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Democratic Services
White Cliffs Business Park
Dover
Kent  CT16 3PJ

Telephone: (01304) 821199
Fax: (01304) 872452
DX: 6312
Minicom: (01304) 820115
Website: www.dover.gov.uk
e-mail: democraticservices

@dover.gov.uk

25 February 2016

Dear Councillor

I am now able to enclose, for consideration at the meeting of the PLANNING COMMITTEE 
on Thursday 25 February 2016 at 6.00 pm, the following appendix which was omitted from 
the report in error. 

10   APPLICATION NO DOV/15/00533 - LAND FRONTING SEA VIEW ROAD AND 
REAR OF PALMERSTON, LIGHTHOUSE ROAD, ST MARGARET'S BAY  (Pages 
2-14)

Variation of Condition 2 of Planning Permission DOV/14/00021 to allow 
amendments to approved drawings (application under Section 73)

To consider the attached report of the Head of Regeneration and Development.
 

Yours sincerely

Chief Executive 
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a) DOV/15/00533 – Variation of condition 2 of planning permission 
DOV/14/00021 to allow amendments to approved drawings (application 
under section 73) - Land fronting Sea View Road and rear of Palmerston, 
Lighthouse Road, St Margaret’s Bay 

 
   Reason for report – this application was originally reported to Planning 

Committee because of the number of third party representations contrary to 
the recommendation. At the meeting on 21 January 2016, it was resolved that 
the application be deferred for a site visit to be held on Tuesday, 23 February 
2016 in order to assist Members in assessing the impact of the proposed 
variations to condition 2 (including on overlooking, overshadowing, the street 
scene and form and design), and whether the variations are likely to create 
any benefits or disadvantages. 

 
 b)  Summary of Recommendation 
 
   Grant permission. 
 
 c)  Planning Policy and Guidance 
    

   Development Plan 
 
The development plan for the purposes of section 38(6) of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) comprises the Dover District Council Core 
Strategy 2010, the saved policies from the Dover District Local Plan 2002, 
and the Land Allocations Local Plan (2015). Decisions on planning 
applications must be made in accordance with the policies of the 
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

 
In addition to the policies of the development plan there are a number of other 
policies and standards which are material to the determination of planning 
applications including the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), 
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) together with other local 
guidance. 

 
A summary of relevant planning policy is set out below: 

    
Dover District Core Strategy (2010) 

   None applicable to proposed variation. 
 

 Saved Dover District Local Plan (2002) policies 
   None applicable to proposed variation. 
 

 Dover District Land Allocations Local Plan (2015) 
   None applicable to proposed variation. 
 
   National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)(2012) 

“17. Core planning principles… planning should… 
• not simply be about scrutiny, but instead be a creative exercise in 

finding ways to enhance and improve the places in which people live 
their lives… 

• always seek to secure high quality design and a good standard of 
amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings…” 

 



“56. The Government attaches great importance to the design of the built 
environment. Good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, is 
indivisible from good planning, and should contribute positively to making 
places better for people…” 

 
Other Considerations 
 
None. 

 
 d)  Relevant Planning History 
 

DOV/14/00021 – Erection of a detached dwelling and construction of a 
vehicular access – REFUSED, APPEAL ALLOWED. 
 
AMD/14/00021/A – Non-material amendment to DOV/14/00021 – alterations 
to windows, internal alterations and extension of basement – REFUSED. 
 
A tree application was also submitted: 
 
DOV/14/00423 – To tree T7 remove 1 large limb, ivy on main stem and large 
diameter dead wood, to tree T10 remove dead ivy and dead branch stubs to 
height of 8 metres – GRANTED. 

 
 e)  Consultee and Third Party Responses 
 
   St Margaret’s Parish Council 

The Parish Council objects on grounds of the increased height of the 
property, creating overlooking of neighbours and giving an inappropriate 
appearance in this area. 
 
Public representations 
The application was advertised twice. The resulting comments received 
across the two consultations, not double counting where consultees have 
submitted more than one comment, were 25x objections and 1x support. 
 
