
Report to: Planning Committee 
 

Date of Meeting: 10th February 
2016 

Subject: Town and Country Planning Act 1990 Appeals 
 

Report of: Derek McKenzie (Head 
of Planning Services) 
 

Wards 
Affected: 

All 

Cabinet Portfolio: Planning & Building Control 
 

Is this a Key 
Decision: 

No Included in 
Forward Plan: 

No 

Exempt / 
Confidential 
Report: 

No  

 
Summary: 
 
To advise Members of the current situation with regard to appeals.  Attached is a list of 
new appeals, enforcement appeals, developments on existing appeals and copies of 
appeal decisions received from the Planning Inspectorate. 
 
 
Recommendation(s): 
 
That the contents of this report be noted for information since the appeal decisions 
contained herein are material to the planning process and should be taken into account 
in future, relevant decisions. 
 
 
Reasons for the Recommendation(s): 
 
Not applicable – report for information only. 
 
 
 
Alternative Options Considered and Rejected:  
 
Not applicable – report for information only. 
 
 
 
What will it cost and how will it be financed? 
 
(A) Revenue Costs – N/A 
 
(B) Capital Costs – N/A 
 
 
 
 



Implications of the Proposals: 
 
The following implications of the proposals set out in the report have been considered 
and where there are specific implications, these are set out below: 
 
Resource Implications (Financial, IT, Risk, Staffing and Assets): 
 
Not applicable (for information only) 
 
Legal Implications: 
 
Not applicable (for information only)  
 
Equality Implications: 

There are no equality implications.  

 
 
Contribution of the Proposals to the Council’s Priorities: 
 
The proposals set out in the report have been considered with regard to their contribution 
towards the Council’s Priorities and where appropriate, these are set out below: 
 
Economy: Neutral Impact 
 
The Most Vulnerable: Neutral Impact 
 
Health and Wellbeing: Neutral Impact 
 
Reshaping the Council: Neutral Impact 
 
Resilient Communities: Neutral Impact 
 
Environment: Neutral Impact 
 

 
What consultations have taken place on the proposals and when? 
 
(A) Internal Consultations 
 
The Chief Finance Officer has been consulted and notes the report indicates no direct 
financial implications for the Council  (FD4009/16) 
 
Head of Regulation and Compliance has been consulted and any comments have been 
incorporated into the report.(LD 3292/16) 
 
(B) External Consultations  
 None 
 
Implementation Date for the Decision 



 
Not applicable 
 
 
Contact Officer: Debbie Robinson 
Telephone Number: 0345 140 0845 (Option 4) 
Email Address: Planning.department@sefton.gov.uk 
 
Background Papers: 
 
Background documents can be viewed for each application 
at http://pa.sefton.gov.uk/online-applications/  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://pa.sefton.gov.uk/online-applications/


 



Please note that copies of all appeal decisions are available on our website: 

http://pa.sefton.gov.uk/online-applications/

Contact Officer: Mr Steve Matthews 0345 140 0845 (Option 4)

Email: planning.department@sefton.gov.uk

Appeals Received and Decisions Made

Appeals received and decisions made between 05 January 2016 and 25 January 2016

Appeal Decisions

DC/2015/01354 (APP/M4320/D/15/3138468)

1 Giddygate Lane Melling Liverpool L31 1AG 

Erection of a part single, part two storey extension to the rear, 

two storey extension to the side and porch to the front of the 

dwellinghouse
Decision Date:

Decision:

Start Date:

Procedure: Householder Appeal

20/11/2015

20/01/2016

Dismissed

Reference:

DC/2015/01355 (APP/M4320/D/15/3139816)

2 Giddygate Lane Melling Liverpool L31 1AG 

Erection of a two storey extension to the rear of the 

dwellinghouse

Decision Date:

Decision:

Start Date:

Procedure: Householder Appeal

11/12/2015

20/01/2016

Dismissed

Reference:

New Appeals

DC/2015/01904 (APP/M4320/D/16/3141892)

