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Application: 20/00904/FUL Township: Pennines Ward: Wardle and 
Littleborough 

Appeal Reference: APP/P4225/W/21/3275915 Decision level: Delegated 
Site Address:  Wardle and Smallbridge Community Centre, Wardle Road, Wardle 
Proposal: Change of use and conversion of community centre to dwellinghouse 
including removal of existing fire escape to side elevation 
Applicant: Mr Hasan Agent: Mr Vickas Alyas 

Planning Inspectorate Decision: Appeal dismissed – 22 September 2021 

 Planning permission for change of use and conversion of the community centre was 
approved on 4th December 2020. The planning permission include under condition 5 
the removal of permitted development rights for boundary treatments to the front of 
the property. The appeal sought to remove this condition. The condition was imposed 
in the interests of visual amenity and to protect the (host) non-designated heritage 
asset.  

 The Inspector considered whether condition no. 5 was reasonable or necessary in 
the interests of the character and appearance of the area and for the protection of 
heritage assets.  He noted that the host building is a non-designated heritage asset 
and that the site also sits adjacent to the Wardle War Memorial, which is a Grade II 
listed designated heritage asset.  

 The Inspector noted that the condition restricts the erection of a boundary treatment 
up to 1m in height. He accepts that the restricted 1m height would be low but also 
states that an unsympathetic form of boundary treatment could harm the significance 
of the non-designated heritage asset and possibly, by virtue of being in its setting, the 
designated heritage asset. He also states that boundary treatment that was out of 
keeping with the historic surrounding context would erode local distinctiveness and 
the strong sense of place.  

 The Inspector states that the absence of details of boundary treatment on the 
approved plans, and the likelihood of harm to heritage assets and visual amenity 
provides clear justification for condition 5 and that given the sensitivities of the site, it 
was not unreasonable for the Council to require a planning application for the 
erection of front boundary treatments.  

 The Inspector concludes that the condition removing permitted development rights 
for front boundary treatment is necessary and reasonable on grounds relating to the 
character and appearance of the area, with particularly reference to heritage assets.  

 The Inspector notes that some of the future occupants have medical needs and the 
appellant states that boundary treatment is required in the interests of security and 



privacy. The Inspector however notes that the condition does not preclude the 
erection of appropriate boundary treatment and therefore little weight is afforded to 
the appellant’s personal circumstances.  

 The Inspector therefore dismissed the appeal.  