Reasons for Objections: 
• Obtrusive development. 
• Dominating and overbearing. 
• Out of proportion to surrounding dwellings, no heed for nature and 

character of the area. 
• Unattractive form and design, unsightly and jumbled appearance. 
• Overlooking into bedroom windows at Kumara. 
• Overlooking into Kingsmead. 
• Overlooking into La Manica Vista including bathroom and rear garden. 
• Overlooking front of Casale. 
• Will allow access onto the roof, with further overlooking. 
• Previous agreement not to include the sea view room and terrace. 
• Flue dimensions and location. 
• 3 storey house blends in but 4 storey house does not. 
 
Reasons for Support: 
• Amendments to design with reduced amount of glazing addresses 

privacy concerns. 
• Set back from front of roof so obscures view from dwellings opposite. 



• South facing windows taking advantage of the view is a common 
feature in St Margaret’s Bay. 

 
f)  1. The Site and the Proposal  

 
The site 

1.1. The site is located within the settlement confines of St Margaret’s Bay, 
in a residential area which has a strong rural character. The site, 
which was part of the garden of Palmerston (on Lighthouse Road), 
fronts on to Sea View Road. It is in close proximity to a designated 
conservation area. The land rises primarily in a west/south west 
direction. 
 

1.2. On 3 April 2014, the council refused permission for a detached 
dwelling and construction of a vehicular access at this site. 
 

1.3. The reasons for the council refusing permission were: 
 
“1. The development, if permitted, by reason of the restricted size of 
the plot and the siting, height, and scale of the dwelling would result in 
an intrusive, cramped and constrained form of development, which 
would not relate well to the spatial character of the area and 
surrounding properties and would detract from the open 
characteristics and leafy spacious appearance of the street scene. 
The proposal would therefore be contrary to the National Planning 
Policy Framework and Kent Design Guide.” 
 
“2. The proposed development, by virtue of its design, siting, scale 
and height would result in an overbearing form of development which 
would give rise to the opportunity for overlooking and interlooking 
between dwellings, resulting in a loss of privacy and lead to a 
perception of overlooking to the occupants of both Kingsmead and La 
Manica Vista. The proposal would have a seriously detrimental impact 
on the residential amenity of these properties, contrary to the National 
Planning Policy Framework.” 
 

1.4. Appeal. A subsequent planning appeal was allowed and permission 
was granted on 9 January 2015. The construction of that dwelling is 
now substantially advanced, with three storeys (including a basement) 
and the roof having been erected to date. 
 

1.5. The Inspector’s decision is included at Appendix 1 to this report. Some 
of the points raised by the Inspector are : 
 
Character and appearance 

1.6. “Para. 9. Casale and Kumara are large houses and the proposal 
would be similar in size and scale to these properties. Although closer 
to the road than these two properties, the dwelling would still be set 
back sufficiently within the site so as not to be overly dominant or 
overbearing against the chalet bungalow and bungalow on the 
opposite side of the road. I therefore do not agree with the Council 
that the proposed dwelling would appear intrusive within the 
streetscene.” 
 

1.7. “Para. 11. … I accept that there are not many examples of 
contemporary dwellings or extensions and alterations to existing 



properties, nevertheless there are some present and the variety of 
designs is very extensive. I therefore consider that a contemporary 
dwelling in this location would not be at odds with the wider character 
of the area.” 
 
Living conditions 

1.8. “Para. 14. In respect of the effect of the proposed development on the 
occupiers of La Manica Vista, there would be a bedroom and other 
windows on the first floor that would face towards the front rooms and 
the front garden of that property. However, there would be a distance 
of over 20 metres to the front elevation of La Manica Vista…” 
 

1.9. “Para. 15. With regard to Kingsmead, the balconies and windows of 
the lounge and a bedroom of the proposed dwelling which would face 
towards this property, including the front garden. However, the window 
of the room on the north corner of the front elevation of Kingsmead 
would be seen at a slightly oblique angle from the appeal property. 
This is due to the relative position of the appeal site with Kingsmead. 
This would also be at a distance well in excess of 20 metres.” 
 

