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Application: 21/01189/HOUS Township: Pennines 
Ward: Littleborough 
Lakeside 

Appeal Reference: APP/P4225/D/22/3290272 Decision level: Delegated 

Site Address:  57 Rose Avenue, Littleborough OL15 8QJ 

Proposal: Part two storey and part first floor side extension, single storey rear extension 
and front porch, following demolition of existing attached garage - Resubmission of 
21/00413/HOUS 

Applicant: Mr Peter Foster Agent: Mr Amar Singh Egan 

Planning Inspectorate Decision: Appeal dismissed 

 The main issue was the effect of the proposed development on the character and 
appearance of the host property and its surroundings on Rose Avenue. The proposal 
was amended from the previous application by setting back the two storey side 
extension to prevent a terracing effect from occurring. 

 The Inspector noted that there was uniformity of design in the properties within the 
cul-de-sac with predominantly similarly designed and sited semi-detached bungalow 
properties with dormers to the front.   

 The Inspector noted that the design of the proposed extension would result in an 
extension that is a full two storeys high and with substantially higher eaves level than 
a dormered upper storey. The Inspector considered that the design would represent 
an awkward addition that would be out of keeping with the host property and would 
result in an asymmetrical extension entirely out of character with the design of the 
semi-detached pair, and detrimental to the appearance of Rose Avenue. 

 The Inspector noted a dual pitched front porch on the opposite side of the applicant 
property, however this was in the context of a single storey side extension with a 
continuation of the eaves and roof pitch. Combined with the proposed side extension, 
the Inspector considered that the front porch would be markedly at odds with the host 
property and result in an incoherent appearance that would increase the harm to the 
character and appearance of the frontage.  

 As such, the Inspector considered the proposal represented poor design that would 
be out of keeping with the form and design of the host property and detrimental to the 
character of its surroundings. It would therefore conflict with Policies P3 and DM1, 
the SPD and the NPPF.  Therefore the Inspector concluded that the appeal should 
be dismissed. 

 


