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Proposal: Erection of a two storey rear/side extension 
 
Applicant: Mr Bledar Drini 
 

 
Agent:  LYONDALE/Mr A MARTIN 

 
Parish / Ward: Not Parished / Temple Hill 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Approval 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
(1) 82 Keyes Road is a semi-detached two storey dwelling.  To the side and rear there is 
a footpath linking to Henderson Drive to the north and further along Keyes Road to the west.  A 
row of terraced properties lie to the east of the application site, their rear elevations and gardens 
facing onto the side elevation of the application property.  
 
(2) The property sits at a lower level than the road by approximately 700mm. There is no 
off-street parking within the application site and no existing vehicular crossing.  There is an 
existing single storey side addition set back from the front of the property. It has a generously 
sized rear garden.  
 
(3) The surrounding area is characterised by terraced and semi-detached properties.  
 
THE PROPOSAL 
 
(4) The proposal is the erection of a two storey rear extension that also projects to the side 
and sits to the rear of the existing flat roof side addition.  Internally, the extension would provide 
an 'L' shaped bedroom at first floor (no additional bedrooms provided) and would extend the 
kitchen and WC at ground floor. The extension would have a pitched tiled roof and matching 
brickwork.  
 
(5) Revised plans have been received which amend the proposal to provide a pitched roof 
as opposed to a flat roof to the rear/side extension as well as a first floor window in the front 
elevation. Revised plans were received showing parking and a vehicular crossing to the front 
of the property. However, this on-site parking has now been removed from the proposal. 
 
(6) Planning application reference 21/01127/FUL (also on this agenda) is for the erection 
of a part two/part first floor/part single storey side/rear extension. The design of that proposal 
incorporates the proposed rear/side extension for consideration under this application - 
21/01128/FUL. It is not clear why the applicant has chosen to submit two separate applications, 
one that is for a smaller extension (21/01128/FUL) and one that is for a larger extension 
(21/01127/FUL).  However, each application should be considered on its merits.  Members 
should be clear that they could not for example refuse the larger proposal on the basis that they 



preferred the smaller one.  There would need to be suitable justification and planning harm 
identified to refuse the larger proposal.  
 
RELEVANT HISTORY 
 
(7) 21/01132/PDE - Determination pursuant to Schedule 2, Part 1 (Class A.1 (g) of the 
Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 as to 
whether prior approval is required for the erection of a single storey rear extension - Prior 
approval granted.  
 
(8) 21/01129/LDC - Application for a Lawful Development Certificate for proposed dormer 
window in rear elevation and roof lights in front elevation in connection with providing additional 
rooms in the roof space - Planning permission not required. 
 
(9) 21/01127/FUL - Erection of a part two/part first floor/part single storey side/rear 
extension - pending consideration and reported elsewhere on this agenda. 
 
COMMENTS FROM ORGANISATIONS 
 
(10) Ward Member Cllr Kelly Grehan has requested that if the recommendation is for 
approval that the application is reported to the Development Control Board for a decision. 
 
NEIGHBOUR NOTIFICATION 
 
(11) Five letters of objection have been received from neighbouring properties who 
comment: 
 
- Will cause parking issues as limited parking in Keyes Road; 
- Vehicular crossing would reduce the safe crossing places available; 
- Not in style or keeping of other properties; 
- Concerns about noise and disturbance during construction; 
- loss of sunlight to rear garden; 
 
(12)  Concerns are also raised about the property being used as a small HMO and 
associated increased levels of activity in and around the application site. These concerns will 
be addressed later in this report.  
 
(13) In respect of the revised plans, one additional comment has been received stating that 
it will reduce the light reaching the back of their house where they spend most of their time.  
 
RELEVANT POLICIES 
 
(14) 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. 
 
