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Supporting Statement for Notice of Review:                                                 12th October 2018 
 
Removal of an existing garage/utility room create 1.5 storey gable extension and extend existing 
front and rear dormer windows at 38 Braeside Place, Aberdeen, AB15 7TU 
For: Mr & Mrs Chris Willox 
 
Planning Application Reference: 181344/DPP 
 
Introduction: 
The property is a semi-detached 1.5 storey house built around the late 1950s/early 1960s, with a hipped 
roof and flat roof dormers (these are part of the original build) and a garage/utility room to the side. The 
house is set in a cul-de-sac of 12 houses, opposite is a matching pair of semi-detached houses and the 
remaining houses are made up of two groups of 4 terraced houses facing one another, the head of the 
cul-de-sac is the back of houses fronting Craigton Road.  
The applicants Mr & Mrs Willox wish to extend the house to suit their growing family, currently Bedroom 3 
is restricted by sloped ceilings in two directions with only a small roof light, and the kitchen is a limited size 
for a family. A planning application was submitted on 30th July 2018 for the removal of an existing garage 
and utility room and replacing this with a 1.5 storey extension comprising of a storage area and extended 
kitchen on the ground floor, on the first floor a reconfigured layout to give 3 bedrooms, bathroom and en-
Suite. The proposed extension being 2.32m wide extending almost to the boundary with number 40 
Braeside Place and comprising a part gable and part hipped roof, with the existing dormers to both the 
front and back extended. 
 
The Planning application was refused on 27th September 2018 – (See Appendix 1 – refusal Notice) 
the reasons on which the Council based this decision are as follows:- 
 
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 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 in 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 this application. 
 
The planning application drawings (D25-02A, D25-300B, D25-301A and D25-302A) accessed via this link: 
https://publicaccess.aberdeencity.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=PCJ5NVBZG2X00 
Appendix 2: Delegated Report/Report of Handling for 38 Braeside Place 
 
Reasons for Requesting a Review: 
 

1.) We feel the Policies and in particular the Supplementary Guidance – Householder Development 
Guide being used as part of the determination process of planning applications is open to the 
individual opinion of the particular Planning Officer assigned to an application and a consistent 
and fair approach is not being used. We contend that if this Planning application had been dealt 
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with by another Planning Officer it had the potential to be approved, as a large part of the decision 
is based on the Planning Officers opinion of what constitutes having an adverse impact on the 
character or visual amenity of the wider area. In this instance the Planning Officer in their 
appraisal has been too focused on the other half of the semi-detached property rather than the 
overall street scene or wider area, this is further discussed below in Comparison Applications.  

 
2.) The application has been determined based on an item of incorrect information – within the 

Report of Handling it states the new extended dormers are set a minimum of 432mm from the 
new gable wall which would not be in compliance with the Householder Development Guide this is 
incorrect the end of the extended dormers have been set 600mm from the new gable – 
specifically to comply with the Householder Development Guide. This is further discussed below 
under Dormer Extensions. 

 
Policy and Guidance: 
 
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. 
 
Although the application requires to be assessed against this policy, the whole ethos of the policy appears 
to relate to development of multiple properties and new ‘placemaking’ rather than small scale domestic 
extension/alterations. The Planning Officer has focused on the design of the extension and dormers and 
feels they will have a negative impact on the area, however also within the policy is ‘creating development 
that sustains and enhances the social, economic, environmental and cultural attractiveness of the city’ and 
‘adaptable to changing circumstances and is resource efficient’. If this element of the policy had been 
focused on it could be argued that by restricting development to provide additional family accommodation 
it is not being adaptable to changing circumstances and not being sustainable by preventing the area from 
growing and developing to suit changing circumstances. 
 
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. 
 
In the Report of Handling it is acknowledged that point 1 (over development) and point 3 (loss of open 
space) do not apply in this instance, but the Planning Officer is of the opinion that the proposals will have 
an unacceptable impact on the character and amenity of the surrounding area. We feel that this is very 
subjective and a matter of opinion – see further discussion under Dormer and Side Extension sections 
below. 
 
