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NOTICE OF REVIEW – Appeal Statement 
Alteration and Extension to House at 29 Broom Road,
Kinross, KY13 8BU for Mr & Mrs Alexander. 
Planning Ref – 12/01984/FLL 

Planning Approval was obtained for a very similar proposal. 
This was granted on 5th March, 2009 – ref 09/00067.
The new application 12/01984/FLL has added 2no stainless steel flues, a new single 

storey
porch to the front entrance and raised the proposed  ridge level by 700mm above 

existing.
Our consultation with the Planning Authority would suggest that only the raising of the 

new
ridge level was deemed unacceptable. 

The proposed full planning application for the above was felt to be contrary to the
following policies. I highlight these policies for your information and respond as follows - 

Perth & Kinross Council – Local Plan 2004 – 

Policy 2 Development Criteria 
 Policy 6 Design & Landscaping 
 Policy 67 Design within existing Residential Amenity. 

1. We would argue that the proposal respects the existing character and appearance 
of the existing dwelling in terms of the design and external finish of the existing 
dwelling.

2. We would consider that the proposed design is off a high standard of architecture 
in terms of form, scale, layout, detailing and choice of materials as they do relate 
directly to the existing dwelling. 

3. Our proposal specifies the use of existing finishes to maintain the materiality and 
uniformity of the dwelling. The design uses a traditional roof form and is 
characteristic of the local vernacular. 

4. The proposed ridge level sits 700mm above the existing ridge level. We do not 
feel that this is particularly high and in our opinion does not create an 
uncomfortable relationship between the roof forms and in fact we believe it 
creates a positive roof feature. 

5. Broom Road accommodates 32 detached dwellings, all of which have individual 
foot prints, form, size, design and with a broad palate of finish. We consider that 
the proposed design will not look out of place at all within this environment. Its 
scale is representative of the local area. 

6. The proposed dwelling footprint sits comfortably within the site. The double 
garage that currently sits directly on the site boundary is removed allowing a clear 
passage between the extension and the site boundary. The rear garden area is 
retained.

 We hope that this is in order and appreciate your favourable consideration of the above. 
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Client Statement - 
Mr and Mrs Alexander 

29 Broom Road 
Kinross

KY13 8BU 

Perth and Kinross Council 
Pullar House 
35 Kinnoull Street 
PERTH
PH1  5GD 

Date: 18th March 2013

Ref: Application Number: 12/01984/FLL 

To whom it may concern: 

We are writing to appeal against the refusal of the above planning application for an 
extension on to our family home in Kinross.

In 2009 we were really pleased to be granted full planning permission to build an 
extension to our home and we also received full building warrant for the proposal. 
Unfortunately the building warrant drawings and the planning application drawings did not 
fully match. The actual foot plate of the extension was the same but the roof height on the 
extension is proposed to be built slightly higher than the existing house in order to make 
the new upstairs space more suitable for use as a living room. Subsequently we 
resubmitted the planning application to cover this issue and to remove or change a couple 
of items that we were asked to make in the previous approval. 

To our surprise and real disappointment the altered application was refused based upon 
two points from the local plan, which suggest that the extension is not in-keeping with its 
surroundings and that the development does fits its location. It goes on to say that the 
Kinross Area Local Plan 2004 seeks to ensure that development has sympathetic regard to 
the scale and form of existing buildings. Unfortunately in this second point the report also 
describes the property as a semi attached building which leads one to think that our side of 
the “two houses” would not match the other owners, which could be understandable. 
However the property is not semi detached and is in fact detached. 

What has been particularly surprising to us is that the development has been seen as not in-
keeping with the surroundings. Broom Road in Kinross has 32 individual homes all of which 
are detached and every single one of which is a different shape, size and design, many of 
which have a roof line which is higher than our proposed extension. The most recently 
approved and built property on the street is far higher than our extension and takes up most 
of the available site. The two houses adjacent to the West of our property are particularly 
unusual in shape and have multiple roof lines. The properties just past these are very similar 
in design when compared to our proposals and are certainly no lower than our proposed 
roof height. 