1.10. “Para. 16. Whilst I accept that there would be views from the appeal 
site towards La Manica Vista and Kingsmead where there currently 
are none, I consider that the relationship between these houses and 
the proposed dwelling would be sufficient to ensure that acceptable 
levels of privacy would be maintained for the occupiers of those 
properties.” 

 
1.11. Dwelling. The dwelling is detached and built over three storeys. The 

land has been excavated in part by around two metres to 
accommodate the dwelling and its basement. It has a footprint of 
approximately 17.5 metres by just under 15 metres. 
 

1.12. The dwelling is positioned towards the rear (north west) of the site, 
being set in 2.4 metres from the dividing boundary with Palmerston. 
Parking for two vehicles is provided on a drive area in front of the 
building. The drive is around eight metres in length. 
 
Proposed development 

1.13. The dwelling house was permitted through the planning appeal 
process, whereas this application is submitted pursuant to the 
approved scheme (submission under Section 73 of the Town and 
Country Planning Act) and seeks essentially to change the details 
granted planning permission, by the Inspector under condition 2 of his 
original decision  

 
1.14. The proposed amendments include : 

• A roof extension above the existing permitted roof level.  
• Combination of glazing heights on south east elevation, one high 

level pane above wall interrupting views to the south, three full 
height panes next to this (north east pane fixed shut, two 
remaining panes ‘slide aside’ opening). Restraining balustrade 
to restrict access to roof. 

• South west elevation – high level windows above wall.  
• Excavation of a larger basement area (already undertaken)  
• North west elevation – window changed to a full heightwindow. 
• South east elevation – bi-fold doors to games room added. 



• Patio added in front of games room (in front of south eastern 
elevation). 

• Addition of high level obscure window to north east elevation. 
• Bedroom 2, small window facing Kumara moved to front (south 

east) facing return wall. 
   

and some other internal alterations. 
 

1.15. Dimensions of the roof extension (sea view lounge): 
• Height – 2.4 metres. 
• Width – 5.3 metres. 
• Depth – 5.5 metres. 
• Distance set back from face of front facing south eastern 

elevation – 5.2 metres. 
 

1.16. Plans will be on display. 
 

2. Main issues 
 

2.1. The main issues to consider are: 
• Principle of development. 
• Residential amenity. 
• Design and street scene. 
• Other matters. 
 

3. Assessment 
 
Principle of development 

3.1. The principle of a dwelling house on this site has been established by 
the Inspector through the planning appeal process. The proposals 
seek to alter some elements of the approved scheme. The dwelling 
house is within the confines and as such, and subject to other 
considerations, set out below the proposed changes are considered 
acceptable in principle. 
 
Residential amenity 

3.2. In considering the potential impact of the development proposals, it is 
necessary to bear in mind what has already been permitted, the 
amendments that are proposed and if there is any resultant harm 
caused by those changes. 

 
3.3. Overlooking. The proposed roof extension incorporates full height 

glazing to the south east elevation. Of the three full height panes, the 
north eastern most pane would be fixed shut. The two remaining 
panes would form a ‘slide aside’ opening. The applicant has agreed to 
the provision of a restraining balustrade across the full height windows 
to prevent access to the roof, and has agreed to a condition which 
would achieve this. 
 

3.4. South east of the site are Kingsmead and La Manica Vista. The south 
east, sea-facing, elevation of the sea view lounge also faces towards 
Kingsmead and La Manica Vista. 

 
3.5. Neighbours’ concerns are that the height of the proposed sea view 

lounge will exacerbate any overlooking opportunities. 



 
3.6. It is not considered that the proposed sea view room exacerbates 

what has already been permitted at appeal. Standing at the front 
extent of the proposed sea view lounge, the south east projecting roof 
restricts views towards Kingsmead, giving views of its roof and the 
landscape/seascape beyond.  