25 Timms Lane Formby Liverpool L37 7DW 

Erection of a first floor extension at the side and a single 

storey extension to the rear of the dwellinghouse and 

alterations to the front boundary treatment. (Alternative to 

DC/2015/01025 refused 14 Aug 2015) Decision Date:

Decision:

Start Date:

Procedure: Householder Appeal

15/01/2016

Reference:

DC/2015/00431 (APP/M4320/W/15/3142042)

Land To Rear Of 29 Haigh Crescent Lydiate Liverpool L31 2LG 

Erection of a detached bungalow (alternative to 

DC/2014/02057 refused 12 Jan 2015)

Decision Date:

Decision:

Start Date:

Procedure: Written Representations

20/01/2016

Reference:



  

 
www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate 

 
 

 

Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 12 January 2016 

by V Lucas-Gosnold  LLB MCD MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date:  20/01/2016 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/M4320/D/15/3138468 
1 Giddygate Lane, Melling, L31 1AG 

 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 Mr Michael Lane against the decision of Sefton Metropolitan 

Borough Council. 

 The application Ref DC/2015/01354, dated 27 July 2015, was refused by notice dated 

27 October 2015. 

 The development proposed is two storey side and rear extension and single storey rear 

and front extensions. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed.   

Main Issues 

As the appeal site is within the Green Belt, I consider the main issues to be: 

 Whether the proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt;  

 The effect of the proposal on the openness and character of the Green Belt; 

and 

 If the proposal would be inappropriate development whether the harm by 
reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by 

other considerations so as to amount to the very special circumstances 
necessary to justify it.  

Reasons 

Whether inappropriate 

2. The appeal dwelling, No. 1, is one of a pair of semi-detached properties 

situated on Giddygate Lane.  No. 1 has previously been extended.  This appeal 
proposal would see the construction of a side and rear extension.    

3. Policy GBC2 of the Sefton MBC Unitary Development Plan (UDP) (Adopted 
2006) states that within the Green Belt planning permission will not be given 
for development other than the construction of new buildings for purposes 

including, the limited extension, alteration or replacement of existing dwellings.   

4. Paragraph 89 of the National Planning Policy Framework (Framework) states 

that the construction of new buildings should be regarded as inappropriate in 
the Green Belt. Exceptions to this include the extension or alteration of a 
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building provided that it does not result in disproportionate additions over and 

above the size of the original building. 

5. The policy GBC2 of the UDP is therefore generally consistent with the approach 

set out in paragraph 89 of Framework and I attach due weight accordingly. 

6. The proposed rear extension would be two storey and would project 
approximately 6m from the rear elevation of the dwelling at ground level.  It 

would measure approximately 9.5m across at ground floor level and 
approximately 4.5m across at first floor level.  The two storey element would 

have a pitched roof where it would join onto the existing roof with an 
approximate height of 7m.  The single storey element would have a flat roof 
that would be approximately 3.3m in height.   

7. The proposed side extension would be approximately 4m wide and 8.7m in 
length.  It would project forwards of the main front elevation of the dwelling by 

approximately 0.9m to form a porch.  The height would be approximately 7.5m 
and would be the same as the ridge height of the roof of the existing dwelling.   

8. In relation to extensions to existing dwellings in the Green Belt, the Council 

officer’s report has referred to an increase in volume of 33% normally being 
allowed.  Whilst the figure of 33% is not specifically referred to in the local 

policies before me or the Framework, it is often used as a general guideline by 
Councils in coming to a view on whether or not a proposal would result in 
disproportionate additions.   

9. Based on the information before me, the volume of the original dwelling house 
was approximately 216m³.  The volume of the two storey side extension 

approved in 2003 was 240m³ and this represented an increase of 
approximately 110% from the volume of the original dwelling.  I understand 
that several outbuildings were demolished as part of this approved scheme. 

