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Appeals received and decisions made between 21 January 2019 and 17 February 2019

Appeal Decisions

DC/2018/01308 (APP/M4320/W/18/3214278)

51 Selworthy Road Birkdale Southport PR8 2HX 

Erection of 1 no dwelling and alterations to the existing 

vehicular access

Decision Date:

Decision:

Start Date:

Procedure: Written Representations

21/11/2018

14/02/2019

Dismissed

Reference:

New Appeals

DC/2018/01673 (APP/M4320/D/18/3217822)

11 Stanton Avenue Litherland Liverpool L21 9LJ 

Erection of a detached outbuilding in the rear garden of the 

dwellinghouse (Retrospective)

Decision Date:

Decision:

Start Date:

Procedure: Householder Appeal

30/01/2019

Reference:

DC/2018/01526 (APP/M4320/D/19/3219684)

36 Ascot Avenue Litherland Liverpool L21 2PS 

Erection of a two storey extension to the side and rear of the 

dwellinghouse.

Decision Date:

Decision:

Start Date:

Procedure: Householder Appeal

30/01/2019

Reference:
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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 15 January 2019 

by Sarah Manchester  BSc (Hons) MSc PhD MIEnvSc 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 14th February 2019 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/M4320/W/18/3214278 

51 Selworthy Road, Birkdale PR8 2HX 

• 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 Michaela Heath against the decision of Sefton Metropolitan 

Borough Council. 
• The application Ref DC/2018/01308, dated 06 July 2018, was refused by notice dated 

24 August 2018. 
• The development proposed is the erection of 1no. dwelling and relocation of access to 

51 Selworthy Road. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Main Issue 

2. The main issue is the effect of the proposed development on the character and 

appearance of the area. 

Reasons 

3. The appeal site is part of the garden of No 51 Selworthy Road. It is a long and 

narrow plot of land adjacent to the boundary with No 53. No 51 is located at 
the corner of Selworthy Road and Granville Road, at the southern edge of a 

residential area and to the north of the Royal Birkdale Golf Course. It is close to 

West Birkdale Conservation Area, notable for its townscape of large Victorian 

and Edwardian houses set in large, mature gardens with brick boundary walls. 
Although properties along Selworthy Road are more modern and varied in 

appearance, they nevertheless tend to be large detached dwellings with wide 

front elevations and brick boundary walls to the street. The generously 
proportioned properties and plots, and similar front boundary treatments, 

result in a consistency to the street scene.  

4. The proposed development is a detached dwelling with a narrow front elevation 

approximately 10 metres wide, in close proximity to both the side boundaries 

and neighbouring properties. Internally, there would be 2 storeys above ground 
level and a lower ground floor. Externally, it would have a modern and 

somewhat modular appearance. The main 2 storey part of the property would 

have a mono-pitch roof sloping towards No 53. The side elevation facing No 51 
would be formed of a 2 storey projection with a flat roof below the level of the 

eaves. It would have a brick boundary wall and a dedicated new access to 

Selworthy Road. The access to No 51 would be relocated.  
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5. The appeal site would be a reasonably large plot. However, it would be less 

than half of the width of other plots in the street and, in this respect, would not 

be in keeping with the area. As a consequence of the narrow plot, the proposed 
dwelling would also have a considerably narrower front elevation than the 

neighbouring properties. The proposed development would be markedly out of 

character with the generously proportioned properties and plots in the area. It 

would not sit comfortably in the street scene, and would be prominent by virtue 
of being a conspicuously narrow property squeezed into a narrow plot. 

Consequently, it would appear incongruous and discordant in the street scene. 

6. Although the separation between No 51 and No 53 is greater than the distance 

between many other properties in the street, these properties nevertheless 

have wide front elevations and are set in wide plots. In most cases the close 
spacing of properties results from the proximity of predominantly single storey 

side extensions and garages to side boundaries. The proposed scheme would 

not be consistent with this form of development, being a narrow 2 storey 
dwelling set close to its neighbours.   

