
110 Southleigh Road Proposed Extension  
 
Ref APP/20/01124 10 December 2020 
 
Dear Mr O’Toole,  
 
Regarding your letter of 10th December describing the above referenced planning 
application. 
 
In summary this is a modified version of the previous application with was refused on 2nd 
November this year, on the following basis:  
 

1) The design and appearance of the proposal is deemed inappropriate in context to the 
main building and is therefore considered to be unacceptable, contrary to the requirements 
of Policy CS16 of the HBLP (Core strategy). It is considered that the scheme would result in 
an adverse impact on the visual amenity of the locality. In accordance with guidance in the 
NPPF permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take the 
opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area and the way it 
functions.  
 
2) The proposal by reason of its height, mass, bulk, design and siting would result in an 
overbearing impact in relation to the neighbouring properties of 5 and 6 Spindle Warren. In 
addition the proposed windows would result in unacceptable over looking and loss of 
privacy to neighbouring residents. The proposal therefore conflicts with policy CS16 of the 
Havant Borough Local Plan (Core Strategy) 2011, Havant Borough Council Borough Design 
Guide SPD 2011 and the National Planning Policy Framework.      

 
Comparison of the current and previous plans shows that all the above reasons for refusal 
would still prevail; the overall mass / volume of the new proposed structure is very similar, 
the key change being the slight (unquantified) reduction in overall height of the main new 
roof structure (whilst still severely impacting the privacy of, and light to properties to the 
north), but this has been replaced by a doubling of the height of the proposed new garage / 
accommodation with consequent additional (much greater) over-looking and loss of privacy 
and light to houses facing the south elevation.  
 
Hence we wish to register our strong objection to the plans, on the following basis.  
 
 
Key Areas of Objection:  
 
Scale & proportion in relation to other nearby residences  
The current property is roughly the same size and style as the surrounding properties. The 
plans would approximately double its size, resulting in a structure greatly out of proportion 
with all the surrounding properties. The resultant scale, design and size would be wholly 
inappropriate to the context and character of its surroundings, and in relation to the size of 
its plot. It would be a ‘monster’, an eyesore and an extension way beyond reasonably 
acceptable limits.    
 



Referring to the HBC Borough Design Guide, Section 5.35 states:  
 
In general, an extension should not be bigger than the main building and therefore should 
appear smaller in mass and height. Extensions should look to the existing building as the 
main reference point for appearance, materials and details such ridge, verge and eave 
finishes, head and cills, brick coursing, dressings and quoin work.          
 
The proposed extension breaches these guidelines in most respects-  
 

(i) it is at least as big as the existing building (especially considering the house has 
been extended previously- the conservatory and to the rear of the building / 
connecting corridor to the garage). The new pitched roof for the main building and 
the new garage / accommodation are approximately 3 times the surface area of the 
existing pitched roof.    
 
(ii) From the main front (south) elevation the new structure will appear vastly larger 
in mass and height.  
 
(iii) The extension bears no relation or reference to the existing building regarding 
appearance, materials and details etc- the application (Section 5) states that the 
construction will be ‘Sand and cement render to match existing’. This is incorrect - 
the existing property is all brick, as are most of the surrounding properties. This is 
miss-representation. A sand and cement rendered construction would make the new 
structure appear visually even larger and more dominant, clashing with its 
surroundings.     
      

The proposals would be classed as both a front and a side extension, as it is to the right and 
in front of the front door and entrance to the property (south elevation on the submitted 
plans). HBC Borough Design Guide states:  
 
Side Extensions  
5.37 It is important that the extension remains subservient to the main building, so it can be 
read which part of the building is the original and which is a later addition.  
 
It is clear from the submitted plans that the reverse would be true, i.e. the extension would 
dominate the existing building. It would be far from obvious which was the original 
structure.  
 
Further from Section 5.37: 
 
Two storey side extensions should be set back behind the main building line. The ridge height 
of the extension can also be reduced to below the height of the main ridge so that the 
extension does not dominate the main frontage. The angle of the roof should be the same as 
or similar to the existing roof.  
 

(i) The main part of the extension is parallel to the existing building line (i.e. is not set 
back from the main building line per the guidelines). 



 
(ii) The ridge height on the plans is only very slightly below the height of the main 
ridge. This might technically be within the guidelines but not in the spirit of them, 
certainly when considering the impact of it on the surrounding houses. 
  
