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Application: 21/00706/HOUS Township: Rochdale  Ward: Norden 

Appeal Reference: APP/P4225/D/21/3282680 Decision level: Delegated 

Site Address:  5 Enfield Close, Rochdale, OL11 5RT  

Proposal: First floor front extension and front porch extension  

Applicant: Mr and Mrs Phillip Chadwick Agent: Mr Phil Corns  

Planning Inspectorate Decision: Appeal dismissed – 15 March 2022 

- The main issue was the effect of the proposed development on the character and 
appearance of the host property and the surrounding street scene.  

- The appeal property is situated on a cul-de-sac on the south side of Enfield Close. 
The street scene comprises two storey dwellings, built in brick and tile. During a site 
visit, the Inspector found that the original form of houses in the estate would have 
been similar to the appeal property, where the first floor accommodation is largely 
contained within the roof pitch facilitated by the use of large dormers.  

- The two storey gabled front extension would possess a shallower roof pitch than the 
original roof form. The Inspector noted that the roof would partially cut across the 
face of the catslide dormer, which would require one of the dormer units to be 
replaced. On this basis, the extension would appear awkward, incongruous and at 
odds with the character and appearance of the original build.  

- The Inspector also stated that this incongruous design would be highly visible in the 
approach along Enfield Close and would appear out of keeping with the form and 
design of the original build and the wider cul-de-sac. As such, the proposal would be 
detrimental to the character and appearance of the host property and its 
surroundings and would conflict with Policies P3 and DM1 of the RCS, the SPD and 
the NPPF.  

- For the reasons above, the Inspector confirmed that the proposed front extension 
would be out of keeping with the design and form of the original build and would be 
detrimental to the character and appearance of the host property and surrounding 
area. On this basis, the Inspector concluded that the appeal should be dismissed. 

 


