
PLANNING & TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL 
PART I 

SECTION 1: APPLICATIONS FOR PLANNING PERMISSION  
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APPLICATION No: 22/79957/HH 

APPLICANT: Mr Steven Breen 

LOCATION: Brackley Farm , Moss Road, Cadishead, Irlam, Salford, M44 5JU 

PROPOSAL: Erection of a single storey rear extension 

WARD: Cadishead And Lower Irlam 

 

REASON FOR PANEL DECISION: Call in from Councillor Nelson 
 
Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

 
The proposal site lies in the Green Belt separating Cadishead and Irlam from Warrington and Leigh. It is on the 
western side of Moss Road, to the north of the M62. The surrounding area is an important part of the landscape 

of the city, with Great Woolden Wood and the Moss to the west and farmland surrounding. The application 
property is an existing detached dwellinghouse set in a generous sized open plot. 
 

Location Plan  
 
 

 
 
 
Description of Proposal 

 
The proposed single storey rear extension with a flat roof including 2 x roof light lanterns would project a maximum 
of 8m from the main rear elevation across the whole width of property . 
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The site was subject to a previous planning application reference 21/78890/HH which permitted a single storey 

front porch, a part two, part first floor side extension including two storey front bay window feature together with 

minor alterations to front elevation of dwellinghouse.  

The approved scheme under planning reference 21/78890/HH was judged to have been designed 
sympathetically in relation to the dwelling and its surroundings. The scale, massing, roof form and fenestration 
detailing was appropriate, and the extension appeared as a subordinate addition against the host dwelling whilst 

using materials to match. It was considered that the development constituted a proportionate extension to the 
original dwelling and was appropriate development in the Green Belt and did not result in an unacceptable 
impact on the openness of the Green Belt in accordance with Salford’s City Council UDP’s and House extension 

SPD and NPPF.  
 
 

Floor & Elevations Plans (single storey rear extension - under the current application outlined in green-

approved extension outlined in purple)   
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Approved plans under planning reference 21/78890/HH (works have not yet commenced)  
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Relevant Site History 
 
22/79258/PDE - Application to determine if prior approval is required for a proposed single storey rear 

extension- Refused  
 
21/78890/HH - Erection of a single storey front porch, a part two, part first floor side extension including two 

storey front bay window feature together with minor alterations to front elevation of dwellinghouse – Permitted  
 
21/78568/CLUDP - Application for a lawful development certificate for a proposed single storey rear extension 

with mono pitched roof with velux roof windows. - Application Withdrawn  
 
15/66828/FUL - Construction of outdoor riding arena 40 mtrs x 20 mtrs and hardstanding 5 mtrs x 35 mtrs within 

existing garden. - Permitted  
 
 

Publicity 
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Site Notice: HH site notice Art 15  1 x posted 01 July 2022  

Reason: Wider Publicity 
 
Press Advert:  N/A  

Reason:  
 
2 representations have been received from neighbours and 1 representation have been received from 

Councillor Nelson (a total of 3) in support of the application whereby the following comments were made: 
 
 

 C – comment received         R – officer response 

C Neighbours: 

The proposal will not detract from the Green Belt; 
The design of the extension would complement the property; 
Development would cater for a growing family; 

Development cannot be seen from the road side or by any neighbours; 
Aesthetically pleasing and within guidelines of development in the Green Belt . 
 

Councillor  
 
Development would not result in unacceptable loss to the Green Belt;  

Many homes on the Moss were built to functionally odd shapes, and to odd lines. The 
difference in this case for it not being permitted development being a bay window, to the 
rear of this property therefore minded to support the application which is visually very  

isolated to users of Moss Road. 
The application is running out of time and that this be considered by the planning panel.  
 

 

 
Consultations 
Not applicable.  

 
Planning Policy 
 

Development Plan Policy 
 
Saved Policies of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan 

 
Unitary Development Plan DES1  -  Respecting Context 
Unitary Development Plan DES7  -  Amenity of Users and Neighbours 

Unitary Development Plan DES8  -  Alterations and Extensions 
Unitary Development Plan EN1 - Development Affecting the Green Belt  
Unitary Development Plan A8  -  Impact of Development on Highway Network 

 
Emerging Policies of the City of Salford Local Plan  
 

Local Plan Policy D2 – Local character and distinctiveness  
Local Plan Policy D5 -  Amenity  
Local Plan Policy D8 – Alterations and extensions  

Local Plan Policy GB1 Green Belt-The green belt in Salford will be afforded strong protection in accordance with 
national planning policy.   
 