(iii) The new roofline is at a considerably flatter angle than the existing roofline.  
 
(iv) Most importantly, the new roofline is at 90 degrees to the existing roofline so 
presents an entirely new, dominating mass of roofline, completely contrary to the 
existing. The new roofline is of far greater surface area (circa 3x) than the existing 
roofline.  
 
(v) The new garage and its upper accommodation floor is well beyond the main 
building line (the existing garage is set well back from the existing building line).        

  
Regarding Front Extensions: 
 
5.36 Front extensions should not protrude too far forward from the main building, or be 
prominent in the street and should respect the common building line. Front extensions are 
therefore most appropriate where the building is set well back from the street, where there 
is a staggered building line, or in isolated countryside locations. Two storey front extensions 
will only be acceptable where the building is set well back from the street. 
 

(i) The new garage and its upper accommodation floor protrude entirely from the 
main building, way beyond the building line.  
 
(ii) The ‘street’ is the shared private drive which the property leads off and fronts on 
to. It would clearly be very prominent.  
 
(iii) The new 2 storey garage and 2nd floor would be almost adjacent to the ‘street’ 
boundary fence.     

 
 
In Section 5.38 regarding gaps between buildings;   
 
It is important that gaps are retained between buildings. This helps form the pattern of 
development in an area, which in turn influences local character. Therefore, side extensions 
which have a negative effect on the gap between buildings should be resisted. This is 
particularly important for two storey extensions, which can also cause adverse effects on 
neighbouring properties, such as overshadowing. 
  

(i) The proposed extension is out of step with the pattern of development in the 
area.  
 
(ii) There is severe overshadowing, especially to 108a and 112 Southleigh Road, and 
most especially to 5 and 6 Spindle Warren.       

 



If HBC Planning class this as a rear extension (from the perspective of Southleigh Road), then 
the proposal is contrary to most of those guidelines too, in particular:  
 
…sympathetic and subservient to the original design of the building. They also need to have 
particular regard to neighbouring properties and should not cause an adverse affect, such as 
overshadowing. Rear extensions should maintain a distance of 8 metres plus from the 
extension and rear boundary wall and 20 metres from the extension and the neighbouring 
property to the rear… 
 
And:  
 
5.42 Rear extensions should be a maximum of 3 metres from the rear wall of the existing 
house, providing that this does not have an adverse effect on neighbouring properties.      
 
 
Privacy / overlooking / natural light    
We consider that the proposal would considerably reduce our privacy due to the multiple   
additional upstairs windows. Of particular concern are the 2 proposed skylight windows in 
the new front (south) roofline, and the 2 windows in the accommodation over the new 
garage which would provide a direct view into 3 of our bedrooms and the living room, which 
are not currently overlooked. Referring to the Borough Design Guide, Section 5.50:  
 
As discussed above these may not be acceptable in all instances. Rooflights on the roof 
fronting a street should be avoided, these should be located to the rear. New dormers, 
rooflights and windows should not have an adversely negative effect on the privacy of 
neighbours         
 
Per my earlier comments above I assume the ‘street’ to be the common shared access to 
the property, onto which the front (south) of the property faces (even if a new access is 
made direct to the main road this does not change the material and validity of these 
objections). Hence the 2  proposed skylights and 2 new windows fall foul of these 
referenced terms.  

   
    
Parking  
The application (Section 8) states that there will be no effect on existing car parking 
arrangements. This is likely to be untrue. The plans show a new access to the property 
directly off the main (Southleigh) road. However it is noted that this new access is marked as 
only ‘possible’ (per document PROPOSED SITE-1441750) so could conceivably not happen 
for a number of reasons. Currently access to the property is off a short, narrow (one vehicle 
width) private driveway, which is shared access to the other 4 properties on the 5 property 
close. Parking is already an issue, i.e. the applicant’s household already has more vehicles 
than can be accommodated on the property (usually circa 5-6). Another 2 vehicles are 
regularly parked in a nearby side road and lay-by. It was notable that in the wake of the 
previous planning submission that the number of vehicles on the property temporarily 
reduced (as noted on other resident’s concurrent objections). Photographic evidence of 5-6 
parked cars on the property and additional relocated vehicles in the surrounding area can 



be provided on request. There is no parking provision or space immediately surrounding the 
property. There is usually no space for the applicant’s visitors’ cars, which are frequently 
parked outside the house on the shared narrow access, sometimes blocking access for the 
other 4 residences in the cul-de-sac.         
 
