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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 13 August 2012 

by Graham M Garnham  BA BPhil MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 14 September 2012 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/E2530/A/12/2172888 

Plot adjacent No 3 High Street, Pointon, Sleaford Lincolnshire, NG34 0LX 

• 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 W Addison against the decision of South Kesteven District 

Council. 
• The application Ref S11/1898/FULL, dated 4 August 2011, was refused by notice dated 

6 December 2011. 
• The development proposed is resubmission of previously approved dwelling to cover the 

amendments made/proposed. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Procedural Matter 

2. The appeal proposal is for amendments to a scheme that was given planning 

permission on appeal (APP/E2530/A/02/1094826, dated 20 December 2002).  

This scheme bore the application number S01/1047.  The Inspector then 

concluded that that scheme would not materially harm the character or 

appearance of the surroundings. 

3. Work started on the building in April 2003.  It is now largely complete, albeit 

not in accordance in all respects with the approved plans.  In addition, the 

appellant proposes to add 3 dormer windows to the main roof of the house, 

and a second floor window in the south gable end.  The part retrospective 

nature of the proposal does not affect my consideration of its planning merits. 

Main Issues 

4. I consider that these are the effects of the proposal on firstly, the character 

and appearance of the area; and secondly, the living conditions of the 

occupiers of nearby dwellings. 

Reasons 

First main issue – effect on character and appearance  

5. The appeal site is towards the southern end of a row of detached properties on 

the west side of High Street.  From the north, these increase in height from a 
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bungalow, through a dormer bungalow to two 2-storey houses, the nearest of 

which to the appeal site (no.3) also has a dormer window above its attached 

garage.  Properties on the other side of the road are also largely 2-storey 

detached houses.  I went along several roads in the village and noted that the 

types of dwellings on High Street were typical of the village in general.  I 

noticed no houses with 3 floors of accommodation.  Several of the larger, more 

recent 2-storey houses had semi-dormers at the front, which have the 

appearance of reducing the overall scale and height of the buildings. 

6. The appellant has described several changes as built compared to the approved 

plans.  Some of these are minor elevational changes, such as the entrance 

porch, which have little impact on the overall character and appearance of the 

building.  The main front elevation is 1.5 metres closer to the road.  However, 

the house now lines up with those to the north and I consider that this change 

is not of itself harmful.  Of more significance is the fact that the northern gable 

end now physically touches a lean-to side extension at no.3.  This gives a 

cramped appearance to the development which is not compensated for by the 

southern end being further from the other side boundary of the site. 

7. Of greater significance still in my view are the increased heights of the roofs.  

The ridge over the main part of the house has been increased by 0.7 metres to 

9.2 metres high.  That over the garage has been increased by 0.75 metres to 

7.35 metres.  Although these differences do not sound great, careful 

comparison of the approved and proposed drawings indicates to me that the 

changes are significant.  They materially increase the height and mass of the 

roof in relation to the rest of the building, and increase the bulk of the upper 

part of the building for its full (and increased) width.  The height of the garage, 

a subordinate part of the overall building, is significantly higher than the 2 

storey house next door.  Combined with its juxtaposition with the common 

boundary, this adds to the cramped appearance of this side of the site. 

8. I find that other changes not noted by the appellant add to the overall 

perception that the house is an unduly large addition to the street scene.  The 

pitch of the garage roof is now greater than that of the main house, which 

emphasises its increased height.  In addition, the forward projecting bay 

feature at the other end of the building is shown to project forward materially 

more than on the approved ground floor drawing.  This change draws attention 

to this feature which now has an ungainly asymmetrical face towards the road.  

These changes add to the “presence” and prominence of the house in the street 

scene.  

9. So far as character and appearance are concerned, the main proposed changes 

are the addition of 2 dormer windows on the front elevation and 1 at the rear.  

These would not be disproportionately large in relation to the main roof, and 

would be of the same design and size as that built over the garage.  In 

themselves these would be relatively minor amendments.  However, I consider 

that they would add noticeably to the mass and prominence of the roof, and 

serve further to emphasise the overall increase in scale and height that the 

amendments would achieve.  

