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Appeal Deéision

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

Appeal Ref: APP/C3430/A/09/2110351
“The Gables”, Strawmoor Lane, Qaken, Staffordshire WV8 2HY
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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 Lorraine Evans against the decision of South Staffordshire
Council.

The application Ref-09/00038/FUL, dated 19 January 2009, was refused by notice dated
17 March 2005.

The development proposed is a two storey side extension and garage.

Decision

1.

I dismiss the appeal.

Main issues

2.

1 consider the main issues to be:

(a) whether the proposed development would be inappropriate development in
the Green Belt for the purposes of PPG2 and development plan policy;

(b) the effect of the proposed deve!opmenf on the openness, character and
visual amenity of the Green Belt;

(c) the effect of the proposed development on the character and visual amenity
of the Green Belt; _

(d) if the proposal constitutes inappropriate development in the Green Belt,
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 the development.

Reasons

Inappropriate development

3.

Policy GB1 of the South Staffordshire Local Plan identifies that limited
extensions to existing dwellings in the Green Belt, as defined by paragraph 3.6
of Planning Policy Guidance Note 2 - Green Belts (PPG 2) would not be
inappropriate development. PPG 2 does not define specifically what 'limited’ is,
noting in paragraph 3.6 that providing a proposal does not result in
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building, the
extension or alteration of dwellings in the Green Belt may not be inappropriate.
This is reinforced by Local Plan Policy C4, which notes that the alteration of a
dwelling which involves substantial rebuilding and results in disproportionate
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4,

5.

" additions over and above the size of the original bulldmg will not normaliy be

permitted.

In addition to this policy, further guidance is provided in :the: Council’s
Supp[ementary Planning Guidance (SPG) - 'Extensions to dwelllngs in the
" Green. Belt “and extens:ons to" ciwellmgs formed from conversmns of rural
butidmgs in the Green Belt'. " This restricts the’ flsor area. ‘of "extensions that
~;would_not be. mappropnate deve[opment to.a ground floor ared. not greater
“than’ 30% of the original. floor area of the dwe!!mg _This is not a suitable way
of determmmg whether the proposed extension in. the partlcuiar circumstances

- .of this case is 'limited' or 'dtsproport:onate in the terms of the Council's policies
. GB1 and C4, since the new ground floor elenient would sit on ‘the footprint of
" an eXisting elemeént of ‘the house, and would not cover any new ground.

However, the SPG indicates that in certain instances regard should be had to
the volume of the extended dweE[mg in relatlon to the ex15tmg dwelling, as well
as the floor area. : : :

Several extensions have taken place since the originai house and its single
detached garage were permitted in 1958, including an additional single garage,
the covered walkway, and the conservatory to the rear. Collectively, these
have significantly increased the volume of the original dwelling. The proposed
extension of the house at first floor would further add to this increase in
volume. Taken in aggregate with the existing extensions, the proposed
addition would be disproportionate compared to the size of the original building
and could not, in my view, be described as a limited extension. It would
therefore constitute inappropriate development in the Green Belt. This is, by
definition, harmful to the Green Belt and in conflict with PPG2 and Local Plan

" Policies GB1, C4 and C8. Substantial weight has to be attached to this harm

when considering any planning application or appeal.

Effect on openness

6.

PPG2 makes it clear that the most important attribute of Green Belts is their
openness. The proposed extension would add considerabie bulk to the side of

_the house. It would enclose much of the gap which currently exists above the

flat roofed element between the existing house and the neighbouring property.
This would reduce and consequently harm the openness of the Green Belt in
conflict with the intentions of PPG2. I attach significant weight to this harm.

Effect on character and visual amenity

7.

In addition, the proposed development would be highly visible from the
highway, detracting from the Green Belt and the character of the area in
conflict with Local Plan Policy BE26. I attach considerable additional weight to
the harm to the character and visual amenity of the area.

Other considerations

8.

I have taken into account that the proposed extension has been reduced in size
since the previous scheme was dismissed at appeal and that the appellant
considers that the effect on openness would be less significant, maintaining a
gap between the existing house and the neighbouring property. However for
the reasons explained above I find that this proposal would still be too buiky. I
have therefore given this point limited weight.

I appreciate that a hipped tiled roof to the garage area may reduce potential
maintenance problems associated with a fiat roof. This is not however a matter
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‘which could justify an otherwise harmful development in the Green Belt and I
therefore attach limited weight to it.

-..Conclusion .

;'."'.,10 The proposed extenswn woutd be [napproprlate development m the Green Belt
T Y apd PPG2 and T attach suibstantial’ ‘weight to such harmi.’ To this must be added
' further s;gmr“cant Welght from the harm to the openhess and cons;derable
" weight to the harm to'the character and visual, .amenity of the Green ‘Belt due
" to'its scale and mass. I can only attached limited welght to'the other
" “considerations citeéd by the appellant, and consider that mdlwdually and
" together, they do not outweigh the totahty of harm. Accordingly, the very

. special arcumstances requnred to 3ust;fy the proposed devetopment do. not
exist. ,

11, I have had regard'to all matters raised but none alter my findings that the
proposal would result in significant harm to the Green Belt and would conflict
~with Local Plan Policies GB1, C4, C8 and BE26 and PPG2, I therefore conclude
that the appea! shouid be d:smlssed B '
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