
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LOCAL REVIEW SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF MR NICK PEACH 

APPLICATION REF NO. 201620/DPP 

ERECTION OF SINGLE STOREY EXTENSION TO FRONT 

at MARCHBANK, 11 MARCHBANK ROAD, BIELDSIDE, ABERDEEN 

 

This review submission relates to a planning application which was submitted to Aberdeen City 

Council on 23 December 2020, and to which a decision was issued on 18 March 2021.  As such, this 

review submission has been prepared well within the 3 month deadline, which shall expire on 17 

June 2021. 

Reason for Refusal 

The somewhat lengthy reason for refusal stated “The proposed extension would not be 

architecturally compatible in its design, scale and form with the original building by way of its 

substantial projection forward of the principal elevation of the dwelling. It would partially cover the 

primary gable on the principal elevation of the dwelling; and would not have roof pitches which 

would correspond with those of the principal elevation. As such, the proposed extension is considered 

to considerably detract from, and would have a dominating impact on the character and appearance 

of the original dwelling, in conflict with policies D1 and H1 of the ALDP and the Supplementary 

Guidance 'Householder Development Guide'. 

 

In the context of the surrounding area, whereby the majority of the historic granite dwellings on this 

line of Marchbank Road retain their original form, the proposed extension would detract from the 

established character and the pattern of development in the surrounding area. The grant of planning 

permission could set an unwelcome precedent for similarly designed extensions to the front of the 

historic pink granite properties on Marchbank Road, many of which are readily visible, which would 

result in the loss of the original urban form and detract from the character of the surrounding area, 

in conflict with Policies D1 and H1 of the ALDP and the Supplementary Guidance 'Householder 

Development Guide'. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The proposed extension would conflict with policies D1 - Quality Placemaking by Design and H1 - 

Residential Areas of the adopted Aberdeen Local Development Plan 2017; Policy D1 - Quality 

Placemaking and H1 - Residential Areas of the proposed Aberdeen Local Development Plan 2020; and 

the Supplementary Guidance: 'The Householder Development Guide'. There are no material planning 

considerations that warrant the recommendation of approval in this instance”. 

 

At the outset, while Bieldside is itself is notably one of Aberdeen’s more prosperous suburbs, as the 

City stretches out into Deeside, importantly the area is not a designated Conservation Area, nor is 

the application property, or any of its neighbours Listed Buildings.  As such, the stated reason 

appears to be particularly heavy handed in its assessment, and on the face of the text appears to 

take no cognisance of the site-specific factors of the application site, and its dual frontage, nor its 

relationship with the former Deeside Railway Line, and its wider visibility from public areas. 

 

Each aspect of the reason for refusal and material planning considerations shall be addressed in 

turn. 

Reason for refusal 

While the case officer asserts that the extension would not be architecturally compatible with the 

design, scale and form of the original building neither policies D1 or H1, or indeed the Householder 

Development Guide, stipulate that extensions must represent the host dwelling exactly.   

 

Policy D1 Quality Placemaking by design, is arguably targeted by its very title towards the planning of 

places, and not necessarily individual buildings.  Notwithstanding, it states that “All development 

must ensure high standards of design and have a strong and distinctive sense of place which is a 

result of context appraisal, detailed planning, quality architecture, craftsmanship and materials”. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In this instance and as outlined in section 2.2 of the Supporting Statement dated 23 February, “The 

existing buildings original historical form has been covered up by low quality design extensions to 

the north, south and east elevations. The existing building has several different eaves levels, roof 

pitches, exterior finishes and window sizes / shapes that neither complement, nor enhance, each 

other”. 

 

While great emphasis is placed upon the principal elevation and the alleged domination of the main 

elevation, at no point does the case officer seem to appreciate that the frontage of this site is almost 

entirely secluded from public view, as noted in the photograph below, with the Deeside line located 

approximately 5 metres lower than the level of the dwelling.  Now while that should not in itself 

allow for any design to be permissible, it should have significant weight as to what could ultimately 

be allowed in this instance. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Next, the reason refers to the fact that the principal elevation would be partially covered, which it is 

already.  The assertion that the extension would detract from the dwelling is subjective, and very 

much to debate.  The use of contemporary architecture should ultimately be encouraged, with scope 

for an element of artistic flair and a willingness to take a bold step, whilst still being subservient in 

scale and form. 

