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Representations: 11 letters of objection and 1 comment received from 10 different
householders, the key issues can be summarised as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Unattractive and incongruous addition
Overdevelopment of the site
Loss of light to the upstairs hallway at No.7 Summer Gardens
Breach of the 45-degree site line test
Concerns about the bricks used in the proposal not matching the existing ones as it is
the case with other extensions in the area (reference made to some addresses)
Parking pressure, mess and dust during the construction phase
Inaccurate and misleading description of the proposal
Description should be changed to read “second floor rear extension as it will be a
three-storey house from the rear”
Inaccurate plans
Over dominant and prominent in the street scene detrimental to the character of the
area
Poor architectural features
Loss of privacy and inter-visibility due to the proposed large rear windows
The Elmbridge policy to protect privacy requires a minimum 11m rear garden and 22m
between properties
Overbearing and sense of enclosure
Excessively large rear windows out of character in the surrounding area
Light pollution from the 7 rooflight windows proposed in the roof.
Removal of chimney stack will result in the loss of a key feature
Insufficient consultation
Increase in ridge height inaccurate, should be 1.8m instead of 1.5m due to the
difference in heights of the existing roof.
Visibility from both street frontage as well as Tiffin Playing Fields
The precedents in the area (22 Summer Gardens and 27 Summer Road) are not
comparable; the inspector for 22 Summer Gardens failed to consider the full impact
on the street-scene and was misjudged considering only the front elevation to have a
public realm. This poor appeal decision should not dictate the outcome of this
application.
Summer Road, Summer Gardens and Summer Avenue have been saturated with
large extended houses which have changed the living standards, parking demand,
refuse collection, outbuildings, etc. Consequently, the smaller 2-3 bed houses should
be safeguarded as they represent a shortage in the housing market

•
•
•
•
•
•

Proposal will breach the 25-degree test for the side windows at No.3 Summer
Gardens
Lack of light impact analysis – decision should not be made until an analysis is
completed
Reference to planning application 2014/4693 which was refused due to “significant
loss of light and overbearing impact on the neighbouring properties
Concerns that the pre-application enquiry at the application site has not been made
public
Increase in ridge height should not be supported by the Council
The occupiers of No.16 Summer Gardens expressed concerns that the case officer
has not visited the existing extended properties as they have not received any
feedback.

This application has been promoted to East Area Sub-committee by Cllr Randolph if the
officer recommendation is to permit.
*** This application qualifies for public speaking ***

Report
Description
1. A detached two-storey house located on the eastern side of Summer Gardens in the
Settlement Area of East and West Molesey and within the Design and Character Sub-Area
MOL10 Ember Lane Environs (North - Also see DHW 09).
Constraints
2. The relevant planning constraint is:
•

Flood Zone 2

Policy
3. In addition to the National Planning Policy Framework and the National Planning Practice
Guidance, the following local policies and guidance are relevant to the determination of this
application:
Core Strategy 2011
CS7 – East and West Molesey
CS17 – Local Character, Density and Design
CS26 – Flooding
Development Management Plan 2015
DM1 – Presumption in favour of sustainable development
DM2 – Design and Amenity
Design & Character SPD 2012
Flood Risk SPD 2016
Relevant Planning History
4. There is no planning history at the application site. The property benefits from a single storey
rear extension presumably built under permitted development.

