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PLANNING APPEAL DECISION

Lead Officer: Nick Hayhurst – Planning Development Manager

To inform Members of a recent appeal decision in respect of a dwelling known as Loreley at 
12 Common Side, Distington, CA14 4PU

Recommendation: That the decision be noted in the context of the Council’s Local Plan 
Policies and also in relation to performance monitoring.

Resource Implications: Nil

1.0 SUPPORTING INFORMATION

1.1 Planning Permission was refused under delegated powers for the extension and alteration 
of 12 Common Side, consisting of a garage extension and additional bedroom and 
bathroom in the roof space on 17th September 2018 for the following reason:-

“The proposed extension, due to its siting, scale and design would exert an overbearing 
and dominant effect and would result in a loss of privacy for the adjoining property to the 
north.  This would result in a significant detrimental impact on the amenities of the 
occupiers of that property.  The proposed extension would also be out of keeping with the 
parent property and street scene of Common Side in general.  As a consequence it would 
be contrary to paragraph 17 of the National Planning Policy Framework and policies DM10, 
DM12 and DM18 of the Copeland Local Plan 2013 - 2028.”

1.2 An appeal which was lodged against this decision has now been DISMISSED. 

1.3 In considering this case the Inspector has noted two main issues: i) the character and 
appearance of the host property and the surrounding area; and ii) the living conditions of 
the occupiers of No 10 Common Side, with particular reference to loss of privacy and an 
overbearing form of development.

1.4 Character and appearance
The Inspector commented that although the dwellings on Common Side vary in style, they 
are currently comparable in terms of scale and design.  The dwellings form a consistent 
street scene and it was considered that the addition of the dormer features and front 
extension would create a bulky and disrespectful development, harming the character and 
appearance of the dwelling.  Further to this, the additions would be visually prominent and 
incongruous on the street scene and would not be in keeping with the surroundings.

1.5 Living conditions
The Inspector indicated that the proposal would result in a dominant and overbearing 
feature for the neighbouring dwelling resulting in a loss of light to habitable rooms, 
exacerbated by the limited separation between the properties, varying ground levels, 
heights and orientation.  The proposed feature window on the rear of the property would 
result in significant and close overlooking from number 10 and in reverse from the garden 
of the neighbouring property.



1.6 Other matters
The Inspector did not consider that the applicants wish to create additional living space 
was sufficient justification for the development.  The Inspector did not pass comment on 
the application and planning committee process, raised by the applicant.

1.7 Overall Conclusion
Based on the reasons outlined above and having had regard for all other matters raised, 
the Inspector has concluded that the appeal should not succeed.
  

Contact Officer: Sarah Papaleo – Planning Officer

Background Papers: A copy of the Inspector’s decision letter is appended.


