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1. PURPOSE OF REPORT  
 
1.1 To provide recommendations to the Committee on planning applications or related 

consents submitted to the Council and requiring the consideration and/or determination 
of the Committee in accordance with the Council’s approved Scheme of Delegation. 

 
1.2 To provide information on any other planning or development related matters which 

may affect the work of the Committee. 
 
2. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1 Recommendations in respect of individual planning applications are as detailed in the 

following papers. 
 

3. STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS 
 
3.1 The submitted applications on this agenda are to be determined in accordance with the 

provisions of relevant legislation, including the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, Planning and 
Compensation Act 1991, Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, Planning Act 
2008, Localism Act 2012 and the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Management) Procedure Order 2010 together with any Circulars and Regulations 
which support that legislation.   

 
3.2 Planning law requires that applications be determined in accordance with the 

development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  Where relevant, 
any such material considerations will be referred to in the report. 

 
 
 

     The Development Plan 
 
3.3 All planning applications referred to in this report have been assessed against the 

relevant policies and proposals of the development plan for the Borough (currently the 
adopted Rochdale Unitary Development Plan 2006) and any Supplementary Planning 
Documents or Guidance adopted by the Council.   



 
 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
 
3.4 In addition, in assessing the submitted planning applications, there is a requirement to 

have regard to relevant national policies as set out within the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) the policies of which are a material consideration.  Where relevant, 
the provisions of the NPPF and any other relevant national guidance will be referred to 
in the report. 

 
4. RISK ASSESSMENT IMPLICATIONS  
 
4.1 The Council has adopted a Code of Conduct for Members and Officers dealing with 

Planning Matters.  Members and Officers are required to have full regard to the Code 
in discharging their responsibilities and duties in relation to planning matters on behalf 
of the Council.  The Code seeks to ensure that all decision making is governed by an 
open and transparent process and represents a standard against which the conduct of 
Officers and Member sitting on the Committee will be judged.   

 
4.2 A Declaration of Member Interests Register is taken prior to the commencement of the 

Committee meeting.  Advice on whether any Member sitting on the Committee ought to 
declare any interest on any item on the submitted agenda should be obtained from the 
Head of Legal and Democratic Services or the Chief Planning Officer.   

 
4.3 The Council’s Standards Committee will monitor the operation of this Code of Conduct.    
 
5. EQUALITIES IMPACTS 

 
5.1 The above Acts require Local Planning Authorities to consider planning applications on 

their individual merits having regard to the development plan and other material 
planning considerations. 

 
5.2 The Equality Act 2010 protects people from discrimination on the basis of certain 

characteristics which are known as protected characteristics.  These protected 
characteristics are Age, Disability, Gender Reassignment, Marriage or Civil 
Partnership, Pregnancy and Maternity, Race, Religion or Belief, Sex (Gender), Sexual 
Orientation, socio-economic status and Carer. 

 
5.3 In applying the Equality Act 2010, the Council is required to consider the effects of its 

decisions on different groups protected from discrimination, including a duty to make 
reasonable adjustments.  In taking account of all material planning considerations, 
including Council policy as set out in the Unitary Development Plan and the National 
Planning Policy Framework, the Service Director (Planning and Regulation Services) 
has concluded all opportunities to promote equality through the planning process have 
been taken, or where adjustments cannot be made, these are justified on the basis of 
the planning merits of the development proposal.   

 
5.4 The Rochdale and District Disabled Access Working Group may comment on relevant 

planning applications. Where comments are received, these will be included within the 
reported to Committee.  Consideration is given in designing access when dealing with 
the planning applications. Where applicable, any issues relating to these matters or 
other equal opportunity matters will be referred to in individual planning application 
reports. 

 
6.      Human Rights Act 1998 considerations 
 



6.1    The submitted applications need to be considered against the provisions of the Human 
Rights Act 1998.  Under Article 6, the applications (and those third parties, including 
local residents, who have made representations) have the right to a fair hearing and to 
this end the Committee must give full consideration to their comments. 

 
6.2 Article 8 and Protocol 1 Article 1 confer(s) a right of respect or a person’s home, other 

land and business assets.  In taking account of all material considerations, including 
Council policy as set out in the Unitary Development Plan, the Service Director 
(Planning and Regulation Services) has concluded that some rights conferred by these 
Articles on the applicant(s)/objectors/residents 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.  He believes that any restriction on 
these rights posed by approval of the application is proportionate to the wider benefits 
of approval and that such a decision falls within the margin of discretion afforded to the 
Council under the Town and Country Planning Acts. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Background Papers 
 

      The background papers relevant to the planning applications to be considered on this agenda 
will include:- 

 
 1.  The Planning application file and its contents which will include: 
 
 i)  The planning application form and supporting information, together with scaled 

drawings/plans and relevant statutory certificates. 
ii) Letters of response from statutory and other consultees who may have been consulted 
or commented on the planning application 

iii) Letters and documents received from interested parties. 
iv) Notes of telephone conversations, meetings and any information received and of 
relevance to the submitted proposal 

  
 2. For any previous planning application referred to in the agenda report or in the application 

file, the planning application forms and the decision on that proposal 
 
 3. Such other papers (if any) received after the preparation of individual reports on planning 

applications on this agenda (to be reported verbally at the meeting). 
 
