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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 22 January 2019 

by Sarah Manchester  BSc (Hons) MSc PhD MIEnvSc 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 14th February 2019 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/Z0923/D/18/3213842 

Loreley, 12 Common Side, Distington CA14 4PU 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Mr William Oates against the decision of Copeland Borough 

Council. 
• The application Ref 4/18/2321/0F1, dated 21 July 2018, was refused by notice dated  

17 September 2018. 
• The development proposed is described as extension/alterations to 12 Common Side 

consisting of garage extension and additional bedroom/bathroom in roof space. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Main Issues 

2. The main issues are the effects of the proposed development on:  

i) the character and appearance of the host property and the surrounding 

area, and  

ii) 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. 

Reasons 

Character and appearance 

3. No 12 is a modest detached bungalow that forms part of a row of bungalows on 

the western side of Common Side. Despite varying in style, they are broadly 
comparable in terms of scale and are of simple design with pitched roofs. They 

are set back from the street on a similar building line, with front gardens 

separated from the road by low boundary walls. In common with several of its 

neighbours, No 12 has a flat roof garage on the north west side elevation. 
There is a consistency to this part of the street scene as a result of the 

grouping of single storey properties, their alignment and corresponding front 

garden and boundary treatments. 

4. The proposed development is a first floor extension above the garage and 

across the whole of the width of the property and a single storey garage 
extension with pitched roof to the front elevation. There would be a large 

feature window to the rear elevation at first floor height.  
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5. No 12 is a taller bungalow and has a more steeply pitched roof than its 

neighbours. Although the proposed development could be accommodated 

without increasing the ridge height, it would nevertheless result in the creation 
of a 2 storey dwelling. It would be a bulky addition that would not respect the 

character of the bungalow, but would overwhelm it. It would harm the 

character and appearance of the appeal property. 

6. Although properties in the street are varied in style, the appeal property is 

seen in the context of the row of bungalows that characterise this part of 
Common Side. The proposed development would be a substantially larger and 

conspicuously 2 storey property. As a result, it would be visually prominent and 

incongruous in the street scene.   

7. The single storey garage proposed to the front of the property would project 

forward from the established building line. As a result of its length and height, 
and location in a row of open front gardens on a sloping street, it would be 

visually prominent in the street scene. It would be a discordant feature and not 

in keeping with its surroundings. 

8. I therefore conclude that the proposed development would result in harm to 

the character and appearance of the appeal property and the area. It would be 

in conflict with the development plan, including policies DM10 and DM18 of the 
Copeland Local Plan 2013 – 2028 Core Strategy and Development Management 

Policies DPD (Local Plan) adopted December 2013. These require amongst 

other matters that development respects the character of the parent property, 
responds positively to its setting and enhances local distinctiveness through 

high design standards that include appropriate scale, proportion and massing of 

buildings. 

Living Conditions  

9. No 12 and No 10 are in close proximity to one another. The ground floor 

window in the side elevation of No 10 that faces the appeal property serves an 

habitable room, and currently looks out onto the low boundary wall and side 
elevation of the single storey garage. As a result of the proposed upwards 

extension, the side window of the habitable room would face the blank side 

elevation of a 2 storey property. The appeal property is at a higher ground 
level than No 10 and the proposed development would therefore appear taller, 

more dominant and overbearing than if the properties were at the same 

elevation in the street. Due to the limited separation between the properties, 
and their respective ground levels, heights and orientation, my impression is 

that the proposed development would result in a reduction in natural light 

available to the occupiers of the neighbouring side-facing habitable room. 

10. The proposed single storey garage extension to the front of the appeal property 

would extend forward of the building line by approximately 3.5 metres. As a 
result of its length, height, elevated ground level and proximity to No 10, this 

would result in a reduction in natural light and would be overbearing when 

viewed from the front of No 10 including from the window of the habitable 

room in the front elevation.  

11. The first floor of the rear elevation of the proposed development would include 
a large feature window to serve the master bedroom. Due to its elevated 

position and proximity to the side boundary and neighbouring property, the 

rear window would allow significant and close overlooking into the rear garden 
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of No 10. This would also work in reverse, allowing views into the proposed 

master bedroom from the garden of No 10. This would result in privacy issues 

for the occupiers of both the proposed development and the neighbouring 
property. While there are existing windows to the rear of No 12, these are 

predominantly ground floor windows and do not allow the same opportunity for 

close overlooking or loss of privacy. Occupants of the appeal property are 

unlikely to spend a significant amount of time looking out of this rear window of 
the single storey garage. The existing ground floor feature window that serves 

the lounge is at the opposite end of the property to the proposed master 

bedroom and is therefore at a greater distance from No 10.   

12. I therefore conclude that the proposed development would result in harm to 

the living conditions of the occupiers of No 10 Common Side as a result of loss 
of natural light, overlooking and loss of privacy, and an overbearing form of 

development. This is in conflict with the development plan including policies 

DM10, DM12 and DM18 of the Local Plan. These require amongst other matters 
that development maintains reasonable standards of general amenity, through 

measures including the maintenance of appropriate separation distances and 

avoidance of a significant reduction in daylighting available to adjacent 

dwellings or the creation of potential privacy or overlooking problems for 
residents of either the parent property or its neighbours. 

Other matters 

13. I acknowledge the appellants’ desire to create additional living space including 

a first floor bathroom. However, this is not adequate justification for a 

development that would result in the harm that I have identified.   

14. I appreciate the appellant’s frustration regarding the planning application 

process and planning committee procedures. However, this is not a matter for 

me in my consideration of this appeal. 

Conclusion 

15. For the reasons set out above, I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed. 

 

Sarah Manchester 

INSPECTOR 
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