Proposal
5. Permission is sought for a first-floor rear extension incorporating a 1.3m increase in ridge
height to facilitate rooms in the roof space, rear juliet balcony and side roof lights. The raised
part of the roof would be set back by 4m from the front elevation with a length of
approximately 9.8m. The proposed first-floor extension would wrap around the existing first
floor element and would project by 2.5m beyond the furthest rear elevation.
6. The proposal also incorporates a small ground floor side extension to the existing single
storey rear extension with a new pitched roof to the maximum height of 3.6m. The extension
would infill the recessed area to the side of the property and would line up with the existing
main side elevation.
Consultations
7. None
Positive and Proactive Engagement
8. The National Planning Policy Framework requires local planning authorities to work with the
applicant in a positive and proactive manner to resolve problems before the application is
submitted and to foster the delivery of sustainable development. This requirement is met
within Elmbridge through the availability of pre-application advice.
9. The applicant sought formal pre-application advice, PreApp85380889. Following the preapplication meeting the applicant has submitted amended plans taking into account the advice
received, which received a positive response from the Council.
10. The applicant was given the opportunity to submit amended plans to rectify an error and
annotate additional details.
Planning Considerations
11. The main planning considerations in the determination of this application are:
•
•
•
•

The design of the proposal and its impact on the host dwelling, the character of the area
and the street scene
The impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties
The impact on garden space
Flood risk

The design of the proposal and its impact on the host dwelling, the character of the area and
the street scene
12. The area is characterised by properties of mixed character and design, many of which have
been extended over the years by way of single and two-storey extensions and various roof
alterations. The application site forms part of a row of six properties of similar appearance
that back onto the Old Tiffinians/Grist Memorial Sports Ground. All the original properties in
this row had a stepped rear elevation consisting of a lower roof ridge. The properties each
side of the application site have undergone first floor extensions, albeit of a smaller scale than
the current proposal.
13. The proposal incorporates a “piggy back” style roof extension that consists of raising part of
the roof to the rear of the property to accommodate rooms in the roof space. Whilst this type
of roof extension is not a design solution that is encouraged, the recent appeal decision for a
similar type of roof extension at No.22 Summer Gardens represents a material consideration
in the determination of this application. In the Appeal Decision Ref. APP/K3605/D/17/318470,
the Inspector states:

“The appeal property’s gabled front elevation is built in yellow brick with decorative red brick
coursing, reveals and quoins. The front elevation would remain unchanged by the
development, but the appellant proposes a loft conversion to the rear. This would necessitate
raising the dwelling’s ridge and eaves towards the rear, by around 1.3m, and raising the walls
of an existing rear protrusion. The pitch angles of the new roof at the rear would match those
of the existing roof.
Given the extent of the modifications already carried out to the existing and neighbouring
properties to the rear, the proposal would have a limited and acceptable effect when viewed
from the rear.
That which would be seen from the front, from the public realm, is a matter of dispute between
the parties. The increases in height of ridge and eaves respectively will occur over 4m back
from the front elevation. The neighbouring properties on either side are sited relatively close
together and the narrowness of the gaps between the properties means that the increase in
roof height at the rear would not be widely apparent, especially in oblique views along the
street. From directly outside, the untouched front elevation would remain the dominant visual
element.
Accordingly, whilst the appellant proposes to introduce an unusual feature, it is so sited
towards the rear of the property that it would not prove particularly noticeable or visually
harmful.
I therefore conclude that the proposal could be built without harming the character and
appearance of the host property and the surrounding area.”
14. The above appeal decision also represented a material consideration in the determination of
planning application 2018/0374 at No.27 Summer Road. This proposal also consisted of a
“piggy back” type of roof extension with a 1.3m increase in ridge height, set some 4m beyond
the front elevation. Whilst the length of the roof extensions varies between the three sites, the
principle of this type of roof extension is the same and therefore the previous decisions must
be taken into consideration when determining this application.
15. The comments regarding the introduction of a rear juliet balcony are noted; however, this
element of the proposal is not considered to be out of character with this type of roof extension
and is widely common among other roof extensions in the area.
16. The proposed first-floor extension will wrap around the existing first floor element and would
project beyond the furthest rear elevation by 2.5m. This element of the proposal is considered
to integrate well with the host dwelling.
17. With regards to the proposed single storey side infill extension, this would be an extension to
the existing rear extension that would infill the area to the side of the property. This element of
the proposal would be relatively modest in size and would square off the existing footprint of
the dwelling.
18. The entire proposal would be built out of materials to match the existing ones and the
character of the dwelling would be maintained as much as possible by replicating the original
decorative gable end roof fascia to the proposed roof extension both the front and the rear.
19. Whilst the proposal would add a significant amount of additional floor space, it is not
considered to represent overdevelopment of the site. The resultant dwelling would have
adequate amenity space available and would not appear at odds with other properties in the
area and their built ratio.
20. In light of the above, it is considered that the overall proposal has been designed to integrate
well with the host dwelling in terms of its design, scale, mass and fenestration detailing.
Furthermore, given the varied character and design of rear elevations of dwellings in the area,
it is not considered that the proposal would result in significant harm to the character of the
street scene and the wider area.

