
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL BOARD

9 August 2018

Reference: 18/00684/FUL Officer: Abigail Lavery

Location: Sherwood Glen
Common Lane
Wilmington
Kent
DA2 7DB

Proposal: Raising height of roof for erection of a side and rear extension at first floor level 
with Juliette balcony together with a provision of additional room in the roof 
space

Applicant: Mr & Mrs Merrington

Agent: DAC Architects/Mr Andrew Scott

Parish / Ward: Wilmington Parish Council / Wilmington

RECOMMENDATION:

Approval

SITE DESCRIPTION

(1) The site comprises a detached house with a large rear garden in the established 
residential area of Wilmington. It is located on a private section of unmade road which is a spur 
from, and is still classified as part of, Common Lane. Several detached properties are located 
on the north side of this spur, looking over Wilmington Common to the south. 

(2) The overall site area is around 1,300 sqm. The rear garden is some 65m deep and the 
northern rear garden boundary backs onto woodland. The residential property known as 
Hulsewood Cottage sits to the west and Highbank House to the east.

(3) There is a detached garage to the rear and an additional outbuilding towards the front 
section of the garden which is around 18 metres from the main dwelling. There is also an 
outdoor swimming pool which is a few metres from the property's rear elevation. 

(4) The land immediately surrounding the house is relatively even but there is a steep 
incline towards the rear of the garden such that the far rear section sits higher than the dwelling 
itself. Both the neighbouring properties have similarly sloping rear gardens. The property at 
Highbank House sits at a slightly lower ground level than Sherwood Glen and Hulsewood 
Cottage is at a relatively similar level to Sherwood Glen.

(5) The property's front curtilage contains a large gravel driveway which provides access 
past the eastern elevation of the house to the detached garage which sits on the boundary with 
the neighbour to the east, Highbank House. The driveway is surrounded by extensive planting 
and the front boundary to the south is demarcated by a white picket fence. 

(6) The front elevation features a wide gable design with a cat slide roof. A single storey 
element projects to the front, and wraps around the front western corner of the house. The front 
entrance is within an open porch with a dual pitched roof. The dwelling's main roof is a dual 
pitched design with a flat roof dormer window in its eastern elevation facing Highbank House. 
To the rear there is a flat roofed single storey extension.



(7) The dwellings along this section of Common Lane have been erected during different 
periods which has resulted in a varied street scape. Sherwood Glen was built in the 1970s.

(8) The neighbour to the west, Hulsewood Cottage, is a detached house with a similar plot 
size to the application site. The dwelling has been extended in various manners including a rear 
extension and detached garage with rooms in the roof. The property sits much closer to the 
road than Sherwood Glen (the application site property), such that the original rear elevation is 
forward of Sherwood Glen's front elevation. This property has an extant permission for a single 
storey rear extension (17/02095/FUL).

(9) The neighbour to the east, Highbank House, is also a detached dwelling with large 
grounds. This property has been extended in the form of a single storey rear extension and a 
rear conservatory and has an extant permission for a rear extension and garage conversion 
(16/00721/FUL).

THE PROPOSAL

(10) The proposal is for extensions to the main dwelling at first floor and roof level. There is 
an additional application relating to extensions to the detached garage which is being 
considered as a separate application (18/00683/FUL).

(11) The application seeks to raise the ridge height of the main roof by approximately 0.5 
metres and the eaves on the eastern side of the dwelling by approximately 1 metre for a first 
floor side extension as well as incorporating a hipped gable end. The main gable roof would 
also be extended out over the existing 3m deep flat roofed single storey rear extension.  The 
eaves on the western boundary would remain the same. 

(12) The existing property contains 4 bedrooms at first floor. The changes would result in a 
reconfigured first floor containing 4 enlarged bedrooms and enhanced bathroom and wc 
facilities, and a 5th bedroom in the roof space at second floor.

