
DRR3 – Delegated Report V3

Delegated Report
Householder Planning Application

Planning Application No: 20260019

Location: 33 Brenchley Avenue Gravesend Kent DA11 7RG

Description: Erection of a first floor side/rear extension.  Hip to gable roof alterations 
with loft conversion into habitable rooms with rear dormer.  Alterations to 
fenestration. 

Applicant: Mr S Hayer

Site Visit Date: Previous Site Visit undertaken

Submitted Documents/Plans

Application Form;
Block Plan – Proposed (received on 26.01.26);
Site Location Plan (received on 08.01.26);
Block Plan – Existing (received on 08.01.26);
Drawing No. DA11RGPP11 – Floor Plans – Existing;
Drawing No. DA11RGPP12 – Roof Plan – Existing and First Floor Plan – Proposed;
Drawing No. DA11RGPP13 – Roof Plan and Loft Floor Plan – Proposed;
Drawing No. DA11RGPP14 – Front and Rear Elevations – Existing and Proposed; and
Drawing No. DA11RGPP15 – Side Elevations – Existing and Proposed.

Relevant Planning History

Reference Description Decision Decision 
Date

20251100 Erection of a single storey rear/side extension with roof 
lights.

Permitted 11.12.2025

19861040 Erection of a single storey and two storey extension to form 
covered area and enlarged dining room with two enlarged 
bedrooms at first floor level erection of a covered way at the 
front and construction of a parapet wall on eastern 
elevation of existing side.

Permitted 17.03.1987

Planning History Background Note

It is evident from google aerial images and the 19861040 plans, that the above application has been 
implemented:
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19861040 Plans

On the 19861040 decision notice, some permitted development rights are restricted. It states:

Development Plan

Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (2014)
 CS01 – Sustainable Development
 CS02 – Scale & Distribution of Development
 CS12 – Green Infrastructure
 CS18 – Climate Change
 CS19 – Development & Design Principles

Gravesham Local Plan: First Review (1994)
 P3 – Vehicle Parking Standards

Paragraph 34 of the NPPF (2024) sets out that policies within adopted local plans should be reviewed to 
assess whether they need updating at least once every five years, and should then be updated as 
necessary. Such reviews are also a legal requirement as set out in Regulation 10A of the Town and 
Country Planning (Local Planning) England Regulations 2012.
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The Council undertook such a review in September 2019 and found that the adopted Local Plan Core 
Strategy is in need of a partial review in terms of Policy CS02, due to the increased need for housing since 
the Local Plan Core Strategy was adopted and the need to ensure that a sufficient land supply exists to 
meet this need. Whilst saved policies from the Local Plan 1st Review (1994) generally conform with the 
NPPF (2024), the Council will also seek to replace these.

National Planning Policy Framework (2024)
 Section 2 – Achieving Sustainable Development
 Section 12 – Achieving Well-Designed Places

Supplementary Planning Guidance
 SPG 2 – Residential layout guidelines including Housing Standards Policy Statement October 2015 

Adopted 1996 – amended June 2020
 Technical Housing Standards – Nationally Described Space Standard (2015)
 SPG 4 – KCC Parking Standards (2006)
 Gravesham Householder Extensions/Alterations Design Guide (2021)
 Design for Gravesham – Design Code (2024) 

Consultations, Publicity and Representations

Consultees

Local Ward Councillors

No comments received. 

Neighbouring properties

Seven surrounding properties were consulted and no responses were received. The overall consultation 
period expired on 16.02.26.

Site Description

33 Brenchley Avenue is a two-storey detached property fronting the northern side of the highway.

Google Image
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This application proposes the erection of a first floor side/rear extension, a two storey flat roof rear 
extension, hip to gable roof alterations, erection of a rear dormer and loft conversion into habitable rooms, 
along with alterations to fenestration.

Proposed Development

The agent has confirmed via email that the only changes at ground floor level would be the extension of the 
canopy to the front elevation. A ground floor proposed plan has not been provided.

The development would create space for enlarged bedrooms with ensuites at first floor level, with one of 
the bedrooms to be moved up into the converted roof space, with an ensuite.