21. It is therefore considered that the proposal accords with the NPPF, Policy DM2 and the
Design and Character SPD: Home Extensions and would not detract from the appearance or
setting of the host property.
The impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties
22. The neighbours potentially impacted by the proposal are the immediately adjoining properties
at No.3 and No.7 Summer Gardens located to the north-east and south-west of the application
site respectively.
23. The Design and Character SPD states that if an extension does not project more than 3
metres rearwards, the effect on natural light is minimal. Beyond that distance the extension
should be less than an angle of 45-degree from the edge of the nearest adjoining neighbour’s
window. The proposal would project by 1.3m beyond the rear elevation of No.3 Summer
Gardens and by 1.7m beyond the rear elevation at No.7 Summer Gardens. Furthermore, the
proposed floor plans indicate the proposed rear projection would not breach the 45-degree
site line test taken from the edge of the nearest rear habitable windows at both the adjoining
neighbours. As such, the proposal complies with the Design and Character SPD and it is
therefore considered that it would not result in significant harm to the amenities of the
neighbouring properties.
24. The comments regarding loss of light to the roof lights above the single storey rear extension
at No.3 are noted. However, these roof lights are not the principal sources of light as this
extension benefits from rear patio doors. As such, it is not considered that the proposal would
result in such a degree of loss light to this neighbour’s single storey rear extension so as to
warrant a refusal on these grounds.
25. It is acknowledged that No.3 Summer Gardens benefits from three clear glazed side windows
on the side elevation facing towards the application site, two ground floor ones serving a study
and a first floor one serving a guest room. These windows currently face the blank northern
side elevation of No.5 Summer Gardens. The Design and Character SPD states that daylight
and sunlight levels may be adversely affected if an adjoining building breaches the 25-degree
test taken from the middle of a side window. The amended drawings show that side elevation
at the application site currently breaches this rule. As such, it is considered that the proposed
roof extension would not result in additional harm over and above the existing situation so as
to warrant a refusal on these grounds.
26. The comments regarding overlooking as a result of the juliet balcony are noted. Juliet
balconies are in effect tall windows with railings, there is no platform to step outside on;
therefore, the views afforded from juliet balconies are similar to those from regular windows. It
is not considered that the first-floor rear window and the juliet balcony are excessive in scale
and would not result in any greater amount of overlooking than currently exists from the rear
facing windows. This type of inter-visibility between neighbouring properties is common in an
urban residential environment. Furthermore, as a result of the extension, the windows would
look towards the rear of the neighbouring gardens rather than the immediate amenity areas,
as such, any potential overlooking will be an improvement over the existing situation.
27. With regards to No.7 Summer Gardens, this property is located to the south of the application
site, as such, no part of the proposal would result in loss of light or overshadowing. The
proposed single storey rear extension would be extended by approximately 0.5m towards the
boundary with this neighbour; however, it will not project any further than the existing main
side elevation and would maintain a separation distance of 1.3m from the boundary with this
neighbour. As such, it is not considered that the proposal would result in any harm being
created upon the amenities of this neighbouring property.
28. The comments received from the occupiers of No.19 Broadfields regarding potential loss of
light to the hallway at No.7 Summer Gardens are noted; notwithstanding the above
assessment, a hallway is not considered to be a habitable room, therefore any impact would
not be considered to be significant.