  

 

Extract from Google Maps 

Building line and site context 

From the above aerial extract it can be noted that of the 15 no.  properties along this section of 

Marchbank Road, there are a variety of styles, which have a graduated building line, with those to 

the east generally projecting slightly further than those at the western end towards Old Ferry Road.   



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In respect of the second paragraph of the reason for refusal, it makes reference to the context of the 

area.  In particular, of the type similar to our clients, there are 4 largely similar properties from 11 to 

17, with no. 15 in particular having been altered significantly.  Notably, at present, the distance from 

the south most point of the existing conservatory to the Deeside Line is 26 metres away.  As such, 

while the extension would encroach 2.7 metres further from the house at present, that would still 

leave approximate 23.3 metres to the boundary.  At that sort of distance, and with hugely restricted 

views into the site, it is questionable that anyone would be able to tell that the proposal, which is 

also of wrap round form, would dominate the frontage or not.  However, the increase in width of the 

extension is largely to the west, as it would still be stepped inwards from the existing sitting room 

window.  The extension would also sit beneath the existing eaves level.  Therefore, while its design 

admittedly contrasts to the original dwelling, it is considered to compliment the dwelling as opposed 

to dominating it.   

 

While the reason refers to the potential to act as an undesirable precedent, planning legislation is 

clear in identifying that each application must be assessed on its own merits.  It is therefore 

necessary to contest the suggestion that the site is readily visible as suggested in the reason.  It 

would be accepted if the site were towards a road frontage, on a traditional street, or alongside the 

A93 North Deeside Road, that you could consider it to be readily visible. However as noted from the 

photograph above showing the dense landscaping at the bottom of the garden, and as also noted on 

the aerial photograph too, the site is densely vegetated, and is some distance from the public 

footpath along the Deeside Way.  Therefore, what significant if any, detriment would this proposal 

have to the wider character or amenity of the area – None, it is argued. 

Policy H1 Residential Areas 

In considering Policy H1  Residential Areas, its criteria are as follows: 

1 does not constitute over development;  

2 does not have an unacceptable impact on the character and amenity of the surrounding area;  

3 does not result in the loss of valuable and valued areas of open space. Open space is defined in the 

Aberdeen Open Space Audit 2010; and  

4 complies with Supplementary Guidance. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The proposal can in no way be considered overdevelopment.  The curtilage of his property is 

significant, with a vast percentage of garden ground remaining undeveloped.  With a desire to 

provide a small additional area of floorspace, there are no opportunities to develop further to the 

rear which could then impinge upon existing car parking and turning, and the rear (which is public 

street facing) has already been altered significantly. 

 

As noted above, it is not considered that the extension would have a detriment to the character or 

amenity of the area as it can barely be seen given that there is already significant tree cover.  

Similarly, the proposal would not result in the loss of any open space.  Therefore, it falls solely as to 

whether the proposal complies with the supplementary guidance or not. 

 

Supplementary Guidance ‘Householder Development Guide’ 

The exact text of the SG has been pasted below, with simple responses provided to each in blue text: 

Para 3.1.4 General Principles 

1. Proposals for extensions, dormers and other alterations should be architecturally compatible in 

design and scale with the original house and its surrounding area. Materials used should be 

complementary to the original building. Any extension or alteration proposed should not serve to 

overwhelm or dominate the original form or appearance of the dwelling and should be visually 

subservient in terms of height, mass and scale.  The extension is visually subservient to the original 

dwelling.  The details merely require that material compliment.  It does not require that they match.  

The design is a contemporary take on the pitched roof design. The roof remains below eaves of the 

original building. The proposal is in proportion to the mass of the existing building and is more 

complementary to the original building than the previous extensions carried out on it. The materials 

proposed are commonly used in modern city construction throughout Aberdeen and create a more 

diverse pallet of materials that complement the existing granite stone. 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. No extension or alteration should result in a situation where the amenity of any neighbouring 

properties would be adversely affected. Significant adverse impact on privacy, daylight and general 

amenity will count against a development proposal. This development does not adversely affect the 

amenity of any neighbouring properties.  Existing boundaries are heavily defined by mature planting, 

and fencing, and there would be no impacts on privacy, daylight or amenity as a result.   