10. Taking all the changes into consideration, it is evident to me that they amount 

to a considerable enlargement of what was already a large detached house, as 

originally approved.  The building is wider, deeper and higher than that 
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approved and is intended to include an additional floor of accommodation.  

These changes may have little impact on a large and secluded plot.  However, 

the appeal site is the main road through a village characterised by houses and 

bungalows of modest proportions, usually with clear physical spaces between 

buildings.  In contrast, the appeal building is significantly larger in scale than 

its neighbours, more cramped on its plot and more prominent in the street 

scene.  The proposed dormers would give added emphasis to the inappropriate 

size and overall adverse effect.  I consider that the harm arising from these 

changes would not be outweighed by the good standard of the workmanship or 

the suitability and quality of the materials.    

11. I conclude that the proposal would materially harm the character and 

appearance of the area.  This would be contrary to the purposes of policy EN1 

in the South Kesteven Core Strategy (2010), which says that development 

should be appropriate to and protect or enhance the character of the district.  

In particular I find that the proposal falls short with respect to local 

distinctiveness and sense of place, the layout and scale of buildings and the 

quality and character of the built fabric and their settings.  The proposal would 

also fall short with respect to the high standards of design sought by the 

National Planning Policy Framework.  This also says that permission should be 

refused for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities 

available for improving the character and quality of an area. 

Second main issue – effect on living conditions  

12. Objections have also been made in relation to loss of privacy and an 

overbearing effect on the occupiers of dwellings opposite and adjoining the 

appeal site.  No.s 8 & 6 are detached houses on the opposite side of High 

Street.  They have living room and main bedroom windows that face the road.  

The 2 front dormers would add to the opportunity to look towards these houses 

from a higher level.  Nonetheless, I estimate that even with its re-siting 

forward, the appeal house is about 30 metres away from the houses opposite.  

This kind of separation distance is usually regarded as adequate in terms of 

avoiding undue loss of privacy.  The dormers would add to the perception of 

additional overlooking, although at the further distance away they would be, I 

consider that little material additional loss of privacy would arise.  I consider 

that the effect on living conditions on the far side of High Street would not 

warrant the withholding of planning permission. 

13. The properties at the rear of the site, in St Gilbert’s Close, are bungalows.  The 

appeal house appears large when viewed from the rear of these bungalows, 

especially no.12 immediately to the rear.  The extra height of the building adds 

to this effect, as would the additional dormer (although overlooking could be 

prevented by the use of obscure glazing for what would be a shower room).  At 

first floor level, the windows are as already approved, and that elevation is 

slightly further from the bungalows than originally approved.  The wall to wall 

separation distance is again about 30 metres.  While the changes would add to 

the harm as perceived by the neighbour, I consider that the main effect arises 

from the house as originally approved which, presumably, was considered 

acceptable at that time. 

14. I consider that the additional second floor window in the south gable end would 

enable overlooking into the garden and windows at no.1 to the south, causing 
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loss of privacy.  This effect could be overcome by imposing a condition to the 

effect that this window to a proposed store should have obscure glazing. 

15. The widened garage now abuts the side extension at no.3 and has blocked off 

light to a window that was on the boundary.  I consider that these changes 

relate more to boundary and other private issues between the parties, and do 

not add significant harm with respect to material planning considerations. 

16. Overall, I conclude that the changes involved in the proposal would not add 

materially to any harm to living conditions to the extent that planning 

permission should be withheld for this reason.  Nonetheless some adverse 

impacts are perceived by local residents, arising from the increased size of the 

building (including the dormers). 

Overall conclusion 

17. Overall I find there would be a significant adverse effect with respect to the 

first main issue.  The harm to neighbours’ living conditions, whilst not in itself 

warranting the refusal of planning permission, arises from the same changes 

that give rise to harm to character and appearance and therefore adds some 

weight to it.   

18. I conclude therefore that planning permission should be withheld and I dismiss 

the appeal. 