Other Material Planning Considerations 
 
National Planning Policy Framework 

National Planning Policy Guidance 
 
 

Local Planning Policy 
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Supplementary Planning Document  -  House Extensions 

 
It is not considered that there are any local finance considerations that are material to the application.  
 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 48 establishes that local planning authorities may 
give weight to relevant policies in emerging plans according to:  

(a) The stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced its preparation, the greater the 

weight that may be given); 
(b) The extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies (the less significant the 

unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may be given); and 

(c) The degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to the NPPF (the closer the 
policies in the emerging plan to the policies in the NPPF, the greater the weight that may be given).  

There are currently two emerging plans to consider. 

First, Places for Everyone Publication Plan, the joint Development Plan Document for nine districts in Greater 
Manchester, which was published for consultation under Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning 
(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 on 9 August 2021. Representations were invited until 3 October 

2021; the plan was submitted to the Secretary of State for examination on 14 February 2022 and examination 
hearings are due to commence in Summer 2022. The emerging policies which are relevant to this application 
are discussed where applicable in this report with appropriate weight being afforded in accordance with NPPF 

paragraph 48. 
 
Second, the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management Policies and Designations (SLP:DMP), 

which was published on 27 January 2020 and comments were invited until 20 March 2020.  An Addendum was 
published on 5 February 2021 and comments were invited on this until 19 March 2021.  The Publication 
SMP:DMP and the Addendum were submitted to the Secretary of State for examination on 30 June 2021 and 

the examination hearings took place over 7 days in December 2021. The plan has been subject to a significant 
amount of public consultation in previous stages of its production and the city council has considered the 
comments made to determine the extent to which there are unresolved objections to its policies. Those policies 

(i.e. the Publication SLP:DMP policies as modified through the Addendum) which are relevant to this application 
are discussed where appropriate in this report with appropriate weight being afforded in accordance with NPPF 
paragraph 48. It is expected that the SLP:DMP will be adopted in Autumn 2022.  

 
In addition, NPPF paragraph 219 establishes that existing policies (such as Salford’s UDP) are not out -of-date 
simply because they were adopted or made prior to the publication of NPPF.  Due weight should be given to 

them, according to their degree of consistency with the NPPF, and the closer the policies in the UDP to the 
policies in the NPPF, the greater the weight that may be given. In terms of this application it i s considered that 
the relevant policies of the UDP can be afforded due weight for the purposes of decision making as the relevant 

criteria within the UDP policies applicable to the proposed development are consistent with the policies 
contained in the NPPF. 
 

 
Appraisal of the Proposed Development  
 

Impact on the Green Belt  
 
Paragraph 137 of the NPPF advises that the government attached great importance to Gren Belts. The 

fundamental aim of Green Belt Policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open: the 
essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and permanence.  
 

Paragraphs 147-151 of the NPPF (2021) detail the aims of the government relating to development within the 
Green Belt. Paragraphs 148 and 149 are the most relevant to this application. Paragraph 148 states that: “When 
considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to 

any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green 
Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by 
other considerations. 

 
Paragraph 149 states that ‘a local planning authority should regard the construction of new buildings as 
inappropriate in the Green Belt. Exceptions to this are: 
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a) buildings for agriculture and forestry; 
b) provision of appropriate facilities (in connection with the existing use of land or a change of use) for 

outdoor sport, outdoor recreation, cemeteries and burial grounds and allotments; as long as the 

facilities preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes of including 
land within it; 

c) the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in disproportionate additions 

over and above the size of the original building; 
d) the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and not materially larger 

than the one it replaces; 

e) limited infilling in villages; 
f) limited affordable housing for local community needs under policies set out in the development plan 

(including policies for rural exception sites); and  

g) limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed land, whether 
redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary buildings), which would:  
 

 not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the existing 
development; or 

 not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt, where the development 
would re-use previously developed land and contribute to meeting an identified affordable 

housing need within the area of the local planning authority. 

 
Point C above allows extensions or alterations to existing buildings provided that it does not result in 
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building.  “Original” means for a building built 

on or before 1st July 1948 “as existing on that date”, and for a building built on or after 1st July 1948 “as so built.” 
 
Policy EN1 of the UDP Development Affecting the Green Belt states: ‘Other than in very special circumstances, 

inappropriate development will not be permitted within the Green Belt. In addition, “Planning permission will not 
be granted for development within or conspicuous from the Green Belt that might be visually detrimental by 
reason of its siting, materials, or design, even where it would not prejudice the purposes of including land in the 

Green Belt.’ 
 
Evidence is available to demonstrate the floor area and volume of the original dwellinghouse.  The onus is on 

the applicant to provide this information and supporting information has been submitted with the application. 

