
 
 

 
     
     DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 
         9th November 2007 
 

 Report of the Director of Neighbourhood 
Services 

 
PLANNING APPEAL DECISON 
 
The following planning appeal decision is reported for information purposes: 
 
 
16 Sharp Road, Newton Aycliffe 
 
APPEAL DESCRIPTION 
 
The appeal was made against a planning decision to refuse the erection of an extension to the 
side/rear to provide a garage, utility, WC and sunroom at 16 Sharp Road, Newton Aycliffe. 
 
The application was refused for the following reason: 
 
In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, this extension was considered to appear 
excessive in scale and massing, and would have resulted in an extension of uncharacteristic 
proportions due to its prominent location in the streetscene. This extension was considered to 
create a detrimental impact upon the character and appearance of the surrounding street 
scene, being contrary to adopted Local Plan Policies H15 (Extensions to dwellings) and the 
February 2006 adopted ‘Residential Extensions Supplementary Planning Document’ (RESPD). 
It was also considered that the proposed development would have a detrimental impact on the 
tree to the rear of the site that is in Council Ownership. This would have been contrary to Policy 
E15 of the Adopted Local Plan. 
 
The appeal was made by the applicant on the following grounds: 

•  The applicant stated that the development would not have an overbearing impact 
on the streetscene and would replicate other houses in the area. 

•  The tree would not be damaged 
•  The development would be subservient to the original property due to its reduced 

ridge height and set back 
 

The appeal was heard by way of a written representation. 
 
APPEAL DECISION 
 
In the inspector’s decision letter dated 02 October 2007 (a copy of which is attached to this 
report), the appeal was dismissed. 
 
ANALYSIS OF THE APPEAL DECISION(S) 
 
The inspector in dismissing the appeal considered that: 
 

•  The appeal site is located in a prominent position in the streetscene and with its attached 
neighbour forms a distinctive feature. It was considered that they were distinctive due to 
its design, siting and appearance and the symmetry they form as a pair. It was 
considered that a large extension to the side would upset this symmetry of design and 
imbalance the pair of semi-detached properties.  
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•  The dormer would have resulted in an uncharacteristic and prominent feature in the 
streetscene.  

•  The proposed extension would obscure the mature tress to the rear of the site and this 
proposal would result in a detrimental impact of the tree. 

 
CONCLUSION 
 
In conclusion, the inspector is considered to have rightly identified the harmful effect the 
extension would have on the character and appearance of this residential area due to its 
prominent location and the adverse impact on the surrounding vegetation. This decision is an 
important one in that it allows planning officers to use this decision as a reference for future 
household extensions of this nature. 
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RECENT PLANNING APPEAL DECISION  
 
The following planning appeal decision is reported for information purposes: 
 
2a High Green, Newton Aycliffe 
 
APPEAL DESCRIPTION 
 
The appeal was made against a planning decision to refuse the erection of a boundary wall at 
2a High Green, Newton Aycliffe. 
 
The application was refused for the following reason: 
 
In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority the proposed boundary treatment if approved 
would become an incongruous feature within the section of the streetscene in which the 
application property is positioned, which is characterised by its open plan frontage.  The 
proposal would therefore by contrary to Policy D1 (General Principles for the Layout and Design 
of New Developments) of the adopted Sedgefield Borough Local Plan and the adopted 
Sedgefield Borough Residential Extensions Supplementary Planning Document (February 
2006) 
 
The appeal was made by the applicant on the following grounds: 

•  Other walls of similar sizes and styles exist in the surrounding area. 
•  The wall will not have a detrimental impact on the property or the surrounding 

area 
 

The appeal was heard by way of a written representation. 
 
APPEAL DECISION 
 
In the inspector’s decision letter dated 28 September 2007 (a copy of which is attached to this 
report), the appeal was dismissed. 
 
ANALYSIS OF THE APPEAL DECISION(S) 
 
The Inspector in dismissing the appeal considered that: 
 

•  Only one property on High Green (1 High Green) has a boundary enclosure and this 
includes a very low wall along the frontage that is inconspicuous because of its height. 
The remaining properties up to and including the appeal site have open frontages that 
allow for mature landscaping and help to create a sense of place. 