Case officer measurements are indicated on the plans below in black and red.
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Officer’s Analysis

Design, Character and Appearance

Policy CS19 (Development and Design Principles) (LPCS) (2014) states that new development will be 
visually attractive and locally distinctive. It should also conserve and enhance the character of the local built 
and natural environment and integrate well with the surrounding area. Moreover, Section 12 (Achieving 
well- designed places) of the NPPF (2024) sets out that the creation of high quality beautiful and 
sustainable buildings and places is fundamental to what the planning and development process should 
achieve. It states developments should function well and add to the overall quality of the area, be visually 
attractive and sympathetic to local character. 

The Design For Gravesham Design Code (2024) is a strategic document that sets out Gravesham’s vision 
and expectation for quality place-making. Gravesham’s Householder Extensions/Alterations Design 
Guidance SPD (2021) set out key principles for new developments. Generally, the SPD (2021) highlights 
the importance of new development complimenting and corresponding to existing character and the wider 
context.

The Householder Design Guide (2021) sets out the design expectations for the Borough. Key elements that 
are relevant to this proposal have been included below:
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As set out on the plans, the proposed external materials would match those of the existing dwelling, which 
is desirable to ensure a good visual relationship between the existing dwelling and proposed development. 
If planning permission were to be forthcoming for the development, all external facing materials could be 
secured by condition in order to ensure a satisfactory appearance. Although positive, this in itself would not 
mitigate poor design and inappropriate scale.
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Canopy Roof Extension and Rooflights

In isolation the small extension to the canopy roof, as highlighted below, is not considered to detrimentally 
impact the character and appearance of the dwelling:

In addition, there are no concerns with the proposed rooflights in the front elevation.

Hip to Gable Roof Alterations and Extensions

The road slopes downwards to the immediate west of the dwelling and the existing dwelling and roof 
is already prominent within the street scene. Although the maximum height of the dwelling would not 
increased, the hip to gable roof alterations would add significant bulk, reduce spaces in and around 
the dwelling, and further increase the dwellings prominence within the street scene to a detrimental 
degree. The change in roof form dramatically alters the appearance of the dwelling and is harmful to 
its character. The proposed extension would exacerbate this harmful impact. Although the extension 
gives the appearance of being set down from the main roof ridge, and set in from the front elevation – 
the extension would not be a subservient addition when the existing shape of the roof form is 
considered. The changes proposed would result in the front of the dwelling being devoid of character 
and bulky in scale. To the rear, there would be an awkward amalgamation of varying roof forms 
including the original hipped extension, the gable roof conversion with extension, the flat roof dormer 
(which would cut into the exiting gable extension) and the flat roof two storey extension. Flat roof 
extensions at first floor level are generally unacceptable, in isolation. Furthermore, part of the 
development at two storey level would be constructed right up to the shared boundary with 
neighbouring property, No.31. 

The scale, design, bulk and massing, and unsympathetic nature of the development does not comply with 
planning policy or Gravesham’s aforementioned design guidance, and would cause detrimental harm to the 
appearance of the dwelling. Further to this, the development would be highly visible from the street scene, 
more so given its prominent position, and would reduce space in and around the dwelling. The proposed 
development as a whole is considered to be poor design resulting in overdevelopment of the site and an 
incongruous, disproportionately broad and dominant dwelling; to the detriment of the character and 
appearance of the host dwelling, surrounding area and street scene. The Planning Inspector for a 
dismissed appeal at 22 Mulberry Road (reference: 6001413 - Appendix 1) similarly found that a 
disproportionate extension, constructed up to the boundary would remove the gap between the dwellings 
and increase the apparent width and bulk of the appeal property, eroding the established pattern of 
development. The development was found to harm the character and appearance of the appeal dwelling 
and the surrounding area.

Therefore, overall, the proposal is considered to represent poor design, that would result in an incongruous, 
dominant and unsympathetic development, to the detriment of the appearance of the existing dwelling and 
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surrounding area. As such, the proposal would be contrary to Policy CS19 of Gravesham's Local Plan Core 
Strategy (LPCS) (2014) and Section 12 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2024).