       4. Any other guidance or procedural documents adopted by the Council and of relevance to 

the recommendation and/or determination of any submitted planning applications or related 
consents 

 
For further information about this report, or if you wish to see any background 
papers please contact: Sharon Hill, Senior Business Support Officer, in Economy and 
Environment, Number One Riverside, Smith Street, Rochdale, OL16 1XU 
 
Telephone (01706) 924305 or via the online planning services at:  
http://www.rochdale.gov.uk/planning 
 

 
 



Application Number: 14/01428/FUL    Ward: Littleborough Lakeside       
 

 
Proposal: Demolition of existing buildings and erection of 3 detached dwellings 
 

Site Address: Land Off Todmorden Rd Summit Littleborough Lancashire OL15 9LY 
 

Applicant: Mr T Rollins 
                   
 

RECOMMENDATION: Refused 
 

 
 
 
UPDATE 
 
At the meeting of the Pennines Township Planning Sub Committee on the 19th February 2015, 
members of that Committee resolved that they were minded to approve the application, 
subject to the submission of amended plans to secure minor revisions to the scheme. 
Members of the Pennines Township Sub Committee delegated the amendments to officers 
and referred the application to the Licensing and Regulatory Committee in accordance with 
the Council’s Scheme of Delegation. 
 



The amendments requested by the Pennines Township Planning Sub Committee were as 
follows: 

- A reduction in the level of hardstanding across the site.  
- Rotating the garages for plots 1 and 2 by 90 degrees. 
- A reduction in the dominance of plot 3 when viewed from Todmorden Road, with 

specific reference made to whether this could be achieved by repositioning the 
dwelling and rotating it by 90 degrees.  

 
Of the amendments requested by the Pennines Township Planning Sub Committee, the 
following alterations to the scheme have been received:  

- The garages for plots 1 and 2 have been rotated 90 degrees so the gable end no 
longer faces the highway. 

- The house and garage for plot 2 have switched positions. This has reduced the 
amount of hardstanding between the two properties and increased the amount of soft 
landscaping.  

- The amount of hardstanding between plots 2 and 3 has been reduced and the level of 
landscaping increased.  

- Plot 3 has been positioned 1 metre further back from the highway.  
 
The applicants have submitted amendments, however officers consider that these do not 
adequately address the concerns raised by committee regulating to the dominance of plot 3. 
The slight increase in set back from the highway (by a further 1 metre) does not materially 
reduce the impact of the development and the concerns regarding the dominance of the plot 
within the street scene remain.  
 
The applicants have been advised that the submitted amendments do not fully address the 
concerns raised by the Pennines Sub Committee, however the agent has confirmed in writing 
that they will not be making any further amendments to the plans.  
 
A representation has also been received from MP Simon Danczuk who writes on behalf of his 
constituent Mr Tony Rollins (the applicant). This letter is summarised in the representations 
section of the report.  
 
SCHEME OF DELEGATION 
 
This application has attracted a total of twenty-nine supporter letters and one neutral 
representation.  The application has been referred to the Licensing and Regulatory Committee 
as the development would represent a departure from the development plan.   
 
SITE 
 
The application site relates to a predominantly open area of land sited off Todmorden Road in 
Summit on the outskirts of Littleborough close to the border of the administrative area of 
Calderdale. The site was formerly the location of a garage/service station that was closed 
circa 30 years ago. Two dilapidated buildings from the former use however remain on site and 
these are low-level structures, one with a shallow dual pitched roof and the other with a 
shallow mono-pitched roof. These buildings both appear to be predominantly of a concrete 
panel and/or blockwork construction with areas of timber and with asbestos and/or felt roofs. 
The structural stability of these buildings appears to be poor although a structural survey has 
not been submitted with the application. It is however clear that they are currently not in a 
habitable state and the windows have been boarded up. A further shell of a former building 
also remains but this has no roof and only partial walls with visible vegetation growing in its 
former interior.  
 
The remainder of the area has become vegetated since the sites last use with weeds, grasses 
and small shrubs having taken hold. Two access gates remain on the boundary with 



Todmorden Road but as previously mentioned, the site along with the former hardstanding 
and access is now in a vegetated state. To the rear, the site bounds an area of open land that 
slopes up to the west and this includes exposed bedrock/a small escarpment. Todmorden 
Road bounds the site to the east and there is then a small area of relatively flat land before 
meeting the Rochdale Canal, after which the topography slopes up to the east. As such, the 
site is set within the valley bottom.  
 
Development immediately surrounding the application site is sparse with there being a pair of 
semi-detached bungalows (143 & 145 Todmorden Road) to the south, a detached bungalow 
to the north and a listed building (the semi-detached properties of Wilmers / Wilmers Cottage) 
on the elevated slope to the west. The Summit Public House is also located a slight distance 
to the west along Todmorden Road and two public rights of way (LitFp130 and LitBp133) 
bound the site to the south. A further public right of way (LitFp213) runs alongside the western 
canal bank.  
 
The site is of a wedge type shape, the relatively flat land being constrained by the increasing 
topography to the west.  At its narrowest part the site has a depth of 3 metres and this 
increases to a maximum of 38.5 metres over a length of approximately 307 metres. The entire 
site and surrounding land is also located within the Green Belt.  
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The application proposes the erection of three detached dwellings on the site. The dwellings 
would have a predominantly linear layout with two of the properties (plot 1 & 2) sited toward 
the wider and northern part of the plot and the final property (plot 3), sited to the south where 
the site narrows to approximately 17 metres in depth. The far southern extent of the site (the 
final 53 metres) would remain undeveloped.  
 