3. No existing extensions, dormers or other alterations which were approved prior to the 

introduction of this supplementary guidance will be considered by the planning authority to provide 

justification for a development proposal which would otherwise fail to comply with the guidance set 

out in this document. Not relevant to this application 

4. The built footprint of a dwelling house as extended should not exceed twice that of the original 

dwelling. The proposal would not result in this figure being breached 

5. No more than 50% of the front or rear curtilage shall be covered by development. Interesting this 

aspect refers to either the front or rear curtilage, this suggestion that in some instances, larger front 

extension may be permissible.  Again, the proposal would come nowhere near to breaching 50% of 

the ‘front curtilage’. 

 

In particular, the SG Householder Design Guide also has specific aspects on front extensions: 

3.1.5 House Extensions 

FRONT EXTENSIONS  

Front extensions will only be considered acceptable in situations where they would not impact 

negatively on the character or amenity of the original dwelling and the surrounding area. In all cases 

the established building line of the street should be respected. In assessing applications of this 

nature, the following will apply:  

• Front extensions of any type should be of a scale and design which is complementary to, and 

consistent with, the original dwelling. Modest porches will generally be acceptable, but these should 

not incorporate additional rooms (e.g toilet, shower room), and should not detract from the design 

of the original building or the character of the street.   As noted above, it is considered that the  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

proposal does complement the existing dwelling as would have no negative impacts on the 

character or amenity of the original dwelling or surrounding area.   

• In all cases, careful consideration will be given to (i) impact on adjacent property; (ii) visual impact; 

and (iii) the extent of any building line and the position of the adjacent buildings generally. As a 

result of the development proposal, the new distance would be 4.7 m from the face of the building 

in comparison to 2 m at present.  This would be broadly in line with No . 9 Marchbank Road, 

however this would be largely negligible from public viewpoints, or from within the curtilages of 

adjoining properties. 

• Within a Conservation Area, it will not be permitted to add a front extension to any property which 

forms part of an established building line.  Not applicable 

• Given the wide variety of house types across the city and the existence of ‘dual-frontage’ 

dwellings, it will be for the planning authority to determine which elevation forms the principal 

elevation of a dwelling for the purposes of this guidance.   While it is accepted that this is a dual 

frontage property, and this this is to the front, it is respectfully requested that due consideration be 

given by the Local Review Body to the unique circumstances of this site, to which a site visit could be 

happily accommodated. 

• Any front porch extension should incorporate a substantial proportion of glazing, in order to 

minimise its massing and effect on the streetscape.  The proposal does incorporate a significant 

proportion of glazing, although it is contested that there is no streetscape to impact upon. 

 

Ironically, the Councils own Supplementary Guidance has an illustration/photograph on page 13 of 

the Supplementary Guidance Householder Development Guide which shows a very contemporary 

extension read against a traditional build.  This image is shown on the following page. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

While that may be to the rear of said building, and there are the debates over the alterations being 

to the front/principal elevation, it still demonstrates that a significantly different extension of form, 

design and materials can be considered acceptable. 

 

Our client has from the outset shown a strong desire to demonstrate some individuality in the 

design.  They wish to avoid the provision of pastiche architecture.  The application relates to a small-

scale development to the property, replacing what is already a dated, and somewhat unattractive 

extension. The materials are appropriate and although the roof design is a slight juxtaposition, for 

such a small-scale development in a discreet, heavily wooded location it would be considered a 

welcome and interesting addition to the dwelling.    

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary 

 

The decision of the planning officer appears to be slavishly adhering to planning policy as opposed to 

taking a welcoming stance to new development, as encouraged through Scottish Planning Policy.  

Our client has a desire to provide a high-quality contemporary addition to the dwelling, whilst 

replacing a somewhat dated conservatory from the south facing elevation. 

 

While in contrast to the original design, there is nothing within the quoted policies that outline that 

the design for new development must match that of the original.  In this instance, the scale is clearly 

subservient to that of the two-storey property.    Furthermore, the general form and roof pitches 

actually match those extended on the north elevation of the property to an extent. 

 

As illustrated in the photographs of my client’s property (Appendix 1), it is clear that the existing 

extensions are of limited architectural merit.  As such, their replacement with contemporary living 

space, which is almost entirely hidden from public view, should not be questioned.  The proposal 

would in our opinion, significantly better the appearance of the dwelling, and freshen it up to a bold 

and attractive future. 