(13) The side extension would not project on the eastern side boundary beyond the 
dwelling's existing side footprint but would result in a 1m higher flank wall and a 7.1m wide 
gabled bay with an eaves height of approximately 5.6 metres with a hipped roof above. This 
would be 3 metres away from the shared boundary with Highbank House. This extension would 
replace the existing flat roof side dormer. The existing side dormer contains 4 separate windows 
which serve a landing, 2 bathrooms and a bedroom. The resulting side elevation with both the 
side extension and the rear extension over the existing 3m deep flat roof    would contain 3 
windows in the new flank wall, serving a landing, bathroom and ensuite and a rooflight to a 
bedroom in the new roof slope. The bathroom, ensuite and bedroom windows are to be obscure 
glazed and the bedroom window is to be fixed shut.

(14) The main changes to the western elevation facing Hulsewood Cottage are the 0.5m 
increase in ridge height, the extension of the roof over the existing flat roof extension and the 
insertion of three additional rooflights serving bedrooms. These would be obscure glazed and 
fixed shut. There is a window proposed in the front elevation which will be an escape window 
for the loft room. The second bedroom is to be converted into a bathroom and therefore its 
existing clear glazed window would be obscure glazed. An existing rooflight which is clear 
glazed is to be retained in the western side of the house.

(15) The existing rear elevation features 2 large windows at first floor level, one has three 
panes and the other has four. These are to be replaced with two smaller windows positioned 
either side of the Juliet balcony serving an enlarged landing area labelled as a snug. A window 
is also proposed above the Juliet balcony serving the room in the roof. There is a void area 
within the property at second floor level so that views out of this window would be limited. There 
is no change proposed to the windows at ground floor level.



RELEVANT HISTORY

(16) The house and detached garage were built in the 1970s as a single dwelling.

78/00788/FULA1 - Single storey rear extension permitted 

91/00267/FUL - Erection of a detached single storey building for use as a snooker room 
in connection with and ancillary to the residential use of the House 'Mahjong' (now 
Sherwood Glen) 
- Having visited the site I note that a snooker table still occupies this outbuilding 

at present.

18/00683/FUL - Extensions to detached garage -  Withdrawn - following discussions 
with planning officers the applicants have taken the decision to withdraw this 
application.

COMMENTS FROM ORGANISATIONS

(17) Wilmington Parish Council - concerned about loss of privacy due to additional windows 
and loss of amenity space. Also notes the need to consider the impact of existing extensions 
to the dwelling on neighbours.

NEIGHBOUR NOTIFICATION

(18) Consultation letters were sent to neighbouring properties on 4th June 2018. Two letters 
of objection were received from the immediately adjoining neighbours to the east and west and 
one letter of support was received from the neighbour next door but one to the east.

(19) Although I note that adjoining neighbours advised the Council that they were not in 
receipt of any written notification relating to the application, the Council records indicate that 
letters were sent to all adjoining properties, the consultation letter information was emailed to 
them on the 19th of June, and objections had already been received from them at that point. A 
site notice was also posted at the entrance to the unmade section of Common Lane on the 20th 
of June. I am therefore satisfied that sufficient neighbour notification has taken place.

(20) The neighbour to the east, Highbank House, objects on the following grounds:

- That the proposal will result in a loss of privacy due to an additional window in 
the side elevation facing their property and also the Juliet balcony to the rear.

(21) The neighbour to the west, Hulsewood Cottage, objects on the grounds that:

- The Juliet balcony and loft window above will result in a loss of privacy

(22) A letter of support was received from a neighbour next door but one to the east, 
Greenways. The content of the comments appears to refer solely to the separate application 
for garage additions referred to in the Planning History section above. As such I do not consider 
this letter to be relevant to this proposal.

RELEVANT POLICIES

(23) The Dartford Core Strategy 2011, the Dartford Development Policies Plan 2017 and 
the Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2016 form the Dartford's Development Plan and the 
application should be determined against this unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise.



