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Application: 18/00523/HOUS Township: Middleton Ward: East Middleton

Appeal reference: APP/P4225/D/18/3207703

Site Address:  101 Kingsway, Middleton, M24 1HW

Development:  Proposed two storey rear extension following demolition of sunroom

Appellant: Bernadette & John Chapman Agent: Mr Tommy Vuletic

Planning Inspectorate Decision: Appeal Dismissed 25th September 2018 

 The application relates to a two storey, semi-detached property situated within a 
residential area of Middleton.  The proposal was refused due to the impact on 
neighbour amenity and living conditions.

 The proposed full width, two storey rear extension would project 3.6m at both 
ground and first floor level. Owing to existing extensions at the neighbouring 
adjacent property, the projection of the ground floor extension was deemed 
acceptable, however, the first floor element was considered to be contrary to the 
Council’s SPD (Guidelines and Standards for Residential Development) and 
would adversely impact upon the amenities enjoyed by the occupiers of No.99 
Kingsway. 

 The reason for refusal stated that the application, as a result of siting, depth and 
height, would result in an unacceptable loss of light and outlook to the first floor 
rear facing windows of number 99 Kingsway.

 The Inspector agreed that the proposal would be in direct conflict with the 
guidance contained within the Council’s SPD and stated that the level of rearward 
projection of the extension and its proximity to the boundary shared with No. 99 
Kingsway would result in a large expanse of brickwork appearing overly dominant 
when viewed from the nearest rear bedroom window of this attached dwelling and 
rear garden.

 The appeal was dismissed with the Inspector stating that ‘the proposed extension 
would harm the living conditions of the occupiers of No. 99 Kingsway, with 
particular regard to outlook and access to natural light, contrary to the 
development plan policy and SPG’.


