3843, Sea Front
Hayling Island
Hampshire
PO11 0BD

Dear S/ Madam

Planning Application: 380, Sea Front, Hayling Island; your ref APP/17/00529

Thiz application represents an opportunity  to enhance and improve the Godbhy House site; however if
not done sympathetically and with due consideration for residents in the neighhourhood it could hawe
a significant detrimental affect on this part of Hayling for residents (particularly the smmediate
residents surrounding the site on the North, East and West side), and wisttors alke. With that m mind,
and i the hght of the fact that the proposal will be of a sigmficant scale and over 4 storevs, T would
say at the outset that the suggestion this should he dealt with by DELEGATED powers 18 thoroughly
inappropriate. It is clear that at the pre application stage from the proposals submitted that there has
heen significant engagement by Pegasus acting on behalf of the dewvelopers and representative(s)
from HBC, and whilst that 1z perfectly understandable, it does, I would suggest, requires the
objectrvity of a the full plannng committee to come to a deterrmination,

[ also note the planning nsectors cotmments in his findings in relation to aplanning  appeal nearhy at
Channel House concerting the potential precedent that approval for a fourth sotorey trught set; he
distrizsed that on the basis that each application should be considered on its own merits. The
application submitted now by Pegasus however draws explicitly on that precedent, and freely
concedes this; this application in ne with the planning mspectors comments referred to should
therefore he considered on its own merts and not with regard to the Channel House dewelopment.

At the outset, this 1z not an objection to any development, simply to the proposal for a4 storey
development gwven its overbeanng wnpact on neighbours and the street scene, as this proposal 1z
significantly  higher than neighboring 2 and 2.5 sorey houses, and higher than the nearhy recent 4
sotorey dewelopment at Channel House, Given this proposal is sigmfimcantly  larger generally, the 4
th storey it 13 contended hear makes it overbearing,

[ would now like to move on to specific rather than general comments in explanantion.

Due to the mereased height, scale and prosmity  of the penthouse flat(s) proposed m particular (the
4th storey), making thiz a four storey development {and presumahly hft shaft on top ) this will result
in the creation of an oppressive and over heanng development both in terms of height by heing ahowe
the ndge height of the exsting buldding and neighbouring  buddings; and footprint betng sionificantly
larger than the footprint of the existing building,



Due to the increased height, scale and bulk thiz will result i a loss of davlight and sunlight for
neighhours  —especially during the winter months when the sun 1s low i the slor,

e to the prozmty  of the proposed development, this wall potentially result m a senous invasion of
the privacy of 384 Sea Front to the west (13metres), notahly less than the 25 metres factored in to
other adjoining properties and,

IMost sigmficantly, asa four storey budding  set amongst low nse detached houses, it will he out of
keeping wath the prevaling pattern and character of dewvelopment wathin the area, that iz low rise
houses from 384 to the west of the proposed developrment, | and the three properties  east of the
proposed development up to St Georges Road

The proposed outside patio to the north west aspect of the 4% storey apartment i particular impacts
significantly on the privacy of surrounding properties; the proposal seeks to minitnize  the mmpact on
384 Sea Front, but makes no sigmficant effort to consider the mmpact on properties to the Morth and
West.

Each of the 1ssues referred to above will be considered i more detall However, it 15 firstly important
to provide a summary of planming history relating to the dewelopment at 386 Sea Front which might
be helpful in highlighting  a number of relevant 1zsues as they mmight apply to any future Godby House
development..

Background

Flanming pertrassion was granted by the Local Planming  Authonty (LPA) for the construction of three
houses to the rear of 384 and 386 Sea Front 19w December 1998, This decision followed the
dhsrizsal of aplanmng appeal two days earher, which sought permission for the construction of two,
hnked, four storey blocks of flats across the frontage of 384 and 386 Sea Front

The perrratted houses, now known as 3844, 384B and 384C Sea Front, were budt in the late 1990z in
a backdand posttion to the rear of the two traditional, pitch roofed two storey dwellinghouses.