Plot 1 would be the northern most property and would be sited approximately 9.0 metres from 
the northern boundary with the proposed curtilage extending up to the boundary. The property 
would also be set a minimum of 13 metres from the front (east) boundary of the site and 11.5 
metres from the rear (west) boundary.  
 
The property would be a two storey dwelling with a width of 10.2 metres and a maximum 
depth of 10.0 metres. The property would also have a dual pitched roof with an eaves height 
of 5.0 metres and maximum ridge height of 8.4 metres. The design of the property would 
include a front facing projecting gable and this would extend 1.2 metres beyond the rest of the 
property (up to the maximum 10.0 metre depth) and have a width of 4.4 metres. The ridgeline 
of this gable would be set below the main property and have a height of 6.6 metres.  
 
The main fenestration for the property would be sited to the front (east) and rear (west) 
elevations, with the front elevation containing a decorative atrium style window above a 
centrally placed front door and a curved decorative top light over the first floor window to the 
front gable. To the rear elevation the fenestration would have a more utilitarian appearance. A 
single window and door are also proposed to the side (south) elevation. The side door to the 
ground door would access the dining room and the first floor side window would serve an en-
suite bathroom.  
 
Internally this property would provide a hall, dining/family room, kitchen, lounge, utility room 
and cloakroom to the ground floor and three bedrooms, one en-suite bathroom, a family 
bathroom, study and landing to the first floor.  
 
Plot 1 would also include a detached garage and this would be sited 1.0 metres to the south of 
the property with its front elevation located approximately 0.5 metres forward of the property’s 
proposed rear elevation. The garage would measure 6.5 by 6.5 metres and have a dual 
pitched roof with an eaves height of 2.45 metres and ridge height of 5.0 metres. 



 
Plot 2 would be an identical but handed property to plot 1 and this would be sited 
approximately 14.0 metres from the south elevation of dwellings of plot 1. The front elevation 
of this property would be sited approximately 11.0 metres from the front (east) boundary of the 
site and a minimum of 7.0 metres from the rear boundary. The plot would also include a 
detached garage and this would be sited 1.5 metre to the south of the property, similar to the 
layout seen at plot 1. The internal layout and fenestration of plot 2 are identical but handed to 
plot 1. 
 
Plots 1 and 2 would have a shared access to the site and this would utilise the existing 
northern access gate. Once access to the site has been gained, the plots would separate with 
each dwelling having a private driveway and soft landscaping between.  
 
The final property (plot 3) would be sited approximately a further 30 metres south of the side 
(south) elevation of plot 2. This dwelling would be set at right angles to the other two plots and 
as such would have its front elevation facing towards the north, with the side elevation facing 
the east and towards Todmorden Road. At its nearest point the dwelling would be set 3.5 
metres from the east boundary with Todmorden Road and also 1.5 metres from the site rear 
(west) boundary. 
 
This property would be a two storey dwelling and have a width of 13.5 metres and a depth of 
7.865 metres. The property would also have a dual pitched roof and this would have an eaves 
height of 5.0 metres and ridge height of 7.9 metres. The design would again include a front 
elevation-projecting gable and this would be centrally placed, projecting a depth of 0.665 
metres (up to the max 7.865m depth) and having a width of 5.6 metres. The ridge line of the 
gable would be set below the main property at a height of 7.0 metres.  
 
The fenestration would again include a more decorative front elevation with an arched top light 
to the front gable. The rear elevation fenestration would have a more standard and utilitarian 
appearance and there would be a single ground floor window to the side (north) elevation 
serving a cloakroom.  
 
Internally plot 3 would provide a lounge, entrance hall, dining room, kitchen, utility room and 
cloakroom with three bedrooms, an en-suite bathroom, family bathroom and landing to the first 
floor.  
 
A further detached garage is proposed for plot 3 and this would be sited approximately 12 
metres north of the dwelling and 2 metres from the rear (west) boundary of the site. The 
garage would measure 9.0 by 7.1 metres and have an eaves height of 2.4 metres and ridge 
height of 5.3 metres.  
 
RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY 
 
National Guidance 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
 
The Department for Communities and Local Government published the NPPF on 27 March 
2012.  The NPPF sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and how these are 
expected to be applied.   
 
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 
 
The government published its NPPG on 6 March 2014. This is intended to complement the 
NPPF and to provide a single resource for planning guidance, whilst rationalising and 
streamlining the material. Almost all previous planning Circulars and advice notes have been 



cancelled. Specific reference will be made to the NPPG or other national advice in the 
Analysis section of the report, where appropriate. 
 
Unitary Development Plan (UDP):  
 
G/D/2   Green Belt 
D/4   Control of development in Green Belt – General 
 
G/H/1   Housing 
H/3   Residential developments outside allocated areas 
 
G/A/1   Accessibility 
A/9   New development – access for general traffic 
A/10   New development – provision of parking 
 
G/EM/1  Environmental protection and pollution control 
EM/4   Contaminated land 
EM/11   Other degraded land and buildings 
 
G/NE/1  Nature conservation 
NE/4   Protected species 
 
Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD): 
Supplementary Planning Guidance note ‘Guidelines and Standards for Residential 
Development’. 
 
