansc and taking account of all 
olher matters raised, thc appeal succeeds. In reaching this decision tt>e views 
of local residents and other interested parties have been taken mto account. 

Corrditions 

35. In addition to those mentioned above conditions are necessary m relation lo 
the following matters. Otherwise than as sel out in this decision and 
corkjitions. it is necessary thai Ihe development shall l>e carried out in 
accordance with the approved plans for the avoidance of doubt and m the 

www pr fanninf lp i in j l VJDVAik / t iUnnn ig invp i^ to rAf i * 
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interests of proper planning. In order to proiect the appearance of the building 
and locality details of the faang materials of tt>e extension should be 
controlled. In the interest of highway safety the approved parking layout 
should be provided before the new apartment Is occupied. In order to prevent 
undue disturbance the times when construction can take place should be 
restricted. 

^M ^Evans 

INSPECTOR 
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Schedule of Condi t ions 

1) The developmenl hereby permitted shall begin before the expiration of 
three years from the date of this deasion. 

2) The devetopment hereby permitted shall be camed out in accordance with 
the following approved plans: 371/01 B, 371/02 B, 371/03 B, 371/06 B, 
371 / 07 B, 371/GA-SPOl, PAI 1-108:01 E, PAI 1-108:02, PAl l -108:03 C, 
PAl l -108:04 E, PAl l -108:06 A, PAU- l08 :08 B. PA11-108:09 B, P A l l -
108:10. 

3) No development shall take place until details of the matenals to be used In 
the construction of the external surfaces of the extension have t>een 
submitted to and approved In writing by the tocal planning authority. 
Dcvelopmeni shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 

4) Prior to the occupation of the apartment the bedroom windows in the side 
elevations of the extension annotated on the approved plans as WTOl and 
WT06 shall be glazed with obscured glass In accordance with details to be 
submitted to and approved In writing by the local planning authority and 
thereafter retained as such. 

5) No development shall take place until details of a privacy screen to be 
erected to the side of the balcony facing towards Token House have been 
submitted to and approved in wriling by the local planning authority. The 
screen shall be erected prior to the occupation of the apartment and 
thereafter retained as such. 

6} The apartn>ent shall not be occupied until space has been laid out wtthin 
the site for cars to be parked and manoeuvred in accordance wtth the 
approved plans and such space shall not thereafter be used for any 
purpose other than primarily for the parking and manoeuvring of vehicles. 

7) Construction works shall only take place belween the hours of 08:00 and 
18:00 on Mondays - Saturdays and not at all on Sundays and all 
recognised public holidays. 