29. In light of the above, it is considered that the proposal would not result in any significant harm
to the amenities of the neighbouring properties being created in terms of loss of light or
overbearing impact.
30. To protect the privacy of these neighbouring properties it is considered reasonable to impose
a condition ensuring that the proposed side facing windows and roof lights be obscurely
glazed unless 1.7m above the finished floor level of the rooms they serve.
The impact on garden space
31. The proposal would not reduce the rear garden length. The retained amenity space of
approximately 11m is considered adequate and commensurate to the size of the dwelling and
complies with the recommended standards set out in the Council’s adopted SPD on ‘Design
and Character’.
Flood risk
32. The Elmbridge SFRA (May 2015) and EA Flood Risk mapping identifies the application site as
being located mainly within Flood Zone 2. In support of the application a site-specific Flood
Risk Assessment has been provided. The FRA has been considered against the parameters
of the NPPF, NPPG, policy CS26 and the Flood Risk Supplementary Planning Document
(SPD).
33. The submitted report has adequately identified the risk of flooding and states that the lifetime
of the proposal would be 100 years. The report confirms several resilience measures that
would be incorporated in the construction of the proposal including setting the floor levels no
lower than the existing ones and using a concrete slab with damp proof membranes. In
addition, all electrical sockets will be set no less than 450mm above finished floor levels and
all electrical services will run up to walls and through the ceiling. The report also includes
mitigation measures including a rainwater harvesting butt and a soakaway to the rear of the
property.
34. The report also contains sufficient details of a flood escape map.
35. In light of the above, given that the proposal would only incorporate a relatively small ground
floor extension that would be built on an area currently occupied by hardstanding, the report is
considered to be sufficient.
Matters raised in Representations
36. The material planning issues have been fully assessed in the planning considerations above.
37. The comments from the occupiers of No.16 Summer Road are noted. The neighbour
consultation process has been carried out correctly, as the neighbours that share a boundary
with the application site have been consulted as per the Council’s regulations. Furthermore, a
Site Notice was displayed in front of the application site. No.16 Summer Gardens does not
share a boundary with the application site; therefore, a direct consultation is not required. The
host dwelling is not sited directly behind this property and neither would be the proposal. Due
to the orientation of the plots and dwellings (at an approximately 90-degree angle) as well as
the separation distance of around 20m beyond the proposed first-floor/roof extension and the
rear of No.16 Summer Gardens, it is not considered that the proposal would result in harm to
the amenities of this neighbour by reason of overlooking, loss of light or overbearing effect.
38. The comments regarding the Design Character SPD with respect to privacy requesting a 22m
separation distance between neighbouring properties are noted; however, paragraph 5.84
refers to this distance to be applied to properties facing each other which is not the case here.
39. With regards to the comments regarding the Inspector’s decision on the appeal at No.22
Summer Gardens being poor and misjudged, it must be noted that an inspector’s decision is a