We could understand in a street of similarly designed and built properties that a change in 
roofline could raise concern, but on a street with no consistency or uniformity such as ours 
we would hope that this planning refusal can be viewed in context with the surrounding 
buildings (as the Local Plan suggests).
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Our intentions are to hopefully create a modern family home that gives our growing family 
the space to live both in terms of internal space but also in the surrounding garden. The 
extension is giving the family more living space without necessarily loosing much of the 
garden, as the extension sits over the foot print of the existing garage and drive space. 
However with a lower roofline and subsequently shallower combs, the upstairs space 
becomes quite cramped and this really reduces the impact the extension will have on 
family life. We also had hoped that the actual design gave more symmetry to the front of 
our property which it currently lacks. 

We hope you have the time to look at Broom Road as a whole and to see our proposals in 
context with the surrounding developments and subsequently take a more favourable view 
of our proposals to improve our family living space.

Thank you in advance for taking the time to review this decision. 

Regards,

Mr and Mrs Alexander
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PERTH AND KINROSS COUNCIL 

Mr And Mrs Alexander 
c/o Fine Designs 
Ronan McGirr 
13 Park Avenue  
Dunfermline  
KY12 7HX 

Pullar House 
35 Kinnoull Street 
PERTH
PH1  5GD 

 Date 20th December 2012 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT  

Application Number: 12/01984/FLL 

I am directed by the Planning Authority under the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) 
Acts currently in force, to refuse your application registered on 13th November 2012 for 
permission for Alterations and extension to dwellinghouse 29 Broom Road Kinross 
KY13 8BU    for the reasons undernoted.   

Development Quality Manager 

Reasons for Refusal 

1.  The proposal by way of its excessive scale, unsympathetic design and dominant visual 
massing is unacceptable and detrimental to the visual amenity of the dwellinghouse. It is 
therefore contrary to Policy 2 of the Kinross Area Local Plan 2004 which seeks to ensure 
that development has sympathetic regard to the scale and form of existing buildings. 

2.  The proposal by way of its excessive proportions is unacceptable and out of keeping with 
the existing house. Approval would result in an awkwardly unbalanced extension, to the 
detriment of the visual amenity of the semi-detached house and the surrounding area. 
Approval would therefore be contrary to Policy 6 of the Kinross Area Local Plan 2004, 
which seeks to ensure that the proportions of any building are in-keeping with its 
surroundings and that development fits its location. 

3.  The proposal by way of its adverse impact on visual amenity is contrary to Policy 67 of the 
Kinross Area Local Plan 2004, which seeks to retain and where possible improve existing 
residential amenity. 
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(Page  of 2) 2

Justification

The proposal is not in accordance with the Development Plan and there are no material 
reasons which justify departing from the Development Plan 

Notes

The plans relating to this decision are listed below and are displayed on Perth and 
Kinross Council’s website at www.pkc.gov.uk “Online Planning Applications” page 

Plan Reference 

12/01984/1

12/01984/2

12/01984/3

12/01984/4

12/01984/5

12/01984/6

12/01984/7

12/01984/8

12/01984/9
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REPORT OF HANDLING 

DELEGATED REPORT 

Ref No 12/01984/FLL 
Ward No N8- Kinross-shire 

PROPOSAL:  Alterations and extension to dwellinghouse 

LOCATION: 29 Broom Road Kinross KY13 8BU   

APPLICANT: Mr And Mrs Alexander

RECOMMENDATION:  REFUSE THE APPLICATION 

SITE INSPECTION: 22 November 2012 

OFFICERS REPORT:

29 Broom Road is a detached bungalow in a residential cul-de-sac in Kinross. 

This detailed application seeks planning permission to alter and extend the house 
over the footprint of an existing detached garage. This application seeks to modify 
the existing approval (Ref: 09/00067/FUL) as there are discrepancies between the 
approved planning application drawings and the pending building warrant drawings. It 
also follows post-approval discussions over the proposed amendments. 