RELEVANT SITE HISTORY 
 
14/1/1899 – Café, store shed and kiosk at Summit Service Station, Outline application for 
bungalow – Granted (granted 1963) 
 
14/1/1985 – Erection of a showroom and motor repair bay – Granted (granted 1964)  
 
83/D15997 – Outline application for residential development / two detached bungalows – 
Refused 
 
85/D18484 – Residential Development – 3 detached bungalows – Refused  
 
86/D19753 Residential Development – 3 detached dwellinghouses and 1 detached bungalow 
– Refused 
 
88/D21758 – Residential Development – 2 detached bungalows – Refused  
 
09/D52468 – Certificate of lawfulness for the re-use of the original part of building 1 as a 
showroom and motor vehicle repair bay and the re-use of building 2 as a café – Granted 
 
13/01167 – Outline application (for means of access and layout) for the erection of two 
detached dwellings – Refused  
 
CONSULTATION RESPONSES 
 
United Utilities -   
No objection.  
 
GM Fire Service -   
Proposal should meet with fire service access requirements. 



 
Conservation And Design -   
The impact on the setting of the Grade II listed building to the north is not so adverse to 
warrant an outright objection. There is sufficient separation between the proposed 
development site and the house in order that this impact will not be a harmful one and will not 
detract from the buildings architectural or historic significance. The positioning of the new 
buildings means that there will be no immediate interrelationship between the listed buildings 
and the proposed development, with the two elements not being read in conjunction.  
 
Greater Manchester Ecology Unit 
Although the application site is relatively close to the Rochdale Canal, a designated Special 
Area of Conservation+, the site lies on the opposite side of Todmorden Road from the canal 
and is of a scale and type that will not affect the important nature conservation features of the 
canal. 
 
The buildings on the site have only low potential to support bats and the site itself is not of a 
substantive nature conservation value.  
 
I therefore have no objections to the proposal on nature conservation grounds.  
 
Highways And Engineering -  
 
6 dedicated parking spaces have been proposed as part of this application. For a development 
of this size and nature ample dedicated parking has been provided.  
The application proposed will not affect refuse collection from the development. Adequate 
space will be retained as part of the proposed development to store and dispose of refuse 
collection.  
Two vehicular access points have been proposed as part of this application. Private vehicular 
access points are relevant to a development of this size and nature. In addition to this visibility 
is clear at each access point. There is sufficient space for a vehicle to turn within the curtilage 
of the property.  
This development will not have a significant negative impact upon the local network capacity 
or road safety. 
This application will not impact upon the highways layout.  
Existing highways drainage will not change as a result of this development. 
No public right of way will be obstructed by this development 
 
No objections regarding this proposal. 
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
 
The application has been publicised with a site notice, neighbour notification letters and a 
press notice. 31 letters of support and 1 neutral have been received in respect of the 
application 
 
The points raised in support are:- 
 

- The application will benefit the area by providing employment and business to local 
trade.  

- Affordable housing of this type is what the area needs.  
- The properties would enhance the road.  
- There is no problem with parking on the road. 
- The existing site and buildings are an eyesore and the proposed plans would benefit 

the area. 
 
 



The letter from MP Danczuk can be summarised with the following extract: 
 

Ordinarily, I would be opposed to developments in the green belt, however I do feel 
that this application actually significantly improves the site. The proposed houses are 
to be built in traditional stone rather than brick with a stone wall fronting the main road. 
The design of the homes is, in my opinion, far more in tune with typical traditional 
Pennine buildings rather than the unsightly old petrol station which is there at present. 
In my view, the houses will be a vast improvement to what is there now which an awful, 
patched up wooden hut with rough brick built wall and rusty old gate fronting 
Todmorden Road.  

 
The points raise in the neutral letter are:- 
 

- Fails to see the relevance of some of the supporters letters which are received from 
Oldham and Firgrove. 

- No real objection but maybe the site should be left as too many areas have been spoilt 
by building developments.  

 
ANALYSIS 
 
Principle 
 
The application site is within the Green Belt as allocated under the Rochdale Unitary 
Development Plan. As such policy G/D/2 and D/4 are relevant to any development on the site 
as well as Chapter 9 of the NPPF, which relates to protecting Green Belt land.  
 
Under the NPPF the Government attaches great importance to Green Belts and recognises 
that the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land 
permanently open and that the essential characteristic of Green Belts are their openness and 
permanence.  
 
It is therefore established that Green Belts serve five main purposes and these are: 

• to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas 

• to prevent neighbouring town merging into one another 

• to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

• to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 

• to assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 
urban land. 

 
Chapter 9 of the NPPF then continues in stating the construction of new buildings in the Green 
Belt is inappropriate and that inappropriate development is by definition harmful and should 
not be approved except in very special circumstances. Paragraph 89 lists the exceptions to 
this (i.e. appropriate development):- 
 

• buildings for agriculture and forestry 

• provisions of appropriate facilities for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation and for 
cemeteries, as long as it preserves the openness of the Green Belt and does not 
conflict with the purposes of including land within it 

• 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 

• the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and not 
materially larger than the one it replaces 

• limited infilling in villages, and limited affordable housing for local community needs 
under policies set out in the Local Plan; or 



• limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed 
sites (brownfield land), whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding 
temporary buildings), which would not have a greater impact on the openness of 
the Green belt and the purposes of including land within it than the existing 
development.  