(24) Adopted Dartford Development Policies Plan 2017
DP1: Presumption in favour of sustainable development
DP2: Good Design
DP5: Environmental and Amenity Protection
DP7: Borough Housing Stock and Residential Amenity

(25) Dartford Parking Standards Supplementary Planning Document 2012

(26) The NPPF is also a material consideration. Paragraph 56 advises that "Good Design 
is a key aspect of sustainable development, is indivisible from good planning, and should 
contribute positively to making places better for people."

COMMENTS

Key Issues

(27) I consider the key issues to be the impact of the proposal on visual and neighbour 
amenity. Parking is also a consideration.

Visual amenity 

(28) The design of the proposal is considered within a context of large detached houses 
built over a period of time in various styles. The key element which will be visible within the 
street scene is the proposed side extension. This will replace the existing flat roof dormer in the 
side of the roof slope with a hipped gable attached to a 0.5m higher main ridge. Due to the 
existing single storey front canopy section which wraps around the property to the west and the 
shape of the property which widens on its western side towards the rear, the existing building 
is not symmetrical and I consider that this addition to the eastern side will not unbalance the 
dwelling. The gable sits well back from the front elevation and is considered to result in a unified 
design overall. 

(29) The rear addition will not be particularly visible within the street scene. However I do 
consider that its design, which will extend the existing dual pitched roof shape over the single 
storey rear extension and remove the flat roof feature will make a positive contribution to the 
visual amenities of the host dwelling and surrounding area. 

(30) The house sits on a generous plot and no increase in overall footprint or encroachment 
on existing amenity space will result. The existing gaps between side walls and the side 
boundaries are being maintained.

(31) Overall I consider that the replacement of flat roof elements with dual pitched roofs will 
make a positive contribution to the visual amenities of the area. I am of the view that the 
proposals are sympathetic to the design of the main dwelling. 

Neighbour amenity 

(32) Having visited the application site, Highbank House, and reviewed aerial mapping, site 
photographs and neighbour representations, I am of the view that the proposal will not result in 
harm to neighbour amenity in this location. This is discussed in depth below.

(33) The property is a detached house with large grounds. The site has a large front 
driveway which is bordered to the south by the access road, and Wilmington Common. To the 
rear is a garden of significant depth. I therefore consider that only the dwellings at Highbank 
House to the east and Hulsewood Cottage to the west have any potential to be affected by the 
proposals.

(34) The neighbour at Highbank House to the east has raised concerns about loss of privacy 
owing to new additional windows facing their property and elevated views from the proposed 
Juliet balcony at the rear. 



(35) At present, there are four first floor windows in the eastern side of Sherwood Glen 
facing Highbank House. Two of these serve bathrooms and are obscure glazed. The other two 
serve a hallway and a bedroom - these are clear glazed.  They face towards the flank wall of 
Highbank House. They will all be replaced by 4 new windows in a different configuration. The 
existing clear glazed landing window towards the front of the side elevation will be replaced 
with a clear glazed landing window in a similar location and at a similar height. It does not offer 
any views over the private rear garden of Highbank House. The bathroom and ensuite windows 
are also in a similar location and at a similar height to existing and would be conditioned to be 
obscure glazed and fitted with restrictors to limit their opening and would not impact on privacy. 
A rooflight window is proposed to bedroom 4 closer to the rear of the side elevation than the 
existing clear glazed bedroom window. It has the potential to offer some oblique side views and 
would therefore be conditioned to be both obscure glazed and fixed shut, there will therefore 
not be any overlooking of Highbank House from this window. It is a secondary window to 
bedroom 4, which has its main window to the rear. Based on a review of the existing and 
proposed windows facing Highbank House there will be one less clear glazed window in this 
side and any additional windows (other than the replacement hallway window) are to be obscure 
glazed. I therefore consider there to be no adverse impact on privacy if suitably conditioned as 
set out above.