 
3.7. The front of La Manica Vista, next to Kingsmead, can be seen from 

this location. The proposal has been amended so that part of its south 
east facing elevation is screened, which restricts views towards La 
Manica Vista. Two protected trees, referred to as T7 and T10, remain 
on the south east site boundary with the public highway and these 
assist in interrupting views towards neighbours opposite. A high level 
window would remain on the south east elevation facing La Manica 
Vista to allow for natural illumination of the room. These screening 
features including the set back of the sea view lounge from the front of 
the building, the protected trees and the distance between the sea 
view lounge and those properties opposite would prevent undue harm 
through overlooking/interlooking opportunities. Accordingly it is not 
considered that an exacerbated loss of privacy would result. 

 
3.8. The application has been amended to incorporate only high level 

windows on the south west facing elevation. It is considered therefore 
that the residents at Casale (to the south west) would not have their 
privacy adversely affected by this proposal. 

 
3.9. North east of the site is Kumara. The permitted window in bedroom 2 

which overlooks Kumara is proposed to be relocated to the south east 
facing return wall and therefore would no longer be overlooking 
Kumara. A high level window is now proposed in the ensuite to 
bedroom 1, facing Kumara, but this would be obscure glazed. 
Compared to what was permitted i.e. the original window in bedroom 
2, viewing opportunities towards Kumara are therefore considered to 
have been reduced. This is a benefit 

 
3.10. North west of the site is Palmerston. The proposed amendments 

would see the size of the window in the study room increased, but this 
would be at a ground floor level when viewed from Palmerston. 
Boundary treatment proposed to the north western boundary and land 
levels would prevent any overlooking/interlooking opportunities from 
the new dwelling into Palmerston. 

 
3.11. Overbearing. The sea view lounge is located some 3.9m away from 

the boundary with Kumara. The height at the top of the sea view 
lounge would be 7.6 metres above ground level. The roof extension 
would only be some 1.2 metres above the ridge height of this 
neighbour. However, the size and scale of the development and its 
siting is not considered excessively dominant to this neighbour 
particularly in view of the distance between the roof extension and the 
side extension to Kumara – which is some 15.4 metres away from it. 
 

3.12. Palmerston is located north west of the dwelling at a proximity of 12.4 
metres. Due to the scale of the roof extension, its siting and design it 
is unlikely that any undue impact would result. 
 

3.13. Overshadowing. The dwelling at Kumara, excluding the 



conservatory, is located at a distance of 15.4 metres from the roof 
extension. The existing residents have raised overshadowing as a 
concern. They state that the dwelling as currently constructed 
overshadows the amenity areas of their side garden, particularly at 
midday. Their concern is that this will be exacerbated by the addition 
of the sea view lounge. 
 

3.14. The extension would be some 3.9 metres away from the dividing 
boundary to the north east (and 15.4 metres from the side wall of the 
extension). In terms of scale and size it is fairly minor compared to the 
scale of the approved dwelling house. If there is any shadow cast it 
would be largely towards the side elevation/side garden of Kumara 
during part of the day. Any adverse impacts through overshadowing 
are of a concern, but on balance it is considered that overshadowing 
impacts would be limited and not unduly harmful to the occupants of 
Kumara. 

 
Design and street scene 

3.15. Some public comments refer back to the design of the house in 
general and how that affects the street scene. However, this design 
was approved at appeal. Accordingly, consideration is about the 
appropriateness of design only of the proposed sea view lounge and 
how that relates to the design and appearance of the dwelling as a 
whole and the resultant effects on the street scene. 
 

3.16. The originally submitted proposal incorporated a pitched roof sloping 
in a north east direction towards Kumara. Seen from the front (south 
east) and side (north east) elevations, this design was not considered 
to be a sympathetic addition and as such, the applicants agreed to 
amend the proposal so that the strong horizontal and vertical features 
of the existing design were repeated through to the sea view lounge. 
As part of this amendment, when seen from the front elevation, the 
glazing proportions and locations from the lounge and bedroom 1 are 
also repeated. 
 

3.17. The scale and proportions of the roof extension reflect those of the 
existing building. In this respect due to this factor, its set back from the 
roof edges to the east and south east, when viewed from the street 
the extension would appear proportionate in terms of its scale and 
design. 
 