Concerns were raised during the post-approval discussions in relation to the 
suggested amendments. Raising the roof of the proposals approximately 750mm 
above the level of the existing house roof produces an over-sized and out of 
proportion extension which dominates the existing house. Although there is no 
consistent rhythm to the houses along the cul-de-sac, because they vary in scale and 
design, the proposed extension would clearly be at odds with the existing house. Any 
proposed extension should be subservient in nature, rather than dominant. 
Therefore, the proposal by way of its excessive scale, unsympathetic design and 
dominant visual massing would result in an awkwardly unbalanced extension and is 
considered to be unacceptable and detrimental to the visual amenity of the 
dwellinghouse.  
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Sections 25 and 37(2) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 
requires that planning decisions be made in accordance with the development plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Whilst there are general policy 
provisions throughout the Approved Strategic Development Plan - TAYplan 2012, the 
primary development plan policies of specific relevance in this instance are Policies 
2, 6 and 67 of the Kinross Area Local Plan 2004. Amongst other things, these 
policies seek to ensure that development has due regard to the scale and form of 
development within the locality, that the proportions of any building are in-keeping 
with its surroundings and that development fits its location. 

Having inspected the application site and given close consideration to the submitted 
plans, I retain concerns as to the proposals impact on the scale and form of 
development within the existing built environment. 

With the above considerations taken into account, I am concerned with the proposals 
relationship to the above-mentioned development plan policies, the contents of which 
are listed below. I have taken account of other material considerations and I find 
none that would justify over-riding the adopted development plan and approving the 
application. 

I therefore withhold my support of the proposal and recommend that the application 
be refused under delegated powers. Whilst it is regrettable that there are 
inconsistencies between the planning and building warrant drawings, it would appear 
that the most appropriate course of action would be to amend the building warrant 
drawings in order to ensure compliance with the originally approved planning 
drawings.

DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

Within the Strategic Development Plan, TAYplan 2012, the primary policy of specific 
relevance to this application is;

Policy 2: Shaping Better Quality Places 

Part F of Policy 2 seeks to ‘ensure that the arrangement, layout, design, density and 
mix of development and its connections are the result of understanding, incorporating 
and enhancing present natural and historic assets, the multiple roles of infrastructure 
and networks and local design context, and meet the requirements of Scottish 
Government’s Designing Places and Designing Streets and provide additional green 
infrastructure where necessary’. 

K_002 Kinross Development Criteria 
All developments within the Plan area will be judged against the following criteria: 

B In the case of building development, regard should be had to the scale, form, 
colour and density of development within the locality. 

F The site should be large enough to accommodate the impact of the 
development satisfactorily in site planning terms. 

318



K_006 Kinross Design and Landscaping 
The Council will require high standards of design for all development in the Plan 
Area.  In particular encouragement will be given to:- 

d) Ensuring that the proportions of any building are in keeping with its 
surroundings. 

e) Ensuring that the development fits its location. 

K_067 Kinross Housing 
Inset Map 2 identifies areas of residential and compatible uses where existing 
residential amenity will be retained and where possible improved. 

OTHER POLICIES 

Additionally, although not formally adopted, the Perth & Kinross Council Local 
Development Plan, Proposed Plan 2012 is a material consideration in the 
determination of this application. Within the proposed Local Development Plan the 
primary policy of specific relevance to this application is; 

Policy RD1: Residential Areas 
The Plan identifies areas of residential and compatible uses where existing 
residential amenity will be protected and, where possible, improved. Generally 
encouragement will be given to proposals which fall into one or more of the following 
categories of development and which are compatible with the amenity and character 
of the area: 
(c) Proposals which will improve the character and environment of the area. 

SITE HISTORY 

09/00067/FUL Alterations and extension to dwellinghouse Approved 5 March 2009  

CONSULTATIONS/COMMENTS 

Scottish Water No objections – informative note required if approved. 

TARGET DATE: 13 January 2013 

REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED: 

Number Received: Zero 
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Additional Statements Received: 

Environment Statement Not required 
Screening Opinion Not required 
Environmental Impact Assessment Not required 
Appropriate Assessment Not required 
Design Statement / Design and Access Statement None 
Report on Impact or Potential Impact None submitted.  

Legal Agreement Required: 

Summary of terms       Not required 

Direction by Scottish Ministers     No 

Justification :- 

The proposal is not in accordance with the Development Plan and there are no 
material reasons which justify departing from the Development Plan. 