 

The Dab Den extensions are an award-winning architectural product, that have been recognised for 

its quality of design and materials by a number of respectable bodies. The contemporary designs of 

the extensions have been approved by numerous Local authorities for conservation areas in 

Aberdeen and throughout Scotland, as the simple but elegant designs are sympathetic to the 

existing buildings and are seen to complement the old traditional details.  

 

 

 



 

 

 

Proposed Site Plan: 

 

 

 

Existing site plan: 

 

 



 

 

 

Proposed Elevations: 

 

Existing elevations: 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

APPENDIX 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

APPENDIX 2 

 

Aberdeen City Local Development Plan 2017 

 

Policy D1 – Quality placemaking by design 

All development must ensure high standards of design and have a strong and 

distinctive sense of place which is a result of context appraisal, detailed 

planning, quality architecture, craftsmanship and materials. Well considered 

landscaping and a range of transportation opportunities ensuring connectivity 

are required to be compatible with the scale and character of the 

developments.  

Places that are distinctive and designed with a real understanding of context will sustain and 

enhance the social, economic, environmental, and cultural attractiveness of the city. Proposals will 

be considered against the following six essential qualities.  

• distinctive  

• welcoming  

• safe and pleasant  

• easy to move around  

• adaptable  

• resource efficient  

 

How a development meets these qualities must be demonstrated in a design strategy whose scope 

and content will be appropriate with the scale and/or importance of the proposal. 

Policy H1 – Residential Areas 

Within existing residential areas (H1 on the Proposals Map) and within new residential 

developments, proposals for new development and householder development will be approved in 

principle if it:  

1 does not constitute over development.  

2 does not have an unacceptable impact on the character and amenity of the surrounding area;  

3 does not result in the loss of valuable and valued areas of open space. Open space is defined in the 

Aberdeen Open Space Audit 2010; and  

4 complies with Supplementary Guidance. 



 

 

 

 

Supplementary Guidance – Topic Area 2: Modifications to existing buildings 

and curtilages 

 

Householder Development Guide 

Para 3.1.4 General Principles 

1. Proposals for extensions, dormers and other alterations should be architecturally compatible in 

design and scale with the original house and its surrounding area. Materials used should be 

complementary to the original building. Any extension or alteration proposed should not serve to 

overwhelm or dominate the original form or appearance of the dwelling and should be visually 

subservient in terms of height, mass and scale.  

2. No extension or alteration should result in a situation where the amenity of any neighbouring 

properties would be adversely affected. Significant adverse impact on privacy, daylight and general 

amenity will count against a development proposal.  

3. No existing extensions, dormers or other alterations which were approved prior to the 

introduction of this supplementary guidance will be considered by the planning authority to provide 

justification for a development proposal which would otherwise fail to comply with the guidance set 

out in this document.  

4. The built footprint of a dwelling house as extended should not exceed twice that of the original 

dwelling.  

5. No more than 50% of the front or rear curtilage shall be covered by development. 

 

3.1.5 House Extensions 

FRONT EXTENSIONS  

Front extensions will only be considered acceptable in situations where they would not impact 

negatively on the character or amenity of the original dwelling and the surrounding area. In all cases 

the established building line of the street should be respected. In assessing applications of this 

nature, the following will apply:  

• Front extensions of any type should be of a scale and design which is complementary to, and 

consistent with, the original dwelling. Modest porches will generally be acceptable, but these should 

not incorporate additional rooms (e.g. toilet, shower room), and should not detract from the design 

of the original building or the character of the street.  



 

 

• In all cases, careful consideration will be given to (i) impact on adjacent 

property; (ii) visual impact; and (iii) the extent of any building line and the 

position of the adjacent buildings generally.  

• Within a Conservation Area, it will not be permitted to add a front extension 

to any property which forms part of an established building line.  

• Given the wide variety of house types across the city and the existence of 

‘dual-frontage’ dwellings, it will be for the planning authority to determine 

which elevation forms the principal elevation of a dwelling for the purposes of 

this guidance.  

• Any front porch extension should incorporate a substantial proportion of glazing, in order to 

minimise its massing and effect on the streetscape. 

 


