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Appeals Received and Decisions Made

Appeals received and decisions made between 26 November 2018 and 17 December 2018

Appeal Decisions

DC/2018/01218 (APP/M4320/D/18/3211957)

12 Mill Road Ainsdale Southport PR8 3HU 

Erection of a first floor  and a single storey extension  to the 

rear of  the dwellinghouse

Decision Date:

Decision:

Start Date:

Procedure: Householder Appeal

22/10/2018

17/12/2018

Dismissed

Reference:

DC/2018/01160 (APP/M4320/D/18/3213398)

43 Moorgate Avenue Crosby Liverpool L23 0UE 

Replace existing front garden wall and fence with new brick 

wall with concrete copings and pier caps. (RETROSPECTIVE 

APPLICATION)
Decision Date:

Decision:

Start Date:

Procedure: Householder Appeal

08/11/2018

07/12/2018

Dismissed

Reference:

DC/2018/00891 (APP/M4320/S/18/3208206)

67 Windsor Road Southport PR9 9BX 

Erection of a dormer extension to the rear of a dwellinghouse 

including alteration of roof from hipped end to gable

Decision Date:

Decision:

Start Date:

Procedure: Householder Appeal

24/09/2018

27/11/2018

Dismissed

Reference:

DC/2018/01239 (APP/M4320/D/18/3210090)

42 Hillsview Road Ainsdale Southport PR8 3PN 

 Erection of of a single storey extension to the side, a garage 

to the opposite side of the dwellinghouse following the 

demolition of existing garage  (Retrospective application)
Decision Date:

Decision:

Start Date:

Procedure: Householder Appeal

24/09/2018

27/11/2018

Dismissed

Reference:
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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 20 November 2018 

by W Johnson  BA (Hons) Dip TP Dip UDR MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 

Decision date: 17 December 2018 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/M4320/D/18/3211957 
12 Mill Road, Ainsdale, Southport PR8 3HU 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Ms Barbara Roberts against the decision of Sefton Metropolitan 

Borough Council. 

 The application Ref DC/2018/01218, dated 13 June 2018, was refused by notice dated 

13 August 2018. 

 The development proposed is a single storey pitched roof rear extension and first floor 

pitched roof rear extension. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed.  

Procedural Matter  

2. A revised version of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) 
was published on 24 July 2018. I have had regard to the revised Framework in 
reaching my decision.  

3. I have taken the date of application from the appeal form as the application 
form is not dated.  

Main Issue 

4. I consider that the main issues are the effect of the proposal on the living 
conditions of the occupiers of 16 Mill Road, with particular regard to outlook 

and overshadowing. 

Reasons 

5. The appeal property is a semi-detached house in a residential area. The host 
dwelling is of brick construction, with a tiled roof, and a gable end. The appeal 
site occupies a slight higher level than the adjacent property at 16 Mill Road, 

this results in a slight difference between the eaves heights of the properties. 
Both the host dwelling and No 16 have no side extensions, although No 16 has 

a detached single garage, which is linked to the property by a small wall. This 
forms a notable separation distance between the properties.     

6. No 16 is a different style of property to No 12, and has 5 windows in its side 

elevation that faces the appeal site at both ground, and first floor. The windows 
at first floor are both obscure glazed and serve non-habitable rooms. The 

windows at ground floor are all clear glazed and serve the kitchen. Whilst the 
kitchen has a glazed door with a side window on the rear elevation, no other 
windows serve this room.  
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7. I note the Council’s comments contained in the officer report, regarding the 

status of the windows in the side elevation of No 16 that face the appeal site. 
Additionally, Policy HC4 of ‘A Local Plan for Sefton 2017’ (LP) requires 

extensions and alterations to be designed to avoid any reduction in the living 
conditions of occupiers of neighbouring properties. Specifically, Policy HC4 i) 
requires no loss of outlook, from main windows of neighbouring habitable 

rooms, and Policy HC4 ii) requires no significant loss of light/overshadowing for 
neighbours. In the supporting text a kitchen is identified as a habitable room.        

8. During my visit I was able to view the appeal site from inside the kitchen of   
No 16, as well as the rear garden of the host dwelling. I agree with the Council 
that the main window of the kitchen is the largest window at ground floor in 

the side elevation. When viewing the site from this window, inside the kitchen, 
it was apparent that the appeal proposal, in particular the first floor extension, 

would have an adverse effect on the outlook from this window. This would 
occur due to the appeal proposal substantially removing the little sky that can 
be currently viewed by this neighbouring occupier from this window. This would 

be replaced by a brick wall forming the side elevation of the appeal scheme. 
Additionally, whilst I recognise that the existing relation between No 12 and No 

16 will already result in some shadowing to the side windows at No 16 from No 
12 itself, it would be exacerbated through the proposed extensions, and the 
resultant increased depth of the host dwelling.   