Reasons:-

1 The proposal by way of its excessive scale, unsympathetic design and 
dominant visual massing is unacceptable and detrimental to the visual 
amenity of the dwellinghouse. It is therefore contrary to Policy 2 of the Kinross 
Area Local Plan 2004 which seeks to ensure that development has 
sympathetic regard to the scale and form of existing buildings. 

2 The proposal by way of its excessive proportions is unacceptable and out of 
keeping with the existing house. Approval would result in an awkwardly 
unbalanced extension, to the detriment of the visual amenity of the semi-
detached house and the surrounding area. Approval would therefore be 
contrary to Policy 6 of the Kinross Area Local Plan 2004, which seeks to 
ensure that the proportions of any building are in-keeping with its 
surroundings and that development fits its location. 

3 The proposal by way of its adverse impact on visual amenity is contrary to 
Policy 67 of the Kinross Area Local Plan 2004, which seeks to retain and 
where possible improve existing residential amenity. 
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Dear Sir/Madam 

I write in response to your request for any further representations in relation to the review of 
the above planning application decision. There are three further comments that I have at this 
stage;

1. The attached e-mail details the post-approval(ref: 09/00067/FUL)/pre-refusal(ref: 
12/01984/FLL) discussions.

2. I would like to draw the Local Review Body’s attention to Section 2.3 “Scale, Shape & 
Form” on Page 9 of Perth & Kinross Council’s Placemaking Guide, which seeks to 
ensure that an extension is a subservient feature of a house, rather than a dominant 
one.

3. I also note one minor discrepancy in the refusals second reason, which refers to the 
property being a semi-detached house. For the avoidance of doubt, the property is a 
detached bungalow, as detailed in the appraisal section of the report of handling.

Kind regards 

Keith Stirton
Technician – Planning & Regeneration 
Perth & Kinross Council 
The Environment Service 
Pullar House
35 Kinnoull Street
Perth
PH1 5GD
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CHX Planning Local Review Body - Generic Email Account

From: Keith Stirton
Sent: 04 October 2012 13:34
To: 'RONAN MCGIRR'
Subject: RE: Ref -09/00067 29 Broom Road, Kinross - Planning Query

Page 1 of 2

09/04/2013

Dear Ronan

Any further application would be the subject of an additional site visit in order to assess the proposal in the 
context of the house and surrounding built environment.
Whilst I can’t provide a definitive response to this potential application, I can say that, in general terms, 
alterations and extension to an existing house should respect the roof levels of the existing house (and 
usually be subservient to the house, rather than dominant).
On that basis the principle of increasing the ridge level causes a degree of concern.

I hope that this helps.

Kind regards 

Keith Stirton
Technician – Planning & Regeneration
Perth & Kinross Council
The Environment Service
Pullar House
35 Kinnoull Street
Perth
PH1 5GD

Email  KGStirton@pkc.gov.uk
Website  www.pkc.gov.uk
Please don’t print unless necessary

From: RONAN MCGIRR [mailto:ronanmcgirr@btconnect.com]  
Sent: 04 October 2012 12:17 
To: Keith Stirton 
Subject: RE: Ref -09/00067 29 Broom Road, Kinross - Planning Query

Thanks Keith for the feedback.
Is this a polite way of saying that we wouldn't get Planning Approval for the raised ridge level? 

regards,

Ronan
for FINE DESIGNS

From: Keith Stirton [KGStirton@pkc.gov.uk] 
Sent: 04 October 2012 11:24 
To: RONAN MCGIRR 
Subject: RE: Ref -09/00067 29 Broom Road, Kinross - Planning Query

Dear Ronan

The amended drawings can not be treated as a non-material variation in this instance due to the extent of 
amendments involved.
I would also take this opportunity to advise you that a preference would be made in favour of ensuring that the 
ridge of the proposed structure matches that of the existing house for obvious reasons.

