Assistant Director of Planning 1 South Road

Arun District Planning Felpham
Maltravers Road Bognor Regis
Littlehampton WEST SUSSEX
WEST SUSSEX PO22 8EF
BN17 5LF

14" April 2019

Dear Sir,

Re: Planning Statement for FR/3G/718/PL No 10 South Road
Re-submission following FR/A23471F/PL

My wife and 1 have only recanthy had the opportunity to read the Planning

Statement for FR/3G/18/PL, and now wish to comment on it

To us it seems the applicant tries o construct a very partial view by various means,
but particularly through strained interpretation of the last Inspactors dismissal, as
sxamplad below, in which we follow the Statement’s headings, where we have

comment,

Background

The Applicant immediately seaks to confine his casze to only the last Inspectors
dismissal. This seems designed to avoid any mention of views expressed by the two
previous Inspactors, which buttress this most recent dismissal by citing damage the
area’s character would suffer, if any development were to take place. He goes on to
write:

“The inspector raised no objection to the property being developed,”

Here the applicant misses the simple point that the Inspector's dismissal of his

Appeal IS her considered and balanced objaction to the property being developed.

It is true that some of this obisction -- but by no means all - arose from the nature

of access she was asked to consider, which is cartainly differant in the current
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application to most from the past -~ aithough not FR/247/03/FL. Howsever, to usg, the
currently proposead access is, for different reasons, egually inappropriate and gut of

Kesping with the long established character of development in our ares.

Furthermoreg, this proposed total demalition s for the purpose of accessing backiand
developmeant, which violates the long established and cherished nature of residentis
gardens in this area. Whereas at present the houses of South Road conform to a
building Hine, providing collective sedlusion 1o our back gardens, the proposed
driveway would braech this, whila also enabling the imposition of developmeant at

the heart of this garden area, so further destroving its seclusion,

A pravious Inspector wamed in 2011 of the precedent development would creats,

writing the following in his reason 6 for dismissal

It aise risks setling & form of precedent for similar development in the focalily
to the north and south of the site, which would exacerbate the harm o the

established built form and appearance of the area.”

Although this was written at a different time and for a different type of developmaeant,
his wording neverthaless frames the principie that development of this backiand
wotdd be harmful o the establishad built form and appearancs of the area, and that
the extent of such harm depends on the scale of development proposad, When in
2016 a different Inspector was faced with the applicant’s proposal for a development
of five houses (FP/186/16/PL) instead of the earlier three chalets, he had no nesd to

warn further; it was all before him.

From this planning history itis plain that, in any consideration of 3 proposatl, the
wider context and future implications nead to be induded and yeat when dismissing
FR/Z34/17/PL the Inspector wrote: T have, as required by faw, considered this
appeal on the basis of its own mearits % Howsver, we do not beliave that in writing
this shea is saying she viewead any meril it may have had in isolation; indead, she
aceas on to say she “found i would cause significant harm o the character of the

A

area,” -~ 1o the wider context.

It seems o us that the applicant has an intentional blind spot over this last part of
the Inspector’s sentance, when in his emaill of 25% March to Arun Planning he wrote;

“Fiease delermine the application on the evidence before you”, Apart from its
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mstructional toneg, this is fing as far as it goss, but evidence is meaningless without
context and the impact of what he proposes would be falt by its context; the

character of the area.

have been helpful if the applicant had ghven evidence as 1o why he wishes o remove
No 10 from the bullding line. But never mind, we fully expsact hirn 1o accept evidenc
drawn from his own weabsite that companies such as his would weicome the

opportunity to further develop backland in our area.

Al this time of writing, It is still possilie {0 visit

e/ Sregentpronerty . couk/fortheoming-proiects/south-read-felpham and lsam of &

forthcoming project for a 5 unit development on the backiand of South Road. This
screanshot below s oversize, in order to capture the date (12/04/2019) in its

Bottom comer.,

Ragenat Proparty Holdings  South Hoadd
i

Plarming agphcation for 5 nds

Sy, Bivdham
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Anyone unfamiliar with this 5 Unit scheme can, if they wish, read about its origins on
the Arun Fanning website under FR/LBG/16/PL. Like some ghost, this scheme
continues to haunt us, The more charitable explanation s that a time prassad

IT operator has not vat got round o ramoving it Howaver, its continued prasance

was 3iso pointed out at the tme of FR/234/17/PL. How long doses it take?

To us, the more likely explanation is that its presence is calculated to perhaps erode
the value of properties in our area -~ 1o soften them up for takeover, We have
praviousty likened such a developar’s pradation to the actions of a snake that
arvenoms iis prey and then backs off, waiting to devour s meal later and at

fnisure, once dead or nearly so.

There iz 3 long game under way and i is only right that the Flanning system is able
t0 consider this, Thera may be protestations that no such plans exist, but whathar
genuine or not in the case of this applicant, such an urge is generally 10 be expectad
as much as the spots on a leopard, and we feal sure there are planty mora

predators ready to pounce, given half a chancea.

2. Type of dwelling

It is common practice for purpose built extensions to be added to a house or for
them o undergo intemal modifications to accommuodate elderty or infirm relatives
on the ground floor, We see no reguiremant for a complete rebuild, or indeed

ustification in this for moving a house from the front (o the back of 3 property.