9. Although, there are other windows that serve the kitchen, they are not the 
main window. The small square window already faces onto the boundary wall 

between the dwellings, and then No 12 beyond, whilst views from the high 
level window are predominantly of the existing single storey rear extension at 
No 12. Additionally, I note that the glazed door and the side window on the 

rear elevation of No 16 do not face the appeal scheme and would not be 
affected by the proposed development. Although, there are numerous windows 

serving the kitchen of No 16, cumulatively they do not provide suitable 
mitigation to counteract the significant harm that would occur to the main 
kitchen window in this instance.        

10. For all of these reasons the proposal would create significant harmful effects to 
the living conditions of the occupiers at No 16 through the loss of outlook and 

an increase in overshadowing, and therefore conflicts with Policy HC4 of the LP. 
Additionally, the proposal does not accord with Paragraph 127 of the 
Framework which requires a high standard of amenity for existing and future 

users.  

Other Matters  

11. I have also had regard to various other matters raised by the appellant, 
including her need to develop a family home, but on the evidence before me 

this is not a reason to grant permission in the face of the harm identified. 

Conclusion  

12. For the above reasons, and having had regard to all other matters raised, the 

appeal is dismissed.  

Wayne Johnson 

INSPECTOR 
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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 27 November 2018 

by Kate Mansell BA(Hons) MPhil MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 

Decision date: 7 December 2018 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/M4320/D/18/3213398 
43 Moorgate Avenue, Crosby L23 0UE 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Mr Michael Connell against the decision of Sefton Metropolitan 

Borough Council. 

 The application Ref DC/2018/01160, dated 16 June 2018, was refused by notice dated 

13 August 2018. 

 The development proposed is to replace existing front garden wall and fence with new 

brick wall with concrete copings and pier caps. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Procedural Matter 

2. On my site visit I saw the wall and I have determined the appeal on the basis 
that permission is sought for the wall as constructed. 

Main Issue 

3. The main issue is the effect of the wall on the character and appearance of the 
area. 

Reasons 

4. The boundary treatments to the houses on Moorgate Avenue are varied in 
appearance. There is, however, a predominance of low brick walls that provides 

a degree of consistency to the street scene. Where a taller boundary has been 
installed, it typically consists of a wall along the pavement edge with a fence or 

hedge positioned behind it, or a small open railing/ timber panel fixed on top.   

5. Facing the appeal property on Moorgate Avenue, to the right of the driveway 
gates, the front wall is low in height, matching the boundary to the adjoining 

semi at No 45 in scale and materials. To the left, a higher wall, the subject of 
this appeal, has been constructed to enclose the garden. It is principally in red 

brickwork and built to approximately 2 metres in height with three pier caps 
that extend to just over 2.3 metres.  
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6. The appeal property has a wider side garden than most dwellings on Moorgate 

Avenue. Consequently, the wall enclosing it is of a significant length. Coupled 
with its scale and solid brick construction, it is noticeably higher than the front 

boundaries of adjoining houses. It is therefore unduly prominent and fails to 
reflect the prevailing form of boundary treatments within the immediate street 
scene.  

7. The appellant has drawn my attention to other properties on or at the corner of 
Moorgate Avenue with walls/hedges/fences in excess of 1 metre, which I 

viewed on my site visit. However, in most of these cases, in contrast to the 
appeal site, the boundaries are not a single solid brick construction. They 
typically retain a lower wall that is characteristic along the street, with a 

hedge/fence above or behind. In this context, I consider that the wall is 
dominant and over-bearing within the street scene. 

8. I therefore conclude that the wall is harmful to the character and appearance of 
the area contrary to Policies EQ2 and HC4 of the Sefton Local Plan (SLP). These 
policies seek developments to contribute positively to their surroundings 

through their scale, height and form, and require alterations to dwelling houses 
to be in keeping with the surrounding area. It would also fail to comply with the 

Council’s House Extensions Supplementary Planning Document, which 
specifically states that new walls should respect the design and character of the 
surrounding area and neighbouring properties.   

Conclusion 

9. For the reasons given above, I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed.  

Kate Mansell 

INSPECTOR 
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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 29 October 2018 

by Christopher Thomas BSc DipTP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date:  27 November 2018  

 
Appeal Ref: APP/M4320/D/18/3208206 

67 Windsor Road, Southport, PR9 9BX 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Mrs S P Yates against the decision of Sefton Metropolitan 

Borough Council. 

