Comments for Planning Application 23/01979/FUL

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/01979/FUL

Address: Corinthian Court Cross Street Shanklin Isle Of Wight PO37 6BU
Proposal: Proposed ramp and retention of white cladding to entrance porch
Case Officer: Victoria Taylor

Customer Detalils
Name: Mr Jonathan Platt
Address: Barnsley House, Eddington Road, Nettlestone Seaview, Isle Of Wight PO34 5EB

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:lt is a fair comment (by residents Matthews, Harcourt, Ball and Pearce) that the
entrance to flats 10 - 13 Corinthian Court is not part of the leasehold area that |, as the developer /
owner of flats 10 - 13 'own'.

It forms part of the freehold of the building. That freehold is owned by a company called Corinthia
Court Management Co Ltd company number 02158204.

https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/02158204

Each of the leaseholders of Corinthian Court own shares in said company. For the purpose of
voting rights, | hold 6 of the 13 votes as at this date, by virtue of my ownership / control of the
leases on flats 6, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13. In addition | have the support of a number of other
shareholders for this work.

Furthermore, | am also the sole Director of said company and therefore have the right to grant
permission for any work to be carried out on the freehold premises, that | deem appropriate. | have
granted that permission in this specific case. It is no different to the permission | granted for all the
carpets to be replaced within the communal areas of Corinthian Court a few weeks ago, or the
permission | granted to carry out extensive fire prevention works to the communal areas and front
doors to flats 1 - 9 following a Fire Safety Inspection that highlighted significant shortcomings over
many years by the previous Director(s) of the freehold company (Mr Harcourt and Mrs Pearce).
Every single door leading to the communal areas of flats 1 - 9 had to have extensive works to
meet fire regulations, a failing that had been highlighted in multiple previous reports but not acted
upon at very significant risk to the safety of residents. Likewise the right to grant permission to put
in this ramp is no different to the permission | granted to replace the back door and frame that had



rotted or for the repair and tiling of the steps to the car park to cover a gaping hole that formed part
of the fire exit from the property. Nor is it different to the permission | granted to neighbours to
erect scaffold on the freehold demised premises of Corinthian Court so that they could carry out
essential work to their building. Nor is it different to he permission | granted to remove and repair
railings on the freehold demised premises that had rusted to the point where they posed a risk to
the safety of persons in the immediate area.

It is also fair to say that the existing temporary ramp that was installed some months ago was
done without planning consent. That was an oversight on my part and this application seeks to
remedy this oversight.

It is not fair to say that we have not been working with Building Control on a final compliant
construction design. The current 'temporary ramp' can't remain because it is too steep to meet the
regulations. The only way we can create ramped (wheelchair) access, is to place the ramp in the
position set out in the drawings. There is no alternative 'ramp design' and if it isn't approved we
would have to return the entrance to a stepped entrance. It seems to me that the addition of this
ramp, making the entrance wheelchair accessible, is the right thing to do even if it is expensive (for
me). The residents of Corinthian Court are not being asked to contribute anything to the cost of
construction.

It is also not fair to say that notice was not served. | personally placed a Planning Notice on the
Notice Board in the entrance. Mr Harcourt, who has in the past removed or defaced notices may
well have removed it, but that does not mean it was not properly posted.

On a final point, | may misunderstand the comments of Island Roads Mr Elvin. To quote his
grounds for objection he says 's, 'it is considered the proposal if permitted may cause an
obstruction within the public highway' but earlier in the statement he says 'In conclusion, in the
opinion of this Office, the public highway would continue to operate in a satisfactory manner and
the area shown below could be stopped up without impacting on the public's right to pass and re-
pass along this way'. That seems to me to be two contradictory statements but | accept that | may
be misunderstanding this? | appreciate he may have some concerns over the actual ownership /
control of the entrance. | hope my comments above have now satisfied those concerns.

In respect of the maps contained within the Island Roads report, they do not reflect the ‘reality on
the ground'. The steps that previously provided access to the old commercial premises came out
further than the boundary shown on the land registry maps. They were in line with the concrete
bunds / flower beds. Now it may well be that they were constructed beyond the boundary of the
demised premises, but they had been that way since at least 1990 and | would suggest, pursuant
to the rules of adverse possession, they now make up part of the demised premises and can no
longer be claimed to be part of the highway?



