Gravesham @

Borough Council

Delegated Report

Householder Planning Application

Planning Application No: 20251295
Location: 36 Aspdin Road Northfleet Gravesend Kent

Description: Demolition of existing utility room and rear outbuilding and construction of
a revised single-storey side/rear extension.

Applicant: Mr Jaspal Singh Hayer

Site Visit Date: Previous Street View Site Visit Undertaken

Submitted Documents/Plans

Application Form;

Site Location Plan;

Drawing No. A101 — Block Plans — Existing and Proposed;

Drawing No. A102 — Floor Plans — Existing and Proposed;

Drawing No. A103 — Roof Plans — Existing and Proposed;

Drawing No. A204 — Front and Rear Elevations — Existing and Proposed; and
Drawing No. A205 — Side Elevations — Existing and Proposed.

Relevant Planning History

Reference | Description Decision Decision
Date
20250849 | Demolition of the existing utility room and construction of a | Application 19.11.2025
single storey side extension and rear extension. Refused
20250523 | Demolition of existing single storey rear extension and Permitted 22.07.2025
external wc. Erection of a single storey rear/side
extension with roof lantern.

Planning History Note

Application 20250849 was refused on the following grounds:

The proposal would result in dominant, unsympathetic development that is not subservient; to the detriment
of the appearance of the existing dwelling and immediate locality. 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).

As such, it stands to be assessed whether this current proposal overcomes the previous grounds of refusal
and also whether this revised scheme raises any new concerns.

Development Plan

Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (2014)
e (CSO01 - Sustainable Development
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CS02 — Scale & Distribution of Development
CS12 — Green Infrastructure

CS18 - Climate Change

CS19 — Development & Design Principles

Gravesham Local Plan: First Review (1994)
e 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.

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)
e Section 2 — Achieving Sustainable Development
e Section 12 — Achieving Well-Designed Places

Supplementary Planning Guidance
e 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

Three surrounding properties were consulted, a site notice was displayed on 02.01.26 and no responses
were received. The overall consultation period expired on 30.01.26.

Site Description

36 Aspdin Road is a two storey end terrace property located to the south west of Aspdin Road.
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Site Photo

This application proposes the demolition of existing utility room and rear outbuilding and construction of a
revised single-storey side/rear extension, following refusal of application 20250849 for a similar
development.

Proposed Development and Application Context

Case Officer measurements are indicated on the plans in black and red.

For context, an extract from the delegated officers reports for approved application 20250523 and refused
application 20250849 is set out below:

20250523 (approved) plans

PROPOSED GROUND FLOOR PLAN
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Proposed Plans for (refused) application 20250849

I

SMOKE ALARMS
Smoke glarms are to be nstalled in circulation oreas en
each storey of the dwelings wthin 7.5m frem ary
habitable doors. Smoke nlorm unit BSSE39-6:2004 &
to fitied as o mirimum 300mm from fght fitings end
walls, Alorms must be connacted 1o a Seporately fusad
mains elctricty supoly with o trarsformer (i nesded).
Heat sounder to be installed in the lichen.
Where more than one unit is fitied withn o dwellng they
must be interconnected. The  instalation must comply

3

with ?\&v qulatons.
< U

CFZFZZ.

ZZ7)

PGRCH —_  KITCHEN
1l - y
UNDER CONSTRUCTION E l,:m_—
T m!é =
- e STUDY
i \ — |
| AL PROPOSED EXTENSION f EXISTING PLANMING GRANTED REF Mo 20250523 PROPOSED D(TENSGN*L

Note all windows to hobitable rooms to have emergency egress should have an
openable areq of at leost 0.33m sq. and have an unobstructed dimension

of at least 450x450mm. the bottom of the cpenable area should not be

mere than 1100mm obove finished floor level.

2.0m 3.0m

GROUND FLOOR PLAN

Page 4 of 12



Gravesham @

Borough Council ==¥

Cavity wall construction to comprise of
inner skin to be HtH — Calcon
Standard {lambda = 0.15) blockwork
construction. Full filled covity. Insulgtion to be
Calotex Thermockiss Cavity 21 90mm and a 10mm cavity A/
with tiles up to 100mm spaced equdly ot |
450mm centres vertically and 750mm /[’| | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
horizantally, Inner foce to to be 13mm A/l | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
| hardwall basecoat with 3mm skim coat finish ]
External skin to be faced brickwork.

[ TTT T T T T T I T T I T T1T1]
Wall thickness to be 315mm. AT TTT T T T T T T T T I TTTI T T T]

The roof insuldtion 1o be o warm deck construction,
comprising of a 3 layer felt application, on 120mm

Celotex XR4000 Flat Roof Slab. Insulation kid on o

wapour barrer an 18mm ply deck, mechanically fixed
through fimings ot o fall of o minimum of 1:60 on top of the designed

joists at 400mm max centres. Underside of joists to be —— 1
boarded with 12.9mm plosterboord with  Jmm skim cegt
ready to receive decorations.