In 2004 the LPA refused a grant of planning permmssion for the replacement of 386 Sea Front with a
very large three storey high block of flats comprising ten 2 and 3 bedroom flats. The LPA was of the
wew that the proposal would have resulted in a sigrficant intensification  of the use of the land that
would have had a detnmental impact upon the residential amenities of nearby residents. The Councd
also considered the proposal would have resulted in the prowision of alarge expanse of hard standing
it the forecourt area at the front of the flats which would have been out of keeping with the character
of the area

In 2005 planming permission was agamn refused by the LPA for the replacement of the two storey
house at 386 Sea Front with a three storey block of & flats. The subsequent planmng appeal was
allowed on 17mNovember 2005

06/60829/000

Cuthne application for demoliton  of esusting dwellings and construction of 24 flats m two hinked
blocks with associated patlang and access on to Seafront - Refused 7y, March 1996

An appeal was lodged against this decision and subsequently disrmissed by the Planning Inspectorate
(PIMS Eef TAAPRZ1T7I5(AMA2659600F7)  on 17m December 1996,



06/60829/001
Erection of three dwelings to rear of 384 & 386 Sea Front and new private dnve to serve the three
new houses and 386 Sea Front — Permutted 194 December 1996,

04/62480/002

Demolition of existing house and construction of three storey bulding  contatning 10 flats (2 and 3
bedroom) with associated car parkong and altered wehicular access — Refused 7w February 2005
Feasons — Undesirable over mtensive use of the site that would not prowde satizfactory lvng
conditions  for the occupants and would have an adverse effect on the amentties of occupiers of
adjoining properties, over itenstwe use of the site - considerable part of the forecourt heing covered
it hard-standing which is out of keeping with the character of the area - msufficient amnenity space on
the site for occupiers of the proposed development, The use of the proposed accesswould be likely to
cause undue interference with the safety and conventence of users of the adjorung  ighway.

05/62480/003

Demolition of exsting dwelinghouse  and construction of a 3 storey budding  consisting of Mo, flats
(6Mo. 2 bed and 2Mo 3 bed) with associated car parkong uhilising the exsting but altered accessto
Sea Front - Refused 16w Avgust 2005, Appeal Allowed 17w November 2005

APP/X1735/A/12/2183121

Prowision of Fourth Floor to Exsting Block of Flats to Prowvide Additional Penthouse; rejected by the
Flanming Cotntrattee of Hawvant Borough Council. Appeal allowed by the planming mspector | building
worlss commenced October 2015,

Loss of Light Outlook and Overbearing Impact

The four storey block proposed at Godby House 15 arelatively massive structure when compared to
the pre-emsting traditional house. The block 15 wader, the elevations are higher and the structure 13
closer to adjacent traditional homes. It is quite clear that the principal western elevation of the
proposed hudding 18 much further westthan that of the original dwelling.



It iz argued that the proposed buidding of an additional fourth floor penthouse extension would have
an unacceptahle overbearing impact upon their residential amenities when compared with the current
bulding  and footprint as dlustrated i the photograph abowe. | Additionally, the proposed extension,
if butlt, would represent an entirely unwarranted harmful additon, that would cavse sigmficant and
substantial harm to the outlook of neighbouring  properties, which 15 simply avouded by louting — any
development to the ndge height of the current and neighhouring  properties.

Furthermore, the proposed mereased height of the proposed budding, would result i aloss of
sunlight and daylight to thewr properties. This adwerse mmpact would be experienced dunng the winter
months, i particular, when the sun is lower in the sky. In particular, the proposed penthouse
extension would have an adverse mmpact upon the amenities of the occupiers of neighbouring
properties and the overall wisual amenity and street scene of the area especially when wewed from
the South (the beach and gorseland area).

Invasion of Privacy

There iz an issue that neighhouring  properties would be directly owerlooked by the proposzed
development, which would need to be trutigated. This 15 particulatly so with respect to the 4th storey
to which my objections i pnnciple have been set out earlier; but also wath respect to the proposed
patio to the Morth West of the 4% storey apartment, which cleatly overlooks neighhbouring
properties. The arguments in the proposzal to mitigate this simply cannot do so.. the fact s that this i3
a 4t storey patio which owerlooks neighbouring 2 and 2.5 storey properties to the Morth and West,



Streetscene & Character

Ferhaps the final and tnost significant final concern 15 that the proposed development would be out of
keeping with the character and appearance of exsting development within thiz part of the Sea Front,
particulatly located asit would be amongst aline of low nse detached houses. With the 4% storey this
proposed development i higher ewen than the nearby channel Housze dewelopment; coupled with the
width of the development as wiewed from the South (the road side), the impact on the streetscene iz
significantly  detrimental, the scale 15 so large that even the factthe development is set back from the
road cannot mitigate itz mmpact . Itz my wiew that the proposed fourth penthouse flat would
represent a wisually prominent and mcongruous  feature within the Sea Front streetscene, and would

i height he significantly  higher and incongruous with the detached houses located either side.