Supplementary Guidance – Householder Development Guide 
Refer to specific discussion under Dormer and Side Extension sections below. 
 
Dormer Extensions: 
Within the  Report of handling it states ‘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’ this stated 
dimension is incorrect – the dormers are located 600mm from the new gable wall. We appreciate a 
dimension was not shown on the submitted planning application drawings, however the drawings have the 
required bar scale showing a 1:50 scale on them allowing for checking that a printed copy of the drawing 
has been printed to the correct scale. If there was any concern regarding this dimension we could have 
easily clarified the size and if required updated the drawing to show a dimension – we received no query 
from the Planning Officer on this. Attached Appendix 3 is drawing number D25-301B revised to show 



dimensions of the dormer from gable wall and with an example of the front elevation if the dormer had 
been positioned 432mm from the gable wall.  
 

This extract (left) from the 
Householder Development Guide 
shows a minimum 600mm is 
required from the gable wall to 
dormer and minimum 600mm 
from the house ridge line to the 
dormer roof. Our proposals have 
the dormer set the required 
600mm from the new gable wall 
and the dimension from the 
dormer roof to house ridge line is 
approximately 2000mm 
(considerably more than the 
minimum requirement of 
600mm). The proposals leave a 
considerable area of the original 
house roof visible above and 
below the dormer, we cannot 
agree with the Planning Officers 
opinion that the ‘dormer will 
create a top heavy and bulky 

appearance and will overwhelm the roof’. The dormers are proportioned as per the original and are an 
extension of these, the house designs in the area were always designed from the time of original building 
to rely heavily on the use of dormers to provide the first floor accommodation, therefore we feel the 
extended dormers will sit quite comfortably in the street and that their scale etc. does not feel top heavy or 
bulky. The photo below shows the terrace of houses at numbers 40 to 46 Braeside Terrace and shows 
how within the ‘zone’ of the dormers, little pitched roof areas remain visible, other than number 46 these 
are believed to be the dormers as originally built. Number 46’s dormer has been extended as part of an 
extension to the side of the property, the dormer extended to be within less than 600mm from the gable 
wall (possibly in 2000 when a planning application was approved). 
 

 
  

 
 
We are strongly of the opinion that the proposed dormer extensions do comply with the Householder 
Development Guide and going by the guidance could potentially be even larger and still within the 
parameters of the guidance. It is our belief that this element of the Planning application has been 
assessed incorrectly against the guidance and therefore in effect unfairly causing ‘refusal’ of this element 
of the proposals.  
 



 
 
Side Extension: 
Below is an extract of part of the Report of Handling by the Planning Officer - highlighted in red are our 
comments on various points that have been made: 
 
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 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. Agree that criteria for first part is not met as the other half 
(number 36) of the semi will retain its hipped roof, however this is when being viewed as only a stand alone 
pair of semi-detached houses and not how it relates to the adjacent houses and the overall streetscape. 
The adjacent number 40 (end of terrace of 4 houses) has a straight gable and we feel (despite being an 
original design) a part gable/part hipped roof will sit more comfortably next to a full gable than the current 
fully hipped roof does. The fully hipped roof remaining on number 36 will give a ‘bookend’ effect to the 
streetscape of all 6 properties on this side of the cul-de-sac, retaining a partly hipped roof on the application 
property means it is not being completely ‘alien’ to number 36 and still relating with it.  

 



Above - Indication of the property within its immediate streetscape, showing an existing and proposed 
version – larger scale version available as Appendix 4. 
 
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. Incorrect - 93 Craigton Road is the 
same house type as the application property and has had an extension built to the side with a gable roof 
instead of the original hipped roof – this can be seen at the end of the cul-de-sac , backing onto the front 
garden of number 48 Braeside Place. In addition planning application reference no: 180266/DPP 
‘Straightening of Roof Hip and extending Dormer front and rear’, 84 Braeside Place, Aberdeen  was 
approved on 24th April 2018 – see further details under Comparison Applications. 

