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Removal of an existing garage/utility room create 1.5 storey gable extension and extend 
existing front and rear dormer windows
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Ward: Airyhall/Broomhill/Garthdee
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RECOMMENDATION
 
Refuse

APPLICATION BACKGROUND

Site Description
The application relates to a 1.5 storey, semi-detached dwelling house of semi-modern design, 
sitting to eastern side of Braeside Place. The property forms one half of a pair of dwelling houses, 
with fully hipped roofs, positioned at the entrance to a cul de sac comprising 12 semi-detached 
and terraced properties. 

Relevant Planning History
None.

APPLICATION DESCRIPTION

Description of Proposal
The existing garage/utility room to the northern gable would be removed and replaced by a 1.5 
storey extension, extending the full length of the gable and 2.4m in width. The gable would be 
partially hipped with the eaves and roof ridge height tying in with existing. The existing box 
dormers to both front and rear elevations would be extended to span the new extension and be set 
a minimum of 432mm from the new gable. The proposal would add an extended kitchen and 
storage area to the ground floor and create a bedroom, en suite and dressing room at upper level.

Supporting Documents
All drawings and supporting documents listed below can be viewed on the Council’s website at:
https://publicaccess.aberdeencity.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=PCJ5NVBZG2X00
 
CONSULTATIONS

https://publicaccess.aberdeencity.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=PCJ5NVBZG2X00
https://publicaccess.aberdeencity.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=PCJ5NVBZG2X00
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None required.

REPRESENTATIONS

1 letter of representation has been received. While no objection has been raised to the proposed 
extension, concerns have been expressed regarding additional traffic from works vehicles and 
delivery of materials. It is expected that all ongoing development will result in an increase in traffic 
for a temporary period however this is not considered to be a material planning consideration in 
determination of the application. 

MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Legislative Requirements
Sections 25 and 37(2) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 require that where, 
in making any determination under the planning acts, regard is to be had to the provisions of the 
Development Plan and that determination shall be made in accordance with the plan, so far as 
material to the application unless material considerations indicate otherwise.     

Aberdeen Local Development Plan (ALDP)
Policies D1 (Quality Placemaking by Design) and H1 (Residential Areas).

Supplementary Guidance (SG)
Householder Development Guide (HDG)

Other Material Planning Considerations
BRE Information Paper on ‘Site Layout Planning for Daylight’

EVALUATION

Principle of Development
The application site is located within a residential area, under Policy H1 (Residential Areas) of the 
Aberdeen Local Development Plan and the application relates to householder development. The 
proposal would comply with this policy in principle if it does not constitute over-development; the 
character and amenity of the surrounding area is not adversely affected; and it complies with 
associated Supplementary Guidance. These issues are assessed in the evaluation below:

Layout, Scale and Design
General principles contained in the HDG expect that all domestic extensions should be 
architecturally compatible in design and scale with the original house and surrounding area, 
materials should be complementary, and any development should not overwhelm or dominate the 
original form or appearance of the dwelling house.

The proposal complies with certain elements contained in the HDG with regards to the scale of 
development. There would be a negligible rise to the existing footprint (2sqm) therefore 
overdevelopment of the dwelling house and site would not be an issue. Finishing materials would 
be acceptable in that they would match existing.

However, the proposal involves the formation of a partially hipped gable when the original is fully 
hipped. The HDG states that in the case of a pair of semis, modifying the gable of only one half of 
a pair of semis is likely to result in the roof/building having an unbalanced appearance. The 
practice of extending a hipped roof on one half of a pair of semi-detached houses to terminate at a 
raised gable is not generally acceptable unless the other half of the building has already been 
altered in this way or such a proposal would not, as a result of the existing streetscape and the 
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character of the buildings therein, result in any adverse impact on the character or visual amenity 
of the wider area.. As the application property adjoins another property with an unaltered hipped 
roof, the proposal does not meet the criteria for the first exception and the proposal therefore falls 
to be assessed against the second. 

The application property faces an identical pair of semis, both with unaltered hipped roofs, while 
the remaining properties within the cul de sac form two facing terraces each comprising four 1.5 
storey properties with straight gables. The northern section of the cul de sac comprises the rear 
gardens of properties facing north across Craigton Road. The entrance to the cul de sac is flanked 
by dwellings, set at right angles to, and of identical design as the application property. No 34 to the 
eastern side of the entrance has been extended to its gable, however the original hipped roof 
profile has been maintained and replicated. The wider area is characterised by a mixture of pairs 
of 1.5 storey semis, either with original fully hipped or straight gables, their principal elevations 
relatively unaltered since original with the exception of several dormer extensions. There are no 
examples within the immediate area where the roof profile of one half of a pair of semis has been 
modified to differ from that of the other semi.

