
Meeting of:  Planning and Licensing Committee
Date: Monday, 5th February, 2018
Time: 6.15 pm.
Venue: Hollingworth  - Floor 1,  Number One 

Riverside, Rochdale, OL16 1XU

This agenda gives notice of items to be considered in private as required by
Regulations 5 (4) and (5) of The Local Authorities (Executive Arrangements)
(Meetings and Access to Information) (England) Regulations 2012.

Item 
No.

AGENDA Page No

6.  UPDATE TO SUBMITTED PLANNING APPLICATIONS 2 - 9

For more information about this meeting, please contact 
Michael Garraway

01706 924716
michael.garraway@rochdale.gov.uk

Public Document Pack



Page 1 of 8

Planning and Licensing Committee 
Update Report – 5th February 2018

AGENDA ITEM 6a, page 7 – 17/00891/FUL – Land adjacent to the Ladybarn, Harbour 
Lane, Milnrow, OL16 4HF

AMENDMENTS

Amendments were received on the 29th January and the 31st January. Both sets of 
amendments have been publicised for a period of 7 days, with the final publicity period 
ending on the 10th February 2018. 

Since the publication of the agenda, the scale of the development has been reduced and the 
revised scheme is as follows:  Erection of 37 supported living apartments with ancillary café 
(one 3 storey block of 28 apartments, one 2 storey block of 6 apartments and one single 
storey block of 3 apartments). The amendments submitted comprise the following;

29th January amendments:
- Block A (the northern block) has been repositioned further south. This increases the 

distance from the northern boundary to 10.5m and reduces the distance to the 
southern boundary to approximately 1.0m 

- Blocks B and C have been slightly re-orientated so that the ridge line would run 
almost E-W. They have also been shifted approximately 2.0m to the east. 

- The number of parking spaces adjacent to Block A has been reduced by 2. 
- The parking spaces adjacent to Blocks B and C have been reorganised and 

increased by 2. 

31st January amendments:
- Block B has been reduced to single storey and three units have been lost from this 

block. 

CONSULTATION RESPONSES

Highway Authority - The volumes of traffic generated by sheltered accommodation will not 
cause congestion or capacity issues on the neighbouring highways network.

As this is sheltered accommodation the car ownership levels expected are much lower and 
the parking provision for the site is deemed adequate. Should the provision of parking be 
insufficient there is sufficient space onsite to accommodate more vehicles without 
compromising the highways network.

The level of traffic this development would generate will not create a significant negative 
impact upon the existing local highway network. 

We do not envisage capacity issues due to the approval of this development; the 
surrounding highway network will adequately accommodate vehicles from the development. 

This development will not have a significant negative impact upon road safety. 

The internal layout of the site is suitable for a development of this size and nature. 

The site is bisected by an adopted Highway from Bramhall Close to Elizabethan Way. North 
of this highway the site takes a more informal layout devoid of footways and used mainly for 
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parking. Given the nature of this development I am happy this layout can operate safely as a 
shared surface/home zone area. It is however essential that the materials used are agreed 
by condition prior to the consideration of the detailed S38 design. 

The existing access to the highway will be utilised for this proposal. I do not consider this an 
intensification of use and I there is no data to suggest that the current access is dangerous.

ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS

The application was re-publicised on the 22nd January, the 29th January and the 31st 
January. The total number of objections received to date is 294, some of which are from the 
same address. The comments raised are summarised below along with an officer response. 

- The submitted amendments do not allay the concerns of local residents. 
Comment that the original objections to the application still stand.  

Officer response: The individual concerns raised by residents are addressed below.

- The reduction of two units would still result in an unacceptable increase of traffic. 
Any new housing in the area should be put on hold until the traffic 
problems/congestion at the junction of Buckley Hill Lane and the Elizabethan 
Way are resolved. Access and parking is still not sufficient. The amended layout 
reduces the amount of internal turning space for vehicles and concerns about 
access for emergency vehicles to the site. 

