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Application no. 129825/FH/2021 

Date registered valid: 24 March 2021 

Proposal: Erection of a single storey rear extension to provide additional living 
accommodation 

Address: 55 Old Moat Lane, Manchester, M20 3EJ 

Ward(s): Old Moat Ward 
 

Applicant: Daniel Egan, 1 Gower Road, Heaton Chapel, Hyde, SK4 2Q 

Agent (if any): Mr Daniel Vaughan, 43 Bagshaw Street, Hyde, SK14 4TN 

Case officer: Jennifer Connor 
Tel: 0161 234 4545 
Email: jennifer.connor@manchester.gov.uk 

Recommendation: Refuse       

Date of recommendation: 28.10.2021 

 
  



Application details 
 
Type of application: Full Householder Application 
 
Development type: Householder 
 
Standard consultations: 
No consultations have been printed and sent.  
 
Neighbour notifications 
Printed: 26 March 2021  Expired: 16 April 2021 
 
Site notice 
No site notice has been produced  
 
Press advert 
No press advert had been published  
 
Departure from Development Plan:  No 
 
Environmental Statement:  Not required  
 
Description of site/building/area 
 
This application relates to a two storey end terraced property currently in use as a 5 bed small HMO,  
although there is no planning history to authorise this change. There is a single storey lean to  
extension to the rear. There is a narrow front garden, side garden and a driveway to the rear of the  
existing lean-to to the rear.   
 
The area comprises a mix of residential property types, a percentage of which have been converted  
to HMO’s. The attached property had a lean-to single storey extension. Across the alley at the  
bottom of the yard is the side gable of an end terraced property on St Brendan’s Road North. 

 
Listed building:  Not applicable  
 
Conservation area:  Not applicable 
 
Tree Preservation Order:  Not applicable 
 
Description of development 
 
Erection of a single storey rear extension to provide additional living accommodation 
 
Consultations & Notification Responses 
 
Comments were received from one resident setting out concerns relating to bin storage being 
inadequate for the current occupants of the house in multiple occupation. 
 
6 people object to the application on the basis that: 
HMO’s cause noise pollution, rubbish (and rats), parking, anti-social behaviour and the scale of 
the extension is excessive accommodating far too many people. The property is poorly 
maintained and an existing illegal HMO. Works will cause disturbance during construction and 
the resultant extension will cause loss of light to neighbouring property. 
 
A Ward Councillor made contact to query the use of the property. 



 
Policy 
 
Core Strategy 
 
The relevant Core Strategy policies are SP1, DM1 and H11 
Policy SP1 sets down the spatial criteria to be considered in determining application in the City. 
A principle objective is the creation of neighbourhoods of choice. 
Policy DM1 seeks to protect the amenity of an area from the adverse impact of development. 
Policy H11 says that extensions to HMO’s in areas where there is a high concentration of such 
accommodation will not be acceptable where they will result in an increase in occupancy. 
 
Unitary Development Plan 
 
The relevant saved UDP policy is DC1 which sets down the criteria to be considered in 
determining residential extensions. Including the need to protect the amenity of residents and 
the character of an area. 
 
Issues 
 
Principle  
The property is currently an unauthorised five bed HMO and the proposed extension will 
facilitate the internal remodelling of the property and enable the creation of a sixth bedroom. 
The proposed development therefore conflicts with policy H11.  
 
Rear Extension  
The rear extension would project 7.95m for a width of 6.57m to a height of 4m with a long 
sloping roof to 1.8m to the eaves. The extension, which would be constructed utilising materials 
to match the existing property would fill the rear of the site. It would not be any nearer to the 
back of pavement on St. Brendan’s Road North than the existing single storey lean-to. 
 
Increase in Accommodation  
The proposed extension would result in an 20% increase in accommodation within the building. 
This is an area where a high proportion of properties are let as HMO’s predominantly to 
students and there are issues with anti social behaviour. To this end the Councils policies seek 
prevent the over intensification of HMO’s within areas and this includes the enlargement of 
existing HMO’s. Whilst the proposal may only result in the creation of one additional person 
living in the property this is a substantial increase given the small size of the property and the 
number of people already resident there. On balance it is considered that the proposed 
development conflicts with policy H11.  
 
Residential amenity  
It is not considered that the proposed extension, despite it’s size (the permitted development 
fallback being 6m), would adversely impact on the amenity of residents in terms of either 
overbearing impact, loss of light or loss of privacy (loss of window to rear elevation), particularly 
having regard to the presence of the extension to the adjoining property. However, concern is 
expressed that an additional resident and the activity and coming and goings that would be 
associated with the additional room would further detract from the amenity of residents in the 
wider area.  
 
Conclusion.  
Whilst the proposed extension would be acceptable on a private residence, as they would 
facilitate an increase in occupancy of this HMO the proposed development conflicts with Council 
policy and is therefore unacceptable. 



 
Human Rights Act 1998 considerations 
 
This application needs to be considered against the provisions of the Human Rights Act 1998. 
Under Article 6, the applicants (and those third parties, including local residents, who have 
made representations) have a right to a fair hearing and to this end the local planning authority 
must give full consideration to their comments. 
 
Protocol 1 Article 1, and Article 8 where appropriate, confer(s) a right of respect for a person’s 
home, other land and business assets. In taking account of all material considerations, including 
Council policy as set out in the Core Strategy and saved polices of the Unitary Development 
Plan, the Director of Planning, Building Control & Licensing has concluded that some rights 
conferred by these articles on the applicant(s)/objector(s)/resident(s) and other occupiers and 
owners of nearby land that might be affected may be interfered with but that that interference is 
in accordance with the law and justified by being in the public interest and on the basis of the 
planning merits of the development proposal. She believes that any restriction on these rights 
posed by the recommendation given is proportionate to the wider benefits of and that such a 
decision falls within the margin of discretion afforded to the Council under the Town and 
Country Planning Acts. 
 
Recommendation: Refuse   
 
Article 35 Declaration 
 
The proposal would not improve the social and environmental conditions of the area nor does it 
comply with the development plan and therefore does not comprise sustainable development.  
The concerns of the local planning authority with the proposals have been communicated to the 
applicants agent. In this instance there are no conditions which could reasonably have been 
imposed, which would have made the development acceptable and it is therefore not possible 
to approve the application. 
 
Reasons for recommendation to refuse 
 
1) The proposed extensions to an existing house in multiple occupation would facilitate an 
increase in occupancy of this small House in Multiple Occupation  which would have a 
detrimental impact on the sustainability and character of an area in which there is a high 
concentration of houses in multiple occupation and would therefore be contrary to the provisions 
of policies SP1, H11 and DM1 of the Core Strategy of the Local Development Framework. 
 
 
 
 
  



Appendix 1 – List of consultees & neighbours notified 
 
52 Old Moat Lane, Manchester, M20 3FL 
2 St Brendan's Road, Manchester, M20 3GH 
4 St Brendan's Road, Manchester, M20 3GH 
1 St Brendan's Road, Manchester, M20 3GH 
57 Old Moat Lane, Manchester, M20 3EJ 
50 Old Moat Lane, Manchester, M20 3FL 
48 Old Moat Lane, Manchester, M20 3FL 
 
Appendix 2 – Planning constraints 
 
Article 4 Direction - Removal of PD Rights Change of Use from Class C3 to Class C4 
Aircraft Safeguarding Zone - Aircraft Safeguarding Zone - All Exceeding 90M 
Area Team Boundary - Name: SOUTH 
 
 