G Garnham 

INSPECTOR 
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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 13 August 2012 

by G M Garnham BA BPHIL MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 21 August 2012 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/E2530/D/12/2177938 

The Cottage, Little Humby, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG33 4HW 

• 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 Neil O'Keefe against the decision of South Kesteven District 

Council. 
• The application Ref S12/0320/HSH was refused by notice dated 3 May 2012. 

• The development proposed is a two storey extension to existing dwelling. 
 

 

Application for Costs 

1. An application for costs was made by Mr Neil O’Keefe against South Kesteven 

District Council. This application is the subject of a separate decision. 

Decision 

2. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for a two storey 

extension to the existing dwelling at The Cottage, Little Humby, Grantham, 

Lincolnshire, NG33 4HW in accordance with the terms of the application 

Ref S12/0320/HSH, dated 7 February 2012, and the plans submitted with it, 

subject to the conditions in the Schedule at the end of this decision.    

Main Issue 

3. I consider that this is the effect of the proposal on the living conditions of the 

occupiers of the adjoining dwelling at Red House Farm. 

Reasons 

4. The Cottage occupies a plot forward of but to the side of a detached dwelling 

known as Red House Farm.  The rear (north) wall of The Cottage abuts the 

south side of the main part of the garden of Red House Farm. 

5. Planning permission exists for a 2 storey side extension of The Cottage (ref 

S10/2514/HSH).  At ground floor level, this scheme would add 4.8 metres to 

the width of the building, very close to the common boundary with Red House 

Farm.  At first floor level, the extension would be stepped back 1 metre from 

the ground floor end wall.  The roof would have a gable end. 

6. I understand that this planning permission is valid until December 2013.  I 

consider that it represents a realistic fall-back position that could be 

implemented if the present appeal fails.  This is an important material 

consideration.  This is a recent planning permission, from which I take it that 

the Council was satisfied that there would be no overriding harmful effect from 
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it on the neighbour’s living conditions.  Consequently, I consider that this 

appeal turns on whether the additional 1 metre of projection now sought (to 

bring the first floor out to the ground floor end wall) would harm living 

conditions to the extent that planning permission should be withheld. 

7. Red House Farm is a double fronted house, with ground floor windows either 

side of the centrally placed front door.  The site plan indicates that, at its 

nearest point, the approved extension would probably be less than 8 metres 

from the nearest living room window.  This window faces south over a 

landscaped front garden.  The back wall of The Cottage is almost parallel with 

the front wall of Red House Farm.  As a result, the additional 1 metre of 

extension would bring The Cottage closer to this window by a smaller amount.  

This would be visible from the neighbour’s front window, but impinge on outlook 

only by a slightly greater angle.  The same room has a second window on the 

side (west facing) wall.  I consider that the extension (both approved and 

proposed) would be at too sharp an angle from this window to have any 

significant effect on outlook from it.  The effect on outlook would be further 

mitigated by the facts that the level of the ground floor at The Cottage is 

significantly below that at Red House Farm, and that the roof of the extension 

would slope upwards away from the neighbouring property.   

8. The relationships between the appeal proposal and the living room windows at 

Red House Farm similarly mean that overall there would also be little effect on 

the total amount of daylight entering this room.  Consequently I find that the 

proposal would not result in a material worsening of outlook from or daylight in 

the living room at the south west corner of Red House Farm. 

9. There is a first floor window at Red House Farm, directly above that on the 

ground floor nearest the appeal site.  At this level, I consider that the effect of 

the proposal on outlook and daylight would be minimal. 

10.The effect on sunlight is not part of the Council’s reason for refusal.  

Nonetheless, the shadow diagrams submitted by the appellant show that the 

proposal would have very little effect on the amount of direct sunlight entering 

the windows of Red House Farm during the course of the day. 

11.The original part of The Cottage abuts the southern edge of the main part of the 

garden of Red House Farm, and the extension would be very close to it.   The 

existing house and the approved extension measure over 12 metres in width.  

The approved extension adds to the enclosing effect of the existing house.  It 

would increase midday overshadowing, though the effect would be less in the 

summer months, when it is expected that the garden might be used more.  I 

consider that the effect of the additional 1 metre at first floor level would not 

materially alter either the sense of enclosure along the south side of the garden, 

or the amount of shading of it.  In these respects also, the proposal would not 

have a significant adverse effect. 