3.18. It is considered that as a result of the amended proposal, the design of 
the sea view lounge is now acceptable. 
 
Other matters 

3.19. Addition of home cinema. The room for the home cinema has 
already been constructed as part of this development. The applicant 
was made aware that this work was carried out at risk. That point 
considered, the addition of this room in the basement level does not 
affect the amenity of the neighbouring residents and it does not alter 
the character and appearance of the dwelling. This element of the 
proposal is considered acceptable. 

 
3.20. Bi-fold doors added to proposed games room (approved as 

gym/home cinema), patio in front of proposed games room 
(south east elevation). The addition of bi-fold doors and a patio area 



outside of the proposed games room will allow inside/outside use of 
this room. While this amendment of the development would be seen 
from the south east elevation i.e. front of the property, it is at 
basement level and will be screened from the properties opposite. It is 
not considered that it would adversely affect the amenity of 
neighbouring residents or the character and appearance of the 
dwelling. 

 
3.21. Internal and other external alterations. A number of internal 

changes are proposed. These are not considered to adversely affect 
the amenity of neighbouring residents or alter the character and 
appearance of the dwelling. Externally, a proposed flue adjacent to the 
sea view lounge has been deleted from the scheme and is therefore 
no longer part of this consideration. 

 
Conclusion 

3.22. In terms of its effect on residential amenity, as has been set out above 
it is considered that the proposed amendments are acceptable. In 
terms of privacy, the roof extension would be set far enough back from 
the front elevation of the dwelling that it would not be looking directly 
at any of the properties opposite, by virtue of the projecting roof form 
and an intervening protected tree. Other fenestration changes are 
minor and would not cause any harm. In terms of being overbearing or 
causing unacceptable overshadowing, the effects of the proposed roof 
extension are considered to be limited. The roof extension is now 
designed to an acceptable form and scale which better reflects the 
existing design of the dwelling. 

 
3.23. All public comments have been taken into account in making this 

recommendation. 
 

3.24. The proposals are considered acceptable in terms of the NPPF drive 
for achieving good quality design and in safeguarding neighbour 
amenity. 

 
3.25. Conditions to be attached will reflect the requirements of the 

Inspector’s decision and are set out below in the recommendation. 
 
 g)  Recommendation 
 

I. Planning permission be GRANTED, subject to conditions including: (1) 
Plans (2) Materials to be submitted (3) Tree survey to be carried out in 
accordance with the details as approved (under DOV/14/00021) (4) 
Sea view lounge, north east glazing panel fixed shut (5) Balustrade 
and no access to roof (6) Ensuite north east elevation obscure window 
(7) PD restrictions changes to openings in all elevations. 
 

II. That powers be delegated to the Head of Regeneration and 
Development to settle any necessary planning conditions in line with 
the issues set out in the recommendation and as resolved by the 
Planning Committee. 

 
   Case officer 
 
   Darren Bridgett 
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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 8 September 2014 

by L Gibbons  BA (Hons) MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 9 January 2015 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/X2220/A/14/2218838 

Palmerston, Lighthouse Road, St Margarets Bay, Dover CT15 6EL 

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

• The appeal is made by Mr Mark Febery (MF Estates) against the decision of Dover 

District Council. 
• The application Ref DOV/14/00021, dated 10 January 2014, was refused by notice 

dated 3 April 2014. 
• The development proposed is the erection of a dwelling. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for the erection of a 

dwelling at Palmerston, Lighthouse Road, St Margarets Bay, Dover CT15 6EL in 

accordance with the terms of the application, Ref DOV/14/00021, dated 10 

January 2014, subject to the conditions set out below: 

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years 

from the date of this decision. 

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 

with the following approved plans: 998/01 Rev A; 998/02 Rev A; 998/03 

Rev A. 

3) No development shall take place until samples of the materials to be used 

in the construction of the external surfaces of the building hereby 

permitted have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 

planning authority.  Development shall be carried out in accordance with 

the approved details. 

4) The development shall be carried out in accordance with the measures 

contained within Section 10 and Section 11 of the Philip Wilson 

Aboriculture Tree Survey dated September 2013. 