 The application Ref DC/2018/00891, dated 30 May 2018, was refused by notice 3 July 

2018. 

 The development proposed is erection of a dormer extension to the rear of a 

dwellinghouse including alteration of roof from hipped end to gable.  
 

 

Procedural matter 

1. An amended plan was submitted during the course of consideration which has 
been included in the appeal documents. However, I note that in 
correspondence with the Council the appellant’s agent requested that the 

application be determined as originally submitted and I have therefore 
proceeded on that basis. 

Decision 

2. The appeal is dismissed. 

Main Issues 

3. The main issues in this appeal are 1) whether the proposal would harm the 
living conditions of the occupiers of nos. 66 and 68 Hawkshead Street by the 

effect on privacy; 2) the effect of the proposal on the character and 
appearance of the area. 

Reasons 

Effect on living conditions 

4. The close physical relationship between the appeal property and the nearby 

houses at nos. 66 & 68 Hawkshead Street results in some existing degree of 
intervisibility between their first floor windows. Furthermore, the rear 
elevations of nos. 66 & 68 are off-set from the rear elevation of the appeal 

property ensuring that views into and from the closest windows are at an 
oblique angle.  

5. In the light of these factors I consider that, even though the proposal would 
introduce an additional bedroom window and glass panelled doors with a Juliet 
balcony to another bedroom on the rear elevation of the appeal property, this 
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would not significantly increase the degree of overlooking that already exists. 

Also, the proposed new openings would be no closer to the neighbouring 
properties than those already at first floor level.  

6. I conclude on this main issue therefore that the proposal would not cause harm 
to the living conditions of the occupiers of nos. 66 & 68 Hawkshead Street by 
reason of loss of privacy. Accordingly, the proposal would not conflict with 

Policy HC4 of ‘A Local Plan for Sefton’ (Adopted April 2017) which amongst 
other matters expects that proposals should not result in a significant reduction 

in the living conditions of the occupiers of neighbouring properties, in particular 
through a significant loss of privacy. Neither would it conflict with the advice on 
dormer extensions in the Council’s Supplementary Planning Document House 

Extensions (June 2018) which amongst other matters expects these to be 
positioned to minimise the effect on neighbouring properties. 

Effect on character and appearance of the area 

7. The appeal property is a semi-detached, double bay fronted house under a 
hipped roof. The proposal would involve the replacement of the side hip by a 

full gable end. Although there are some different types of house design in 
Windsor Road, some with full gable ends, nevertheless on the west side of the 

road where the appeal property is located there is a predominance of hipped 
roofs which is characteristic of houses of a similar age and design to the appeal 
property. 

8. In my judgement the proposal would significantly alter the character and 
appearance of the building in the street scene and it would particularly detract 

from the visual harmony which the pair of adjoining properties present in the 
street scene. I find, therefore, that the replacement of the side hip on the hoist 
property would fail to respond positively to the character and local 

distinctiveness of the surroundings.  

9. I have taken into account the fallback scheme outlined by the appellant and I 

note that she considers this would be more visually incongruous than the 
proposed full gable build up. Whilst there is a possibility that this alternative 
scheme could be implemented were the appeal proposal to be turned down, 

nevertheless I am not persuaded that the harm to the character and 
appearance of the area would be any greater than that which the appeal 

proposal would cause.   

10. I conclude on this main issue that the proposal would harm the character and 
appearance of the area. Accordingly, it would be contrary to policies HC4 and 

EQ2 of ‘A Local Plan for Sefton’ (Adopted April 2017) which amongst other 
matters respectively expect proposals to be of a high quality of design that 

matches or complements the style of the dwelling and the surrounding area, 
and respond positively to the character, local distinctiveness and form of their 

surroundings.   

11. Furthermore paragraph 130 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2108) 
expects that permission should be refused for development of poor design that 

fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality 
of an area and the way it functions. 
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Conclusion  

12. Although I have concluded on the first main issue that there would be no harm 
to the living conditions of the occupiers of the neighbouring properties, 

nevertheless I have concluded on the second main issue that there would be 
harm to the character and appearance of the area.  For this reason and having 
taken into account all other matters raised the appeal is dismissed.  

   C Thomas    

   INSPECTOR 
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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 29 October 2018 

by Christopher Thomas BSc DipTP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date:  27 November 2018  

 
Appeal Ref: APP/M4320/D/18/3210090 

42 Hillsview Road, Southport, PR8 3PN 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Mr Darren Hill against the decision of Sefton Metropolitan 

Borough Council. 

