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Application: 20/01565/HOUS Township: Pennines Ward: Littleborough 
Lakeside 

Appeal Reference: APP/P4225/D/21/3275406 Decision level: Delegated 
Site Address:  8 Henry Street, Littleborough, OL15 0EW 

Proposal: First floor side extension 

Applicant: Mr Aylmer-Shanks Agent: Mr David Garforth 

Planning Inspectorate Decision: Appeal allowed – 27 September 2021 

 Permission was refused due to the effect of the proposal on the living conditions of 
the occupants of no. 7 Brown Lodge Street with particular regard to outlook and light 
to the rear windows and garden.  

 The Inspector noted that the rear elevations of no. 7 and no. 9 Brownlodge Street are 
angled slightly towards Henry Street. Furthermore, it was noted that due to the 
angled orientation of no. 7 in relation to the no. 8, the proposed extension would not 
be in the direct line of the principal windows at no. 7. The Inspector also noted that 
no. 8 sits on slightly higher ground than no. 7. 

 The Inspector accepted that as a consequence of the close proximity of no. 8 to no. 7 
and the attached property of no. 9, as well as the position of no. 5 Brownlodge Street 
to the south of the no.7, the occupants of no. 7 have a reasonably limited outlook 
from their rear garden at present. Furthermore, the Inspector accepted that the 
orientation of no. 8 and proximity of no. 5 already limits light levels to the windows 
and garden of no.7 

 The Inspector noted that the extension would be closer to no. 7, however, it was 
considered that due to the relatively small projection and the presence of the existing 
gable, the proposal would not have a substantially greater effect on views from the 
windows of no. 7 and would not appear significantly overbearing. 

 Furthermore, the Inspector considered that given the relatively small projection from 
the existing gable at first floor, the proposal would not significantly increase the sense 
of enclosure in views from this garden or the levels of outlook from it. The occupants 
of no. 7 would continue to experience higher levels of outlook from the portion of 
garden set forward of the front elevation of no. 7.  

 The Inspector concluded that the proposal would not result in an unacceptable effect 
on the living conditions of the occupants of no. 7 and there would not be a significant 
loss of light.  The proposal would therefore comply with policy DM1, the NPPF and 
the SPD. As such, the Inspector concluded that the appeal should be allowed.  