 
The immediate streetscape therefore sees a consistent design theme and pattern of development whereby 
the original character remains unaltered Incorrect – number 46 (end of terrace) has been extended at first 
floor over a garage with the dormer extended to within less than 600mm of the gable wall 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. This all focuses on the belief that the 
original design principle of what is a 1950s/60s housing development are sacrosanct and must be retained. 
Later mentioned in the report in reference to the proposal to change the roof design is ‘disruptive 
architecture’ it could be argued that the original design is ‘disruptive’. Disruptive by having  such visually 
significantly different roof types side by side – a fully hipped roof next to a full gable on two different house 
styles - just because this was the original design does not necessarily mean it is good design. The Planning 
Officer states that the application property must be read in the context of the immediate streetscape, the 



reality is that the cul-de-sac is very wide with both sides having unusually long front gardens, from front to 
front the semi-detached houses are approximately 45 metres apart. It is therefore difficult to ‘read’ the cul-
de-sac and both sides at the same time as one in any great detail. We would suggest that the vast majority 
of people would not even notice the difference if the application property was extended as proposed, until 
they stopped and specifically compared each side of the cul-de-sac and even then, would be unlikely to see 
it as having any negative effect on the streetscape. This can be further backed up by the fact that from the 
24 properties notified there was only one objection from a neighbour to the application, the objection was in 
relation to potential parking issues during construction and they specifically stated ‘I have no objection to 
the application re the proposed extension’ The fact that there were no objections to the proposed extension 
is an important point when the people actually living day to day in the cul-de-sac have no concerns, 
particularly being a cul-de-sac there is the possibility that they are more invested in their immediate 
surroundings than say a 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.  
 

 
 
The photo above shows the cul-de-sac, although the Planning Officer does mention the houses on 
Craigton Road the back gardens of which back on to the cul-de-sac the prominence of these when 
entering the cul-de-sac immediately ahead and their part in forming part of the streetscape is not referred 
to in any detail. Rather than comparing each side of the cul-de-sac and any potential extension, we would 
suggest that visually the eye is naturally drawn to the Craigton Road properties forming the back drop to 
the cul-de-sac – it can be seen from this photo that the pairs of semi detached houses each side of the 
cul-de-sac cannot be seen.  Immediately ahead almost centred on the cul-de-sac, is number 89 Craigton 
Road to the east which is the end house of a terrace of 4 houses with a gable end wall (the same house 
types as 42-46 Braeside Place), further to the east with its back garden backing onto the gable of 46  
Braeside Place is another pair of semi-detached houses of the same style as the application property 
number 81 Craigton Road has had its hipped roof extended to form a gable (approved in 2009). To the 
west is number 91 Craigton Road, this is one half of a pair of semi-detached houses of the same original 
house type as the application property, the other half number 93 has had a side extension which has a full 
gable roof giving what some may consider an unbalanced appearance to the pair of semi detached 
houses as number 91 retains its original hipped roof this extension appears to date from the late 1990’s. 
From the time of original building the cul-de-sac did not have a symmetrical/consistent design theme as its 
back drop and with the later extensions to numbers 81 and 93 Craigton Road it was further changed. We 
would contend that as well as originally having an inconsistent mixture of roof designs from the time of first 
being built since then the original character of the surrounding area was already altered some time ago. 
 
 



 
 

  
 
79 & 81 Craigton Road 
 

 
 
91 & 93 Craigton Road 
 
 
Front Elevations of the houses which back onto Braeside Place cul-de-sac – both showing hipped roofs 
changed to gables to right hand houses (a Terrace of 4 gable ended houses nos. 83-89 sits between 
these pairs of semi-detached houses). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



The photos below give various views of the cul-de-sac, showing the prominence of the rear of the altered 
houses that face onto Craigton Road, the various garages, planting, extension of the east terrace etc. that 
have all happened since the time of the original building. As change has happened, the area established 
over time and the overall width of the cul-de-sac it makes it very difficult to ‘read’ the cul-de-sac as on 
coherent element – it was not physically possible to include the houses at both sides of the cul-de-sac in 
one photo.  
 
