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Application: 21/00795/HOUS Township: Rochdale Ward: Bamford 

Appeal Reference: APP/P4225/D/22/3291726 Decision level: Delegated 

Site Address:  23 Wood Top Avenue, Rochdale OL11 4BD 

Proposal: Part two storey, part single storey side extension 

Applicant: Mr & Mrs Diggle Agent: Mr Ian Wareham 

Planning Inspectorate Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

 Appeals were considered for two similar proposals. The main difference with this 
application was that the first floor element of the proposed extension was set flush 
with the ground floor. The first floor element was approximately 1m wider at 4.3m in 
length. 

 The main issue was the effect of the proposed developments on the character and 
appearance of the host building and its surroundings on Woodtop Avenue. 

 The Inspector acknowledged that there is an attractive treed backdrop at a higher 
level behind the properties on this side of Woodtop Avenue but, given the proposed 
set down at the ridge, the hipped roof to the side extension and existing hipped roof 
to No 25, a significant element of this green treed backdrop would remain clearly 
visible from the street. However, the extent would be less with this proposal. 

 The Inspector believed that due to the extension being set back from the frontage of 
the host property and the neighbouring bungalow, it would result in no terracing effect 
and feeling of spaciousness would be maintained. 

 The Inspector noted that neighbouring properties of no. 31 and 33 are at least as 
wide as the resultant property after the inclusion of the extension. Additionally, the 
Inspector considered that the division of the resultant property into bays of varying 
depths adds interest to the frontage and has less impact than a flat front as similarly 
sized property of no. 31.  

 The Inspector considered that this proposal would have a greater degree of harm 
given that the side extension would be closer to the side boundary at first floor level. 
The difference of one metre was considered to the significant. 

 The Inspector concluded that the due to the reduced side separation and the 
consequent harm to character and appearance of the area as well as the failure to 
take the opportunity to enhance the quality of the area, the appeal should be 
dismissed.  

 