Amenity of Future Occupiers

The development would provide sufficient room area and garden size post development in accordance 
with the Residential Layout Guidelines (2020). Two of the ensuites on the first floor are slightly 
undersized, but this is considered insufficient to warrant refusal of the application. However, it is unclear 
from the plans submitted whether the rooms in the converted loft space would provide sufficient head 
room for future occupiers. From the plan measurements, it is highly likely that sufficient space would not 
be provided. As such, the development is not considered to safeguard the amenity of future occupiers, 
contrary to Policy CS19 (LPCS) (2014) and Section 12 (NPPF) (2024).

Neighbouring Amenity

As aforementioned previously in this report, no neighbour comments have been received as a result 
of this proposal. Neighbouring amenity is assessed in terms of loss of light, loss of privacy, loss of 
outlook and development resulting in a sense of enclosure.

The extension of the canopy is not considered to detrimentally impact the amenity of No. 35 
Brenchley Avenue. Despite the application property being on a higher land level than No.35, there is 
sufficient space maintained between the two dwellings and the closest fenestration in the flank wall 
of No.35 would serve the garage. No.35 is not impacted in terms of loss of privacy, impact or outlook 
or sense of enclosure.

In terms of No.31 Brenchley Avenue, this neighbouring property is already constructed close to the 
shared boundary with No.33. The two-storey element included within this current proposal is situated 
in such a way that it would not be considered to detrimentally impact light to the front and rear 
windows of No.31. However, it is evident that a high-level window in the flank elevation of No.31 
would be impacted. It may be that this window is secondary, or serves a hallway, however I do not 
have this information before me. Notwithstanding this, due to its height and position on the 
boundary, the proposed development, including proposed roof alterations, would be seen as an 
imposing and overbearing addition that would dominate and overlook the private garden area of 
No.31:

Google Aerial Image

It would introduce significant built form, and additional fenestration along the shared boundary. 
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Therefore, the proposal would fail to safeguard the amenity of the neighbouring property in terms of the 
sense of overlooking and perceived overlooking of the private garden area of No.31 Brenchley Avenue 
due to the increase in fenestration at height. In addition, the proposal is considered to be an overbearing 
development, constructed up to the flank boundary at high level. As such the development fails to 
safeguard the amenity of neighbouring properties, contrary to Policy CS19 (LPCS) (2014) and Section 
12 (NPPF) (2024).

Parking and Highways

There are no concerns in terms of highway and parking that arise as a result of this proposal.

Any Other Material Planning Considerations 

Archaeology

The site lies within an area of multi-period archaeological potential. However, the proposed development is 
unlikely to have any archaeological impact.

Groundwater Protection Zone

The site is located within a Groundwater Protection Zone 3 area, however, the proposal would be unlikely 
to be impacted by this constraint.

Conclusion 

The application has been fully considered and fails to accord with local and national planning policy.

The proposal is considered to represent poor design, that would result in an incongruous, dominant and 
unsympathetic development, to the detriment of the appearance of the existing dwelling and surrounding 
area. As such, the proposal would be contrary to Policy CS19 of Gravesham's Local Plan Core Strategy 
(LPCS) (2014) and Section 12 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2024).

It has not been demonstrated that there would be sufficient head room in the converted loft space. As 
such, the development is not considered to safeguard the amenity of future occupiers, contrary to Policy 
CS19 (LPCS) (2014) and Section 12 (NPPF) (2024).

The proposal would fail to safeguard the amenity of the neighbouring property, No.31 Brenchley Avenue, 
in terms of the sense of overlooking and perceived overlooking of their private garden area due to the 
increase in fenestration at height. In addition, the proposal is considered to be an overbearing 
development, constructed up to the flank boundary at high level. As such the development fails to 
safeguard the amenity of neighbouring properties, contrary to Policy CS19 (LPCS) (2014) and Section 
12 (NPPF) (2024).

Recommendation

(For detailed reasons for refusal and informatives, see draft Decision)

Case Officer: Mrs Lucy Hankin Team Leader: Richard Hart

Signed: L Hankin Signed: R Hart

Dated: 12th March 2026 Dated: 17th March 2026
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