
APPENDIX 1
Summary of Objection

For Planning Committee – 23rd August 2018

Introduction
Councillors we are not adverse to home owners wishing to extend their homes.

However we have a number of issues with this planning application.  Please note that the 
site plan is inaccurate, the boundary wall is in the ownership of No.13.

Views
Strategic Policy SD5.  At present the public can enjoy different views of No.11 and No.13.  
There are the sloping roof and 2 chimneys of No.13.  The space between No.11 and 
No.13 allows a view of the Hangers which connect the town to the countryside.  These 
historic houses offer rare and distinct views that are providing the community with an 
important connection to Petersfield’s past.  These views would be lost if the application is 
approved.

Local Significance – Character
The house in the character area 7 of the conservation area within the South Downs and 
therefore special attention must be paid to the desirability of preserving and enhancing the 
character and appearance of this area 9referenced in Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Act 1990).

A recent planning application at No.1 The Avenue, a 1930’s house was refused 
permission to change the shape of the front porch.  This planning application wishes to put 
an aluminium canopy across the front elevation of an Edwardian house so the same 
argument should apply.

Design
SDLP – Strategic Policy SD5, CP29, BE01/02.  

Any 2 storey extension:

Should not be flush with the front main wall of the house but should be set back 
slightly to ensure subservience to the original building.

Side extensions should not lead to an unacceptable loss of space between the original 
building and neighbour.

The main part of the extension will be 30cm from the historic boundary wall with No.13, not 
1.2m as in the report.

The size of the extension does not comply to SD31’s recommendation of the 30% limit.  
The proposed extension is significantly larger and will result in overshadowing of No.13 
and No.2 The Avenue.

A previous application in the same conservation area for No.25 Heath Road was rejected 
on the basis of the extension being too large.

Local Listing
No.11 along with No.13 are included on the local listing in Petersfield Conservation Area 
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Appraisal and Management Plan.  We have been advised by Petersfield Society that the 
proposed extension would result in both houses no longer meeting the criteria for local 
listing.

Planning Administration
There was no report submitted to the South Downs Design Panel as they received the 
application too late for their agenda.

The conservation officer’s report was submitted 5 weeks after the closing date.

We have been in correspondence with William Bartlett, Planning Solicitor at Prospect Law 
who was involved with a similar planning application at the Forge, East Meon.

In Conclusion
An approval of the planning application with conditions would not be acceptable. The 
heritage of Petersfield should be celebrated and not obliterated.

Thank you for giving use the opportunity to present our objection to No.11.


