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I am Mrs Jacqui Hebbes, and live immediately next door to 11 Brookvale Road at number 9. 
 
The distance the rear of 11 Brookvale is proposed to be extended by from the amended plan 
appears to be four metres at ground level and 1.5 metres at the first and second floor levels. 
The amended plan shows an upwards extension of the roof by 1.8m to create a new story, 
with a roof of high pitch bringing the mass closer to number 9, which will materially affect 
the scale, massing and loss of light to number 9. 
 
While the plan has been revised from 5 flats to 4, the number of bedrooms has remained 
the same. This is a doubling on the site of the number of flats, and a 50% increase in the 
number of bedrooms. 
 
Any owner of a building with windows which have received natural daylight for 20 years or 
more is entitled to forbid any construction or other obstruction that would deprive them of 
that illumination (under the provisions of the Prescription Act 1832). 
 
Number 9 Brookvale Road was constructed prior to 1900 over 60 years before numbers 11A 
& B, and I and my family have lived here since 1969, in continuous residence for over 50 
years, enjoying the light and visible sky from our windows on the elevation facing the 
direction of numbers 11A & B over that time. Numbers 11 A & B were built in the 1960s, 
with a rear building line determined so as not to cause significant loss of daylight, sunlight, 
or visible sky to number 9. 
 
Any proposed extension by the applicant must not result in a significant loss of privacy, 
daylight or sunlight to neighbouring properties, or be visually overbearing when viewed 
from adjoining houses.  
 
The proposed extension to number 11 breaches these requirements. As a result I object to 
the proposed development and ask that the application is refused. 
 
If this plan is approved and built this will result in a material loss of visible sky from four 
major rooms and the main hallway and staircase. This would result in a significant and 
material loss of ability to enjoy my property. Extensions should not be so large as to create a 
claustrophobic effect or cause a significant amount of visual intrusion and loss of light to 
neighbouring properties. Rear extensions according to Government guidance should not 
materially alter the existing levels of sunlight, privacy and daylight to adjoining properties. 
 
I object to the proposal because it will if approved result in a significant and material loss of 
privacy, sunlight, and visible sky and be visually overbearing from important and much used 
rooms in my property. 
 
Number 11 A & B form one of three separate buildings that form a tasteful and attractive 
development of six maisonettes, two flats in each building. This proposal breaks with that 
character to expand this one building to four flats, increasing the scale and massing out of 
proportion to the other two buildings in this development. 
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I’m also concerned about the consistency and accuracy of the amended plan diagrams 
submitted, and request that these are reviewed for consistency and accuracy and corrected 
if necessary. If corrections are required planning permission should not be granted before I 
have the opportunity to review and object to the final proposal, and the planning 
committee has the opportunity to review them. 
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21/01370/FUL - 11 Brookvale Rd – Supporting Statement from Cllr Mitchell 

 

'this conversion into flats presents one of the better flat designs that we have seen in 

recent years with good size flats and outdoor amenity space. If panel is minded to 

vote in favour of the application I would ask that conditions are added to mitigate the 

addition of a hard standing frontage with good landscaping that encourages local 

biodiversity.' 

 

Councillor Lisa Mitchell  

Labour Councillor for Portswood Ward  

Cabinet Member for Housing and Green Environment 

Phone: 07814596242 
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Thank you Chair.  Good afternoon/evening Members 

I speak to you to make the strongest possible objections on behalf of my clients                     
Mr & Mrs Gault, who have lived in 5 Raymond Road for 48 years 

I am very familiar with Southampton and its planning policies, having worked on 

planning matters there since 2004 and have over 36 years’ worth of experience 
reviewing such applications. 

I am familiar with the site, having visited it on 22 December last, when the sun is at 
its lowest in the sky.   

When I visited at 08.40 hours, it was a bright clear day.  However, when I entered 
the breakfast room, I was immediately struck on how little natural light penetrated the 
room.  Because of this the electric ceiling light had been turned on. 

Mr and Mrs Gault were genuinely shocked to discover their new neighbour was 
contemplating these works, which had not been shared with them before 
submission, nor carried out a sunlight and daylight study to inform their design. 

