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The main issues with the proposed development were the scale of the proposed
development and the harm caused to the host dwelling and street scene. The inspector
only looked at the proposed first floor side extension.
The inspector noted that 1 Dale View and the neighbouring properties were built with the
same original design. The inspector noted that many neighbouring properties had
extensions but these kept the original character and ‘form a rhythm and pattern in the street
scene’ providing a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the area.
The inspector noted that the space surrounding the dwelling contributed the generally low
density feeling of the estate and creates a sense of openness. The inspector believed this
was evident on other corner plots in the immediate vicinity and considered it a positive
feature of the area. The inspector believed the addition of the proposed extension would
have a harmful effect on the open character of the estate.
The inspector noted that the extension would have been almost the same width as the main
dwelling and would be set back from the main front elevation of the dwelling by only a
limited distance. This would, according to the inspector, substantially increase the bulk of
the building, would fail to respect the proportions of the main dwelling and would add
substantial mass to the dwelling. Additionally, the overall scale and the design of the
fenestration would result in an excessively elongated dwelling and therefore the proportions
would not respect the modest scale of the original dwelling.
The inspector believed due to the design of the fenestration, it would result in an expanse
of render that would not be in keeping with the existing ratio of render around the windows.
The appeal identified other side extensions in the vicinity, however the inspector was not
certain on the circumstances of when these extensions obtained permission or the planning
policy position at the time. Nevertheless, the inspector believed the examples provided
better respected the proportions of the original dwellings and were designed so that the
fenestration and materials were in keeping. Furthermore, the inspector noted the scale of
developments on corner plots within the surrounding area generally maintained the
spacious feel of the estate.
The appeal was dismissed as the proposed first floor side extension would cause harm to
the character and appearance of the host property and the street scene in conflict policies
DM1 and P3 of the Core Strategy and would fail to accord with paragraph 5.1 of the

Guidelines and Standards for Residential Development SPD. The inspector pointed to the
requirements of the Core Strategy policies for developments to be of high quality design
which contribute positively to the townscape and enhance the quality of the area.