12.The closeness of the proposal to the boundary with the adjoining property 

means that any additional windows above ground floor level (apart from the 2 

roof lights currently proposed) on the north or east elevations could give rise to 

overlooking and loss of privacy.  Also, any further extensions of these sides of 

the building could give rise to an unacceptable effect on outlook.  As a result, I 

need to impose planning conditions to withdraw rights to permitted 

development in these respects, in the interests of the living conditions of the 

occupiers of the adjoining property.   
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13.Subject to these conditions, I conclude that the proposal would not materially 

harm the living conditions of the occupiers of the adjoining dwelling at Red 

House Farm.  There would be no conflict with policy EN1 in the South Kesteven 

Core Strategy (2010).  Among other things, this policy seeks to avoid problems 

of visual intrusion. 

14.Two other conditions are needed if planning permission is to be given.  Firstly, 

in the interests of a satisfactory appearance of the extension, it is necessary 

that the materials used should match those of the existing house.  Secondly, 

otherwise than as set out in this decision and conditions, and for the avoidance 

of doubt and in the interests of proper planning, it is necessary that the 

development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved plans.  

15.Subject to these conditions, I consider that the proposal would be acceptable.  

Planning permission can be given and I allow the appeal. 

G Garnham 

INSPECTOR 

 

Schedule of Planning Conditions 

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years from 

the date of this decision. 

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the 

following approved plans: numbers 01, 02, 03 & 04. 

3) Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General 

Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any order revoking, re-enacting or 

modifying that Order), no windows or other openings (other than those 

expressly authorised by this permission) shall be constructed above ground 

floor level on the north or east elevations of the extension hereby permitted. 

4) Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General 

Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any order revoking, re-enacting or 

modifying that Order), no enlargement or alteration of the extension hereby 

permitted shall take place on its north or east sides pursuant to Classes A, B or 

C of Part 1 of Schedule 2 of the Order. 

5) The materials to be used in the construction of the external suraces of the 

extension hereby permitted shall match those used in the existing building. 
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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 10 September 2012 

by J L Cheesley BA(Hons) DIPTP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 13 September 2012 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/E2530/D/12/2180682 

The Barn, 21 High Street, Carlby, Stamford, Lincolnshire PE9 4LX 

• 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 Jonathon Harvey against the decision of South Kesteven District 

Council. 
• The application Ref S12/0494/HSH was refused by notice dated 17 May 2012. 

• The development proposed is an erection of a detached garage and annexe. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Main issue 

2. I consider the main issue to be the effect of the proposal on the character of 

the surrounding area. 

Reasons 

3. The proposed garage building would be situated to the side of a barn currently 

being converted to a dwelling.  The site is situated within the village where 

there is a variety of design, size and style of dwelling.  There are a number of 

outbuildings in the area, particularly to the side of the appeal site.  Many of 

these outbuildings are characteristically of traditional design and are 

distinctively single-storey.  Whilst it does appear that some outbuildings have 

been converted to extensions to dwellings, the overriding character is one of 

dwellings with single storey outbuildings.   

4. The proposed garage building would be around 6 metres to the ridge height 

and would be situated close to the site boundary adjacent to a row of various 

single-storey outbuildings.  From my observations, due to the height of the 

proposed building, I consider that it would appear as an incongruous addition 

not in keeping with the characteristic scale of outbuildings in the area.  I 

appreciate that the barn currently under conversion was previously an 

outbuilding.  The proposed garage building would be neither of that scale nor of 

the scale of neighbouring outbuildings and as such would appear at odds with 

the character of the area. 

5. For the above reasons and having taken into consideration all other matters 

raised upon which I have not specifically commented, I conclude that the 

proposal would have an adverse effect on the character of the surrounding 

area.  This would be contrary to Policy EN1 in the South Kesteven Core 

Strategy 2010 where this policy seeks to protect and enhance local character. 

J Cheesley     INSPECTOR 
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