I hope that this is of some assistance.
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Kind regards

Keith Stirton
Technician – Planning & Regeneration
Perth & Kinross Council
The Environment Service
Pullar House
35 Kinnoull Street
Perth
PH1 5GD

Email  KGStirton@pkc.gov.uk
Website  www.pkc.gov.uk
Please don’t print unless necessary

From: Ronan [mailto:ronanmcgirr@btconnect.com]  
Sent: 03 October 2012 15:42 
To: Development Management - Generic Email Account 
Subject: Ref -09/00067 29 Broom Road, Kinross - Planning Query

Ref -09/00067 29 Broom Road, Kinross - Planning Query

FAO Mr Keith Stirton,

Planning Approval was granted in March 2009 for the above extension proposal. However during the Building 
Warrant stage the proposed ridge level was altered – see attached drawings. The ‘pp’ drawings were the 
approved Planning drawings, the ‘bw’ drawings are the approved warrant drawings.

Do you feel that this design change is acceptable? if so will it be accepted as a non material change? or will it 
require a new planning application?
The warrant drawings also show that the rear protruding balcony was omitted as per condition of the original 
planning consent.

I look forward to your early comments.

Regards,

Ronan
For FINE DESIGNS
01383 720320

Page 2 of 2

09/04/2013
328



PL
A

C
EM

A
K

IN
G

 G
U

ID
E ��
�

ro
of

, w
ith

in
 c

er
ta

in
 s

pe
ci

fie
d 

lim
its

.  
Pe

rm
itt

ed
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t 

ri
gh

ts
 c

an
 b

e 
w

ith
dr

aw
n 

by
 

th
e 

C
ou

nc
il,

 a
nd

 fu
rt

he
r 

de
ta

ils
 o

n 
th

is
 a

re
 g

iv
en

 b
el

ow
.  

W
he

re
 t

hi
s 

ha
s 

oc
cu

rr
ed

 y
ou

 
sh

ou
ld

 c
on

ta
ct

 D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
M

an
ag

em
en

t  
fo

r 
sp

ec
ifi

c 
ad

vi
ce

 r
eg

ar
di

ng
 y

ou
r 

pr
op

os
al

s.
 

 P
er

m
it

te
d 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t 

ri
gh

ts
 fo

r 
fla

tt
ed

 p
ro

pe
rt

ie
s 

T
he

 r
ev

is
ed

 G
PD

O
 in

tr
od

uc
ed

 s
om

e 
pe

rm
itt

ed
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t 

ri
gh

ts
 fo

r 
fla

tt
ed

 
pr

op
er

tie
s,

 in
cl

ud
in

g 
4-

in
-a

-b
lo

ck
 p

ro
pe

rt
ie

s,
 t

en
em

en
ts

 o
r 

su
bd

iv
id

ed
 p

ro
pe

rt
ie

s.
  I

f 
yo

u 
liv

e 
in

 t
hi

s 
ty

pe
 o

f p
ro

pe
rt

y 
yo

u 
w

ill
 s

til
l n

ee
d 

pl
an

ni
ng

 p
er

m
is

si
on

 fo
r 

an
 e

xt
en

si
on

, 
th

e 
fo

rm
at

io
n 

of
 a

 d
ri

ve
w

ay
 a

nd
 a

ny
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t 

w
ith

in
 t

he
 g

ar
de

n 
ar

ea
.  

H
ow

ev
er

, 
m

in
or

 a
lte

ra
tio

ns
 t

o 
th

e 
ex

te
rn

al
 a

pp
ea

ra
nc

e 
ca

rr
ie

d 
ou

t 
w

ith
in

 a
 1

-m
et

re
 ‘b

ub
bl

e’
 

ar
ou

nd
 t

he
 p

ro
pe

rt
y,

 s
uc

h 
as

 t
he

 e
re

ct
io

n 
of

 s
at

el
lit

e 
di

sh
es

 o
r 

ro
of

 li
gh

ts
, d

o 
no

t 
re

qu
ir

e 
pl

an
ni

ng
 p

er
m

is
si

on
.  