RANWATER GOOCS

100mm wide block/ UPVC semi circular

section kaid 1o fals to dischorge imto

BSmm diameter round roinwaler downpipes.

New sodknways bo be provided (2m3 capacity)
minenum S000men from any structure, Rairmater

drain rurs 4o be 100mm diometer PVCu in i o
shingle suround. ’/..‘f 3 .
= | e
Y
I
" T i
SSSSSSSSSEt i 1| I 18
i e e i Ik i S
o ',',',',',',','.'.'.'.'.I|I h I 1]
R W | g ity
[ | | ! [T
_'_I_'_I_'_I_'_I_'_Lq:.u_'_l_'—l—'—l—'—l—'—l—'—l—|| [N I k.
I|||||||||||||II||||I| |I| |I| |||'
oo e T | i il I
| — —— — — e N Il H 10
e e i i e e | | [T
H H Il 1l
e e e e s s e s 1| | | |
IIllllllllllllllllllllllllIL _H- _M ”I[__l
:IlllllllllllllllllllllllLI ——————— ———— - - |J s
7 e e e I - - W yl
J"—PROPGSED DFFENSION—J"—EIISTING PLANMING GRANTED REF No 20250523—;“
REAR ELEVATION
I conglnuction b ol T T T T T TTTTTTTT Tl
by [TTTTTTTIITT1TI1]
(b = D15] Hockwork [TTTTTTTTTTIT]
on. Ful filked covity. Insubafion bo be
Thermockes Covity 21 90mm and o 10m
Ot T
Iy, hner doce mmh1wm
bﬂ_xmtdmm_lﬁm cpat finish
e T The oc imsubtion 1 be o wom derk comnctin, :
aﬂg&mng of a3 layer fell lwimhnlr\ o 12imm LT ]
v AR4000 Ao Roof Slob. Inewdotian kid on a ]
vapour barrier on 1Bmm ply deck, mechoricaly fived
through fimings ot o fal of a minimum of 1:60 on fop of the designed -
PAROTER, EOOUS — piete ot 400men mm canlres Underside of jots ta be
s i bl UPK semd ek bowded with 1Z5mm posterboard with o Jmm skim col
seon ki b o by Aok o eady o repsie decortioms.
droin rum bo be 100w dioreeder PCU in
Pl

ENSTNG PLANNNG GRAKTED REF Mo 20250623 ——F

0.0 1.0m 20m A0m 40m 5.0m

SIDE ELEVATION

Page 5 of 12



Gravesham

R

Borough Council

T O O
[TTTTTTTITTITITTITITITITT s
[TTTTTTTTITITTITITITITITITTI S
[TTTTTTTITTITTITITITTITITIIT I TS
[TTTTTTITITTITITTITITITITITIITITT IS
[TTTTTTTITTTITTTITITITTITITITITITT IS
[TTTTTTTITTTITTITITITITITITITITITIT 1T o
S Y I ™~

[

The roof insuldtion to be o womm deck constnuction,

compring of o 3 layer fefl cppiication, on 120mm
Calobex ¥R4000 Aol Roof Slob. Ireulotian lod o o
vopour barrier on 18mm Ry deck, mechrically fired
threugh firings ol o fol of a miimum of 1:60 cn fop of 1he designed
Jkle ot 400mm mox cendres. Undareide of jokte bo be
toorded with 1Z.5mm plasierboard with @ 3mm skim cool
meady fo recaive decordtons.

Cowily wal conatruction to campefes of
inrer skin do be HHH — Celoon
Shandord (lombda = 0,15 biockwark
congiruction. Ful flled coaty. Inaukation to be
Celatex Themochizss Cavity 21 30mm and o 10mm codty
wih fiks 1p be 100mm spacad aqually ot
mm wertiedly and T50rm
horizonbaly. Inner face b to be 13mm
hordwdll basecoat with 3mm skim coat finish

Extorml skin b ba foced
Wal thickmess o be J15mm.

\iy/

\4

SIDE ELEVATION

Proposed Plans as per this Current Application

Existing Floor Plan (for context)
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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:

Character and design quality

Any proposed extensions and alterations to a house should respect the original character of the existing
dwelling, complement and correspond with the character of neighbouring properties and the local area.
It should be noted that this does not always mean an exact replication of the existing character.

