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Please find a duplicate copy of our objection enclosed due to the previous objections not
being shown on the planning portal

Planning Objection Letter
Regarding Planning Application at 95A St. Thomas Avenue, Hayling Island, PO11 OEU

To Whom it May Concem,

We are writing to formally object to the proposed development at 95A St. Thomas Avenue
Hayling Island, as outlined in the current planning application

_we have serious concerns about the scale, design, and impact of

the proposed works on the character of the area and the amenity of surrounding properties.
Our specific objections are as follows

1. Loss of Privacy — Havant Core Strategy 16 Objection

The proposed full-width rear dormer and balcony introduce elevated views directly into
neighbouring gardens and rear-facing windows. Even with the proposed 1.8m privacy
screens, the potential for overlooking remains significant, particularly from standing
occupants or oblique angles. This will result in a matenal loss of privacy for adjacent
properties and those to the rear. The privacy screens themselves will also feel large and out
of scale or context with other properties in the area.

2. Dverbearing and Out of Scale - Havant Core Strategy 16 Objection

The proposed extension, particularly the rear dormer and parapet detailing, significantly
increases the bulk and massing of the property. This creates an overbearing presence when
viewed from neighbouring gardens and is out of keeping with the modest scale of
surrounding homes.

3. Design Out of Character - Havant Core Strategy 16 Objection
The proposed materials — including cedar cladding, anthracite aluminium windows, and off-

white render — along with the double-height entrance and widened front dormer, introduce a
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contemporary aesthetic that is at odds with the traditional character of 5t. Thomas Avenue.
The development undermines the visual harmony of the street scene.

4. Dormer Design Conflicts with Local Guidance - Havant Core Strategy 16 Objection

The proposed dormers appear to conflict with Havant Borough Council's Borough Design
Guide, which encourages pitched-roof dormers that are subordinate to the main roof and
proportionate to the windows below. The rear dormer is flat-roofed, full-width, and includes a
balcony and parapet detailing, making it visually dominant and inconsistent with the
guidance. The widened front dormer also risks disrupting the proportional relationship with
the fenestration beneath.

5. Loss of Light - Havant Core Strategy 16 Objection

The increased height and depth of the proposed extension will reduce daylight to
neighbouring properties. [N

6. Noise and Disturbance - Havant Core Strategy 16 Objection

The inclusion of a rear balcony and expanded internal accommodation may lead to
increased outdoor activity and noise, particularly in the evenings and warmer manths,
impacting the quiet enjoyment of neighbouring gardens. No other properties in the area have
balconies. With the balcony being so large, it would lend itself to being occupied for
extended periods of time for the owners of 95A.

7. Overdevelopment - Havant Core Strategy 18 Objection

The scale and intensity of the proposed development appear disproportionate to the size of
the plot and the surrounding context. The cumulative impact of the dormer, balcony, and
multiple extensions suggests overdevelopment of the site. Even taking just the dormers
alone, the development would remain overdeveloped and overbearing

8. Planning Palicy Conflict - Havant Core Strategy 16 Objection

The proposal appears contrary to the principles set out in Havant Borough Council's
planning policy, which emphasises high-quality, context-sensitive design and the protection
of residential amenity. The scale, materials, and elevated features of the proposal are not in
keeping with the established character of St. Thomas Avenue and would result in a
significant loss of privacy and visual amenity for neighbouring properties.

We would also like to note that no consultation or courtesy notice was provided to us by the
applicants, despite the scale of the proposed works and their potential impact on
neighbouring properties. Furthermore, it appears that construction activity has already
commenced prior to the outcome of the planning application, which raises concerns about
procedural compliance and respect for due process. For example, how does it impact trees
and natural wildlife in the area? By demolishing walls and commencing work it removes the
ability of the Planning Officers to conduct an inspection of the "as is" building

It is our belief that the balcony has been included in the plans as a "sacrificial lamb” in the
hope that other aspects of the plan would be acceptable, however no component of this plan
takes into account neighbours.

Finally, and possibly quite importantly, the application incorrectly shows the Sun Room and
the Boot Room as being part of the original building, However, as evidenced by the
marketing pictures of 95A before it sold to the new owners, these were already extensions to
the original building (probably they should more correctly be called a Conservatory and a
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Porch extension). By granting permission to extend again, on top of what is already an
extension this would be vastly overdeveloped,

In light of the above, we respectfully urge the Planning Department to completely refuse this
application to mitigate impact on neighbouring amenity and the character of the area. If any
member of the Planning Department would like to visit us to discuss this further, then we
would be delighted to show them the works that have already commenced so an accurate

determination of their impact can be made

Yours faithfully
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Havant Borough Council
Planning Department
Public Service Plaza
Civic Centre Road RECEEVE
Havant
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Sent by email:

Dear Planning,

APP/25/00718 - Demolish original rear lean-to. Ground floor rear extension with balcony above.
Proposed porch canopy and replacement external materials. Alterations to existing dormer on
front roof slope and construction of new dormer window on rear facing roof slope. 95A 5t Thomas
Avenue, Hayling Island, PO11 OEU




Part of the proposal, which'Is not included in the development description, is the demolition of the
existing car port and reconstruction of the garage, including increasing the height of the garage on our
boundary. This may be a modest change to the existing garage when taken in isolation however,
when taken in combination with the larger aspects of the application, it will result in cumulative bulk
along the shared boundary. What is absent from the application is details of the proposed
replacement boundary treatment following the removal of the carport. The carport and gur;_-‘u.l'_-;-‘--
_L“d'-'t"”]ﬂ} do not indicate the boundary treatment the
applicant intends to place along thi- boundary following the removal of the carport.  Further,
the proposed new parch over the front door will obstruct access to the garage and therefore, what is
the purpose of this building, as it clearly cannot be used for parking of vehicles yet, the plans stibmitted

do not indicate what its purpose is

Externally, the applicant is proposing the use of cedar cladding to the side gables, rear elevation and
dormer windows faces and cheeks, together with the use of slate for the main roof. These materials

will appear stark and are uncharacteristic in this location

in order to accommodale all of the proposed works at ground floor, the applicant is extending the
depth of the ground floor by an additional 3.1m. Again, whilst this may be offset from our boundary,
it sits directly south of our property and adds more bulk to the rear of this otherwise modest dwelling.

However, it is the proposed works to the roof which greatly af’rec'tﬁ_remrjpm|al amenity

and to which we vehemently object

The applicantis propasing to enlarge the twao existing bedrooms within the roof to provide large suites,
each with their own ensuite and seating areas; whilst the master bedroom will also have the benefit
of a separate walk in dressing room. Additionally, itis proposed to provide an office/ music room with
g full height window. To achieve all of this additional living accommodation, it is necessary for them
to nat only increase the front dormer window but also provide a new full width rear dormer window,
This description as a “full width dormer’ is rather disingenuous, as the dormer window is effectively
creating a full first floor, Further, the applicant proposes a full width balcony leading from the master

bedroom suite creating an external an elevated seating and entertainment space of circa 16sgm.

Policy C516 of the Core Strategy, against which this development should be assessed, is unambiguous
that development will anly be permitted where “The development does not couse unacceptable harm

to the amenity of neighbours through smell, the loss of privacy, outlook, noise and overlooking”.

Itis abundantly clear that the applicant has failed to consider the impact of their r_ir_w.rlec_spnsent-
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