10. This appeal proposal would have a volume of approximately 597m³.  This 
would result in extensions that would equate to more than double the size of 

the originally dwelling.  The proposal would therefore result in a significant 
increase in the volume of the appeal dwelling.  Whilst it may be reasonable to 
interpret the 33% guideline with some degree of flexibility in some cases, I 

consider that the appeal proposal would clearly result in disproportionate 
additions over and above the size of the original building.  The proposal would 

therefore conflict with policy GBC2 of the UDP and paragraph 89 of Framework 
in this regard. 

11. Accordingly, I conclude that the appeal proposal would be inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt.   

Openness and Character of the Green Belt 

12. Openness is an essential characteristic of the Green Belt and it means freedom 
from development.  Whilst the proposed extensions may be within land owned 

by the appellant, they would nonetheless add to the volume of built 
development on the site and along Giddygate Lane thereby depleting the 
openness of the Green Belt as a result.  The appeal proposal would therefore 

be harmful to the openness of the Green Belt.   

13. No. 1 is within a rural setting, being surrounded by open fields with a few 

scattered dwellings along Giddygate Lane itself.  Whilst the design of the 
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proposal may be acceptable, it would be a prominent addition to the appeal 

dwelling that would be visible from public viewpoints in the highway.  It would 
therefore detract from the open, rural character of the area as a result.  The 

proposal would therefore also be harmful to the character of the Green Belt at 
this point.   

Other Considerations 

14. I acknowledge that the appellant wishes to extend the dwelling in order to 
accommodate his family.  I attach limited weight in favour to this 

consideration. 

15. Based on the information before me, the proposal would not be harmful to the 
living conditions of neighbouring occupants.  However, a lack of harm in this 

respect does not weigh in favour of the proposal.   

16. I note that there is a proposal for an extension at the neighbouring dwelling, 

No. 2 Giddygate Lane.  However, that proposal is the subject of a separate 
appeal and I have determined this appeal on its own merits1.   

Conclusion 

17. Drawing matters together, I have found that the proposed extension would 
result in disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original 

building.  The proposal would therefore be inappropriate development in the 
Green Belt for the purposes of policy GBC2 of the UDP and paragraph 89 of the 
Framework.  Paragraph 87 of the Framework confirms that inappropriate 

development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt.  The weight I give to 
harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness is substantial.   

18. I have also found that the proposal would be harmful to the openness and 
character of the Green Belt and this adds to the harm that I have identified 
above.   

19. On the other hand, I have given limited weight to the appellant’s wish to 
extend the dwelling to accommodate his family.  I have also identified a neutral 

consideration that does not weigh in favour of the proposal.   

20. Accordingly, I conclude these matters do not clearly outweigh the harm that I 
have identified. Therefore, very special circumstances necessary to justify the 

development do not exist and the proposal would conflict with policy GBC2 of 
the UDP and paragraph 89 of the Framework.   

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

V Lucas-Gosnold 

INSPECTOR 

                                       
1 APP/M4320/D/15/3139816 
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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 12 January 2016 

by V Lucas-Gosnold  LLB MCD MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date:  20/01/2016 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/M4320/D/15/3139816 
2 Giddygate Lane, Melling, L31 1AG 

 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 Mr Colin Rooney against the decision of Sefton Metropolitan 

Borough Council. 

 The application Ref DC/2015/01355, dated 27 July 2015, was refused by notice dated 

28 October 2015. 

 The development proposed is two storey rear extension. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed.   

Main Issues 

As the appeal site is within the Green Belt, I consider the main issues to be: 

 Whether the proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt;  

 The effect of the proposal on the openness of the Green Belt; and 

 If the proposal would be inappropriate development whether the harm by 

reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by 
other considerations so as to amount to the very special circumstances 
necessary to justify it.  

Reasons 

Whether inappropriate 

2. The appeal dwelling, No. 2, is one of a pair of semi-detached properties 
situated on Giddygate Lane.  This appeal proposal would see the construction 
of a rear extension.   No. 2 has previously been extended.   

