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  Planning Policy 

a. The development plan for the area comprises the Croydon Local Plan, 
adopted in 2018, and the London Plan, 2016. According to the Decision 
Notice, the application was refused on the basis of policies SP4.1 and DM10 
of the Local Plan and policies 7.4 and 7.6 of the London Plan. It also refers 
to chapter 4 of the Suburban Design Guide Supplementary Planning 
Document, adopted in April 2019.  

b. Policy SP4.1 requires that all new development exhibit a high quality of 
design and appearance. It is a strategic level policy and does not provide 
guidance on householder development.  

c. Policy DM10 (Design and character) requires that development is 
appropriate in terms of its “scale, height, massing, and density”. It also 
states that: 

“Where an extension or alteration is proposed, 
adherence to Supplementary Planning Document 2 

Residential Extensions and Alterations or equivalent will 
be encouraged to aid compliance with the policies 

contained in the Local Plan.” 

d. DM10.6 requires that “the amenity of the occupiers of adjoining buildings 
are protected” in terms of a loss of privacy, daylight and sunlight.  

e. The decision notice refers to the London Plan 2011, which has been 
superceded by the London Plan 2016. However, the relevant design 
policies are essentially unchanged. Policy 7.4 (Local Character) requires 
buildings, streets and spaces to provide a high -uality design response 
which: 

 “has regard to the pattern and grain of the existing 
spaces and streets in orientation, scale, proportion and 

mass.”  

f. Policy 7.6 (Architecture) states that new development should not cause 
unacceptable harm to the amenity of surrounding land and buildings, 
particularly residential buildings, in relation to privacy, overshadowing, 
wind, and microclimate.  

g. Chapter 4 of the SPD on Suburban Design provides supplementary advice 
on householder extensions. Paragraph 4.2.1 states that extensions should 
respect the character of the host building and the wider area. Paragraph 
4.3.1 advises that the scale of the extension should be appropriate – it 
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should be a subordinate addition.  

h. Paragraph 4.14.1 advises care should be taken to ensure that front 
extensions and porches do not harm the streetscene. It advises that they 
should reflect the character of the host building and should generally have 
a projection of no more than 1.5m. 

i. Paragraph 4.17.1 notes that: 

“Two-storey side extensions are appropriate where 
space is sufficient and the impacts on the townscape and 

neighbouring properties are considered.” 

j. It goes on to advise that two-storey side extensions should not harm 
neighbours and should not harm the “existing rhythm of the street” or 
remove “characteristic gaps between properties”.  

k. It recommends setting back the front elevation by 1m at first floor level 
and by 1 brick at ground floor level. They should rise no higher than the 
existing ridge line. 

l. Paragraph 4.20 observes that there is more potential for larger extensions 
on corner plots: 

“Corner plots provide opportunities to create large 
extensions that face onto the return road and in some 

cases can create a landmark building feature. Their 
location makes them highly visible from two streets and 

can provide an opportunity to improve the appearance of 
an area. Houses on corner plots may have capacity for 
two-storey extensions that extend to the side or rear. 

They should be designed to create a positive relationship 
with the existing dwelling, neighbouring properties and 

street scene”  

m. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the government’s 
planning policies for England and how they should be applied. It identifies 
a presumption in favour of sustainable development. Development is 
sustainable when it meets the economic, social and environmental needs of 
a community.  

n. Paragraph 11(c) requires that decision-makers approve “development 
proposals that accord with an up-to-date development plan without delay”. 
Where policies are absent or out of date, permission should be granted 
unless: 

“any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed 
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against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole.” 

o. According to paragraph 38: 

“Local planning authorities should approach decisions on 
proposed development in a positive and creative way. 

They should use the full range of planning tools 
available, including brownfield registers and permission 

in principle, and work proactively with applicants to 
secure developments that will improve the economic, 

social and environmental conditions of the area. 
Decision-makers at every level should seek to approve 

applications for sustainable development where 
possible.” 

p. Paragraph 124 states that:  

“Good design is a key aspect of sustainable 
development, creates better places in which to live and 

work and helps make development acceptable to 
communities.” 

q. According to paragraph 130: 

“…where the design of a development accords with clear 
expectations in plan policies, design should not be used 

by the decision-maker as a valid reason to object to 
development.” 
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  Case for the Appellants 

a. The council does not object in principle to the extension of this house to 
improve and enlarge its living accommodation. It is also satisfied that the 
development will cause no harm to living conditions at neighbouring 
properties. The sole issue is whether it will harm the character and 
appearance of the property and the wider streetscene.  

b. Policy SP4.1 of the Local Plan requires that new development exhibits a 
high quality of design. Policy DM10 requires that the siting, layout and 
form of new development respects the character and appearance of the 
surrounding area. The NPPF also emphasises the importance of good 
design but cautions local planning authorities against taking an overly 
prescriptive approach to design assessments.  

c. The officer’s report argues that the side extension is disproportionate 
because it is contrary to section 4.21 of the Suburban Design SPD, which: 

“states that if any proposed side roof extension should 
not be more than two thirds the width of the existing 

roof and should not interrupt the appearance of the roof 
when viewed from the street.” 

d. However, this guidance applies to dormer extensions to an existing roof, 
not to two-storey side extensions. This is clear from the image used to 
illustrate the advice, which shows that rear dormers should be no more 
than 2/3rd of the width, as shown in figure 1, below.   

 
Figure 1: Image from page 142 of the SPD on Suburban Design 

e. The section of the SPD dealing with two-storey side extensions is section 
4.17. It places no specific restriction on the width of side extensions. It 
simply requires that “space is sufficient” and that “the impacts on the 
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Figure 2: Image from page 141 of the SPD on Suburban Design 

k. The officer’s report suggests that the absence of a 1m setback at first floor 
level means that the development unbalances the semi-detached pair. 
However, the modest setback that has been incorporate does serve to 
create a distinction between the old and new parts of the house.  

l. In any case, the houses have a simple architectural form and, rather than 
unbalancing the symmetry of the pair (which might be the case if they had 
offset bay windows or hipped roofs, for example), the extension replicates 
the existing design and the houses will appear to a casual observer to 
have the general form and appearance of a terraced row of three (similar 
to the other terraces nearby).  

m. The council also expresses concern about the front porch and ground floor 
front extension, though its objections are not clearly substantiated in the 
officer’s report. The SPD does not object in principle to front porches or 
front extensions and recommends a 1.5m limit to their projection, which 
the appeal proposal respects. 

n. Finally, the council objects to the proposed fenestration. The new front 
windows are contemporary in design. They do not match exactly the 
windows on the main part of the house but they align with them 
horizontally and will use matching materials. The new bifolding windows 
are larger but are centrally located in the new extension and have a 
balanced and harmonious appearance. They align vertically. The Juliet 
balcony does not cause any particular harm and is a logical addition to the 
front of a property that has such expansive views over the downs. The 
opening and the Juliet enclosure make best use of those views.  

o. The appellants note that there were no objections to this proposal from 
neighbours or any other third parties.  