 

 
 
 

 

  



  
 
 
 
Supplementary Guidance – Householder Development Guide 
3.1.8  Roof Extensions 
Modifying only one half of a hipped roof on one half of a pair of semi-detached houses to terminate at a 
raised gable will not generally be accepted 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 character of the buildings therein, 
result in any adverse impact on the character or visual amenity of the wider area. 
 

We would point out that although we 
appreciate this is general guidance, it 
does specifically show in the diagram 
(left) a hipped roof on an existing 
house being altered to a full gable. 
Our proposal is for the roof of an 
extension (not the original house) and 
we propose part gable and part 
hipped roof – which the guidance 
does not give any specific information 
on. 
 
Although it is acknowledged in the 
Report of Handling that it is a partly 
hipped roof that is proposed we feel 
little consideration seems to have 
been taken that we have proposed a 
partly hipped roof (almost half of the 
overall roof height) and the 
perception appears that it is being 
assessed as the guidance clearly 
shows as a full gable extension.   
 
We feel that the fact that almost half 
of the roof proposed is hipped is 
significantly better than if a full gable 
had been proposed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Comparison Applications 
 
Although we appreciate that each Planning application requires to be assessed on its individual merits 
and specific location/context etc. we feel where there are several similarities with an application in the 
same street that was approved and will have been assessed using the same policies/guidance as our 
application we must make a comparison. 
 
Planning approval ref: 180266/DPP, Straightening of Roof Hip and extending Dormer front and rear, 84 
Braeside Place, Aberdeen, approved on 24th April 2018. 
 
This Planning application relates to the same house type as our application, being the right-hand half of 
the first pair of semi-detached houses as you enter Braeside Place from Craigton Road, the adjacent 
numbers 80 and 82 are a pair of semi-detached houses with original full gable ends (in the same style as 
the terrace of 4 houses in the cul-de-sac of our application). On the opposite side of the road are 3 pairs of 
semi-detached houses of the same type as our application property, all with original hipped roofs, two of 
the houses have had the front dormers extended. 
 

Photo (left) shows 84 Braeside 
Place (right hand side of hipped 
semi-detached houses) – the 
approved works to change the 
hipped roof to a full gable and 
extended the dormers have not 
yet been carried out. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please refer to this link for all the planning application drawings: 
https://publicaccess.aberdeencity.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=P4R7X2BZJEA00 
 
Appendix 5 – Delegated Report/Report of Handling for 84 Braeside Place 
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The sketch above gives an indication of the front elevation of the proposal in relation to the neighbouring 
houses both as existing and as per the planning approval – larger scale version available as Appendix 6 
 
The proposal was to alter the hipped roof to a full height gable wall and extend both the front and back 
dormers (the rear dormer not being the required 600mm away from the gable wall). This application differs 
from our application in that it is not being extended to the side (existing garage remains in place) however 
it does then make the existing pair of semi-detached houses to be what some consider ‘unbalanced’.  
 
We feel by reading and comparing the two Reports of Handling for the Planning applications for both 84 
Appendix 5 and 38 Braeside Place Appendix 2 it demonstrates quite clearly that using the same guidance 
and policies that a different decision can be reached, we feel based on the particular opinion of the 
Planning Officer. 
 
