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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 7 September 2021 

 

by Mrs Chris Pipe  BA(Hons), DipTP, MTP, MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 07 October 2021. 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/N2345/D/21/3272882 
51 Haighton Court, Fulwood, Preston PR2 9WL 

• 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 & Mrs D Speariett against the decision of the Preston City 

Council. 

• The application Ref 06/2020/1297, dated 17 November 2020, was refused by notice 

dated 19 January 2021. 

• The development proposed is described as first floor extension and modifications to 

elevations. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Main Issues 

2. The main issues are the effect of the proposed development on (i) the 
character and appearance of the area; and (ii) the living conditions of 

occupants of 50 Haighton Court. 

Reasons 

Character and Appearance 

3. The appeal site lies within a predominantly residential area, characterised by 
varying designs of properties which fluctuate in terms of scale.   

4. The proposed development would involve a first floor extension projecting over 
an existing ground floor extension to No. 51. The proposed development would 
be visible from neighbouring properties and the surrounding area however 

whilst substantial the proposed development in the context of the area would 
not be dominant, nor be overdevelopment of the property. 

5. The development would significantly alter the appearance of No. 51, which 
would imbalance the existing built form to that of No. 52.  Notwithstanding this 
given that many of the properties in the area vary in terms of design to 

adjoining properties the proposed development would not be incongruous to 
the streetscene. 

6. I find that the proposed development would not harm the character and 
appearance of the area.  There is no conflict with Policy AD1(a) of the Preston 
Local Plan 2012-26, Site Allocations and Development Management Policies 
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(the Allocations & Development Management Plan), Policies D13 and H8 of the 

Preston Local Plan (2004) (the Local Plan) which seek to ensure that amongst 
other things developments respect the existing property and surrounding area.  

There is also no conflict with the Council’s Residential Extensions and 
Alterations Supplementary Planning Document (2013) (the SPD). 

Living Conditions 

7. The existing property projects forward of the adjoining property No. 50, there 
is already a degree of overshadowing, which can be seen from the photographs 

provided by the Appellant. Notwithstanding this due to the proposed position 
and scale of the proposed development to that of the adjoining property and its 
sole window at ground floor overshadowing would be exacerbated.  Due to the 

expanse of built form the proposed development would be visually dominant 
and overbearing to the occupiers of the adjacent property.  

8. I conclude that the proposed development would harm living conditions of 
occupants of No. 50 Haighton Court. There would be conflict with Policy AD1(a) 
of the Allocations & Development Management Plan, Policies D13 and H8 of the 

Local Plan which seeks amongst other things to protect the living conditions of 
the occupants of neighbouring properties. There is also conflict with the SPD. 

Other Matters 

9. The appellant has highlighted that the proposed development is required due to 
the personal circumstances. However, limited information has been provided to 

confirm that an alternative development could not be provided to meet the 
needs of the occupants, I therefore give this limited weight. 

Conclusion  

10. Whilst I have concluded that the proposed development does not harm the 
character and appearance of the area, this does not outweigh the harm I have 

identified in terms of the living conditions of occupants of No. 50 Haighton 
Court. 

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

C Pipe 

INSPECTOR 
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