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Appeal Decision  

Site visit made on 22 May 2024  
by K Allen MEng (Hons) MArch PGCert ARB 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 27 May 2024 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/X2410/D/24/3337200 
4 Webster Road, Loughborough, Leicestershire LE11 1RP  
• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as 

amended) against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Mr J McDonnell against the decision of Charnwood Borough 

Council. 

• The application Ref is P/23/1467/2. 

• The development proposed is a two storey extension to dwelling to form garden room at 

ground floor and bedroom with ensuite at first floor.  

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Preliminary Matters 

2. The description of development in the heading above has been taken from the 
planning application form. However, in Part E of the appeal form it is stated 

that the description of development has not changed but, nevertheless, a 
different wording has been entered. Neither of the main parties has provided 

written confirmation that a revised description of development has been 
agreed. Accordingly, I have used the one given on the original application. 

Main Issue 

3. The main issue is the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of 
the host dwelling and the area.  

Reasons 

4. The area is residential, characterised by two-storey modern brick faced 
dwellings in a uniform arrangement. The host dwelling is semi-detached 

property with a prominent gable to both the front and back elevations. The 
majority of the garden space is provided to the side of the dwelling with a large 

separation distance to the property to the south. It backs onto the Grand Union 
Canal with the pair of semis clearly visible from the tow path and adjacent 
street to the rear.  

5. The proposal would utilise matching materials and design features. It would be 
set back substantially from the front elevation and down marginally from the 

ridge line. However, it would be significant in scale and would double the width 
of the host dwelling. When viewed from the surrounding streets and tow path, 
it would be a dominant addition to the property and despite the setbacks would 

unbalance the existing pair of semis with the addition of a third gable. 
Moreover, although sufficient garden space would be maintained to the south, 
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the gap between Nos 4 and 6 would be significantly reduced, disrupting the 

uniform rhythm of development along the street.  

6. Consequently, I conclude that the proposal would harm the character and 

appearance of the host dwelling and the area. It would conflict with Policies 
EV/1 and H/17 of the Borough of Charnwood Local Plan 1991-2006 (January 
2004) and Policy CS2 of the Charnwood Local Plan 2011-2028 Core Strategy 

(November 2015) where amongst other things they require development to be 
of high-quality design that respects and enhances the local environment and 

does not appear as an incongruous feature.  

7. The proposal would also conflict with the National Planning Policy Framework 
(the Framework) where it requires development to be attractive as a result of 

good architecture and sympathetic to local character.  

Other Matters 

8. My attention has been drawn to an extant permission1 at the appeal site for a 
single storey side extension with the same footprint as the appeal proposal. I 
am satisfied that if the appeal proposal were dismissed, there is a reasonable 

prospect that such a fallback position would be implemented. Nevertheless, the 
appeal proposal is for a two-storey side extension with substantially greater 

height and bulk than the extant permission. As such, I find that the fallback 
position would be less harmful than the appeal proposal before me and so in 
this case does not lead me to an alternative conclusion.  

Conclusion 

9. For the reasons given above, I conclude that the proposal would conflict with 

the development plan as a whole and there are no material considerations, 
including the Framework, that would outweigh that conflict. Therefore, the 
appeal is dismissed. 

 

K Allen  

INSPECTOR 

 
1 Application Reference: P/22/1020/2 
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