Below is an extract from the Report of Handling for 84 Braeside Place, with our comments in red: 
Design and Scale 
It is recognised that the proposal would result in the pair of semi-detached properties appearing unbalanced 
because 86 Braeside Place would still have a hipped end. Nevertheless, the proposal would comply with 
the Householder Development Guide because the proposal would not result in any adverse impact on the 
character or visual amenity of the existing streetscape – this clearly highlights that this Planning Officer 
recognises that the proposal to change the roof to a gable whilst the other half of the semi retains a hipped 
roof does not affect the impact, character or visual amenity – we would agree that it does not and likewise 
neither does our application or on the character of the buildings therein. This is because there are many 
similarly designed gable roofed semi-detached dwellings on Braeside Place, including the adjacent property 
to the southeast and this dwelling would reflect the gable roofs of these properties; this statement equally 
applies to our application site, our application reflects the gable roof of the neighbouring 40 Braeside Place 
– for the avoidance of doubt the gable roofs being referred to in both applications are as originally designed 
and not later altered roof designs and because the proposal would not appear incongruous in terms of its 
massing and scale on the streetscape – agree. 

 
The front and rear dormers would largely comply with the SG in terms of their proportions, scale, materials, 
position on the roof slopes, and in terms of proportion and position of their glazing. Like our application the 



dormer design are a continuation of the existing dormer proportions The rear dormer would, however, fail 
to fully comply with the SG in that it would be closer than 600mm from the edge of the roof slope.  Despite 
the error by the Planning Officer both front and rear dormers on our application are set 600mm away from 
the gable wall. Given it would be on a non-public rear elevation and the dormer would have negligible 
adverse impact to the architectural integrity of the dwelling, it would be acceptable in this particular case. 
The proposed extension and its dormers would therefore be of a design and scale which would not adversely 
affect the architectural integrity of the original dwelling or the character of the surrounding area. It would 
therefore not conflict with the principles of policies D1 and H1.  This Planning Officer is of the opinion that 
the roof alteration and dormer extensions do comply with the principles of policies D1 and H1. 
 
It is felt that the correct decision has been taken for 84 Braeside Place, the situation of number 84 has 
many similarities with our application site in that it is the first pair of semi-detached houses in the street, 
the first retaining its hipped roof, the second half now having an approved gable wall which as we 
explained earlier then relates well with the existing original gable wall of 82 Braeside Place. All giving a 
‘bookend’ type affect. In addition like our site on the opposite side of the road to 84 Braeside Place are 
existing semi-detached houses with original hipped roofs – in the instance of number 84 these are 
approximately 20 metres away from the application property rather than approximately 45 metres that our 
application site is set away from the houses on the opposite side of the cul-e-sac, being set much further 
apart we would have thought the relationship with the houses opposite would be even less of an issue 
than for 84 Braeside Place,  which (as we would agree with) is not a concern to the Planning Officer. If in 
number 84’s location (which we feel is even more prominent than our application site - being at the start of 
the road and not in a side cul-de-sac) we fail to see why a similar type of roof is unacceptable in our 
application site. There has been no concern on extending the dormers on this application and specifically 
the rear dormer does not comply with the Householder Development Guide – but is understandably 
considered to not be an issue being on the rear elevation. 
The approval of 84 Braeside Place would appear to be the first ever approval in Braeside Place of 
changing a hipped roof to a gable, no other Planning application can be found online for this, and a visual 
inspection of the whole of Braeside Place does not show any of the original hipped roof house types 
having been altered to a gable. It is not for us to say whether a precedent has been set, however within 
the Report of Handling for our application the Planning Officer states ‘It is considered that the approval of 
this proposal could initiate design erosion, by encouraging similar applications which would be difficult to 
resist’  this would suggest had the approval for 84 Braeside Place been taken into consideration during 
the assessment of our application the Planning Officer would have found it difficult to refuse our 
application. We do recognise that there will be situations where it will not be appropriate to change a 
hipped roof to a gable roof and we are not advocating that every such application be approved, but we 
feel in our case where an extension (not the original house roof) is proposed as a part gable and part 
hipped roof and in this particular setting should have been approved. 
 