material consideration in the determination of future applications unless it is challenged and
overturned in the High Court.
40. The concerns regarding matching bricks are noted and a condition ensuring the use of
matching materials would be imposed.
41. Comments have been received regarding additional parking pressure, mess and dust. Whilst
this is not uncommon during the construction phase of any development, this is only likely to
be for a relatively short period of time and not a reason to warrant a refusal.
42. With regards to the comments in respect of potential light pollution from the proposed roof
lights it must be noted that roof lights are commonly used in householder extensions, there are
various example of this in the area and this would not amount to a reason for refusal.
43. With regards to the pre-application enquiry preceding the householder application it must be
noted that these are not published documents and there is no requirement to include them in
the application submission. These documents are made available through the Freedom of
Information Act and in addition the details contained within the Council’s response have been
assessed within this application.
44. The 1.3m increase in ridge height is correct, as this dimension is always taken from the higher
part of the existing roof, not the lowest one.
45. There is not requirement to give feedback to the objections during the application process.
46. A comprehensive site visit has been carried out at the application site as well as within the
surrounding area and all the relevant planning history has been taken into consideration. In
addition, a further site visit has been carried out at No.3 Summer Gardens at the request of
the occupiers of this property.
47. There is no requirement for a light impact assessment for householder developments. In any
event, the proposal meets the guidance stated in the Design and Character SPD with regards
to potential loss of light and overshadowing.
48. The originally submitted plans did not show the extensions at the neighbouring properties at
No.3 and No.7 Summer Gardens. Whilst showing the extensions at the neighbouring
properties is not a validation requirement it helps to clearly illustrate the potential impact on
these properties as a result of the proposal. Amended plans were submitted showing these
extensions and the impact of the proposal on the neighbouring properties, which would be
considerably less than indicated in the original plans.
49. Comments regarding incorrect and misleading description are noted. The description is
considered to be correct and therefore it was not necessary to change it. The proposal does
not involve the addition of a new floor to create a three-storey house. The additional rooms
will be contained within the extended roof.
50. The references to various other applications in the area are noted. Each application is
determined on its own individual merits. However, any relevant planning history has been
taken into consideration. The reference to the refusal of planning application 2014/4693 is not
relevant to this application as the situations are not comparable.
51. The reference to the Council’s need of smaller residential units is noted, this policy however is
applicable to new developments comprising new dwellings and not to householder extensions.
52. The removal of the rear chimney stack does not constitute a reason for refusal.

Conclusion
53. On the basis of the above, and in light of any other material considerations, the proposal is
considered to be in accordance with the development plan. Accordingly, the recommendation
is to grant permission.
The proposed development does not require a CIL payment

Recommendation: Grant Permission

Conditions/Reasons
1

TIME LIMIT (FULL APPLICATION)
The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three years from
the date of this permission.
Reason: To comply with Section 51 of Part 4 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
2004.

2

LIST OF APPROVED PLANS
The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in strict accordance with the following
list of approved plans:
A1_18_5SUMMERGARDENS_00 received on 08.11.2018;
A1_18_5SUMMERGARDENS_04 Rev I, A1_18_5SUMMERGARDENS_05 Rev I,
A1_18_5SUMMERGARDENS_06 Rev I and A1_18_5SUMMERGARDENS_07 Rev received
on 17.12.2018
Reason: To ensure that the development is carried out in a satisfactory manner.

3

MATERIALS TO MATCH
The materials to be used in the construction of the external surfaces of the extension shall
match as nearly as is practically possible those of the existing building to which it is attached,
in colour, type, finish and profile:
Walls - brick and render
Roof - slate tiles
Reason: To ensure that a satisfactory external appearance is achieved of the development in
accordance with Policy DM2 of the Elmbridge Development Management Plan 2015.

4

OBSCURE GLAZING
Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted the proposed side roof lights
above the ground floor rear extension, the proposed first floor side window serving a bathroom
on the southern side elevation and the proposed side roof lights in the main roof of the
development hereby permitted shall be glazed with obscure glass that accords with level three
obscurity as shown on the Pilkington textured glass privacy levels (other glass suppliers are
available) and only openable above a height of 1.7m above the internal floor level of the room
to which it serves. The window shall be permanently retained in that condition thereafter.
Reason: To preserve the reasonable privacy of neighbouring residents in accordance with
Policy DM2 of the Elmbridge Development Management Plan 2015.

5

FLOOD RISK MITIGATION
All flood mitigation measures shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details set
out in the Flood Risk Assessment prepared by A1 Lofts and Extensions Ltd received on 8th
November 2018.
Reason: To reduce the overall and local risk of flooding and to comply with policy CS26 of the
Elmbridge Core Strategy (adopted 2011) and the Flood Risk SPD (adopted 2016).