 

The approximate floor area and volume calculation are as follows:  
 
 

Existing Element Floorspace (sqm) Volume m3 

Dwellinghouse  124m2 (Original) 710m3(Original) 
    

Total 124 m2 710 m2 

 
 

Additions to property  Floorspace (sqm) Volume m3 

 Conservatory  5.23 m2 13.34 m3  
  

 

Total   5.23 m2  13.34 m3 

 
 

Approved extensions 

21/78890/HH  
Floorspace (sqm) Volume m3 

Single storey front porch, a 

part two, part first floor side 

extension including front bay 

window feature  

 Ground floor 16.60m2 

 First floor 16.15m2 

Porch 8.37 m3 

Ground floor 42.33 m3 

First floor 41.18 m3 

Roof space 19.38 m3 
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Total  32.75 m2  124.6 m3 

 

Proposed extension 

(under current application)  
Floorspace (sqm) Volume m3 

Single storey rear extension   Ground floor 78.42m2 

  
199.97 m3 

      

 

Total  78.42m2  199.97 m3 

 

Combined extensions (approved and proposed)  

Approved extension 

21/78890/HH 

Floorspace (sqm) Volume m3 

 

 

  

32.75m2 = 26.41% increase on 

original dwellinghouse 

124.60m3 = 17.54% increase 

on original dwellinghouse 

 

Proposed extension (current 

application)  

Floorspace (sqm) Volume m3 

 
78.42m2 = 63.24% increase on 

original dwellinghouse  

199.97 m3 = 28.16% increase 

on original dwellinghouse 

Total combined: 89.65% 45.70% 
 

 

Total of additional floor area / Total of original floor area x 100 = 89.65% increase   

The following volume percentage increase can be calculated: 

Total of additional volume / Total of original volume x 100 = 45.70% increase   

 
Based upon the above calculations the proposal would result in 89.65% increase in floor area and 45.70% in 
volume compared to the original building. So, in a spatial sense there is, in combination with the earlier planning 

approval, a significant increase in both volume and floorspace, in particular the latter. The Council’s adopted 
development plan and its Householder SPD does not include any specific percentage increase (volume or 
area/floorspace wise) that may be deemed to be proportionate, so it remains a matter of planning judgement.    

Paragraph 13.1 of the HH SPD advises special regard should be had to matters of siting, height, scale, design 
and use of materials in order to maintain the openness of the Green Belt.  
 

The NPPF at Paragraph 149 regards the construction of new buildings as inappropriate development in the 
Green Belt, unless the development falls within certain listed expectations. One of several exceptions to this is 
the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in disproportionate additions over and 

above the size of the original building. Beyond this it is considered that harm would be caused to the Green Belt 
through impact on its openness. 
 

The local area is generally characterised by open land. Beyond all boundaries of the application site there is a 
clear absence of built form (or it is sporadic) and as such there is a strong sense of openness. Additionally , the 
size of the plot contributes to the feeling of openness. Openness is derived from the absence of built form and 

as such it is considered that the proposed extension, having particular regard to its siting, depth and width and 
overall massing alongside the approved scheme would adversely affect the openness of the Green Belt. The 
proposal would add increased depth, bulk and massing to the existing building at ground floor level across the 

entire width of the property. The proposal (in combination with the approved scheme) would be partly visible 
from Moss Road and would erode the visual and spatial aspects currently experienced, which in turn would 
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impact on the openness of the site. As such, the proposal would cause harm to the openness of the Green Belt . 

Substantial weight is given to that harm in decision making.   
 
The combined (approved and proposed) increase in floorspace of 89.65% and 45.70% in volume would 

therefore represent a disproportionate addition to the original dwelling and the development is therefore 
inappropriate by definition. Therefore it would be contrary to Policy EN1 of the UDP, paragraph 13.1 Green Belt 
of the SPD House Extensions and Paragraphs 147-151 of the NPPF (2021). 

 

Very Special Circumstances 

It is noted the applicant has previously submitted an application for a larger home extension under planning 
reference 22/79258/PDE which was subsequently refused as the application was not considered to be permitted 
by Schedule 2, Part 1, Class A.1 (j) (iii) and (ja) of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 

Development) Order 2015 (as amended). In this case the proposal extended beyond both side walls of the 
original rear two storey element of the dwellinghouse and having a width greater than half the width of the 
original dwellinghouse as well as the proposal being joined/built off an existing single storey conservatory 

extension forming a side/rear wrap round extension a width greater than half the width of the original 
dwellinghouse.  