Planning Approval Ref: 150261,Extend roof over garage to form bedroom, re-roof existing rear extension  
48 Braeside Terrace, Aberdeen, AB15 7TT approved on 7th May 2015 
 
This application in the adjacent street is for a very similar house type to our application, it comprises the 
right hand half of a pair of semi-detached houses with a hipped roof, to the east is a row  4 terraced 
houses with gable end walls (similar to those neighbouring our application). To the west is another pair of 
semi-detached houses with hipped roofs. The proposal is to extend the first floor over the garage with a 
full height gable wall and extend the dormers front and back – a rear extension is also proposed, overall 
the appearance (other than ours having a part hipped roof) would be very similar to the appearance  and 
principle of our proposed extension. 
 
Please refer to this link for all the planning application drawings: 
https://publicaccess.aberdeencity.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=ZZZY9JBZSK051 
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We acknowledge that at the time of this application in 2015 the guidance and policy did differ however 
being only in the recent past we feel it is still worth comparing, as an example below is an extract of what 
we believe was part of the guidance in place at the time of this application:  
 
Previous Guidance (Dormer Windows and Roof Extensions Design Guide): 
Hipped roof extensions: 
Whilst extending a hipped roof on one half of a pair of semi-detached houses to terminate at a raised 
gable can generally be accepted, it is not an ideal solution to the problem of increasing attic space, expect 
when both halves of the building are similarly  extended. An extension on one side only gives the roof an 
unbalanced appearance. 
As can be seen there has been shift in the level of ‘resistance’ to changing a hipped roof to gable, 
however the previous guidance was still discouraging – yet numerous examples throughout the city can 
be seen of hipped roofs on one half of a pair of semi-detached houses being altered to a gable wall, many 
of these within the past few years and not all historical examples. 
 

 
Sketch above gives an indication of the front elevation of the proposal in relation to the neighbouring 
houses both as existing and as per the planning approval – larger scale version available as Appendix 7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Other Examples 
 
Below are just a few examples in relatively close proximity to the application site (see also previous 
photos of those in adjacent Craigton Road), many of these are in far more prominent locations than our 
proposals. 
 

  
 

  
Top left:   8 Braeside Terrace, on corner of prominent junction with Braeside Place. 
Top right: 1 Braeside Terrace, in prominent position facing the end of Braeside Place. 
Bottom left: 23 Braeside Terrace – note in this instance a part hipped roof has been used – although 
unlike our application it is neighbouring a fully hipped roof rather than a gable roof. 
Bottom right: 57 Braeside Terrace 
 
Conclusion:  
It is our opinion that we have demonstrated that the dormer extensions element of this application do 
comply with the Householder Development Guide and have been wrongly assessed due to incorrect 
interpretation of sizes. 
 
Regarding the extension and in particular its roof design we strongly feel that this would not appear out of 
context and would not impose a negative design feature on the surrounding area. The Planning Officers 
interpretation of the policy has focused too intently on the other half of the semi and not considered the 
impact upon the overall street scene or wider area, which is much altered and where many examples, 
noted above, of similar such ‘unbalanced’ extensions can be found.  
  
We would respectfully request that the Planning refusal decision be overturned to allow the applicants to 
extend their house to give them much needed additional space for their family. We would suggest that a 
site visit would be worthwhile and would allow the review body to have a better understanding of the 
application site in its setting - demonstrating that the application proposals will not have an adverse effect 
on the street scene or the wider area. 



 
 
 
 
Appendices: 
 
Appendix 1:    Aberdeen City Council – Refusal Notice 
 
Appendix 2:    Aberdeen City Council – Delegated Report/Report of Handling for 38 Braeside Place 
 
Appendix 3:    Drawing no. D25-301B revised to show dimensions of dormer from gable wall and with  
                       example of elevation if dormer was positioned 432mm from the gable wall. 
 
Appendix 4:    Sketch Elevation nos. 36 – 46 Braeside Place. 
 
Appendix 5:   Aberdeen City Council – Delegated Report/Report of Handling for 84 Braeside Place. 
 
Appendix 6:   Sketch Elevation nos. 80-86 Braeside Place.  
 
Appendix 7:   Sketch Elevation nos. 44-54 Braeside Terrace. 
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