Officer response: The number of parking spaces, means of access and highway/junction 
capacity are still considered to be acceptable by the highways authority and no safety 
concerns are raised. Supported living accommodation is likely to generate much lower 
car ownership that other types of residential development and the number of spaces is 
therefore considered sufficient to serve residents, staff and visitors to the site. 

- No transport assessment has been submitted with the application. This is 
contrary to the requirements of policy T2 of the Core Strategy.

Officer response: The Highways Authority have assessed the information submitted with 
the application and they do not consider that a Transport Assessment is required. 
Supported living accommodation is likely to generate much lower car ownership that 
other types of residential development.

- The footpath appears to come to a dead end at the end of the site. Concerns 
about the users of the footpath and concerns that the amended layout would 
result in the development extending closer to the footpath. 

Officer response: The development would retain the existing footpath and result in no 
undue impact on its use or safety.  

- The Highway Authority should have been consulted on the recommended bank 
support to ensure that the bridge on Elizabethan Way and over the Metrolink is 
not compromised.

Officer response: The Local Highway Authority and Transport for Greater Manchester 
have been consulted on the application and raised no objections. A Construction 
Management Plan Condition and a condition relating to boundary treatment adjacent 
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to the Metrolink Line have been proposed to ensure no detriment on the safety of the 
Metrolink or highway network. 

- The officer report does not refer to privacy. The plans show a disregard for 
neighbours amenity, the development will be overbearing, result in a loss of 
privacy and create a visual intrusion. The 10.5m separation to the northern 
boundary is still not sufficient. The garden for no. 11a Bramhall Close will still be 
overlooked. Has the impact on the approved extension at no. 11a been 
assessed?

Officer response: The 10.5m separation distance complies with the space standards 
set down in the SPD – Guidelines and Standards for Residential Development. The 
approved extension us sited to the rear of no. 11a in an area that is not directly 
overlooked. 

- No sequential test was included in the ‘Planning and Sequential Test’.

Officer response: The sequential test was submitted at a later date in the supporting 
letter, dated 11th January. This was assessed in the Officer report. 

- The new layout pushes the development closer no. 15 Shephard’s Close. With 
the entrance to the café and apartments located within 4.5m of the boundary of 
24 Shephard’s Close the noise and disturbance to residents will be significant, 
including disturbance to the bedrooms of 24. 

Officer response – The development has moved closer to this boundary but the 
previous reduction to one and a half storey’s reduces the impacts from this area of 
the building to an acceptable level. A condition will be placed on the café to control 
opening hours of the cafe, thus controlling those movements to the site. The existing 
footpath results in a certain level of pedestrian movement past the boundary of no. 
24 Shephard’s Close and it is considered that the additional movements and 
activities associated with the development would not result in undue harm to amenity. 

- The northern most two storey block will look directly into the garden of no. 24 
Shephard’s Way. Photographs have been provided to demonstrate that this area 
is used for external seating by the residents. 

Officer response: A further amendment has since been received and this reduces the 
northern most two storey block to single storey. This removes first floor overlooking 
of the garden area and improves the impact on the privacy of the garden for no. 24. 
The impact on this garden area is now considered to be acceptable. 

- No daylight and sunlight survey has been conducted to assess the 
overshadowing on all adjacent properties.

Officer response: Sufficient information was submitted with the application to allow 
for a full assessment on residential amenity. 

- What is the boundary treatment for adjacent properties and the Metrolink line. 

Officer response: A condition is proposed requiring further submission of boundary 
treatment details. 

- The artist impression is misleading as it does not show the boundary with no. 15 
Bramhall Close and exaggerated the amount of green space proposed. 
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Officer response: The artist impression in only there as a tool to indicate what the 
development would look like. The submitted plans are the only true representation of 
the proposed development and these are what have been considered under the 
application. 