Application for costs 

2. An application for costs was made by Mr Mark Febery (MF Estates) against 

Dover District Council. This application is the subject of a separate Decision. 

Main Issues 

3. The main issues are the effect of the proposed development on the character 

and appearance of the area and the effect on the living conditions of the 

occupiers of La Manica Vista and Kingsmead in respect of privacy. 



Appeal Decision APP/X2220/A/14/2218838 
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Reasons 

Character and appearance 

4. The appeal site is located within a residential area in between Sea View Road 

and Lighthouse Road.  The houses in the surrounding area are detached 

properties which are individually designed; they vary considerably in ages and 

types with a mix of two storey houses and bungalows.  A number of houses on 

the northwest side of Sea View Road have trees within the gardens and tall 

hedgerows on the boundary with the road, which gives this area a verdant 

character.  Some of the houses to the south east of the appeal site have a 

slightly more built up quality with fewer trees and lower hedgerows or other 

boundary treatment.  Overall, the area has a very pleasant and varied 

character. 

5. The appeal site is part of the garden of Palmerston, which is accessed from 

Lighthouse Road.  The proposed scheme is for a new dwelling which would be 

accessed from Sea View Road.  The proposed dwelling would be contemporary 

in appearance.  The Council do not object to the principle of development in the 

area or to the detailed design of the proposed dwelling.  However, the Council 

refer to the Kent Design Guide 2005.  This sets out that proposals for 

development should show an understanding of and respect for the character of 

existing villages.  From the information provided it is not clear what status this 

document has and this must temper the weight I give it.  

6. The properties of Kumara and Casale which are adjacent to the appeal site are 

set back from the road.  Although there is not a strong building line on this side 

of Sea View Road, the proposed dwelling would come forward of these two 

properties.  The houses on the opposite side of Sea View Road are positioned 

much closer to the road, although the building line also varies somewhat.  

Some houses sit within the middle of very large plots with space to all the 

boundaries.  Others, including La Manica Vista and Kingsmead which are 

located opposite the appeal site are close to the flank boundaries of their plots.  

7. The appeal site is located on land which slopes up towards the northwest.  

Kumara and Casale are set on top of the slope.  The proposed dwelling would 

have a basement incorporating a garage and gym/cinema with two floors 

above this.  When seen from the access to the proposed dwelling, three storeys 

would be visible.   

8. However, the scheme would involve the excavation of the appeal site and the 

proposed dwelling would therefore be located on land which is lower than 

Casale and Kumara.  This would result in the proposed development having a 

roofline which would be lower than that of the adjoining properties.  The areas 

of glazing would lighten the building and horizontal elements of the design 

would soften the appearance of the dwelling within the plot.   

9. Casale and Kumara are large houses and the proposal would be similar in size 

and scale to these properties.  Although closer to the road than these two 

properties, the dwelling would still be set back sufficiently within the site so as 

not to be overly dominant or overbearing against the chalet bungalow and 

bungalow on the opposite side of the road.  I therefore do not agree with the 

Council that the proposed dwelling would appear intrusive within the 

streetscene.   
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10. Proposals for landscaping, replacement boundary hedgerows and the retention 

of the protected trees on the site would help to retain the verdant character of 

the area.  I consider that there would be sufficient space to the boundaries of 

the appeal site that the proposed scheme would not appear cramped within its 

site.  When considered in combination with Kumara and Casale being located 

away from the proposed house, this would ensure that there would be clear 

separation between the adjoining houses.  This would retain a sense of 

openness in this location.   

11. I acknowledge that the proposed dwelling would be within a smaller plot than 

that of Kumara and Casale.  However, there is such a variety to plot sizes and 

site coverage on both Sea View Road and Lighthouse Road that the proposal 

would not appear overly constrained in relation to the surrounding area.  I 

accept that there are not many examples of contemporary dwellings or 

extensions and alterations to existing properties, nevertheless there are some 

present and the variety of designs is very extensive.  I therefore consider that 

a contemporary dwelling in this location would not be at odds with the wider 

character of the area.  

