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Application: 17/00866/HOUS Township: Pennines Ward: Milnrow and Newhey

Appeal reference: APP/P4225/D/17/3184535

Site Address: Newfield Head Farm, Newfield Head Lane, Milnrow OL16 3QR

Applicant: Mrs S Dosanjh Agent: Mr Steven Hartley
Proposal: Single storey extension and creation of new door opening on front elevation 
and alterations to side elevation as part of conversion of garage to living accommodation

Decision level: Delegated

Planning Inspectorate Decision: Appeal Dismissed 12/01/2018

 The application was refused by the Council on the grounds that its size, scale, 
volume and design, when taking account of existing extensions, would represent 
a disproportionate addition to the original dwelling and would comprise 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt.

 The Council’s SPD states that extensions that result in more than a 35% increase 
in floor space or volume over and above the original host dwelling would be 
considered disproportionate and inappropriate. By the Officers calculations the 
proposed development, combined with additional pre-existing extensions, would 
amount to an approximate 48% cumulative increase in volume over that of the 
original house constructed in the 1970’s, significantly exceeding the 35% 
standard in the SPD. Combined with the elevated position of the house, the 
Officer noted that the extension would have a noticeable and detrimental impact 
on the openness of the Green Belt. 

 The Inspector agreed and said that the size of the proposal in relation to the 
original building as shown on the submitted plans would constitute a 
disproportionate addition.

 The NPPF requires that substantial weight be given to any harm to the Green Belt 
and that 'very special circumstances' to justify development in the Green Belt, can 
only exist if the harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations. 

 Other considerations presented as part of this application were not considered to 
amount to very special circumstances. The harm presented by the flat roof and 
incongruous extension and additional harm caused by reason of 
inappropriateness could not be outweighed by other considerations so as to 
amount to the very special circumstances needed to justify the inappropriate 
development. Because of this and the aforementioned reasons making the 
application a disproportionate addition, the application was found contrary to 



Policy G4 of the CS, saved Policy G/D/2 of the UDP and the NPPF. The Inspector 
agreed with regards to harm to the Green Belt and the contradictions to Policy.

 In addition to the above, reasons for refusal included the proposal having a 
significant and negative impact on the character and appearance of the host 
dwelling, contradicting Policies DM1 and P3. The Inspector disagreed and stated 
that, due to previous extensions, the host dwelling ‘has no obvious uniformity in 
terms of its design’. 

 As previously mentioned, there were other considerations presented as part of 
this application for which the applicant submitted evidence concerning the need 
for the development to accommodate for the needs of a disabled family member. 
Whilst the Council and Inspector were sympathetic to the need that this 
presented, both concluded that the circumstances presented do not amount to 
‘very special circumstances’ as required by the NPPF to justify a development 
that would cause significant harm in the Green Belt. 

 The Inspector added that in this instance, withholding planning permission would 
not unacceptably conflict with the Public Sector Equality Duty contained within the 
Equality Act 2010 and dismissed the appeal. 


