
























Reference: PLAN18827E

Planning proposals online comment form
Name* Moira & Stephen Bates

Address* 2 Silvertrees 
Emsworth

Post Code* PO10 7ST

Your telephone number 01243 378267

Your email address sdjbates@hotmail.com

 
Planning application ref. no. eg 
05/1234/00

13/000765

Application site address Merok House, 46, New Brighton Road, Emsworth

Applicant's name Miss Barratt for Dr Caldwell

 
Why you think permission should 
or should not be given

Dear Mrs Haywood 

Thank you for notifying us regarding the amended planning application. 

We would object to the proposals on the following grounds: 

1.Over development of the site­ The proposed development in terms of 
size would result in an over development of the site which is detrimental 
to the environmental quality of the neighborhood, in particular the impact 
to the residents of Silvertrees and Danbury Court. 

2.Noise and Pollution ­ Additional noise, traffic flow and parking ( eg 
deliveries, visitors etc) will impact on the neighborhood in particular the 
residents of Silvertrees. 

3.This commercial development will affect the established pattern of 
residential development in the area. 

4. The increase in employment numbers is insignificant and there is no 
guarantee that employees will be recruited from the local labour force, 
therefore additional employment is not an argument in favour of the 
application. 

It should be noted that a previous application (95/53834/3) was rejected 
and turned down on appeal by the Planning Inspectorate.



Reference: PLAN18831E

Planning proposals online comment form
Name* D & I Smith

Address* 10 Silvertrees, 
Emsworth, 
Hants

Post Code* PO10 7ST

Your telephone number 01243 376019

Your email address silvertrees@talktalk.net

 
Planning application ref. no. eg 
05/1234/00

13/00765

Application site address Merok House, 
46 New Brighton Road, 
Emsworth' 
Hants 
PO10 7QR

Applicant's name Miss Barratt for Dr Caldwell

 
Why you think permission should 
or should not be given

Merok House was a small, family run business that is adjacent to 
Silvertrees. It was sold in January 2013 and these current plans 
significantly increase the size of the business – from 18 to 30 rooms (an 
increase of 66%) and the number of residents from 22 to 30 (an increase 
or 36%). This will have a significant impact on the quality of our lives. I 
wish to object to these plans on the basis of: 
1. Effect on daylight, privacy and outlook 
The Design and Access Statement has ignored (and therefore does not 
address) our major concern relating to the size of the infill on the 
Northern side. We met with Dr Caldwell during the consultation phase of 
the previous (withdrawn) application when he viewed the impact from our 
home. He appeared to understand our worries and agreed to investigate 
whether a smaller infill could house the fire escape. We were therefore 
very surprised and disappointed when we received the new planning 
application with the revised plans, only to discover the infill has 
significantly increased in size. This new structure is approximately 3.5 
metres depth, 6.3 metres width (an increase from 4 metres in the 
previous withdrawn application i.e over 50%) by about 9.3 metres height. 
This will be less than 2.5 metres from the boundary of our property, 3.5 
metres from our patio and 7 metres from our kitchen­diner. This will 
dominate our home and we still believe must cause some reduction of 
daylight and sunlight. (We note that sunlight calculations have only been 
conducted in respect of 9 Silvertrees). The purpose of this structure has 
also changed from enclosing the fire escape to a bedroom wing. Section 7 
of the Design and Access Statement is presumably incorrect as it still 
records the infill as housing the fire escape. 
The plans show a number of windows as replacements – we assume these 
will be the same dimensions as those currently installed. Anything larger 
or at a raised height would seriously impact on our privacy and have a 
potential noise issue. 
2. Noise 
All our main rooms (kitchen­diner, dining room and lounge) are adjacent to 
and open on to Merok House’s northern boundary so noise is a major 
concern to us. We would expect existing noise levels to increase in line 



