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Application: 16/01395/FUL Township: Heywood Ward: North Heywood

Appeal reference: APP/P4225/W/17/3178665

Site Address: 5 Primrose Hill Cottages, Rochdale Road East, Heywood, OL10 1RL

Applicant: Mr & Mrs O’Donnell Agent: Maxine Parker
Proposal: Use of land as extension to private garden and retention of wooden shed - 
retrospective (resubmission 15/01455/FUL)
Decision level: Delegated

Planning Inspectorate Decision: Appeal Dismissed 23/11/2017

 The application was refused as the both the retention of the existing shed and the 
consequential extension of the residential curtilage represents inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt and is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and 
should not be approved except in very special circumstances. The shed also has 
a material detrimental impact on the openness and character of the Green Belt, 
contrary to the fundamental aim of keeping Green Belt land permanently open. 
The NPPF states that substantial weight should be given to any harm to the 
Green Belt and that 'very special circumstances' will not exist unless the harm to 
the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly 
outweighed by other considerations. Very special circumstances were not 
demonstrated and the application was found contrary to Policy G4 of the Core 
Strategy and the NPPF.

 The Inspector rejected the appellants suggestion that the shed did not result in a 
disproportionate addition over and above the size of the original outbuilding, given 
that there was no evidence with which to carry out a comparison. They noted that 
both the change of use to garden and the shed do not fall within any of the 
exception criteria set out in paragraphs 89 or 90 of the NPPF and the proposal 
therefore comprised inappropriate development within the Green Belt. 
Accordingly, the Inspector applied substantial weight to the harm arising from the 
inappropriate nature of development.

 The Inspector noted that the shed and change of use extend well beyond a 
defined boundary and thus encroach into the countryside, introducing a domestic 
structure and character into open land, contrary to one of the five purposes of the 
Green Belt – the encroachment was considered modest in scale and therefore 
there is a limited degree of harm. Similarly they considered the proposal to result 
in a moderate loss of openness.

 The appellant’s suggestion that the shed was necessary to safely and securely 



store a ride-on lawn mower for maintaining the paddock was considered to 
represent a neutral factor in the overall planning balance. It was noted that the 
appellant claimed they had positioned the shed over the boundary in order to 
avoid adverse effects upon the neighbour’s living conditions – the Inspector 
applied some weight to this benefit.

 Previous developments in the immediate vicinity highlighted by the appellant, 
including storage of caravans, outbuildings and green houses on neighbouring 
land and development of walls along an adjacent access road under permitted 
development rights were given very little weight.

 Accordingly, the Inspector opined that, having considered all matters raised in 
support of the proposal, they did not collectively clearly outweigh the totality of 
harm arising from inappropriateness, the conflict with one of the purposes of 
including land in the Green Belt and the harm to the openness of the Green Belt. 
Consequently, very special circumstances did not exist to justify the development 
and the appeal was dismissed.