The applicant’s Planning Statement submitted with the planning application states at paragraph 7.17 and 7.18: 

‘The proposed development is situated within a large expansive plot of land of a scale clearly subsidiary to the 

existing dwellinghouse. Within the context of the large expansive site, the proposed development can be 
considered small-scale, and would have a negligible impact upon the openness of the Green Belt’.  

‘Development which would be allowed under permitted development rights should be the starting point for 
assessing the proposal’s impact on openness of Green Belt. An 8m rear extension that matches the width of the 
dwelling would commonly be considered permitted development. The proposed development is broadly in line 

with this type of development as it does not increase the width of the dwellinghouse’.  

The Planning Statement concludes at paragraph 7.34 by stating: 

‘…the proposed development does not constitute a disproportionate addition to the dwellinghouse and should 
not therefore be considered inappropriate….very special circumstances exist to outweigh any harm to the  Green 

Belt’.   

The test outlined earlier in this report is clear in that it relates to whether an extension/alteration is a 

disproportionate addition over and above the size of the original dwelling house. It is not about its assessment 
against the size of the plot to that of the building. Incidentally the size of the residential curtilage associated with 
the dwelling is appreciably smaller than the expansive area given by the applicant. Secondly it is argued that 

common place permitted development rights should be the starting point in this assessment. However, in 
response it has been determined that the proposed extension is not permitted development and as such no 
reliance or weight should be placed on that, either as fall-back position or as contributing to very special 

circumstances.  It would be irrational to suggest that weight should be given to the “commonplace” view that 
such extensions to detached dwellings would be ordinarily permitted development. That procedure has been 
investigated and a decision issued.     

No ‘very special circumstances ’ have been advanced by the applicant to suggest the harm caused to the Green 
Belt by reason of its inappropriateness is outweighed.  

 
Therefore, as the proposed development would not meet any of the expectations set out in Paragraph 148 of 
the NPPF it would be inappropriate development. As such by definition harmful to the Green Belt.  

 
 
Design, appearance, Impact on the host dwelling and surroundings of the area 

 
The report has advised that the surrounding area is characterised as expansive undeveloped open spaces and 
agricultural land with a few sporadic agricultural buildings and dwellings. It has a general feeling of openness. 

The proposed rear extension would project a maximum of 8m beyond the existing rear elevation of the 
dwellinghouse. That extension would intrude into that undeveloped open space to the rear of the house.  The 
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extension in its totality would not be highly visible from Moss Road, however development would be visible from 

Moss Road when viewed from the public side of the road through the gaps in the hedgerows/vegetation along 
the road. It would intrude into that “openness” that is a characteristic of this area. The extension would generally 
respect the character and appearance of the existing dwelling, It is not considered that the single storey rear 

extension would look out of character with regards to the dwelling. 
 
Notwithstanding the harmful impact of the proposed development on the openness of the Green Belt discussed 

in full above, the proposed development is not considered to result in visual harm to the character and 
appearance of the host dwelling. Materials used within the extension are proposed to match to 
maintain a coherent relationship to the host dwelling and the proposal would be acceptable in this regard in 

accordance with saved Policies DES1 and DES8 of the Salford UDP and emerging Policies D2 and D8 of 
Salford City Local Plan. 
 

Impact on the amenity of neighbours 
 
There are no residential properties within 80m of the site, and as such the proposed development would not 

have any unacceptable impact in terms of amenity of neighbouring occupiers, in accordance with saved Policy 
DES7 of the UDP and emerging Policy D5 of Salford City Local Plan. 
 

 
Impact on the highway network  
 

The proposed development would not alter the parking or access to the site, and therefore would not result in an 
unacceptable impact on the highway network. 
 

 
Recommendation 
 

Refuse 
 

1. The proposed single storey rear extension by reason of its size, siting width, depth and bulk would, in 
combination with the previously approved extension (reference 21/78890/HH) result in disproportionate 
additions over and above the size of the original building and as such represents inappropriate  

development in the Green Belt and would be by definition harmful and result in an adverse impact upon 
its openness. It is considered that very special circumstances do not exist to outweigh the harm of the 
development to the Green Belt by virtue of its inappropriateness. As such the proposal is contrary to 

Policy EN1 of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan, paragraph 13.1 Green Belt of the SPD House 
Extensions and paragraphs 147-151 of the NPPF (2021). 

 

 
 
Statement of conformity with Article 35 of The Town and Country Planning (Development Management 

Procedure) (England) Order 2015 
 
The Local Planning Authority offered solutions to the applicant in order to make the development acceptable.  

The applicant was however unwilling to amend the plans. Without these amendments the development would 
not improve the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area and therefore does not comprise 
sustainable development. The Local Planning Authority has therefore implemented the requirement in 

Paragraph 38 of the NPPF. 
 
 

 
 
 

 