 R
em

ov
al

 o
f p

er
m

it
te

d 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t 
ri

gh
ts

 
C

ou
nc

ils
 h

av
e 

th
e 

po
w

er
 t

o 
re

m
ov

e 
pe

rm
itt

ed
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t 

ri
gh

ts
 in

 t
he

 fo
llo

w
in

g 
ci

rc
um

st
an

ce
s:

  
��

th
ro

ug
h 

a 
D

ir
ec

tio
n 

un
de

r 
A

rt
ic

le
 4

 o
f t

he
 T

ow
n 

an
d 

C
ou

nt
ry

 P
la

nn
in

g 
(G

en
er

al
 

Pe
rm

itt
ed

 D
ev

el
op

m
en

t)
 (S

co
tla

nd
) O

rd
er

 1
99

2;
 

��
un

de
r 

th
e 

C
on

tr
ol

 o
f A

dv
er

tis
em

en
t 

R
eg

ul
at

io
ns

; o
r 

by
 

��
re

m
ov

in
g 

de
em

ed
 c

on
se

nt
. 

 P
la

nn
in

g 
co

nd
it

io
ns

 w
it

h 
pe

rm
it

te
d 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t 

ri
gh

ts
 r

em
ov

ed
 

T
he

 C
ou

nc
il 

m
ay

 d
ec

id
e 

th
at

 c
er

ta
in

 p
er

m
itt

ed
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t 

ri
gh

ts
 s

ho
ul

d 
be

 r
em

ov
ed

 
w

he
n 

pl
an

ni
ng

 p
er

m
is

si
on

 is
 a

pp
ro

ve
d 

in
 o

rd
er

 t
o 

pr
ot

ec
t 

th
e 

ch
ar

ac
te

r 
of

 t
he

 p
ro

pe
rt

y 
an

d 
its

 e
nv

ir
on

m
en

t. 
 F

or
 e

xa
m

pl
e,

 
th

is
 m

ay
 o

cc
ur

 in
 h

ig
he

r 
de

ns
ity

 
ho

us
in

g 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

ts
 w

he
re

 
pr

op
os

al
s 

fo
r 

ne
w

 e
xt

en
si

on
s 

ne
ed

 
to

 b
e 

ca
re

fu
lly

 a
ss

es
se

d.
  I

n 
th

es
e 

si
tu

at
io

ns
, p

er
m

itt
ed

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
   

   
ri

gh
ts

 a
re

 r
em

ov
ed

 t
hr

ou
gh

 a
 

co
nd

iti
on

 a
tt

ac
he

d 
to

 t
he

 p
la

nn
in

g 
pe

rm
is

si
on

.  
W

he
re

 t
hi

s 
ha

pp
en

s, 
yo

u 
ha

ve
 t

o 
m

ak
e 

a 
pl

an
ni

ng
 

ap
pl

ic
at

io
n 

fo
r 

w
or

k 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t 
w

hi
ch

 n
or

m
al

ly
 d

oe
s 

no
t 

ne
ed

 o
ne

.�
�

2.
3 

 S
ca

le
, S

ha
pe

 &
 F

or
m

 
 A

n 
ex

te
ns

io
n 

w
hi

ch
 r

ec
og

ni
se

s 
an

d 
re

sp
ec

ts
 t

he
 fo

rm
 o

f t
he

 e
xi

st
in

g 
bu

ild
in

g 
is

 
m

or
e 

lik
el

y 
to

 b
e 

su
cc

es
sf

ul
 th

an
 o

ne
 w

hi
ch

 ig
no

re
s 

th
e 

de
sig

n 
of

 th
e 

or
ig

in
al

.  
Si

m
ila

rly
, 

ex
te

ns
io

ns
 w

hi
ch

 d
ist

or
t t

he
 s

ha
pe

, s
ca

le
 a

nd
 p

ro
po

rt
io

ns
 o

f t
he

 e
xi

st
in

g 
bu

ild
in

g 
ar

e 
le

ss
 a

cc
ep

ta
bl

e 
th

an
 t

