APP/13/00060 & /0061/LBC – Homewell House, 22 Homewell, Havant
Much has been written about this building in recent correspondence and on the latest proposals. Rather than go over old ground and accentuate the negatives, I have tried to identify the areas where positive progress and agreement might be reached on a satisfactory resolution.
It is my wish to reach a positive outcome. I remain of the view that the current planned internal alterations in addition to those previously consented compromise the internal layout and represent significant harm. On this matter I must agree to differ with the applicant’s agent. The character of the building forms part of its special interest to which the spatial layout (plan form) is an important component. I feel reversibility bears little weight in such circumstances and can not be a justification in itself.

While it does not fully address the “harm” I have sought to identify on a sketch illustration improvements that could be made to the current scheme, by way of partial mitigation – to be read in conjunction with the comments below. Within the overall realm of the scheme these are relatively small items (in financial terms) and therefore should not inhibit the scheme’s feasibility. The objective being threefold (a) to retain historic fabric in situ (where possible), (b) to otherwise re-use/relocate more significant architectural features appropriately within the building and (c) restore lost features where practical. 

In summary the limited changes I am seeking (same numbers as on plan) are as follows:-
1. Accept loss of door (no other alternative in this layout, but retain architraves.

2. Retain existing door and architrave. Slight conflict with room layout but should be manageable bearing in mind one person living unit. As inner door would not have to be fire rated.

3. Windows 3 & 4 are two of the best in the property with some old glass. They require careful overhauling to make sure weights suitably balanced and readily operable. The windows are not suitable for double or secondary glazing. To improve thermal efficiency a discreet draughtproofing sysem – Ventrolla or similar recommended. In the bedroom (window 3) there are some rather fine vertically sliding shutters. These require overhauling to make fully operational. In the living room (window 4) there is boxing in the location of the shutters. It is not clear what survives. Shutters to be repaired if survive or otherwise reinstated. The shutters in the bedroom provide the necessary template.

5. The living room retains its original proportions. There would have been a centrally located fireplace – now blocked up. The sub-division

of the properties precludes the re-opening of the fireplace as a  practical proposition. The reinstatement of a suitable fire surround would nevertheless provide an appropriate focal feature, regaining some character to the room. Given the proximity of the linking doorway, this wall would have little alternative practical use so should not compromise the use of the room.
6. The cupboard provides the opportunity to re-use one of the displaced doors, since it should not have to be fire rated (?).

7. New door opening  offers the opportunity to re-use one of the displaced doors and architrave close to original location. The thickness of the door suggests it is suitable for upgrading (envirograf or similar) with suitable fire stops. 
8. I concur the alterations on the first floor are acceptable. There is one surviving fireplace (first or second floor) which needs to be identified and retained. 

9. The doors on the second floor are simple panelled doors appropriate to their date and location. They are unsuitable for upgrading. Displacement acceptable to accommodate stair fire enclosure. The suggested compromise of relocating three within the flat in positions where fire upgrading is not necessary is acceptable.  

10. The proportions of the windows in the extension requires adjustment to provide greater vertical depth. The original consent provides the appropriate model to follow. It seems there could be mutual agreement on this point.

Approved scheme
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 Proposed scheme requiring revision.
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11. Constructing the extension to the listed building only in Flemish Garden wall bond (snapped headers) would improve the visual appearance. It is not an attempt to falsely age the extension but rather to provide more visual interest, where the ratio of wall to window is high. There remains a clear visual distinction. This is a relatively minor change which I would hope the applicant could accede to. 

12. A major handicap in commenting on this scheme has been the difficulty in tracing all the original documents for 09/51833/017. I have been unable to readily track down the approved changes to the first and second floors. The applicant’s agent makes a valid point, if indeed the earlier scheme resulted in the removal/loss of the upper sections of stair. If this assertion can be verified, it would lend weight to the case. The retention of the main stairs in its original form is fully supported (and to be expected).
Way Forward

I wish to achieve a positive outcome as the use is ideal for the town centre. I also wish to get the building back into active use. If the points outlined above can be incorporated into an updated set of annotated and amended drawings then I feel we are close to agreement. 
There needs to be a clear schedule of retained and reinstated features which can be bound into the granting of consent – preferably by annotating the drawings or otherwise cross-referencing. I am happy to advise on the detailing of any conditions.

I trust this is of assistance. 
John Townsend

Conservation Consultant

13/04/13
Enc. Illustrative sketch of improvements to ground floor. 