9.2 Your proposal should reflect and respect the original character and respond to its features. In

order to achieve this as a starting point all residential extensions and alterations should be subordinate to
the host property/building, allowing the original building to remain dominant.
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Materials

9.9 Extensions should normally be constructed using matching materials to the main dwelling.
Matching bricks or render should be used along with similar coursing and pointing detailing and colours.
Roof tiles or materials should match the existing in terms of materials, texture, colour and size. Where
appropriate, extensions may be constructed of an alternative material if this is consistent with other
development in the area and where the extension would still be clearly subordinate to the main dwelling.

10  Extensions and Alterations
10.1  This section outlines the type of residential extensions and alterations that the Council may consider
acceptable. Each planning application will be considered by the Council on its merits on the basis that

each property is different.

Rear Extensions

Single Storey Rear Extensions ) )
Single storey extensions should not rise

above window sill level of any first floor

10.2  Single storey rear extensions are not normally visible from the street so are usually less visually .
window.

intrusive than other extensions. However, these extensions can still have an impact on neighbouring
amenity, including access to sunlight, daylight and cutlook. To resolve these potential issues, single storey
rear extensions should be designed to ensure that:

+  Depth: The extension does not dominate the original property. This can cause the site to appear
overdeveloped, and cause long dark internal spaces to be formed. Extensions to extensions will
generally not be supported.

* Height: Single storey extensions should not rise above the window sill level of any first-floor
windows. Care should be taken to limit the height of extensions where they abut neighbouring
property boundaries, especially where extensions are of significant depth (above 3m deep).

* Width: Generally, extensions should not be of greater width than the original building.

*  Design: Whilst flat roofs on low visibility rear extensions might be acceptable, care should be
applied to extensions to properties on open corners. Pitched roof extensions to single storey
properties should use roof shapes which reflect the pitch and type of roof of the original building.

*  Materials: Generally, using matching external materials and window/door frames. In some
instances, contemporary design may be appropriate, through the use of high-guality matenals and
design which complements the original house and has minimal impact on neighbouring properties.

+  Owverlooking: Extensions should avoid inserting any flank windows, or involve raised platforms
where they would allow new, or increased overlocking views into neighbouring gardens/
properties.

Inappropriate scale.

v

Appropriate scale and roof design ensures
both extensions work together.

Side Extensions
Single Storey Side

10.4  Side extensions should consider the impact on the character and appearance of both the host
building and the street. Care is also needed when considering the relationship between any proposed
extension and the boundary with neighbouring properties, as the separation between properties can
provide access routes to the rear of the property and in some locations are part of the character of the
area. Depending on the orientation ot the neighbouring property, side extensions also have the potential
to impact their amenity. To ensure these potential issues are resolved, single storey side extensions
should be designed in accordance with the guidance below.

Less than 50% of
axisting house width

s Footprint: Extensions should generally aim to appear subservient to the original building by ying
behind the main front building line, though where designed well or having regard to positive local
character, other approaches can be supported.

* Height: Extensions that directly abut a neighbouring boundary should be designed to minimise j E J
impact on neighlzouring amenity.

»  Width: Extensions should generally be no greater than half the width of the original building. The extension is the correct scale, proportion
« Design: Extensions are of greater visibility, and should incorporate roof designs to refiect the and width, and has the same roof design as the
main property's roof. The use of flat or false pitched roofs visible from the street should be original house.

avoided. Patterns, design and proportions of windows should reflect the criginal building and
local character. Walls to extensions should not form the site boundary with the public highway,
as these can be opprassive and encourage antisocial activities.

* Materials: Matching external materials and window / door frames should be used.

* Overlooking: Extensions should avoid inserting any flank windows where they would allow new,
or increased overlooking views into neighbouring gardens / properties.

* Light / Qutlook: The 45 / 25 degree rule will be used to assess the impact of the extension on
neighbouring light / cutlook.

* Garden Space: Adequate garden area for the enlarged house should be retained following
development.

This revised application is very similar to refused application 20250849. It is noted within this application
that the side extension element has been set in by 0.50m from the front elevation wall, and that pitched
roofs have been incorporated into the design for the utility room and the side extension. However, this is not
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considered to overcome the previous grounds of refusal. Although the setback is welcomed, this would not
be sufficient to reduce the scale of the extension in such a way that would be acceptable. In addition,
although the roof pitch on the side extension would be more in keeping with the design of the main roof, it
would be at a greater height than the previously refused application, and also makes the extension appear
more bulky and dominant. Furthermore, the extension would be constructed right up to the shared
boundary.