Most Important Planning History

When allowang the appeal (PING Ref TAAPRIIT73SAMS11R86566)  1n relation to 386 Sea Front in
2005 the Planung Inspector carefully assessedthe three storey proposal i relation to exsting
development within the wiciuty of the site along Sea Front. At paragraph 3 of her decision letter the
Inspector comments that * . bulddings  are generally two to three storeys high, and setwell hack from
the highway. . * Atparagraph 4, the Inspector states *. In my judgement, it would not appear any
tore conspicuous than the emsting dwelling with its prominent gable facing the road. " Futthermore,
at paragraph 5 the Inspector states *.. Owerall the height of the proposed budding  would be lower
than the exsting house..”

Itis also of note that an earhier proposal to replace the two houses at 384 and 386 Sea Front with two
hlocks of 4 storey flats was dismissed atappeal (PINS Ref TAAPPZITIS AM6/265960/FT) 1 1996
The appellant’s architects state, at para. 4.1 of the Design Statement subratted with the planning
application that, m May 2011, they held pre-application discussions wath the Councd’s Flanmung
Officers. They state that it was suggested that there were ‘three key areas to be considered: - . the
hulk of the rear elewation; the impact on the streetscene; the owverall height ™ It 13 noteworthy,
howewer, that the appellant™s architects do not state whether the LP& were supportive  of the pre-
application propozal If Planning Officers had stated that they would have supported the pre-
application proposal Of formally subrutted as a plannmg apphcation) i 15 hughly lkely that the
appellant’s agents would have referred to this fact in ther Design Statement. The fact that the
‘outcome’ of the pre-application  inguiry 18 not clearly explained i the Design Statement suggests
that Officers were of the wiew that they would have heen unable to support the propozal for a fourth
floor of development. Itis lkely that Officers would have expressed significant concern about the
wnpacts of a fourth floor (as a stmilar scenario had been the subject of a distussed appeal m 1994)
and would not have encouraged the subrmission of the application. Indeed, when the application was
eventually presented to the Council’s Dewvelopment Management Committee Officers recommended
that the application should be refused. They were of the wiew that such a development would be
unacceptable on the basis of itz ikely adverse and harmful affects upon the residential amenities of
the occupers of adjacent dwellings and the Sea Front streetscene. Members of the Committee
resolved, unammmously, to refuse the application.



The two Inspectors who determined the two earlier appeals conchided that a three storey high
proposal would reflect the scale and character of development along the Sea Front whilst a 4 storey
proposzal would not. Whilst subsequently on appeal pertnission was granted for a fourth storey at 386
Sea Front, thiz decision was pretrised on the wnpact on the street scene talang mto account the roof
height of the flats at 5t Cathennes Court The Godby House situation 15 quite different, located nest
to low rise detached houses on both sides.

Planning Policy

National Planning Policy Framework

The Mational Plantung Policy Frameworle (March 2012) sets out Central Governments planning
policy adwice for achiewing sustainable development. Paragraph 14 highlights  that that there 1z a

presumnption i favour of sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running
through both plan-making and decision-taking

Section 6 of the NPPF sets out adwice regarding 'Delivenng awide choice of high quality homes'.

Section 7 prowides guidance on good design i new developments. Paragraph 56 highlights  that the
Covertnent “attaches great importance to the design of the built envirotunent.” The paragraph
continues to state that 'Good design 15 akey aspect of sustanable development, 1z mdivisible  from
good planming, and should contrbute positvely  to malang places hetter for people’.

Paragraph 60 highlishts that plantung policies and decisions should not attemnpt to topose
architectural styles or particular tastes and they should not shfle mnovation, onginalty  or wubative
through unsubstanbated requirements to conform to certan development forms or styles. However,
paragraph 61 acknowledges that whilst “wisual appearance and the architecture of mdradual  buldings
are wvery inportant factors . planning policies and decisions should address the connections hetween
people and places and the integration  of new development into the natural, budt and histonic
enviromnent’.