- Concerns that any changes to levels at the site could result in drainage issues 
and flooding for no. 15 Bramhall Close. No water table and drainage system for 
no. 11a and 15 Bramhall Close has been proposed and there is no foul and 
sewerage report. 

Officer response: The Council’s Drainage Engineer has been consulted on the 
application and raised no concerns regarding drainage of the site or its impact on 
adjacent land. Further drainage details will be conditioned as part of any approval to 
clarify the proposed attenuation.

- The reduction to the scheme still represents overdevelopment of the site. The 
proposal, particularly the three storey building will still appear too large on the site 
and it is not in keeping with the character of the area and surrounding properties. 
Concerns that levels of the site have not been given full consideration. 

Officer response: This has been previously addressed in the office report. The 
design, scale and massing of the buildings would create a development that would sit 
comfortably within the site and it is considered that the application would 
appropriately protect residential amenity. A levels condition has been proposed.

- The development would be constructed on the root protection area of trees at no. 
15 Bramhall Close. Concerns that the report does not cover all trees around the 
site.

Officer response: The Council’s Tree and Woodland Development Officer has 
assessed the impact on at and around the site with no objections raised. Tree 
protection measures will be required to protect retained trees and this will be 
conditioned on any approval. A detailed landscaping scheme will also be conditioned 
as well as an Arboricultural Implications Assessment and an Arboricultural Method 
Statement. 

- There is no noise report submitted with the application. How have acceptable 
noise levels been achieved when noise was a concern on previous applications 
on the site. 

Officer response: A noise report has been submitted with the application and this is 
available to view on the Council website with the rest of the application documents. 
The development has been assessed by the Council’s Public Protection Officer and it 
has been demonstrated that acceptable noise levels can be achieved on the site. 
Any approval will need a condition requiring that the application is constructed in 
accordance with the recommendations of the noise report and this requires the 
installation of measures such as non-opening windows and minimum seal and glass 
specifications. 

- Concerns over 24 hour lighting at the site and the impact this would have on 
neighbouring residents. 

Officer response: The officer report includes a condition to require the submission of 
a lighting scheme. This is to ensure no undue harm is caused by lighting of the site.  
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- Concerns over the impact of noise on local residents from comings and goings 
associated with the development 24 hours a day.

Officer response: Movements to the site would not be excessive and would not result 
in undue harm

- Concerns that the infrastructure of Milnrow cannot support more housing, 
regardless of numbers.

Officer response: The scale of development is considered to be acceptable. A 
condition will be attached to require the use to remain within Use Class C3 (b) as 
other residential uses may give rise to different material considerations.

- Concerns that the first point raised in the Officer report relates to the end users – 
Vulnerable adults. This is by far one of the least concerns of the community. 

Officer response: The order that things are addressed in the report does not relate to 
the importance of matters. The use of the site was addressed first as this relates to 
establishing whether the principle of the development is acceptable on the site. 

- Concerns over the safety of residents if the café is open to both them and the 
public. 

Officer response: The management of the facility and its occupants is a matter for the 
operator.  

- Concerns over how occupation of the units is controlled. Affordable Housing is 
only not appropriate because the units are for supported living and not available 
on the open market. 

Officer response: A proposed condition controls occupancy of the units. 

- Queries as to the evidence that the Recreational Open Space Contribution is not 
required. 

Officer response: This is addressed in the officer report. There is an identified 
exception in the now cancelled Unitary Development Plan Policy H/6, to which the 
SPD relates, identified sheltered housing as an exception to open space contribution 
requirements. It is considered unlikely that a development of this particular nature 
would lead directly to increased demand or adverse pressures on recreational open 
space and therefore it is not considered reasonable for the Council to seek a 
contribution in this case. 

- Public consultation on the application has been lacking. Concerns that the 10/7 
days publicity period provided for the amended plans is not sufficient and not all 
objectors have received letters advising them of the amended plans. 