(36) Sherwood Glen is set in around 3 metres from the shared boundary with Highbank 
House due to the location of a driveway and this neighbour is around 1 metre from the 
boundary. The proposed rear addition will not project past the rear of this neighbour's existing 
rear extension. It is proposed to increase the eaves height on this (eastern) side of the property 
by approximately 1 metre to a height of 3.7 metres towards the front and rear of the dwelling. 

(37) The first floor side extension will be located in the centre of the side elevation, it is 
designed such that the existing flank all will be extended straight up to an eaves height of 
around 5.6 metres where it is pitched to a ridge height of around 8.4 metres around 6.5 metres 
from the shared boundary. Given the distance between these properties I consider that this will 
not be harmful to their amenities. 

(38) There are two windows in the side elevation of Highbank House, one is at first floor 
level and serves a bathroom and the other is at ground floor level and serves a utility room. 
Neither of these windows serve habitable rooms and the former is obscure glazed. Given the 
space between the properties in the form of a driveway and the use of these rooms I consider 
that the amenities of this neighbour will not be harmed by the first floor side extension.

(39) In terms of the relationship with Hulsewood Cottage this neighbour sits on a different 
building line with its rear elevation being almost in line with the front elevation of Sherwood 
Glen. I consider that the rear extension has been carefully designed so as to limit any impact 
on this neighbour. 

(40) Firstly, I note that there is no change proposed to the eaves height on the side of the 
house adjacent to this neighbour and the 0.5 metre ridge increase will be around 9 metres from 
the shared boundary. The first floor rear extension will extend over the existing single storey 
rear addition resulting in an increased first floor depth of 3 metres with a ridge height of 
approximately 8.3 metres and a distance of at least 2 metres from the boundary. Given the 
orientation and siting of the properties, I am of the view that the proposal will not result in any 
unacceptable impact on this neighbour in terms of overshadowing, outlook or loss of light.

(41) This neighbour has raised concerns about loss of privacy. Having reviewed the plans 
and visited the application site to assess this, I am of the view that there would not be an 
unacceptable loss of privacy subject to suitable conditions being imposed. There is an existing 
roof light in the side of the roof slope facing Hulsewood Cottage. Having looked out of this 
window I note that there are some views of the neighbouring property from this window. This 
roof light is to be reinstated in the same position and as such would not result in any additional 
impact. The existing bedroom window in the first floor side elevation facing Hulsewood Cottage 
will be replaced with an obscure glazed window as the room is to be repurposed as a bathroom. 
There are also three additional roof lights proposed in the side of the roof slope which I propose 
should be conditioned to be obscure glazed and fixed shut as indicated on the plans. There is 



a small window proposed in the front elevation of the dwelling which will be an openable escape 
window.  consider that the above will result in a lesser view of Hulsewood Cottage from the 
application site than is currently possible from the existing window arrangement in the western 
elevation and I see the obscuring of a clear glazed window to be a benefit of the scheme.

(42) Both neighbours have made reference to the proposed Juliet balcony and their 
concerns in terms of loss of privacy as a result. The Juliet balcony is to be located at first floor 
level in the property's rear elevation and will not have any external platform. Therefore, 
occupiers of Sherwood Glen would not be afforded any views towards the neighbouring 
properties either side greater than what is currently possible from the existing rear windows. 
The outlook from the Juliet balcony would be directly over the site's own rear garden which is 
around 18 metres wide and 65 metres deep. It is generally possibly to see into a neighbour's 
garden from the rear windows of one's own property. The first floor window with Juliet balcony 
will be typical of countless relationships in the borough. There is also extensive screening on 
both boundaries in the form of various trees and planting. There is a window proposed above 
the Juliet balcony providing a source of light to the room in the roof, however there is a void 
area within the property at second floor level so downward views would be very limited. 
Nonetheless, if views were possible from this second floor window, they would be largely of the 
property's own garden, typical of rear facing windows.