The immediate streetscape therefore sees a consistent design theme and pattern of development 
whereby the original character remains unaltered and it is within this context that the application 
property must be read. It is considered that approval of this proposal could initiate design erosion, 
by encouraging similar applications which would be difficult to resist, thereby resulting in an 
irretrievable loss of the character within the street. The introduction of a partially straight gable to 
one half of the pair of semis would introduce a disruptive form of architecture to an otherwise 
uniform design theme in addition to unbalancing a pair of semi-detached dwellings, and thereby 
would not make a positive contribution to its setting, contrary to Policy D1 as the proposal has not 
been designed with due consideration for the context of the surrounding area. This proposal 
therefore fails to accord with the second criteria. 

While the principle of extending the dormers to both elevations is acceptable, the resultant 
dormers fail to comply with the HDG, which expects dormers to be of appropriate scale and 
dimensions that respect the scale of the building and do not dominate or overwhelm the roof. In 
this case, the resultant dormers would extend across virtually the entire width of the roof and it is 
therefore considered that the scale of the dormers would contribute to a bulky appearance that 
would dominate the altered roof, which is particularly a concern for the front elevation, and would 
result in an adverse visual impact on the wider streetscape. The dimensions of the extended 
dormers would fail to meet the criteria stated in the HDG and subsequent dominance of the roof 
elevations would further exacerbate the imbalance with the adjoining semi and detract from the 
existing level of symmetry of both the application property and that demonstrated by several 
similar properties in the locality, all to the detriment of design quality. Approval of the proposal 
would negatively impact on the existing character of the streetscape. The reasons mentioned 
above demonstrate that the dormers have not been designed with due regard for their context and 
would not make a positive contribution to the property’s setting, as required by Policy D1 (Quality 
Placemaking by Design) and would be contrary to the guidance contained in the associated 
Supplementary Guidance: Householder Development Guide. 

Impact on Residential Amenity
Calculations indicate that no windows to neighbouring properties are within sufficient proximity of 
the extension to be impacted in terms of loss of daylight, the facing gable of the adjacent property 
being blank. Any additional overshadowing would only affect this blank gable. In terms of privacy, 
the new windows to the rear would offer no additional opportunities for overlooking of neighbour’s 
rear gardens than is currently available from the existing windows and, given the separation 
distance, all windows serving properties to the opposite side of the street are well out with the 
minimum 18m distance required to protect privacy levels. Current residential amenity would be 
retained in compliance with Policy H1.
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Conclusion
To summarise, whilst it is acknowledged that there are several properties within the wider area 
with approved planning applications for a hipped roof to gable extension, it is considered that in 
this instance, given the immediate context and siting of the application property, which occupies a 
prominent location within the cul de sac, the gable alteration would create an unbalanced look 
between the pair of semis. The principle of forming dormers to the front and rear elevations is 
acceptable, however it is considered that their scale and dimensions combined with the hipped 
roof to gable extension would overwhelm and dominate the original appearance of the dwelling 
house in a manner that fails to demonstrate due regard for its context or make a positive 
contribution to its setting by introducing an intrusive element to the streetscape, which would 
degrade the current pattern of development. For the aforementioned reasons, the proposal 
thereby fails to comply with the relevant policies and the associated supplementary guidance 
contained within the Adopted Aberdeen Local Development Plan and there are no material 
planning consideration that would warrant approval of this application.

RECOMMENDATION

Refuse

REASON FOR RECOMMENDATION

The proposal does not comply with Policy D1 (Quality Placemaking by Design) and H1 
(Residential Areas) of the Aberdeen Local Development Plan and the associated ‘Householder 
Development Guide’ Supplementary Guidance. It fails to demonstrate due regard for the design 
and context of the streetscape, particularly when viewed in the context of the immediate properties 
of a similar design and style to existing which retain their original roof profile, as it would 
unbalance a pair of semi-detached houses and, by reason of the scale and dimensions of the 
proposed dormers, would create a top heavy and bulky roof elevation, which would introduce a 
visually disruptive feature into a streetscape that otherwise retains its original form, character and 
pattern of development. As a result, the proposed development would appear out of context and 
would impose a negative design feature on the surrounding area. On the basis of the above and 
following on from the evaluation under policy and guidance, it is considered that the proposal fails 
to accord with Policies H1 (Residential Areas) and D1 (Quality Placemaking by Design of the 
Aberdeen Local Development Plan as well as its associated Supplementary Guidance: 
Householder Development Guide. In this instance there are no material planning considerations 
that would warrant approval of the application. 