3. Landscaping and Boundary treatments

The appiicant has, in our view, misread the Inspectors’ comments and latched onto
scresning as the answer 1o all his problems. He pradicts that within 2 to 3 years the
whols chalet would be completsly obscured by his planiting. This is of course
nonsanse, as to live in it would than be like lurking at the bottom of some dark

pond. Things would have bean kept in check by the accupants long before this,

Likewise with the 3m depth of planting, in particular belwesn the western boundary
and the chalet; the cccupants would not stand for thelr windows being blanked out.
Any hedging would be kept to a modest depth of perhaps a meter and at a similar
haight to the fencing, at which height it would in no way obscure the prasence of the

chalet from the public on Footpath 153,
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The aggrandizing term "bovlevard’ In many ways summarizes this whole proposal.
But the applicant’s boulevard is not of the kind along which we can all promenade
but a private "beauliful entrance drive enjoving full protection from the natives on
githar sida, It leads in splendid isolation o a place of hidden indulgence, cut off from
the community. What better demonstration can thers be of how inapmropriate and

alien his proposal would be to the character of its surroundings?

He misreads the Inspectors’ characterisation of South Road as verdant, believing
mare of something good, svent to axgess, must be batter. The verdant naturs of gur
garden area does not arise from axtended, lofty walls of greanery but from
incidentally sited individual trees and shrubs, the effect of which is shared across
boundaries; there is no enciosurg of the kind he proposes. In his mistaken bid to
make his chalet more acceptable, the planned overbearing enclosurs of the whole of
his site would imposs the same on neighbouring gardans oo, This would
fundamentally alter the space we ail share, which reflects our mood and way of

ving.

More than once the applicant offers to accept conditioning by which the full planting
he proposes, and aven ks mamtanance in parpetuity, would be assursd. We've no
nead to rely on commaon sanse to tall us this would be meaningless, as at the end of

his Reason § the Inspecior wrots in his dismissal of 2017

"I consider there is no assurance that any planting in private gardens or off the

site would or could be retained or maintained by imposing a planning condition.”

Sathe community might seem faced with a choice of impositions; either the sky
closed in by green walls of soreening or an alien building sited in the midst of its
praviousty shared saclusion, with amnyvthing in babwesn beaing equally bad. In raality
though, it would not even have this choice, since it would ba the new occupanis who

dacide,

The applicant condludes on boundary treatments with disparaging remarks over the
current wastern boundary, stating that it would all be removed o make way for the
same regimented reatment that would surround the rest of his site, Gone would be
the Leviandii and overgrown bushas, as he describes tham, which, togethear with the
widle vergs o Feotpath 153, provides a delightfully semi-rural ambiance and a

vaiuyable connective run for wildiife, as saen on the laft of thasa shots below.
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rustad to nothing and can, for the mast part, only be found with determinad

invastigation.

5. Siting, beight bulk and massing

Road, as baing of the school;

BJ
,:;
[®)
]
§]
:"1
o3
=
Py
']
pd
"
3
3

£
-.:

buficing”. This is not correct; it

has only a single storey with a saw-togth roof, which can just be made out through

:

the despised “overgrown bushes”, sean on tha right of this spring shot below -

haefore they come fully into leaf. This s taken from tha middiae of No 8% garden.

ST \_ N \ S \;
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The claim that this outlook would be improved by his development is faliacious ~
effective scraening is already in place and his development would require its
remaval., This has more D do with & desire for clearance 1o maks way for
construction, as has already been carried out over most of his site, soon after it was

purchased and at a time of nesting; soraaning prior to this was still better,

The applicant is also incorrect when stating that his chalet’s broadest elevation
would look southwards, since this elevation would be only 14.6m wide, while the
east and west elevations would be 19.5m. Furthermore, the east facing dormer for
bedroom 1 would face directly over No 9’s garden, as acknowledged by him later,

within the considerable muddle written under 6. Fenestration.

The citing of previous structures, as justification for the propossed chalat, is to us
frankly bizarre, in addiion t© being inaccurate. Ganarous measurements taken from

Google earth suggest the following footprints:

Shad 2x4m,

Swimiming poot covear Bxidm -~ Not 10x20!
Green house 2%2.5m

Total 72m?

The Chalet footprint is 212 times this at 181me<.

As @ domestic polvtunne! we understand that only I alier than 3m would the pool
cover have required planning permission. We don’t believe it had permission, so on
this basis, if we takea the extra meter for alevated ground (which we consider a
generous astimate), this gives a height of 4m, which hardly equates to a chalat

height of 8Varnd

The pool cover has beean down for at least 7 yvears {(Google earth) and mavbe as long
as 10 vears (local recoliaction), but in any case it would strike us as very strange if
its tamporary un-Planned axistence locked in the principie of something parmanant

- gvan less something possibly five or six times its volumae.

8. Sustainability

In {a&) to {&), the applicant Tails 1o identify any advances towards sustainability that
could not be implementad by updating the existing No 10, To move No 10 from the

front of the site o the back makes absolutsly no differance in these areas. To
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perhaps help disguise this fact, the Planning Application would seem Lo us to have

& thi
been incorrectly filled out, by giving 0 for the Total existing residential units:

@ sedent the aigtay housing csiaguries sl 876 rafnwant I vour prpozat
ket
ot
Intrmsdiats
Ly Wrkar

PO resiistiial usis

In his further efforts o establish sustainable oredentials for his proposal, the

v oand material investiment in the original

th
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i
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applicant accounts for naither fosg

No 10, nor the cost of its disposal today.

5

Wae find it hard to picture how the building of this chalat would faad as much as
400,000 -~ or anything like it -~ into the economy of Felpham, but this is in any

case a once off and cannot, we imaging, carry much weight.

A reguiar gardenar and/or ceaner, on the other hand, would at least ba ongoing,
but we faill 1o ses why such amployment is any more likely with the new N¢ 10 than
the oid one. They each have 4 bedrooms and both would have the same size of
garden ~ thare being only 8 short intervening period during which the garden would
have baen divided, something that has only occurred through the applicant’s

nterest in developmaent,

Conclusion
Cur commeants hara touch on some maora obvious points, bul we find scarcely a Hine
which doesnt raise questions.

Yours sinceraly

Jearn and Bermnard Shattock
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