The application caused much distress to Mr & Mrs Gault at what should have been a 
joyous time of the year. 

They had already seen the degree of separation to their side windows reduced from 
a permitted development kitchen extension in 2004, undertaken by the previous 
owners. 

The proposed extensions now, in particular the first floor side/rear extension, would 
cause an unacceptable loss of natural light and outlook to the Gault’s two breakfast 
room side windows.   

This is a room Mr & Mrs Gault make great use of and forms the hub of their day to 
day household activities. 

Such was the level of concern, that Mr & Mrs Gault commissioned myself and a 
national consultant to undertake a scientific assessment of the likely effects on 
natural light within their breakfast room.  This was undertaken using the recognised 
British Research Establishment guidance. 

The report from Right to Light Consulting Ltd is accurately reported by your Officers, 
but we take issue at the interpretation of the conclusions. 

Photographs have been provided to your officer to illustrate the lighting conditions in 
the breakfast room at the time of my visit and the case officer is thanked for going 
inside No. 5 to verify these.   

Irrespective of whatever interpretation Members place on the natural light impact 
today, it remains a fact that a full two storey form of development, set only 3.22m off 
the face of the Gaults’ breakfast room would create a severe and unneighbourly, 
oppressive sense of enclosure.  This would naturally exacerbate the perception of 
adverse impact to natural light.   

Your Officer has not considered outlook to the side windows of the breakfast room 
and the schedule of refusals for similar development emailed to Panel Members 
suggests a lack of consistency in decision taking. 
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The first floor side/rear extension in particular would exacerbate the sense of 
enclosure already experienced and would fail the BRE preliminary 250 test.  Outlook 
passing this test is at least currently enjoyed over the catslide/barn-hipped ended 
roof to the existing 2004 side addition. 

This effect would also be worsened by the elongation of the ground floor element by 
4 m, with its 3.3m high parapet wall edging, substantially higher than the eaves level 
currently seen.   

I ask you all, would you wish to live under such further adverse impact? 

Prior to this meeting I have emailed Members a list of similar cases over the last 3 
years where a variety of your Officers, including the current case officer have 
assessed such forms of development to be unacceptable and refused permission 
under delegated powers. 

In addition, windows proposed in the western flank of 3 Raymond Road, which are 
not annotated to be fixed and obscure glazed, could cause invasive overlooking 
affecting the current levels of privacy enjoyed by Mr & Mrs Gault.  Such a lack of 
consideration by the applicant is disappointing.  

The raising of the roof ridge and the addition of the very large, truncated flat-roofed 
dormer window, occupying much of that roof surface is also considered 
overdominant and harmful.  It is certainly not ‘modest’ as suggested by your officer in 
6.3.1 of the report, not subservient and would erode the pleasant sub-urban 
character of Raymond Road.   

As such, this would be contrary to specific strands of Policies SDP1, SDP7 & SDP9 
and CS13 of Southampton’s Development Plan, as informed by various paragraphs 
of the Council’s Residential Design Guide, set out in my letter of objection. 

The Panel is respectfully requested to refuse planning permission. 
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14 January 2022 
 
Dear Sir/Madam,  
 
Proposed Extension at 3 Raymond Road, Southampton, Hampshire SO15 5AG 
Impact on 5 Raymond Road  
Planning Application Reference 21/01769/FUL 
 
Right of Light Consulting has been commissioned by Mr John Gault to consider the impact of 
the proposed extension at 3 Raymond Road on the light received by his property at 5 Raymond 
Road. This letter is written further to the objections made on behalf of Mr & Mrs Gault in the 
letter from their planning consultant ACHIEVE-Town Planning, dated 29.12.2021 (their ref 
SRL.086.21). 
 