 
Policy D/4 of the adopted Rochdale Unitary Development Plan also provides a list of buildings 
‘appropriate’ in the Green Belt. Although similar to the list provided in the NPPF it differs in 
several fundamental respects, and in particular in its reference to the infilling of major 
developed sites which are dealt with as follows:- 
 
‘Within the Green Belt approval will not be given… for the erection of new buildings unless it is 
for the following purposes… limited infilling or redevelopment of major existing sites identified 
under, and in accordance with Policy D/5’.  
 
Policy D/5 lists the sites for the purpose of this policy and the site subject of this application is 
not included.  
 
Where a development plan policy predates the NPPF and is not in conformity with it, 
government guidance is clear that it is considered to be out of date and the NPPF takes 
precedence. It is considered that Policies D/4 and D/5 of the Rochdale UDP are out of date in 
this respect and therefore this application falls to be considered under Paragraph 89 of the 
NPPF and in particular the final bullet point.   
 
Abandonment 
 
Before considering the application against Green Belt policy the current status of the site 
should also be considered and as described above, the site currently only contains dilapidated 
buildings and is becoming vegetated over. Given this the question of abandonment must be 
posed.  
 
The concept of abandonment was recognised by the Court of Appeal in the case of Hartley v 
Minister of Housing & Local Government (1970). At the Court of Appeal, Lord Denning MR 
said: 
 
“When a man ceases to use a site for a particular purpose and lets it remain unused for a 
considerable time, then the proper inference may be that he has abandoned the former use. 
Once abandoned, he cannot start to use the site again unless he gets planning permission: 
and this is so, even though the new use is the same as the previous one”. 
 
Nonetheless, abandonment is a complex and difficult issue in planning law.  
 
There are four factors that need to be considered:- 
 

1. the physical condition of the building; 
2. the length of time for which the building had not been used for residential purposes; 
3. whether it had been used for any other purposes; and 
4. the owners intentions. 

 
As stated in the report for application 13/01167, a casual observer looking at the land at the 
present time may well be likely to conclude that the previous uses of the site have been 
abandoned. This is due to the combination of the following factors:- 
 

• The very dilapidated, (almost ruinous), condition and rather obsolete appearance of 
both buildings; 



• The seeming lack of any proper vehicular hardstanding within the site – the 
previous compacted gravel surface is now largely ‘greened over’ with grass and 
weeds etc; 

• The lack of any remaining advertising signage or indeed any other physical 
evidence of the previous uses of the site; 

• The lack of any evidence that the owners of the site have taken any meaningful 
practical steps to keep the site or its building secure. The site is unfenced and the 
buildings themselves have been vandalised and are clearly insecure.  

 
In this case, the site has not been put to any use for circa 30 years (and at least 29 years). 
The two buildings are both in poor structural condition and have seemingly not been repaired 
or kept secure for some time. Also the third structure on site could no longer be described as a 
building due to its extremely poor state of repair, with no roof present, only partial walls 
remaining and visible growth of semi-mature vegetation. Additionally, the land around the site 
is clearly in the process of re-vegetating to a more natural ‘green’ state and taking these 
factors into account there is no evidence from looking at the site that the owner has any real 
intention to recommence the use of the buildings for the respective car sales/car repairs use or 
for the café use.  
 
Given the current condition of the buildings and that of the site generally, it is also considered 
that any such development would incur significant business ‘start up’ costs, which would bring 
into question the viability of any re-start of either the café or the car repairs uses in the 
building.  
 
Nonetheless, it must be remembered that the site does benefit from a Certificate of 
Lawfulness in 2009 (D52468), which confirms that the buildings may be used as the care 
sales/repairs or the café use.  
 
It must however also be noted that the grant of the Certificate of Lawfulness, was made on the 
basis that the two uses could only be carried out in the buildings themselves and not on the 
land outside and that the certificate did not relate to the extension at the northern end of 
building 1. The certificate also did not carry with it any right to construct another means of 
vehicular access to the site, to construct or re-construct any service area or any car park 
within the site. These matters are made quite explicit within the decision notice and as such 
the established planning use, against which the proposed development has to be assessed, is 
quite limited.  
 
In addition to the above, it is also noted that in light of the Pioneer Aggregates case, there is a 
strong legal argument that a valid planning permission capable on its terms of being 
implemented cannot be abandoned. It is therefore not clear in planning law, whether the 
previous uses of the site have been abandoned or not.  
 
Assessment against Green Belt policy 
 
Under the previous application, while having given full consideration to the matter of 
abandonment, it was agreed that the site can be classed as previously developed or 
brownfield. As such, and taking a consistent view on the current application, the most relevant 
section of Green Belt policy is in the last bullet point of paragraph 89 of the NPPF and this sets 
out one of the possible exceptions to the normally strong presumption against development in 
the Green Belt. This reads:- 
 

• Limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously development 
sites (brownfield land), whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding 
temporary buildings), which would not have a greater impact on the openness of 
the Green Belt and the purposes of including land within it than the existing 
development. 



 
Looking at the current buildings on the site, these are single storey structures and have a 
combined volume of approximately 420 cubic metres. The combined footprint on the site is 
approximately 203 square metres. 
 
By comparison to the above, the three properties and their garages as currently proposed 
would have a volume of approximately 2474 cubic metres and would cover a floor area of 444 
square metres. This would equate to a 489% increase in volume and a 118.9% increase in 
floor area.  
 