Local Planning Policy

The Hawvant Borough Core Strategy was formerly adopted on 1s March 2011, Itis the principal
document i the council's Local Development Frameworl and sets out the spatial planming  strategy
for the area up to 2026, Within this document 1z policy C5 16, High Ouality Design, which 15
considered particularly relevant to this planning application. This 15 a perrmssive policy which states
“Planring permission will be granted for development that is designed to o high standard which
helps to create places where people want to five, work and relax .7

The proposed development at four storeys lugh would have a devastating impact upon the way in
which they currently enjoy their own homes. The proposed development would not . create placss
where peaple want to live, work and relax .7 . The impact of the propozed development would
create a place (with regards to their own properties) where people would not want to live.

Section lof this policy states *.. Al development should demnonstrate thatits design.. (1) Responds
to, draws mspiration from and respects local contest and: () *Uses the charactenstics of the
locality to help inform the design of the new development including heights, massing, exsting
huldings  lines, plot widthe and depths, materials and proportions of windows and doors.

The introduction of alarge scale 4 storey development would not, it 15 argued, be characteristic of
development i the locality which 15 predommantly two and three storeys m height, and particularly



grven its location amongst detached houses on either side. The proposal fails, therefore, to he
compliant with 1.(c) of policy CS16.

Furthermore, (1{e)) necessitates that *. . development does not cause unacceptable harm to the
ammetuty of neighbours through smell the loss of privacy, outlook, noise and overlooking’

Aghas heen explained in detadl earlier in this letter it 1s apparent that the proposed development at
would, due to its prosmmity to nearby houses, be wisvally overbearing and oppressive. Additionally,
the proposal would result m aloss of outlook and cause unacceptable harm to the privacy of
neighbounng  properties. . The proposal is, therefore, contrary to 1.(e) of policy CS16.

Conclusions

In conclusion, I would lke to retterate the concerns about these proposals on the following grounds: -

The construction of a four storey development sigmficantly  larger than the footprint of the existing
site at Godby House would increase the height, mass and hull of the existing buldding  to such an
extent that it would he extremely harmfil to the residential amentties of occupants of neighhounng
properties. Itis higher even than the nearby channel Ifbuidt the propozed development would have an
oppressive and over bearing wmpact upon bwng enwironment of the occupiers of the aforementioned
properties. The construction of a four storey development would mcrease the height, mass and bulle
of the exsting bulding to such an extent that it would result i alozs of daylight and sunlight
currently enjoyed by neighhouring  properties — especially during the winter months when the sun 1s
lowr i the sloy. Itis notably hiher than the nearby 4 storey development at Channel house; and
significantly larger m width when wewed from the street, having a disproportionate  wnpact when set
ammongst 2 and 2.5 storey houses, as it will be if this proposal 15 approved.

The propozed development could result in a sertous mwasion of the privacy of nearby properties,
particularly with respect to the 4% storey. A 3 storey development would be less of an 1ssue, but that
1z not presented as an ophion.

The proposed development would result i the creation of a4 storey budding, higher than the
existing propetty and its neighbours.. This scale of development was considered to be unacceptable
by the Planmng Inspector who dealt with the planning  appeal i relation to 386 Sea Front mn 1996,
Furthermore, the Planning Inspector who determined the more recent appeal m 2005 was of the wiew
that *. . buildings are generally two to three storeys hugh. " within the wicinity  of the site.
Motwithstanding  the successful appeal for a fourth storey at nearby 386, Sea Front, it i3 clear that
those crrcumstances were different m some kev respects to the proposed Godby House development
arven the property 15 setin aline of detached residential; houses. The Penthouse would take the
height of the development significantly  ahowe the existing nidge line of not just Godby House but of
neighbouring  properties to the east and west. As such, it 15 contended that the proposal would be
wisually mcongruous and unduly prominent when wewed i the context of the exsting Sea Front
streetzcene, and;



the proposal would he out of keeping with the prevaling character of development wathin the area
(for much the same reason, and largely as a consequence of the penthouse on the fourth floor, as
proposed), and would be contrary to Core strategy policy CS16.

I would be grateful 1f in talong this matter forward, you could give consideration to the points rased
here. Thiz 12 a tremendous opportunity  to significantly  enhance thiz site whilst at the same time
delivering the County Council objective of masirmizing  its return; but [ would stncerely hope this
could be done with respect and consideration for the potential adwverse impact on other residents/
constituents. It should certanly not be dealt with by means of DELEGATED powers

Yours sincerely

Dr. RE. Gelding , PhD, M.& B.&(Hons), Dip AppCrim (Cantah), FHEA




