GROUNDS OF APPEAL
Against: LPA’s Refusal of Granting Planning Permission ref. 64779/APP/2021/1080
Given on:  29 April 2021
For the Proposed: First floor side extension 
At address: 22 Cleveland Road, UB8 2DR

1. [bookmark: _GoBack]Contrary to Reason 1 expressed within the Schedule of Reasons cited by the LPA for the given decision, we consider that as all properties on the road are detached, a brief study of the proposed plans would reveal that the proposed side extension at 22 Cleveland Road will leave more than 1.0m gap between properties 21G and 22 Cleveland Road properties. Therefore, the reason of “possible terracing effect” cannot stand, as the properties will remain detached.
2. A careful inspection of the proposed plan will also reveal that on a horizontal axis, the first floor extension follows exactly the same footprint in matters of width as the existing ground floor part. Therefore, the very idea of a terracing effect being generated by the proposal seems ridiculous, as the proposal does not increase the width of the footprint as a whole and does not add to anything which is not already there from this point of view. 
3. Furthermore, even if the neighbour would do exactly the same, the houses would still be considered as detached due to the lack of a common party wall, leaving little to no room for assumptions of terracing.
4. The property at no. 21G is gable ended on the side towards no. 22 and the side extension gutter level will be similar to the gutter level at no. 21G. In this sense, the relationship between 22 and 21G is therefore very similar to the relationship between properties 21F & 21G Cleveland Road, hence no detrimental impact on the street scene can occur as a result of implementing the proposal, contrary to the Schedule of Reasons attached to the Refusal Notice. 
5. For the above reasons, we consider that the proposal will only bring the property at no. 22 in line with the other properties on the same street, which share a similar relationship to each other, in matters of aspect, scale, height and size, contributing to the continuity of the street scene.
6. While the property’s status will remain as “detached” and as all proper precautions were taken to minimize any possible impact on the neighbouring properties and to blend into the street scene, we would like to dispute the reason given in the Schedule of Reasons, in the sense that the proposal is not at all out of the ordinary and should have been approved, at least with conditions, instead of being dismissed.