To provide more detail, the walls, fenestration and roof tiling would match the existing dwelling, which is
considered positive, but this would not outweigh the concerns. From the rear elevation, the extension would
measure at a depth from 4.00m up to 7.48m, (due to the proposed enlargement of the utility room). The
extension would wrap around the side of the property and would be constructed with a set back of 0.50m
from the front elevation, which would be at a depth of 14.10m. The extent of the proposed extension,
compared to the footprint of the original dwelling is indicated below:

) @ Area Tool

Distance: 3.47 m
Perimeter: 42.94 m
Area: 51.96m*
Scale Ratio: Tem=1m
Precision: 0.01

KITCHEN

gl

BATHROOM
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LIVING ROOM

STUDY ROOM

_____________________________________ 10 =il v
U= - ﬂ-P S 702 m s

PROPOSED GROUND FLOOR PI_AN.

Original footprint: approx. 39.41sgm (blue)
Proposed extension (highlighted in green): approx. 51.96sgm

It is noted that there is an existing conservatory and outbuilding, and there is a previously approved
application (reference No. 20250523) for this site as aforementioned in this report. In the previous
delegated officers report for application 20250523, the extension was described as being;

‘quite large’ ... * Notwithstanding this, the extension would be modest in height, would not encompass the
entirety of the side access area and the side element would be set back sufficiently from the front elevation,
which would limit its impact on the character and appearance of the street scene. It would be preferrable for
the side extension to have a pitched roof to compliment the main dwelling, however on balance, with
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consideration to the above, the development is considered to be acceptable.’

For clarity, as it stands, the previously approved application is likely to be at the limit of what could be
proposed on this site (in terms of a wraparound extension- without prejudice to the Borough Council in the
subsequent determination of this or any other planning application).

In the case of this current application, although the extension would be single storey, the pitched roof of the
side extension would be at a fairly significant height; reaching the bottom of the window sill at first floor
level. Notwithstanding the small 0.50m set back from the front elevation, the extension as a whole would
still have an excessive footprint that wraps around the side of the dwelling and beyond the rear elevation of
the dwelling, and would be constructed right up to the shared boundary with No. 34 Aspdin Road. In
addition, the development would incorporate an awkward amalgamation of varying roof forms and the
development would be highly visible from the street scene. Overall, the proposed development would result
in a dominant extension that is not sympathetic to the host dwelling and is overall not considered to be a
subservient addition to the dwelling.

Therefore, the proposal would result in dominant, unsympathetic development that is not subservient; to the
detriment of the appearance of the existing dwelling and immediate locality. 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

Gravesham’s SPG2 — Residential Layout Guidelines (RLG) (2020) sets out expected room sizes and
garden space post development. It is considered that the extension would provide sufficient space for
future occupiers. There is an existing extension in situ, and the plans demonstrate the garden would
retain sufficient depth post development. Although it is noted that some garden area would be lost, as a
result of the development, it is considered that sufficient garden area would remain. Therefore, the
proposed development would safeguard the amenity of future occupiers in accordance with Policy CS19
(LPCS) (2014) and Section 12 (NPPF) (2024).

Neighbouring Amenity

No neighbour responses were received as a result of the consultation carried out for the application.

Neighbouring amenity is assessed in terms of causing a sense of enclosure, loss of privacy, loss of
outlook or loss of light. The new window in the front elevation would serve a study, which is not
considered to be a habitable room. Furthermore, the fenestration in the utility room is similar to the
existing situation. There are no other windows proposed in the flank walls of the development and the
extension would be at single storey level. Overall, in situ, the proposal is not considered to detrimentally
impact neighbouring amenity.

Google Images
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Overall, the proposal is not considered to detrimentally impact neighbouring amenity and therefore amenity
is safeguarded in accordance with Policy CS19 (LPCS) (2014) and Section 12 (NPPF) (2024).

Parking and Highways

There are no concerns in terms of parking and highways 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.

Proximity of gas pipelines

There is a gas pipeline impacting the front boundary of the application site. Therefore, if planning
permission were to be forthcoming, an informative could be added to the decision notice stating that it is
advisable for the applicant to contact SGN (Southern Gas Networks) and National Grid to establish the
exact location of all gas infrastructure in the surrounding area, prior to the commencement of any
groundworks at the application site.

Groundwater Protection Zone

The site is located within a Groundwater Protection Zone 2 area, however, the proposal would be unlikely
to be impacted by this constraint.

Conclusion

The application has been fully considered and is contrary to local and national planning policy.

The proposed development is not considered to have overcome the previous grounds of refusal.

The proposal would result in dominant, unsympathetic development that is not subservient; to the
detriment of the appearance of the existing dwelling and immediate locality. 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).

Recommendation

Refusal

(For detailed reasons for refusal and informatives, see draft Decision)
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Case Officer: | Mrs Lucy Hankin Team Leader: | Richard Hart
Signed: L Hankin Signed: R Hart
Dated: 3rd February 2026 Dated: 4™ February 2026
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