In terms of volume increase on the site it is considered that the above is significant and would 
not fall within the exceptions as listed under paragraph 89 of the NPPF. Although it is 
acknowledged that the proposal would represent development of a previously developed site, 
the above volume and floor area increases could not be said to have no greater impact on the 
openness of the Green Belt than the existing development. In addition it is considered that the 
design, scale and layout of the proposed dwellings would contribute to the prominence of the 
development and the impacts on the openness and appearance of the Green Belt.  
 
The two storey proposed dwellings would have a height more than twice that of the existing 
buildings on the site with the built footprint of development also exceeding existing by more 
than twice. The design of the properties would also not complement the style of the adjacent 
properties to the site which are comprised of bungalows, the massing of which appear more 
appropriate in this Green Belt location. In addition, the inclusion of large domestic garages and 
associated gardens (private curtilage) which themselves are not insignificant in size would 
further contribute to the massing of development on the site and the overall impact on the 
openness and appearance of the Greenbelt. Furthermore, the proposed boundary treatment 
and future inclusion of domestic paraphernalia (that would inevitably occur with any proposal 
for new dwellings), would further detract from the existing predominantly open appearance of 
the site.  
 
In light of the existing development (and the approved certificate of lawful development), it is 
considered that some future form of residential development on the site may be viewed as 
acceptable in terms of planning and specifically Green Belt policy. However, any appropriate 
development on the site would need to be more in keeping (scale wise) with the existing 
structures on the site, with the volume of those existing structures and their existing impact on 
Green Belt being a starting point in terms of Green Belt policy. Additionally, in terms of 
appropriate scaling and style of development it is considered that influence should be sought 
from existing dwellings within the existing area, particularly those in close proximity to the site.  
 
Taking the above into account it is considered that the current proposal could not be 
considered as appropriate development within the Green Belt and would not fall under the 
realms of the highlighted exception under paragraph 89 of the NPPF. The application would 
result in a significant increase in built development at the site and this alongside the activities 
and development associated with residential properties would have a significant impact on the 
openness and appearance of the Green Belt. The development would as such in this regard 
be unacceptable in terms of Green Belt policy and be contrary to policies D/2 and D/4 of the 
Rochdale Unitary Development Plan and Chapter 9 of the NPPF.  
  
Under the application documents (Design and Access Statement), it is stated that the proposal 
can also take advantage of another of the exceptions under paragraph 89 of the NPPF. This 
relates to limited infilling in the Green Belt and states:- 
 

• limited infilling in villages, and limited affordable housing for local community needs 
under policies set out in the Local Plan. 

 



The Design and Access Statement claims that the site is within a village as “it is between three 
areas of residential development on the edge of urban development, in a settlement, Dean 
Head, which makes up part of the town of Littleborough. Walsden village is just over one mile 
away which has numerous shops, pubs, cafes and a garden centre, Littleborough town centre 
is also just less than two miles away.” 
 
While the Local Authority appreciates the applicants reasoning in terms of the classification of 
site location and does not dispute the distances to recognised centres, the Local Authority do 
not consider that the site is located within a village. The nearest properties to the site 143 & 
145 Todmorden Rd and Valley View Todmorden Road, are relatively isolated dwellings and 
appear as outliers that are not connected with the more urban and village like development to 
the north and south. When travelling along Todmorden Road, this site is outside of the nearby 
villages and appears instead to be located in a sparsely developed area that is in between the 
border village settlements of Rochdale and Calderdale.   
 
Additionally, even if the site was considered to be within a village, the site is not considered to 
be an infill plot. The site itself has an area of approximately 0.21 hectares with a frontage 
along Todmorden Road of approximately 307 metres. Additionally, as mentioned above, the 
nearest properties (143 & 145 Todmorden Rd and Valley View Todmorden Road) are 
relatively isolated dwellings that appear as outliers to the surrounding development. They 
certainly are not within a row of continuous development and as such, this site does not 
appear to be a gap within the development. Instead the site has the appearance of a relatively 
large and predominantly open area of land and one that is in keeping with the green and rural 
landscape that comprises the overall character of the area.  
 
In light of the above the development is not considered to represent appropriate infill 
development within the Green Belt and therefore on these grounds, the application represent 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt that is contrary to Chapter 9 of the NPPF as well 
as policies D/2 and D/4 of the Rochdale UDP.  
 
Street scene and visual amenity 
 
Notwithstanding the above Green Belt concerns, the application is also considered 
unacceptable in terms of its general design and layout and the subsequent impacts on visual 
amenity and street scene.  
 
Under policies G/BE/1 and BE/2 of the Rochdale Unitary Development Plan, development is 
required to contribute to the provision of an attractive, safe and accessible built environment 
and demonstrate good design by being compatible with or improving its surroundings. 
Additionally, although the NPPF makes it explicit that planning decisions should not attempt to 
impose architectural styles or particular tastes and should not stifle innovation, originality or 
initiative through unsubstantiated requirements to conform to certain development forms or 
styles, it is also clear that it is proper to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness and it is 
recognised that good design is a key aspect of sustainable planning.  
 
In giving full consideration to the character of the area surrounding the application site it is 
considered that the proposal fails to comply with the above policy requirements and does not 
respect local distinctiveness. The style, design and layout of the properties has failed to take 
influence from the surrounding area, with the nearest properties to the site being modest sized 
bungalows that have a frontage onto Todmorden Road but which are set back behind modest 
areas of private front curtilage. The existing site then appears as a predominantly open and 
green area of land, be it punctuated by the aforementioned derelict buildings. 
 