with the increased size of the business (a minimum of 36% based on the 
proposed number of residents) and with the new bedroom wing so close 
to our home. 
• Most visitors appear to spend a comparatively short time at Merok 
House so there are arrivals and departures at various times with the 
associated vehicular noises and fumes 
• The nearest car parking space is only about 6 metres from our lounge 
patio doors and 2.5 metres from our patio. We would also expect to 
experience a 36% increase in other vehicle activity (doctors, ambulances, 
deliveries etc.). The closure of one entrance to provide two additional car 
spaces on our boundary would mean additional manoeuvring especially of 
larger vehicles with auditory warning of reversing. Two entrances permit 
the drive through of all vehicles. 
• The ‘Travel Plan Statement’ would realistically apply to employees only 
(most of whom currently appear to travel by car) and not to visitors. No 
figures for the increased staffing levels are contained in this submission 
(unlike the previous one) but an increase of 36% would appear to be 
reasonable in line with the increased business size. The majority of these 
staff would presumably travel by car as the existing staff do. 
3. Overdevelopment of the site 
We strongly believe the planned increases in the footprint of the building 
and the size of the business is an overdevelopment of the site that would 
have a detrimental effect on Silvertrees – an established, quiet, 
residential road. A much smaller extension (reference 95/53834/003) was 
rejected by Havant Borough Council Planning on 14th December 1995. A 
subsequent appeal to the Planning Inspectorate of the Department of the 
Environment and the Welsh Office was also rejected on 16th May 1996 
(ref T/APP/X1735/A/96/262160/PS). These decisions are incorrectly 
recorded as ‘Grant perm/consent/ certify lawfulness’ on the Planning 
website. (The Planning Department is trying to correct this). The reasons 
for rejection of the 1995 application remain just as valid today and the 
current application should be refused. I request that the 1995 planning 
application objections with the Council’s rejection and the subsequent 
failed appeal are also included in the review of this application. 
4.Personal 
We (like most other Silvertrees and other surrounding residents) are 
retired so spend far more time at home than if we were still working. In 
the event this application is approved, we request the council will provide 
additional protection to us over that suggested in the Environmental 
Health report. The possible building activity up to 54 hours over 6 days 
each week (with the associated noise and dirt) would have a significant 
adverse impact on our lives. A development during the summer months 
would also prevent us from enjoying our garden and patios at their most 
beneficial times. 







3 Danbury Court 
Emsworth 
PO10 7RD 

4th September 2013 

re: APP/13/00765 

Proposed alterations to Merok House Rest and Convalescent 
Home, 46 New Brighton Road, Emsworth, PO10 7QR 

We appreciate the applicant’s attempts to respond to objections from owners of 
neighbouring properties; however, the present application does not meet our objections 
enough to allow us to support it. We have to repeat most of the points that we made in our 
representation regarding the previous, withdrawn application. 

We live in the house at the east end of the plot containing Merok House, so our garden 
adjoins Merok’s garden and from the garden and rear windows of our house we look onto 
the rear of the Merok House buildings.  Over the years we have had few problems with 
Merok House as neighbours, being far enough away not to be disturbed.  We have been 
pleased to have their large, well kept garden to look onto and that their garden has 
contributed to maintaining the feeling of open space in the area. 

However, this planning application gives us many concerns in that it will badly affect the 
amenities of ourselves and the surrounding residents. 

1.  Merok House has grown over the years from a rest and convalescent home for the 
elderly into a care home catering for residents with mental health problems and dementia.  
The property has been extended many times: the current area of Merok House is 
approximately three times the area of the original house. The proposed extensions would 
increase that even more. 

2.  A recent planning application, which was for an extension into the garden smaller than 
this proposal, was refused and the refusal was upheld on appeal by the inspector.  The 
surrounding environment has not changed since that application was refused and we see no 
new reasons why this application should be granted. 

3.  The size of the proposed rear extension, together with the increased height and area of 
the extensions on the north and south sides, represents serious over-development in a 
residential area.  The proposed rear extension in particular is excessive in area and height 
and takes up a large part of the remaining length of the garden. 

Compared with the withdrawn application the proposed rear extension has been reduced in 
length by 2.9 metres (9½ feet), but is now two storeys for most of the length and the height 
has been increased and is now the height of the existing rear extension – approaching the 
height of the houses in Silvertrees. 



4.  The proposal is to cater for a large increased number of residents, 30 compared with the 
current capacity of 22.  Given that this is of necessity a 24-hour operation we have concerns 
that there will be increased noise and disturbance and lighting at night affecting the 
residential amenity of ourselves and other neighbours. 

5.  The three fir trees in the garden provide some screening at the moment.  There is no 
statement in the proposal that these will be retained and we have concerns that they will be 
removed opening up the view to the existing buildings and making the proposed rear 
extension, which will bring the buildings almost 10.5 metres closer to us, more obtrusive. 

6. In summary we have major concerns about this application: 

Over-development in a residential area 

Excessive size 

Possible noise and disturbance 

Effect on residential amenity of ourselves and other neighbours 

Loss of garden land 

 

K & D Wileman 






