
           
   DEVELOPMENT CONTROL BOARD 
 
    15 April 2021 
 
Reference: 20/00949/FUL    Officer: Samantha Mitchell 
 
Location: Highview 

Oakfield Lane 
Wilmington 
Kent 
DA2 7AA 

 
Proposal: Demolition of existing rear conservatory and erection of a single storey rear 

extension and raised composite decking 
 
Applicant: Mr Patel 

 
Agent:  Mr Rayford 
 
Parish / Ward: Wilmington / Maypole & Leyton Cross 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Refusal 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
(1) Highview is a large detached house to the south of Oakfield Lane which is located 
within the residential area of Wilmington. The property has hard standing to the front and has 
the capacity to provide off street parking for six cars including a garage.  The land slopes down 
to the south with the rear garden at a lower level than the house and it is also noted that the 
property to the west Hulseleigh is at a lower ground level by approximately 0.5m.  
 
(2) The property does not lies within the Green Belt but its southern boundary abuts it.  
 
THE PROPOSAL 
 
(3) The application seeks to demolish the existing rear conservatory and create a rear 
extension to enlarge living space to the full width of the property.  The proposed extension will 
include two sky lights within the roof.   
 
(4) The proposed extension would project 4.9m from an existing flat roof rear extension 
towards the eastern boundary but it would step in towards the western boundary where it would 
be a depth of 2.7m from the main rear elevation.   
 
RELEVANT HISTORY 
 
(5) 07/01312/FUL  Erection of a first floor rear extension  permission 
granted  
 
(6) 72/00937/FULA1 Erection Of Extension At Front Of Garage permission 
granted  
 
(7) 65/00471/FULA1 Extension To Lounge, Kitchen & New Bedroom permission 
granted  
 
COMMENTS FROM ORGANISATIONS 
 
(8) Kent County Council Archaeology have no comments to make on this application.  



(9) The application was request to be called in by a Ward Councillor but no reason was 
provided.   
 
NEIGHBOUR NOTIFICATION 
 
(10) Neighbours were notified on the 12th August 2020 and a site notice was posted near 
the site on the 19th August 2020. 
 
(11) Three comments of support were received in relation to this application:   
 
(12) The neighbouring property to the west states: "Being the resident in the neighbouring 
property to this application I can confirm that I am in full support of this application. I do not feel 
that it will have any impact on my property and have no concerns whatsoever." 
 
(13) The neighbouring property to the east states: "As a neighbour we have no objection to 
the proposals as submitted." 
 
(14) A neighbour further to the west states: "As a long standing nearby resident to this 
property, I write in support of this application and feel it is in keeping with the other properties 
on this road. I do not feel it would have any impact on neighbouring properties and do not have 
any concerns regarding this application." 
 
RELEVANT POLICIES 
 
(15) 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. 
 
(16) Adopted Dartford Core Strategy adopted 2011 
 
(17) Adopted Dartford Development Policies Plan 2017 

DP1: Presumption in favour of sustainable development 
DP2: Good Design 
DP7: Borough housing stock and residential amenity  

 
(18) Dartford Local Plan to 2037 - Draft Document February 2021 (The policies in the draft 
Plan are now a material consideration in the determination of planning applications but currently 
carry only limited weight). 
 
(19) Dartford Parking Standards Supplementary Planning Document 2012 
 
(20) The NPPF is also a material consideration.   
 
COMMENTS 
 
Key Issues 
 
(21) It is considered that the key issue to assess with this application is the impact on 
residential amenity.   
 
Impact on residential amenity  
 
(22) The supporting text to Policy DP7 seeks to ensure that single storey rear extensions to 
terraced and semi-detached properties do not project beyond 3.5m in depth. This is to limit the 
impact on daylight and sunlight reaching neighbouring properties as well as ensuring that there 
is no overbearing impact. Although the application property is detached, the principle of limiting 
the impact on neighbouring properties by restricting the depth of rear extensions should apply. 
Distance between the flank elevations of neighbouring properties needs to be factored in as 



well as differences in ground levels and the orientation of the extension to the neighbouring 
property.  
 
(23) The part of the proposed rear extension closest to the party boundary with Hulseleigh 
to the east would project out from an existing single storey flat roof rear extension.  So although 
the proposed extension would be a depth of 4.9m, the total depth of extensions along the 
eastern boundary with Hulseleigh would be 8.9m from the original rear elevation.  This results 
in a projection beyond the rear elevation of Hulseleigh of 7.6m.  Even taking into account the 
distance between the flank wall of the proposed extension and the flank elevation of Hulseleigh 
of 1.5m, this projection is excessive and would still have a significant impact on the residents 
of that neighbouring property in my view.   
 
(24) Compounding this is the lower ground level of Hulseleigh by approximately 0.5m and 
so the proposed extension would appear higher from Hulseleigh than it might otherwise.   
 
(25) The proposed extension would be to the west of Hulseleigh which has a patio area 
immediately to the rear of their rear wall, which is accessed via large patio doors.  As such, the 
proposed extension at the depth proposed would have a significant impact on the evening sun 
reaching that patio area.  In addition, given the ground level difference coupled with the depth 
and height of the proposed extension, I consider that the extension would reduce general levels 
of daylight to the patio doors and patio area to the rear of Hulseleigh as well as create an 
overbearing impact to the detriment of their residential amenities.    
 
(26) With regards to the other part of the proposed extension adjacent to the west boundary, 
I note that this would project no further to the rear than the existing conservatory to be 
demolished. I also note that the property to the west - Abington, has a rear projection close to 
the party boundary with the application property and that its patio area is further to the west i.e. 
not immediately adjacent to the proposed extension.  In this way the relationship differs from 
the neighbour to the east.   I am therefore satisfied that the proposed extension would not have 
any harmful impacts on Abington in terms of overshadowing or an overbearing impact.   
 
(27) The application also seeks to implement new decking to the rear of the property.  Due 
to the changing ground levels through the site the application plans show that the decking will 
be 3.5m higher than the lowest ground level at a depth of 3.7m from the rear of the proposed 
extension.  The decking itself would not be likely to cause overshadowing or an overbearing 
impact as it would be largely screened behind existing boundary treatment. In addition, the 
decking would be far enough from the rear elevation of Hulseleigh and Abington to ensure that 
any overlooking of the rear gardens of these properties is of the middle to rear parts.  As such, 
I do not consider that the proposal would cause any harmful overlooking of neighbouring 
properties.   
 
Other issues 
 
(28) The property has ample parking to the front of the site and this will be adequate for the 
extended property in my view. 
 
(29)  The proposed extension would not be conspicuous from any public vantage points and 
is of a design that would not be at odds with the main house.  As such, I do not consider that 
the proposed extension would have a detrimental impact on the visual amenities of the area.  
 
HUMAN RIGHTS IMPLICATIONS 
 
(30) 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 
 
(31) 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 
 
(32) The proposed extension would cause significant harm to the residents of Hulseleigh by 
way of an overshadowing and overbearing impact.  I therefore consider that the development 
would be contrary to Policies DP7 and DP2 and should be refused.    
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Refusal 
 
01 The proposed extension by virtue of its extensive depth, height and proximity to the 

neighbouring properties, would have an overbearing effect which would create an 
oppressive living environment for the residents of Hulseleigh and would result in loss of 
daylight and sunlight to this same property resulting in significant harm to their residential 
amenities contrary to policies DP2 and DP7 of the Dartford Development Policies Plan 
2017. 
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