(15) Adopted Dartford Core Strategy adopted 2011 
 
(16) Development Policies Local Plan: DP2 (Good design in Dartford); DP5 (environmental 
and amenity protection); DP7 (borough housing stock and residential amenity) 
 
(17) 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.  The relevant Policies are M1 (Good design in Dartford); M2 
(Environmental and amenity protection); M11 (Borough Housing stock and residential amenity) 
 
 
(18) SPG: Parking Standards. Dartford Borough Council's Parking Standards SPD (adopted 
July 2012) reflects the Development Plan Strategy (adopted September 2011).  



 
(19) The NPPF is also a material consideration.   
 
COMMENTS 
 
Key Issues 
 
(20) I consider that the key issues are the impact of the development on residential 
amenities and the visual impact of the development on the appearance of the property and the 
wider street scene. The parking provision is also a consideration.  
 
Impact on neighbours 
 
(21) Guidance in the preamble to policy DP7 of the Dartford Development Policies Plan sets 
out the criteria for the size of extensions at residential properties. 
 
(22) For dwellinghouses such as this the guidance states that for two-storey extensions to 
the rear of semi-detached house they should be set in 2m from the common boundary at first 
floor level.  The maximum depth should not be greater than 3.5m.  And for side extensions it 
advises that roofs must match and tie in to the existing roof and should be stepped down from 
the main ridgeline. Two storey extensions within one metre of the boundary should have their 
front walls set back at least 0.45m at the point where is joins the existing building. 
 
(23) In this case the depth of the rear extension is only some 1.7m from the rear of the 
original property. It is set 3.3m away from the adjoining property at No. 84 Keyes Road. The 
extension does however extend out to the side across the width of the existing single storey 
side extension.  It would be built right up to the boundary with the adjacent footpath but would 
not adjoin another residential property.   
 
(24) There would be no first floor windows within the flank elevation of the proposed 
extension and so there would be no outlook over the properties to the east. The first floor 
windows within the front and rear elevations would be a significant distance from neighbouring 
properties and gardens. Therefore, there would be no harmful direct or indirect outlook into the 
private amenity space to neighbouring properties.   
 
(25) I note the concerns of neighbours regarding the loss of daylight and sunlight to the rear 
of their properties.  The neighbours in question are located due east of the application site and 
the rear of these properties would be located approximately 15 metres from the flank of the 
proposed extension.  Given this separation distance, I am satisfied that there would be no 
harmful loss of daylight or an overbearing impact to the rear of the properties to the east. 
 
(26) I am therefore satisfied that the rear/side extension complies with adopted Policy in 
respect of the impact on residential amenities and given the insets as set above is unlikely to 
have any notable detrimental impacts on neighbours.  
 
Visual impact 
 
(27) The revised design of the extension, in my opinion, is in keeping with the form and 
design of the application property.  Subject to matching finishing materials, I do not consider 
that there would be any detrimental visual impacts on either the appearance of the property or 
the wider street scene. 
 
Parking 
 
(28) There is no increase in the number of bedrooms at the property and so there is no 
increased parking demand associated with this proposal. There is currently no off street parking 
provided for the property.  However, there is potential for 2/3 cars to be parked within the 
frontage of the site. This was previously shown on the proposed block plan with a wide vehicular 
crossing.  However, as local residents noted, any gain in off-street parking would be off-set by 
a loss of at least 1.5 on-street parking spaces as a result of the necessary installation of a 



vehicular crossing.  In addition, on-site parking would result in the loss of a section of the 
existing grass verge and grass finished front garden. I am of the view that this would potentially 
deteriorate the appearance of the site and immediately vicinity and as such, is not necessarily 
to be encouraged. Although it should be noted that the applicant would not need planning 
permission for a vehicular crossing as Keyes Road is not a classified road. Similarly, the 
hardsurfacing of the front garden would not need planning permission as long is the surface 
was permeable or drained into a soakaway or similar. So the applicant could implement parking 
to the front of the property at any time without the need for a further planning application. 
 