Officer response: The Council have publicised the application and amendments over 
and above statutory requirements.

- A question of whether it is normal for the Council to accept amended plans so 
late in the day?
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Officer response: Amended plans can be submitted at any point up to determination. 
The Council have publicised all amendments above and beyond statutory 
requirements. 

- The determination of the application should be deferred to a later day to give 
members of the public sufficient time to comment on the amended plans. 

Officer response: The Council has provided opportunity for the public to comment on 
the application. A 7 day publicity period is not unusual for amended plans. 

- Concerns over the initial public consultation meeting and questions over who was 
invited

Officer response: This was a meeting held by the developer for which the Local 
Planning Authority had no involvement. Correspondence from the applicant indicate 
the meeting was advertised in Rochdale on line and between 50-60 people attended 
the meeting. The developer has engaged with member of the bowling club since the 
meeting.

- Concerns that residents of the newly converted Ladybarn PH did not have official 
notification of the planning application. 

Officer response: The properties were still under construction at the time the 
application was submitted and validated. Publicity is carried out on the properties 
present at the time of validation. 

- Concerns that the report makes reference to the distances adjacent to property 
boundaries as approximate.

Officer response: The amended plans have been updated to include exact distances 
to key site boundaries. The approximation relates to the scaling of the plans, with the 
red line boundary covering a distance of 0.5m. 

- A suggestion that there are more suitable sites in the borough. Namely Dale Mill 
and Kingsway. Note that land is not available for a scout hut in the area but land 
is always available for more housing. 

Officer response: All applications submitted must be assessed on their own merits. 

Analysis

Following the publication of the agenda, the main amendments to the scheme comprise;
- Moving Block A further south
- Re-orientating Blocks B and C and reducing Block B to single storey.

Shifting Block A further south would provide a 10.5m separation to the boundary with no. 
11a Bramhall Close. This distance complies with the requirements of the Supplementary 
Planning Document – Guidelines and Standards for Residential Development, which advises 
a 10.5m distance between a principal window at an upper floor level and a directly facing 
boundary of the curtilage. 

It is acknowledged that the repositioning of Block A would also result in the development 
extending closer to the boundary with no. 25 Shephard’s Way. However, the previous 
reduction to one and a half storey reduces the impacts from this area of the building to an 
acceptable level. A condition will be placed on the café to control opening hours of the cafe, 
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thus controlling those movements to the site. The existing footpath results in a certain level 
of pedestrian movement past the boundary of no. 24 Shephard’s Close and it is considered 
that the additional movements and activities associated with the development would not 
result in undue harm to amenity. 

Through the reorientation of blocks B and C and the reduction of Block B to single storey the 
amount of overlooking of the rear garden spaces of nos. 22 and 24 Bramhall Close is 
reduced. An additional representation received by 24 Bramhall Close showed an area of 
seating to the rear garden. It is considered that the removal of the first floor would prevent 
undue overlooking of this area and adequately protect the privacy of the residents. In 
regards to no. 22 the development would face towards the very rear corner of the garden, 
any overlooking of this small area and the garden of no. 24 can be prevented through the 
use of appropriate boundary treatment/screening.  

In other considerations it is noted that the amendments result in a reduction in the number of 
units proposed to 37. Whilst the parking layout has slightly altered, the number of spaces 
remain as previously proposed and this is considered sufficient for the site. The Highway 
Authority has also again confirmed that they have no objections to the layout of the 
development or the impact on the local highway network. It is also noted that the layout 
would also alter access to one of the bin stores, the size and location of the bin store is 
however still considered to be acceptable and is a matter for the site operator to manage. 

All other material matters have been previously addressed within the officer report.  
Additional concerns have been raised regarding the publicity of the application and in 
particular the time periods given in which to comment on amended plans. Additional 
consultation letters have been sent to residents upon each amendment and this is over and 
above what would normally be undertaken. It is clear from the number of representations 
received to the amendments that the local community are aware of the application and the 
recent amendments and committee notification letters have also been sent. 

