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Application: 17/00674/HOUS Township: Rochdale Ward: Bamford

Appeal reference: APP/P4225/D/17/3183150

Site Address: 18 Hawthorn Road,

Applicant: Mr Abdul Sattar Agent: Mr Steven Hartley

Proposal: Proposed single storey rear extension together with the installation of raised 
decking to rear and replacement of garage door with windows

Decision level: Delegated

Planning Inspectorate Decision: Appeal dismissed 22nd December 2017

 The application was refused as the proposed raised decking would unduly impact 
on the amenity of the occupiers of number 16 and 20 Hawthorn Road due to 
overlooking, overbearing impact and loss of privacy through visual intrusion into 
the garden areas of no. 20 and the rear facing windows of no. 16 to the detriment 
of the amenity of the occupants contrary to Rochdale Core Strategy Policy DM1, 
the Council’s SPD and the National Planning Policy Framework.

 The Inspector agreed that the proposed development would cause significant 
harm to the living conditions of occupiers of No 16. As such, it conflicts with Policy 
DM1 of the Rochdale Adopted Core Strategy and the Council’s SPD insofar as 
they aim to safeguard residential amenity. 

 The Inspector concluded that the proposal also fails to comply with a core 
principle of the National Planning Policy Framework, which is to always seek to 
secure a good standard of amenity for all occupants of land and buildings.

 In contrast, the Inspector stated that the adjacent property on the opposite side, 
20 Hawthorn Road, occupies a higher position due to the difference in ground 
levels. Views from the new decking towards the rear of No 20 would be largely 
screened by the boundary fence and existing vegetation. In those circumstances, 
the Inspector found there would be no material reduction in the living conditions of 
the occupiers of No 20 through a loss of privacy.

 As a result of the proposal significantly exceeding the projection threshold set by 
the SPD, the appeal was dismissed.