7. Furthermore, the gap between No 51 and No 53 is clearly not an undeveloped 

building plot. No 51 is a large property and the correspondingly generous 

curtilage is appropriate, and is not incongruous in the street scene. My 

observation is that the increased building spacing at this point, with its 
associated planting, serves to soften the appearance of the end of Selworthy 

Road where it meets the wooded area that extends behind and to the side of 

No 51. By infilling this gap, the proposed development would result in a more 

densely developed and urban appearance, with a more abrupt and discordant 
interface between Selworthy Road and the adjacent natural greenspace. It 

would not enhance this part of the street scene. 

8. The photographic visualisation submitted to the appeal does not accurately 

represent how the proposed development would appear in the street scene. 

The narrow field of view and slightly oblique angle do not portray the marked 
discrepancy in size between the proposed development and its neighbours. 

Moreover, trees and shrubs near to the boundary with No 53 are shown 

partially screening the proposed development. However, these would be 
removed to facilitate the proposals. Although I accept that some replacement 

screen planting could be accommodated, this would not necessarily be 

permanent and in any case should not be relied upon to hide inappropriate 
development from view. 

9. My attention has been drawn to developments elsewhere that comprise smaller 

properties set within smaller plots. I am not familiar with the details of such 

schemes. However, each scheme must be judged on its own merits and, in this 

regard, I find that the proposed development would not respect the character 
or local distinctiveness of its surroundings and would not make a positive 

contribution to the street scene. The presence of different forms of 

development elsewhere is not justification for allowing the appeal. 

10. The Council considers that the architectural approach proposed would not be 

out of character in this location, if the proposed development was of an 
appropriate size and scale for its surroundings. The fact that it would be 

acceptable if it was different does not weigh in its favour. Moreover, I do not 

consider that the dwelling would be of outstanding or innovative design in 
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accordance with paragraph 131 of the National Planning Policy Framework and 

so the great weight that would be attached by it does not apply. 

11. I therefore conclude that the proposed development would result in harm to 

the character and appearance of the area. It would be in conflict with the 

development plan, including Policies SD1 and EQ2 of the Local Plan for Sefton 
2030 adopted April 2017. Policy SD1 sets out the general approach to the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development. Policy EQ2 requires 

amongst other matters that development should respond positively to the 
character, local distinctiveness and form of its surroundings; the arrangement 

of buildings and associated spaces should integrate well with existing street 

patterns; and proposals should make a positive contribution to surroundings by 

virtue of factors including scale, form and massing. It would also fail to accord 
with the design objectives of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

Other matters 

12. The Council is unable to demonstrate a 5 year housing supply, and the 

provisions of paragraph 11 of the National Planning Policy Framework therefore 

apply. However, in this case the proposed development would result in adverse 

impacts on the character and appearance of the area. I consider that this harm 

significantly and demonstrably outweighs the benefits of a single dwelling in 
this location. 

13. The proposed development would not affect the living conditions of the 

occupants of neighbouring properties. However, this is a requirement of the 

development plan and is not therefore a factor in the scheme’s favour.  

14. The appellant has questioned how up to date the Council’s evidence is, given 

that the Southport Settlement Character Plan and Map pre-date the Local Plan 
and the Framework by several years. There is no evidence to suggest that 

these are out of date simply because of their age or that the character of this 

well-established settlement, and which includes conservation areas, has altered 

significantly over such a short period of time.  

Conclusion 

15.  Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that 

the determination of planning applications and appeals must be made in 
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise. I have found that the proposed development would cause harm to 

the character and appearance of the area, and does not comply with policies 
EQ2 and SD1 of the Local Plan. No material considerations have been identified 

that would indicate making a decision other than in accordance with the 

development plan.  

16. For the above reasons, the appeal should therefore be dismissed. 

 

Sarah Manchester 

INSPECTOR 
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