12. For the reasons given above, I conclude that the proposed development would 

not cause harm to the character and appearance of the area.  It would not be 

in conflict with the provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework (the 

Framework) where it relates to the need for high quality design.  

Living conditions 

13. The proposed dwelling would have large windows and balconies which would 

face south east towards La Manica Vista and Kingsmead, these properties are 

set on slightly lower ground than Sea View Road.  The Council refer to the road 

being private and the front rooms of these houses are therefore not public 

facing.  However, traffic and pedestrians would still pass along the road to 

other houses and the open countryside beyond.  Therefore I consider that they 

have a public facing aspect which would be different to the more private 

windows and garden at the rear of the houses.  

14. In respect of the effect of the proposed development on the occupiers of La 

Manica Vista, there would be a bedroom and other windows on the first floor 

that would face towards the front rooms and the front garden of that property.  

However, there would be a distance of over 20 metres to the front elevation of 

La Manica Vista.  There would be a boundary hedge that would also provide 

some screening between the proposed dwelling and La Manica Vista.   

15. With regard to Kingsmead, the balconies and windows of the lounge and a 

bedroom of the proposed dwelling which would face towards this property, 

including the front garden.  However, the window of the room on the north 

corner of the front elevation of Kingsmead would be seen at a slightly oblique 

angle from the appeal property.  This is due to the relative position of the 

appeal site with Kingsmead.  This would also be at a distance well in excess of 

20 metres.    

16. Whilst I accept that there would be views from the appeal site towards La 

Manica Vista and Kingsmead where there currently are none, I consider that 

the relationship between these houses and the proposed dwelling would be 

sufficient to ensure that acceptable levels of privacy would be maintained for 

the occupiers of those properties. 
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17. For the reasons given above, I conclude that the proposed development would 

not cause harm to the living conditions of the occupiers of La Manica Vista and 

Kingsmead in respect of privacy.  It would not be contrary the provisions of the 

Framework which seeks a good standard of amenity for all existing and future 

occupants of land and buildings. 

Other matters 

18. I note that the Council are concerned about the outdoor amenity space to be 

provided within the proposed scheme although they do not refer to any specific 

guidance or standards.  The garden areas would be located on the southern 

side of the proposed development, with some to the rear of the property on the 

boundary with Palmerston.  I have taken account that these areas would be 

screened from the road ensuring that the space would be private and the 

scheme would incorporate accessible balconies.  I consider that the proposed 

development would provide sufficient outdoor amenity space for the future 

occupiers. 

19. Local residents are concerned about the effect of the proposed development on 

parking and highway safety, including access for excavation, construction and 

emergency vehicles.  I note that the Council and Highways Authority do not 

object in this respect.  Having given the matter careful consideration on my site 

visit, including the width of Sea View Road, on-street parking space and the 

ability for traffic to pass safely; and on the basis of the evidence before me, I 

see no reason to disagree with the Council on this matter.   

20. The proposal is accompanied by a Tree Survey and the Council do not object to 

the proposed development in respect of the protected trees on the site subject 

to a suitable condition.  Matters of drainage and surface water are also raised 

by local residents.  However, the Council do not raise any concerns in this 

respect and I have not been provided with detailed information.  Therefore, this 

does not constitute a valid reason for dismissing the appeal. 

Conclusion and conditions 

21. I have considered the conditions in the light of the tests set out in paragraph 

206 of the Framework and the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).  For the 

avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning, a condition is 

necessary specifying the approved plans.  A condition relating to the external 

materials to be used in the construction of the dwelling and protected trees is 

necessary in the interests of protecting the character and appearance of the 

area.  I have amended the condition relating to the trees to also refer to 

section 10 of the Tree Survey as this includes some recommendations relating 

to the trees on the site.  The Council suggest a condition relating to ground 

levels and the approved drawings, however these are shown on the plans and 

therefore a condition relating to this is not necessary.  

22. For the above reasons and having regard to all other matters raised including 

concerns raised by neighbours in relation to a covenant and the potential use of 

the proposed dwelling, I conclude that subject to the conditions set out above, 

the appeal should be allowed. 

L Gibbons 

INSPECTOR 
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