•  Due to its prominent location the proposed boundary treatment would be obtrusive and 
represent a highly discordant element in the streetscene, it would thus conflict with policy 
D1 and the Council’s Supplementary Planning Document on Residential Extensions and 
result in very significant harm to the character and appearance of the streetscene.  

 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
In conclusion, the Inspector is considered to have rightly identified the harmful effect the wall 
would have on the character and appearance of the surrounding open plan residential area due 
to its height, its style and design. This decision is an important one in that it allows planning 
officers to use this decision as a reference for future applications of this nature. 
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RECENT PLANNING APPEAL DECISION 
 
The following planning appeal decision is reported for information purposes: 
 
LAND TO THE REAR OF BARCLAYS BANK WEST PARK LANE SEDGEFIELD 
 
APPEAL DESCRIPTION 
 
The appeal was made against a planning decision to refuse the erection of 1 no. detached 
dwelling. 
 
The application was refused for the following reason: 
 
The Burgage plots and Garth areas of open space located to the rear of frontage dwellings are 
an important element within the fabric of the village which determines its character.  The loss of 
historic spaces would have a clear detriment effect on the overall character and appearance of 
the village.  It is the opinion of the Local Planning Authority that the proposed development, by 
reason of its location, would result in the further loss of an area of open space which is 
considered to be a main characteristic feature of the Sedgefield Village Conservation Area and, 
as such, would be contrary to Policy E18 of the Sedgefield Borough Local Plan and advice 
given in Supplementary Planning Guidance No. 1 (Conservation Areas) which seek to protect 
and enhance the character and appearance of the Sedgefield Village Conservation Area. 
 
The appeal was made by the applicant on the following grounds: 
  

The main grounds of appeal relate the applicant’s opinion that the proposal would respect the 
former historic layout of the Conservation Area and will positively enhance the area. The 
applicant stated that the proposal would not have a detrimental impact on the character of the 
conservation area and that the precedent has already been set by similar proposals in the 
immediate vicinity of the appeal site. 

 
The appeal was heard by way of an informal hearing. 
 
APPEAL DECISION 
 
In the inspector’s decision letter dated 10 October 2007 (a copy of which is attached to this 
report), the appeal was dismissed. 
 
ANALYSIS OF THE APPEAL DECISION(S) 
 
The inspector in dismissing the appeal considered that: 
 

•  Recent development has occurred within some of the garths in Sedgefield however a 
number of the garths remain undeveloped and provide historic features within the 
Conservation Area. 

•  No substantial development has been allowed since the Article 4 Direction was brought 
into effect.  

•  The development has similar issues to the previous refusal at 17 North End in that both 
sites represent areas of open space formed by the garths that are important to the 
character and appearance of the Conservation Area. 

•  With the previous loss of similar plots, the preservation of the plots that remain is even 
more significant. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
In conclusion, the inspector is considered to have rightly identified the harmful effect the 
proposed dwelling would have on the character and appearance of the Sedgefield Conservation 
Area due to its prominent location and the harmful effects that would occur due to the loss of 
the Burgage plot to the rear of Barclays Bank. This decision is an important one in that it allows 
planning officers to use this decision as a reference for future developments of this nature within 
the Sedgefield Conservation Area. 
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RECENT PLANNING APPEAL DECISION 
 
The following planning appeal decision is reported for information purposes: 
 
11 BRIDGE HOUSE ESTATE, FERRYHILL 
 
APPEAL DESCRIPTION 
 
The appeal was made against a planning decision to refuse consent for a two-storey extension 
to the side of this detached dwelling house in place of an existing single-storey attached garage 
(Planning reference 7/2007/0141/DM).  
 
During an initial site visit to this property, it was noted that this dwelling currently comprises a 
large, well designed and symmetrical property located in a prominent location adjacent to the 
A167 highway through Ferryhill (see photograph). 
 