3. Policy GBC2 of the Sefton MBC Unitary Development Plan (UDP) (Adopted 
2006) states that within the Green Belt planning permission will not be given 

for development other than the construction of new buildings for purposes, 
including, the limited extension, alteration or replacement of existing dwellings.   

4. Paragraph 89 of the National Planning Policy Framework (Framework) states 
that the construction of new buildings should be regarded as inappropriate in 
the Green Belt. Exceptions to this include 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. 
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5. Policy GBC2 of the UDP is therefore generally consistent with the approach set 

out in paragraph 89 of Framework and I attach due weight accordingly. 

6. The proposed rear extension would be two storey and would project 

approximately 6m from the main rear elevation of the dwelling.  It would be 
approximately 4.5m across with a pitched roof situated at 90 degrees to the 
main dwelling.  The roof height would be approximately 7m.   

7. The Council officer’s report has referred to an increase in volume of 33% as 
normally being permitted in relation to extensions to existing dwellings in the 

Green Belt.  Whilst the figure of 33% is not specifically identified in the local 
policies before me or the Framework, it is often referred to by Council’s as a 
general guide when coming to a view as to whether or not a proposal would 

result in disproportionate additions.   

8. Based on the information before me, the volume of the original dwelling house 

was approximately 216m³.  The volume of the two storey side extension 
approved in 2003 was approximately 240m³.  This represented an increase of 
approximately 110% from the volume of the original dwelling.   

9. This appeal proposal would have a volume of approximately 162m³.  Taking 
account of the existing extension, the proposal would result in a total addition 

of approximately 402m³ additional volume which would be just less than 
double that of the original dwellings.  Therefore the proposed increase when 
considered in this context would result in a significant addition to the appeal 

property..   

10. Although it may be reasonable to interpret the 33% guideline with a degree of 

flexibility in some cases, I consider that the appeal proposal would result in 
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building.  The 
proposal would therefore conflict with policy GBC2 of the UDP and paragraph 

89 of Framework in this regard. 

11. I therefore conclude that the appeal proposal would be inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt.   

Openness 

12. Openness is an essential characteristic of the Green Belt and it means freedom 

from development.  Whilst the appeal site may be physically capable of 
accommodating the size of the extension, it would nonetheless add to the 

volume of built development on the site and along Giddygate Lane thereby 
depleting the openness of the Green Belt as a result.  The appeal proposal 
would therefore be harmful to the openness of the Green Belt.   

Other Considerations 

13. I acknowledge the appellant wishes to extend the dwelling in order to 

accommodate his family and I attach limited weight in favour of this 
consideration. 

14. Based on the information before me, the proposal would not be harmful to the 
living conditions of neighbouring occupants.  The design of the proposal would 
also be acceptable.   However, a lack of harm in these respects does not weigh 

in favour of the proposal.   
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15. I note that there is a proposal for an extension at the neighbouring dwelling, 

No. 1 Giddygate Lane.  However, that proposal is the subject of a separate 
appeal and I have determined this appeal on its own merits1.   

Conclusion 

16. I have found that the proposed extension would result in disproportionate 
additions over and above the size of the original building.  The proposal would 

therefore be inappropriate development in the Green Belt as described in policy 
GBC2 of the UDP and paragraph 89 of the Framework.  Paragraph 87 of the 

Framework confirms that inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful 
to the Green Belt.  The weight I give to harm to the Green Belt by reason of 
inappropriateness is substantial.   

17. I have also found that the proposal would be harmful to the openness of the 
Green Belt and this adds to the harm that I have identified above.   

18. On the other hand, I have given limited weight to the appellant’s wish to 
extend the dwelling to accommodate his family.  I have also identified two 
neutral considerations that do not weigh in favour of the proposal.   

19. Accordingly, I conclude these matters do not clearly outweigh the harm that I 
have identified. Therefore, very special circumstances necessary to justify the 

development proposed do not exist and the proposal would conflict with policy 
GBC2 of the UDP and paragraph 89 of the Framework.   

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

V Lucas-Gosnold 

INSPECTOR 

 

                                       
1 APP/M4320/D/15/3138468 
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