(43) I consider that the proposed rear extension will not be harmful to the amenities of 
Hulsewood Cottage due to the retention of the current eaves height, distance of the rear 
extension from the boundary of over 2 metres, the proposed window arrangement as described 
above and siting of Sherwood Glen to the north west of Hulsewood Cottage which will prevent 
a harmful adverse effect on this neighbour. 

(44) I would also highlight that the applicants have provided a revised plan at officer request 
for clarity which shows those windows which are to be obscure glazed. 

Parking 

(45) The property has a large front driveway which can accommodate at least 2 allocated 
spaces in accordance with Dartford's adopted Parking Standards.

Other matters 

(46) I would note that the agent for the application has provided a revised drawing as 
requested by planning officers providing further clarification of the works which has been helpful 
in the determination of the proposal.

(47) A revised plan has been received illustrating which windows are to be obscure glazed 
and it did not include any material changes to the application. It was therefore not considered 
necessary to reconsult neighbours.

HUMAN RIGHTS IMPLICATIONS

(48) I have considered the application in the light of the Human Rights Act 1998. I am 
satisfied that my analysis of the issues in this case and my consequent recommendation are 
compatible with the Act.

PUBLIC SECTOR EQUALITY DUTY

(49) Due regard has been had to the Public Sector Equality Duty, as set out in Section 149 
of the Equality Act 2010. It is considered that the application proposals would not undermine 
objectives of the Duty.



CONCLUSIONS AND REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION

(50) I am satisfied that the proposal is appropriate in terms of neighbour and visual amenity 
and also parking. I consider that the scheme is compliant with the relevant policies of the 
Dartford Development Policies Plan (2017) as described above. I have considered all matters 
put before me in reaching this decision. I therefore recommend that the proposal be approved 
subject to the conditions set out below. 

RECOMMENDATION:

Approval

01 The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three years 
from the date of this permission.

01 In pursuance of Section 91(1) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

02 The development shall be carried out in accordance with the following plans and 
documents: 4777 D201 and 4777 D202 revision D

02 For the avoidance of doubt and to ensure a satisfactory form of development.

03 Prior to occupation of the development hereby approved the second floor windows and 
first floor window serving the third bedroom in the western side elevation(s) of the 
extension facing Hulsewood Cottage and as shown on the approved drawings shall be 
obscure glazed with a minimum obscurity level of 3 as referred to in the Pilkington 
Texture Glass Range leaflet, or nearest equivalent as may be agreed in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority.  Such glazing shall be incapable of being opened with the 
exception of any top hung fan lights, and shall subsequently be maintained as such at all 
times except in the case of an emergency where access is required as an escape 
window.

03 To safeguard the privacy of adjoining residents in accordance with Policies DP2 and DP5 
of the adopted Dartford Local Plan.

04 Prior to occupation of the development hereby approved the first floor window(s) in 
eastern side elevation(s) of the extension facing Highbank House and serving bathrooms 
and as shown on the approved drawings shall be obscure glazed with a minimum 
obscurity level of 3 as referred to in the Pilkington Texture Glass Range leaflet, or nearest 
equivalent as may be agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Such glazing 
shall be fitted with opening restrictors in accordance with details to be submitted to the 
Local Planning Authority to be approved in writing, and shall subsequently be maintained 
as such at all times.

04 To safeguard the privacy of adjoining residents in accordance with Policies DP2 and DP5 
of the adopted Dartford Local Plan.

05 Prior to occupation of the development hereby approved the window in the eastern side 
of the roof slope serving bedroom 4 and as shown on the approved drawings shall be 
obscure glazed with a minimum obscurity level of 3 as referred to in the Pilkington 
Texture Glass Range leaflet, or nearest equivalent as may be agreed in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority.  Such glazing shall be incapable of being opened with the 
exception of any top hung fan lights, and shall subsequently be maintained as such at all 
times.

05 To safeguard the privacy of adjoining residents in accordance with Policies DP2 and DP5 
of the adopted Dartford Local Plan.
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