 
 
Concerns were immediately raised as to the scale and design of this proposed extension, and 
in particular its impact upon the character and appearance of the host dwelling and the 
surrounding street scene. This concern was supported by the Borough Conservation and 
Design Officer who considered that this extension would severely detract from the character of 
the existing dwelling and unbalance its prominent appearance when viewed from the main 
street scene. The applicant was made aware of the LPA’s concerns from an early stage, with it 
suggested that a well designed extension to the rear in what was noted as a large private rear 
garden space would be a better design solution. The applicant however, was not prepared to 
amend the scheme and the application was refused for the following reasons: 
 
“In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, the proposed two storey side extension would 
appear excessive in scale and massing in relation to the host building, and inappropriate in 
design. The proposed extension would fail to appear subservient to the host dwelling, resulting 
in an overbearing form of development which detracts from the distinct character and 
appearance of the original dwelling, and to the detriment of the appearance of the wider street 
scene. The proposal would therefore, be contrary to adopted Local Plan Policy H15 (Extensions 
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to dwellings), and the adopted Supplementary Planning Document for Residential Extensions 
(February 2006), which seek to ensure that extensions are appropriate in scale and design in 
relation to their host, and that there are no unfavourable impacts upon the surrounding street 
scene”. 
 
 
APPEAL DECISION 
 
In the inspector’s decision letter dated 30 October 2007 (a copy of which is attached to this 
report), this appeal was allowed. 
 
 
ANALYSIS OF THE APPEAL DECISION 
 
The inspector in allowing this appeal considered that: 
 
•  The main issue is the effect of the proposed extension on the character and appearance 

of the host dwelling and the wider street scene, 
•  The appeal property is part of a ribbon suburban development on the west side of the 

A167 to the south of the centre of Ferryhill. This development comprises a mix of semi-
detached and detached inter-war dwellings and bungalows of similar design, but with no 
uniformity in detail or form, 

•  The appeal property is detached and of symmetrical design around the main entrance on 
the main road front, with an attached garage on the southern side. Although the proposed 
extension would give the frontage a sense of imbalance, the attached garage already 
results in a degree of imbalance and the various other property designs in this row offer no 
uniform rhythm in the street scene, 

•  Whilst any side extension would result in the unbalancing of this façade, it is considered 
unreasonable and unsustainable to resist any form of side extension, with the unbalancing 
of this façade not considered as a critical objection to this proposal, 

•  Much weight is attached to the February 2006 adopted Residential Extensions 
Supplementary Planning Document (RESPD). However, although this proposal does not 
fully comply with the criteria set out within this document, this cannot be considered as a 
critical objection to this proposal, with this SPD merely guidance to be taken into account, 

•  Further lowering of the extension from the side gables would give a contrived and clumsy 
appearance, and the setting back of the ground and first floors would merely serve to 
emphasise any sense of visual imbalance. The approach adopted by the architect on this 
occasion is therefore considered far more successful, 

•  The existing lowered ridgeline and setback from the side boundary, combined with the 
varied design of the dwellings in the street would prevent any ‘terracing effect’ from 
occurring, 

•  In view of the foregoing, the proposed extension would not have a detrimental effect on 
the character and appearance of the host dwelling and the wider street scene, 

•  It would consequently satisfy criterion B of Policy H15 (Extensions to dwellings) of the 
Sedgefield Borough Local Plan, with no detrimental impact upon the living conditions of 
neighboring occupiers or highway safety, 

 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
In conclusion, the Inspector has decided to allow an extension to this dwelling (subject to 
standard time limit and materials conditions) as he considered that it would not have a 
detrimental impact upon the character and appearance of the host dwelling and the wider street 
scene. The Inspector also perceived that there were no detrimental impacts upon the living 
conditions of nearby residents or highway safety, and subsequently considered this proposal to 
be in full accordance with the requirements of adopted, saved Local Plan Policy H15 
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Whilst the Inspector gave “great weight” to the content of the Authority’s adopted RESPD in 
arriving at this decision, he has however arrived at the contrary conclusion that this is “merely 
guidance to be taken into account”, with any conflict with its content considered to be no 
significant reason to justify a refusal on this occasion. 
 
Although the Planning Inspector has decided in favour of the applicant, this decision remains an 
important one in that it highlights the importance of assessing and justifying future planning 
decisions of this nature from a wider point of view, with less consideration given to the impact of 
development on the host property alone. This decision highlights the Planning Inspectors 
opinion that uniform street scenes (in terms of design and appearance) may bear greater 
protection when it comes to determining applications which will affect the character and 
appearance of dwellings and their locality, over street scenes where at a wider level there exists 
little or no uniformity. 
 
On this occasion it is also considered that the presence of the existing single storey garage had 
a significant role in the Planning Inspectors final decision, with it considered that should this 
garage structure have not been present, greater weight may have been applied to the impact of 
this extension on the existing dwelling. 
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