ho
se

 w
hi

ch
 r

es
pe

ct
 d

et
ai

ls
 li

ke
 r

oo
f p

itc
h 

an
d 

or
ig

in
al

 b
ui

ld
in

g 
sp

an
 d

ep
th

.  
Th

is
 d

oe
s 

no
t 

ho
w

ev
er

 r
ul

e 
ou

t 
a 

co
nt

em
po

ra
ry

 a
pp

ro
ac

h 
w

hi
ch

 c
on

tr
as

ts
 

w
ith

, y
et

 e
nh

an
ce

s, 
th

e 
or

ig
in

al
 b

ui
ld

in
g 

by
 b

ei
ng

 d
ist

in
ct

. 
 It

 is
 n

ea
rl

y 
al

w
ay

s 
ne

ce
ss

ar
y 

to
 a

vo
id

 o
ve

rw
he

lm
in

g 
ex

is
tin

g 
bu

ild
in

gs
, b

ea
rin

g 
in

 
m

in
d 

th
at

 s
om

e 
bu

ild
in

gs
 h

av
e 

gr
ea

te
r 

’st
re

et
’ p

re
se

nc
e 

th
an

 o
th

er
s. 

 If
 a

n 
ex

te
ns

io
n 

be
gi

ns
 to

 m
at

ch
 o

r 
ex

ce
ed

 th
e 

siz
e 

of
 th

e 
or

ig
in

al
 b

ui
ld

in
g 

 t
he

 a
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

al
 in

te
gr

ity
 o

f 
th

e 
or

ig
in

al
 s

tr
uc

tu
re

 c
an

 o
fte

n 
be

co
m

e 
lo

st
.  

La
rg

e 
ex

te
ns

io
ns

 c
al

l f
or

 p
ar

tic
ul

ar
 

in
ge

nu
ity

 a
nd

 im
ag

in
at

io
n 

in
 o

rd
er

 to
 r

ed
uc

e 
th

e 
ap

pa
re

nt
 b

ul
k 

of
 th

e 
de

sir
ed

 a
dd

iti
on

al
 

flo
or

sp
ac

e.
 

 G
en

er
al

ly
: 

��
N

ew
 r

oo
f r

id
ge

s 
sh

ou
ld

 n
ot

 n
or

m
al

ly
 e

xc
ee

d 
th

e 
he

ig
ht

 o
f t

he
 o

ri
gi

na
l. 

A
 

ne
w

 r
id

ge
 li

ne
 w

hi
ch

 is
 s

et
 lo

w
er

 t
ha

n 
th

at
 o

f t
he

 o
ri

gi
na

l w
ill 

ge
ne

ra
lly

 b
e 

m
or

e 
ac

ce
pt

ab
le

.  
��

In
 m

os
t c

as
es

 a
n 

ex
te

ns
io

n 
sh

ou
ld

 b
e 

a 
su

bo
rd

in
at

e 
ad

di
tio

n.
 

��
Ex

te
ns

io
ns

 s
ho

ul
d 

se
ek

 t
o 

ac
hi

ev
e 

a 
bu

ild
in

g 
de

pt
h 

w
hi

ch
 r

es
pe

ct
s 

tr
ad

iti
on

al
 

bu
ild

in
g 

fo
rm

s 
an

d 
av

oi
ds

 d
ep

en
de

nc
e 

on
 a

rt
ifi

ci
al

 li
gh

tin
g 

an
d 

ve
nt

ila
tio

n.
 

Re
ar

 e
xt

en
sio

n,
 c

om
pl

et
el

y 
ou

t 
of

 s
ca

le
  

&
 

ch
ar

ac
te

r 
w

ith
 

or
ig

in
al

 
bu

ild
 

an
d 

co
ns

um
es

 th
e 

re
ar

 g
ar

de
n 

sp
ac

e 

G
ar

ag
e 

ex
te

ns
io

n,
 s

et
 b

ac
k 

fro
m

 fa
ça

de
,  

no
t o

nl
y 

m
irr

or
s 

th
e 

de
sig

n 
an

d 
us

e 
of

 o
rig

in
al

  
m

at
er

ia
ls 

bu
t c

om
pl

im
en

ts
 th

e 
ho

us
e 

in
 s

ca
le

 
An

 e
xa

m
pl

e 
of

  
pe

rm
itt

ed
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t. 

329



 

330



331



 

332



333



 

334



335



336



337



338



339



340