Specifically, referring to HBC Parking Supplementary Planning Document (January 2016);  
 
Section 1.11: If a planning application for extension/alterations (residential and non 
residential) involves a significant increase in area then the impact of the development on 
parking will be a material consideration and additional parking spaces may be sought to 
ensure that a suitable level of parking provision is made. 
 
The proposed extension reduces the number of parking spaces by 2-3 cars (unless much of 
the existing garden is paved over) whilst adding greatly to the accommodation and 
consequent likely additional residents’ vehicles. The demolition of the existing garage and 
building of a new garage on the existing car parking area will clearly reduce the parking 
capacity by 3 cars (because the footprint of the new double garage will take up the land 
area of 3 parked cars). Reference for this from the above referenced planning document:  
 
Residential Car Parking Space Size and Arrangement Section 4.06: An individual car parking 
space should measure a minimum 2.4m in width by 4.8m in length. Space should also be 
provided for car doors to be opened and car boots to be accessed or garage doors to be 
opened. These should be regarded as minimum lengths as cars continue to increase in size. 
     
With 5-6 parked cars on the property, there is no space for turning, or access for each car 
without noisy manoeuvring currently, and obviously not post-extension. This falls foul of the 
following section of the above document:              
 
4.07 In addition, sufficient space for turning facilities on site to allow vehicles to enter and 
leave in a forward gear (see Figure 1) will be encouraged. Where vehicles reversing from or 
onto the highway would give rise to highway safety issues, on-site turning space will be 
compulsory. 
 
Finally, as cars, existing and potentially future additions, clearly cannot be accommodated 
on the extended property:   
 
4.29 It will not necessarily be appropriate to lower parking standards simply because there is 
capacity for parking on the immediate road network. This approach can individually or 
cumulatively alter and detrimentally affect the character and visual amenity of an area and 
may be considered unacceptable 
 
 
Future intentions 
The applicant and his wife are owners (Listed Directors) of a healthcare / care home related 
business. The proposed structure has the look and feel of a nursing home / care home. 
Already a certain amount of business seems to be conducted at the property - much coming 
and going of vehicles and staff- hence we would raise the question / possibility that the 



applicant intends the vastly extended property to be used as a care home facility, and / or 
with more business being conducted from the property? We would therefore request that a 
limitation is put in place to prevent future change of use to a house of multiple occupation 
(HMO) or other use such as care home / rest home etc.    
 
 
Disruption during building    
As stated above, there is limited parking space on the property, which is always too small for 
the number of vehicles owned by the household. There is no additional space for vehicles on 
the shared access road without blocking entry / egress for the other residents. The private 
driveway opens out onto a busy residential road (Southleigh Road), with a bus stop 
immediately next to the applicant’s property, hence parking anywhere nearby for 
construction vehicles is impractical, conflicts with public service buses and would be a 
danger to road users and pedestrians.  
 
The vast nature of the proposed rebuild would require a great deal of construction plant, 
machinery and vehicles, over a considerable period of time, which it is simply impractical to 
accommodate in the tight confines of the plot and its surroundings. A construction of this 
magnitude would create immense inconvenience and disruption to the lives of the 
surrounding property owners, and access to their properties would be compromised due to 
potential consistent blocking of the main private driveway.                     
 
 
Affect on surrounding property values  
The resulting building would be a dominating structure, overlooking, blocking natural light 
and invading the privacy of 4 residences within the adjacent group of 5 properties, plus at 
least 2 other dwellings nearby, all of which are not currently overlooked in any significant 
way. This, plus other factors such as parking, noise, coming and going of a substantial 
number of occupants and visitors etc., is certain to have a negative effect on the resale 
value and saleability of the surrounding properties.  
 
Conclusion 
In conclusion, the proposal represents overdevelopment of a restricted plot resulting in 
adverse effects on neighbours’ amenity, access to their homes, inadequate car parking and 
loss of character. It demonstrably falls foul of, and is contrary to, many of the Borough’s 
planning guidelines, as referenced above. Hence we respectfully request that the planning 
application be refused for all the above reasons. 
 
 
 
 
 
 