(29) Keyes Road is a relatively wide road and it is observed that cars park on both sides of 
it. It is my strong view that as this proposal would not result in any additional parking demand, 
there would be no notable or harmful impact on on-street parking demand along this part of 
Keyes Road.  I do not therefore consider that this proposal would lead to any harm to highway 
safety or amenity. I also do not consider that requiring the frontage of the property to be given 
over to parking is necessary or desirable.  
 
Other matters 
 
(30) Neighbours have made comment that the house seems to be in use as a House in 
Multiple Occupation (HMO). These comments have been passed to the Council's Planning 
Enforcement Officers to investigate. I am aware that they have contacted Private Sector 
Housing who are also investigating the matter. However, Members should note that generally 
up to six people can live together as a HMO without planning permission being required for a 
change of use. In this case the property has 3 bedrooms and this would not alter as a 
consequence of this proposal.  This number of bedrooms would therefore limit the amount of 
people that could live within the property, limiting the potential for a material change of use 
away from a dwellinghouse.  
 
(31) Members will have noted that there have been recent applications for other alterations 
and extensions to be built under permitted development rights (single storey rear extension and 
rear dormer).  If these extensions are built as well as the proposed rear and side extension, this 
would increase the bedroom capacity within the dwelling. This could then provide opportunities 
to increase the number of occupants within the property and/or enlarge the HMO (if it is indeed 
being used as such).  However, the current planning application should not be fettered by 
potential extensions that they may or may not built under permitted development rights as it is 
not definite that these extension will be implemented. Even if additional extensions are added 
to this property, in conjunction with the proposed rear/side extension, I cannot identify any 
notable planning harm that would result. Parking demand may well increase but the frontage of 
the property has capacity for 2/3 cars to park if desired. At present no parking is provided within 
the site and so any frontage parking would provide a net gain. Levels of activity may increase 
but a residential property could have a large family with a number of children which could 
generate noise and activity in excess of a number of adults living together as an HMO. It would 
not be reasonable to refuse this application on the grounds of a potential HMO, or larger HMO 
being created.  The proposal for a side/rear extension should be considered on its merits.  
 
(32) Neighbours also make reference to property prices; disposal of rubbish in the alley, 
noise and disturbance, timescales for the development, hours of working etc. These are not 
material planning considerations and/or are matters better covered under separate legislation. 
 
HUMAN RIGHTS IMPLICATIONS 
 
(33) 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 
 
(34) 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 
 
(35) Having considerer all of the material planning considerations as set out above, I am of 
the opinion that this proposal is an acceptable development having no significant detrimental 
impacts on neighbours or visual amenities and no notable harm to highway safety or amenity. 
I therefore recommend that this application should be approved. 
 
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:  Y658/2021/01; Y658/2021/02; Y658/2021/03; Y658/2021/04; 
Y658/2021/05; Y658/2021/06; Y658/2021/07 

 
02 For the avoidance of doubt and to ensure a satisfactory form of development. 
 
03 All materials used externally shall match those of the existing building in colour and 

texture unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
 
03 To ensure that the development does not harm the character and appearance of the 

existing building or visual amenity of the locality in accordance with Policy DP2 of the 
adopted Dartford Local Plan. 

 
INFORMATIVES 
 

01 It appears that this development involves work close to a boundary, which may come 
under the terms of the Party Wall etc. Act 1996.  If it does, you will need to serve notice 
on your neighbour before undertaking any work.  It would therefore be advisable for you 
to ensure that you meet any requirements of the Act before starting any work. 

 
02 The applicant is advised that building works to combine the separate permissions which 

exist for the site (including prior approvals and lawful development certificates) cannot 
all be constructed as a single building operation lawfully. If this is intended, then a further 
grant of planning permission for the combined works is required and should be sought 
prior to any significant works being undertaken on site. Works carried out in this manner 
would be carried out at the owner's risk as a further grant of permission cannot be 
guaranteed and any unlawful development may be required to be removed. 
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