In contrast to existing character of the area, the current application proposes three large 
modern dwellings that would have a sprawling layout across the site and that would reduce 
the separation of development from the frontage with Todmorden Road.  



 
When travelling north along Todmorden Road, the rear of plot 3 would appear as a very 
prominent addition, that due to the constraining landscape of the steeply sloping hillside to the 
west and Todmorden Road to the east, would appear unduly cramped, sited only 3.5 metres 
from the highway. It is recognised that this distance has increased slightly following the 
recommendations of the Pennines Planning Sub Committee. Nonetheless, the changes shown 
would not materially reduce the impacts from the development and this aspect in particular 
would still significantly contrast with the open feel of the area, which includes a gentle 
undeveloped slope down to the Rochdale Canal with uninterrupted views to the wild upland 
moors beyond. This cramped appearance of plot 3 would then only be exacerbated further by 
the overly urban appearance of the rear elevation of the dwelling which is more akin to the 
style of dwelling seen in a modern urban development.  
 
In addition to the above, when viewing the entire proposal from the street scene, the sprawling 
layout of the properties, including the proposed curtilage and garage for each dwelling, would 
appear at odds with the surrounding area. The proposed development of the site has not been 
designed to complement the existing layout of properties in the area, with the southern plot 
and its garage appearing disjointed from the other two dwellings, and the use of 
disproportionately large driveways adding significant amounts of hardstanding to the site. It is 
recognised that amendments have been received that reduce to a certain extent, the level of 
hardstanding at the site. Nonetheless, the provision of three large properties still results in 
significant amounts of hardstanding in a green belt, rural location, and plot 3 in particular, 
remains a significant concern.  
 
Furthermore, the two storey scale and design of the detached properties is not characteristic 
of the area, with the nearest dwellings to the site being modest sized bungalows. It is 
recognised there is also two storey development in the area (further detached from the site), 
but this is mainly comprised of terraced dwellings as well the detached Summit Pub and the 
listed Wilmers Cottage. None of these existing properties are however of the style currently 
proposed and it is considered that the inclusion of features such as the projecting front gables 
and decorative atrium style windows would not respect the existing form and development in 
the area.  
 
In light of the above, it is considered that the proposed development would be entirely at odds 
with the semi-rural nature of development in the area. The layout, form and design of the 
properties is more akin to the type of development seen on a modern urban residential estate 
and this would not complement the application site or its semi-rural layout and setting. The 
development would result in significant harm to the existing street scene and as such would be 
detrimental to visual amenity and contrary to policies G/BE/1, BE/2 and H/3 of the Rochdale 
Unitary Development Plan as well as Chapter 7 of the NPPF.  
 
Impact on listed buildings 
 

In considering a development proposal affecting a listed building, the duty imposed by s66 of 
the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires that a Local Planning 
Authority shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the listed building or its 
setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses. 

 
Under Chapter 12 of the NPPF it is established that applications will be assessed taking into 
account the significance of heritage assets and the contribution made by their setting. In the 
case of this application the site itself is not a heritage asset, but it is sited close to a Grade II 
listed building and could therefore be seen to contribute to its buildings setting. To fully assess 
any impacts from this development consultations have therefore been undertaken with the 
Councils Conservation and Design Officer who has confirmed that the proposal would not 
adversely impact on the setting of the listed building. There would be sufficient separation 



between the listed building and the development so as not to detract from the buildings 
architectural or historical significance and the two elements would not be read in conjunction. 
As such the proposal would not adversely impact on the setting of the adjacent listed building 
and would adequately accord with chapter BE/15 of the UDP and chapter 12 of the NPPF.  
 
Residential amenity 
 
Policy H/3 of the UDP requires that development is compatible with surrounding uses, both in 
terms of its impact upon those uses and the impact of surrounding uses upon the amenity of 
future residents. Furthermore, policy BE/2 requires that proposals ensure adequate provision 
for natural light, both within and between buildings.  
 
In addition to the above policies, the spacing standards outlined in paragraph 5.2 of the 
Council’s SPD Note “Guidelines and Standards for Residential Development” recommend that 
a minimum separation distance of 21 metres should be retained between principal elevations 
of opposing dwellings and a distance of 14 metres between principal and secondary 
elevations. 10.5 metres should also be provided from the principal rear elevation of dwellings 
to any rear boundary and 4.5 metres should be provided from ground floor principal elevation 
rooms to a footpath or road. Where these separation distances cannot be achieved, proposals 
should be “compatible with the density and character of surrounding development”. 
 
In assessing the current proposal against the distances outlined in the above SPD the 
development would, for the most part, comply. However, recent changes to plot 2 have 
reduced the separation between plots 1 and 2, meaning only a 14.0 metre distance remains. 
Nonetheless, the windows to these plots that have now become a potential concern are 
secondary dining room windows which the agent has confirmed they would be happy to see 
as obscurely glazed and none opening. These controls over the windows can be easily 
conditioned and with this, the relationship between the two properties would be acceptable.   
 