Recommendation 

Defer and Delegate to Head of Planning Services to release decision notice on expiry of 
consultation period subject to the following revised/additional conditions:

Revised conditions:

2. This permission relates to the following plans:

o Proposed Site Context Plan – Drawing no. 2312.OS.02 Rev D
o Block A - Proposed Ground Floor Plan – Drawing no. 2312.P.100 Rev G
o Block A - Proposed First Floor Plan – Drawing no. 2312.P.101 Rev F
o Block A - Proposed Section Floor Plan – Drawing no. 2312.P.102 Rev F
o Block A - Proposed Roof Plan – Drawing no. 2312.P.103 Rev F
o L-Shaped Block – Proposed Elevations Sheet 1
o L-Shaped Block – Proposed Elevations Sheet 2
o Blocks B and C - Proposed Ground Floor Plans  – Drawing no. 2312.P.200.D
o Blocks B and C - Proposed First Floor Plans  – Drawing no. 2312.P.201 .D
o Proposed Elevations – Small Blocks – Drawing no. P.203C
o Proposed Elevations – Small Blocks – Drawing no. P.204C
o Proposed Elevations – Small Blocks – Drawing no. P.205C
o Design and Access Statement – IWA Architects dated July 2017
o Planning Statement – Dated October 2017
o Supporting Letter – Ref: PART100
o Crime Impact Statement – Ref: 2016/0408/CIS/01 24th November 2017
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o Phase 1 Desk Study – Ref 1151 Rev 0
o Phase 2 Ground Investigation and Contamination Assessment – Ref 1151A 

Rev 0
o Flood Risk Assessment – Ref EPG-8735-FRA-01
o Surface Water Management and Alternative Sustainable Drainage Layout – 

Ref EPG/8735/SD/001
o Surface Water Management Alternative Sustainable Drainage Typical Details 

– Drawing no. EPG/8735/SD/100
o Acoustic Planning Report – Ref: 0261/APR1
o Noise Impact Assessment – Prepared by DBZ acoustics ref 16058
o Ecological Appraisal -  Prepared by Verity Webster – dated September 2017
o Arboricultural Report – JCA ref: 12910/ME

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved drawings.

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and to ensure a satisfactory standard of 
development in accordance with the policies contained within the adopted Rochdale 
Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework.

Additional conditions:

18. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 
Development) (England) Order 2015 (or any equivalent Order following the amendment, re-
enactment or revocation thereof) prior to first occupation of the Block A hereby approved the 
first and second floor windows of the west elevations that serve the corridor circulation space 
shall be fitted with, to a height of no less than 1.7m above finished floor level, non-opening 
lights and textured glass with an obscuration level of no less than Level 3 of the Pilkington 
Glass scale (or equivalent) and retained as such thereafter.

Reason: In the interest of residential amenity and in compliance with policy DM1 of the 
adopted Rochdale Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework.

19. The ancillary café hereby approved shall not be open to the public outside the hours of 
08:00-18:00 on any day.

Reason: In the interests of residential amenity and to protect nearby residents from undue 
levels of noise and disturbance and to accord with policies DM1 of the adopted Rochdale 
Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

20. No development or works of site preparation shall take place until an Arboricultural 
Implications Assessment and an Arboricultural Method Statement that is in accordance with 
the approved Arboricultural Report (JCA ref: 12910/ME)  have been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall thereafter be 
undertaken in accordance with the recommendations of the approved Arboricultural 
Implications Assessment and Arboricultural Method Statement. 

Reason: In order to protect the existing trees and hedges in the interests of the amenities of 
the area and in accordance with Policies G6 and G7 of the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy 
and the National Planning Policy Framework.

Reason for pre-commencement condition: Any development of the site may impact on 
existing trees and it is important that appropriate protection takes place. 
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