We have applied the numerical tests laid down in the Building Research Establishment (BRE) 
guide ‘Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight: a guide to good practice, 2nd Edition’ 
by P J Littlefair 2011.  The tests were undertaken using internal plans and photographs of 3 
Raymond Road and the following planning application drawings: 
 
Jags Architects 
711825/421/001 Existing Floor Plans & Elevations Rev - 
711825/421/002 Proposed Floor Plans Rev - 
711825/421/003 Roofscape Street Scene & Block Plan Rev - 
711825/421/004 Proposed Elevations Rev - 
711825/421-000 Location Plan Rev - 
   

A window key identifying the windows tested together with the numerical daylight results are 
enclosed with this letter.  The results show that the proposed extension does not comply with 
the BRE daylight requirements.  The assessment methodology and results are expanded upon 
below. 
 
Diffuse daylight is the light received from the sun which has been diffused through the sky.  
Even on a cloudy day, when the sun is not visible, a room will continue to be lit with light from 
the sky.  This is diffuse daylight. 
 
Diffuse daylight calculations should be undertaken to all rooms within domestic properties, 
where daylight is required, including but not limited to living rooms, kitchens and bedrooms.  
The BRE guide states that windows to bathrooms, toilets, storerooms, circulation areas and 

planning@southampton.gov.uk 
 
Southampton City Council 
Civic Centre 
Southampton 
SO14 7LY 
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garages need not be analysed.  These room types are non-habitable and do not have a 
requirement for daylight.   
 
The BRE guide prescribes a Vertical Sky Component (VSC) test which is used to ascertain 
the amount of daylight a room receives.  The VSC is a measure of available skylight at a given 
point on a vertical plane.  Diffuse daylight is considered adversely affected if, after a 
development or extension, the VSC is both less than 27% and less than 0.8 times its former 
value.   
 
The BRE guide states that the total amount of skylight can be calculated by finding the VSC 
at the centre of each main window.  The BRE guide explains that if a room has two or more 
windows of equal size, the mean average of their VSC’s may be taken.   
 
The breakfast room at our client’s property has three windows of equal size.  The enclosed 
results confirm that the mean average VSC for the breakfast room windows is 21.33% before 
the development, and this would be reduced the to 15.76% afterward.  The daylight would 
therefore be reduced to 0.74 times its former value.  Since the VSC after the extension is less 
than 27% and since the light is reduced to less than 0.8 times its former value, the proposed 
extension fails to meet the BRE guidelines.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Our assessment confirms that the proposed extension does not satisfy the BRE daylight 
guidelines. In our opinion the proposal will therefore have a harmful impact on the light 
receivable by our client’s property at 5 Raymond Road.  The main impact would be to the 
breakfast room.  The daylight amenity in this room is very important as it is a room used by 
the occupants of No. 5 Raymond Road on a daily basis.    
 
Yours sincerely 

 
 
Alice Cook BA (Hons) 
Right of Light Surveyor  
 
Enc: 3D Images, Photo Window Key and Numerical Results 
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Reference Room Use

Before After Loss Ratio

Window 1 Breakfast Room 16.8% 11.6% 5.2% 0.69

Window 2 Breakfast Room 21.1% 12.0% 9.1% 0.57

Window 3 Breakfast Room 26.1% 23.7% 2.4% 0.91

Window 1, 2 & 3 Average 21.33% 15.76% 5.57 0.74

Appendix 2 - Vertical Sky Component

5 Raymond Road, Southampton, Hampshire SO15 5AG

Vertical Sky Component

5 Raymond Road

Ground Floor
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Panel Invitation to21/01769/FUL - 3 Raymond Road Southampton SO15 5AG 
 
Unfortunately  we are not able to attend the public planning hearing. 
 
Please could this statement be read out at the meeting 
 
The primary concern that we raised as part of the consultation process is that the proposal is 
an over development of the plot 
 
We have no issue with the roof extension and squaring off the back of the existing house 
which is aligned with other properties in their area but we do feel the depth of the single story 
extension is excessive 
 
If this area of the application could be revised to reduce the impact of this aspect of the 
proposal it would be appreciated 
 
We are not apposed against the single story extension, we just do not believe the proposal  
is in keeping with other properties in the area. 
 
The extension encroaches on three neighbouring properties and needs to be in keeping with 
the area which is made up of 4 bed family homes 
 
Something like a single 2.4m or 3m deep extension that covered the full width of the property 
would be proportionate and appropriate in our view. 
 
Mr B J Carter 
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