 The application Ref DC/2018/01239, dated 19 June 2018, was refused by notice 31 July 

2018. 

 The development proposed is erection of a single storey extension to the side, a garage 

to the opposite side of the dwelling following the demolition of existing garage. 

(Retrospective application)  
 

 

Procedural matter 

1. I saw on my visit that the existing garage and conservatory have been 
demolished and foundations exist for the proposed garage and side extension. 

Accordingly, as the proposed development has commenced I have dealt with 
this appeal as relating to an application under Section 73A of the Act. 

Decision  

2. The appeal is dismissed. 

Main Issue 

3. The Council has not objected to the single storey side extension and the main 
issue therefore is the effect of the proposed garage on the character and 

appearance of the area. 

Reasons 

4. The appeal property, a detached two storey house, faces on to Hillsview Road 

but is situated on the corner with Chesterfield Road. The proposed flat roof 
garage would project 5.5m towards Chesterfield Road from the side elevation 

of the house. A hardstanding to be created to the front of the garage leads to 
an existing access created in the property’s boundary wall and hedge and over 
the pavement to a crossover on to Hillsview Road. Apart from the gaps for the 

previous and present access points, behind a low brick wall there is a conifer 
hedge, according to the Council about 2.7m high, around the roadside 

boundary of the property. This returns partly along the common boundary with 
the adjacent property no.18 Chesterfield Road.  
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5. In reaching my decision on this appeal I have given considerable weight to the 

Council’s adopted House Extensions Supplementary Planning Document 
published in June 2018 (the SPD) which includes guidance on acceptable forms 

of house extensions on corner plots. It expects, amongst other things, that 
these should be carefully designed so as not to appear more dominant in either 
street scene than the existing property, and to be consistent with the building 

lines of both streets and the character of the area.  

6. With regard to the first relevant requirement of the SPD, despite the 

considerable measure of screening which would be provided by the existing 
boundary hedge the proposed garage would project above the height of the 
hedge and would be partly visible from Chesterfield Road along the boundary 

with no.18 as well as at the access point on to Hillsview Road. Also, there is no 
guarantee that the screening effect of the hedge would be retained for the 

lifetime of the development. Therefore, the proposed garage would be 
prominent in the street scene with the potential to be even more so. It would 
thereby be harmful to the character and appearance of the area.  

7. Turning to consider the second relevant requirement of the SPD, the front 
elevations of nos. 16 and 18 Chesterfield Road have a similar set back from 

their roadside boundaries as the side elevation of the appeal property. Also, the 
properties on the other side of the junction have a nearly similar set back from 
Chesterfield Road to that of the appeal property and its neighbouring dwellings. 

The existing street scene either side of the junction of Hillsview Road with 
Chesterfield Road is therefore characterised by properties which display a 

reasonably consistent building line. In the light of this it is my judgement that 
because the proposed garage would be well forward of this building line it 
would harm the character and appearance of the area. 

8. I have taken into account that the same colour bricks as the house would be 
used in the construction of the garage but in my judgement this would not 

outweigh the harm to the character and appearance of the area I have 
identified.  

9. Although other houses in Hillsview Road have attached garages, I have made 

my decision in this case with regard to the site specific conditions of the appeal 
property and its surroundings.  

10. I note that neither the neighbours’ privacy nor overshadowing of their front 
garden at no. 18 Chesterfield Road is at issue and that the immediate 
neighbours in Hillsview Road have welcomed the removal of the previous 

garage. However, I consider these matters add little weight in support of the 
proposal and they have not persuaded me otherwise than that the proposal 

should be turned down because it would not comply with the clear guidance set 
out in the SPD. 

11. Although a separate permission has been given by the Council for a crossover 
to the street to service the proposed driveway leading to the hardstanding and 
garage, this would have been applied for and granted under different legislation 

and accordingly I have given it very little weight in reaching my decision.  

12. For the reasons I have given I have concluded that the proposal, in so far as it 

relates to the proposed garage, would fail to comply with the guidance set out 
in the SPD. Accordingly, it would harm the character and appearance of the 
area and would therefore be contrary to Policy HC4 of ‘A Local Plan for Sefton’ 
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(Adopted April 2017) which amongst other matters expects proposals to be of a 

high quality of design that matches or complements the style of the dwelling 
and the surrounding area. Furthermore, it is expected in paragraph 130 of the 

National Planning Policy Framework (2108) that permission should be refused 
for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for 
improving the character and quality of an area and the way it functions. 

13. I have had regard to all other matters raised but for the reasons set out above 
this appeal is dismissed.  

   C Thomas    

   INSPECTOR 
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