In regards to other distances, he dwellings as proposed would all be sited to provide sufficient 
space between principle and secondary elevations and the properties would also be sited 
sufficient distance from existing surrounding dwellings. It is however also recognised that the 
rear elevations of the properties would not always provide the required 10.5m separation to 
the rear boundary of the site. Nonetheless, the Green Belt allocation of the surrounding land 
as well as the previously undeveloped nature (greenfield) and sloping topography would be 
restrictive to any future development of that land, although it also recognised that the 
continued/long term restriction of any development of land cannot be guaranteed. Therefore, 
given the constraints of the surrounding land it is considered that the relatively minimum 
shortfalls in distances (i.e. 1.5 metres to the rear of plot 2) would not be detrimental to the 
amenity of this site or any possible future development proposals.  
 
Taking the above into account and assessing the application against relevant policy and 
adopted guidance it is considered that the application would adequately protect residential 
amenity at and around the site. The application is as such in accordance with policy BE/2 of 
the UDP and guidance with the SPG – Guidelines and Standards for Residential 
Development.  
 
Highways Safety 
 
With any application for new residential development an assessment should be made into the 
impacts on highway safety, with policies G/A/1 and A/8 requiring that development does not 
detriment the safety of any highway users or the capacity of the highway network. To fully 
assess those impacts consultations have taken place with Highway Services and they have 
confirmed no objection to the application. Adequate parking and turning facilities are provided 
for each property and the proposed entrance points would also provide adequate visibility. The 
development would also provide sufficient space for adequate bin storage and collection at the 



site and taking these matters into account the application would adequately protect highway 
safety. The application would therefore accord with policies G/A/1, A/8, H/6, BE/1 and BE/2 of 
the Rochdale Unitary Development Plan.  
 
Protected Species 
 
As the site currently contains dilapidated buildings and is becoming of a ‘greened over’ nature’ 
there is the possibility that the site has some ecological value. As such consultations have 
been under taken with the Greater Manchester Ecology Unit and they have advised that in 
spite of the above nature of the site, they have no objection to the application. The site is 
located sufficient distance from the Rochdale Canal so as to not adversely impact on the 
nature conservation of the canal and the buildings on site have only low potential to support 
bats, thus mean the site is not of substantive conservation value. As such the application is 
considered acceptable in terms of ecology and nature conservation grounds and therefore 
accords with policies G/NE/1 and NE/4 of the UDP as well as Chapter 11 of the NPPF.  
 
Other considerations 
 
In other considerations it is noted that United Utilities and the Greater Manchester Fire Service 
have confirmed no objection to the application. Appropriate conditions/footnotes will however 
be required on any approval. 
 
It is also noted that a number of letters of support have been received with the overall 
message being that the site is in a dilapidated state and that the current proposal would tidy 
up the appearance of the area. These comments are noted and indeed it is recognised and 
mentioned above that the site is currently dilapidated. However this is not reason alone to 
approve an application on the site which otherwise is contrary to planning policy. It is however 
acknowledged that given the previously developed nature of the site, a development of some 
nature may be appropriate and could possibly be supported by officers. Any such proposal 
would however need significantly scaling down from that currently proposed which is a 489% 
increase in volume. It must also be noted that within time, without development of the site 
(including use) the previously developed nature of the site would no longer exist and the site 
would revert back to green field. 
 
It is also noted that a neutral letter of representation has been received and this references the 
addresses of some of the supporter letters. It is noted that some of the letters received in 
respect of this application are from addresses relatively remote from the site and indeed the 
vast majority of these letters were received prior to publication of the application with a site 
notice. However, irrespective of address all representations received hold some weight, but 
dependent on the matters raised more weight may be accorded to those who are close to the 
application site and directly affected by the proposal.  
 
In light of the above and taking all material considerations into account it is considered that the 
current proposal on the site cannot be supported. The application would represent a 
considerable increase in built development on the site and this would significantly detract from 
the openness and appearance of the Green Belt. The recommendation is therefore for refusal.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RECOMMENDATION         
 
REFUSE for the following reasons:- 
 
 
1 The proposed development would result in a significant increase in built development on 

the site, equating to a 119% increase in floor area and a 489% increase in volume. Such 
an increase in massing along with the design of the proposed dwellings and the 
associated domestic paraphernalia that would accompany any residential development of 
the site would significantly detract from the openness and appearance of the Green Belt. 
The application therefore represents inappropriate development of a previously developed 
(brownfield) site within the Green Belt and is contrary to policies G/D/2 of the Rochdale 
Unitary Development Plan as well as the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
2 The application site would not represent infilling within villages site as outlined under 

paragraph 89 of the National Planning Policy Framework. The site is not within an existing 
village settlement, nor does it represent a gap within an otherwise built up frontage. As 
such the development of the site would represent inappropriate development within the 
Green Belt and be contrary to Policy G/D/2 of the Rochdale Unitary Development Plan 
and Chapter 9 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
3 The proposed dwellings by virtue of their scale, layout and design would not complement 

the existing semi-rural nature of the site or the existing layout of development in the area. 
The development would have sprawling appearance that by virtue of the proximity to 
Todmorden Road, the constrained landscape surrounding the site and the scale and 
design of the dwellings, would appear overly prominent on the existing street scene. 
Additionally, the culmination of the large expanses of hardstanding, the two storey nature 
of the development and the use of decorative design features including projecting gables 
and atrium style windows, provides an overly urban feel to the development and one that 
significantly detracts the existing character of the area. The application wholly fails to 
reinforce the local distinctiveness of the area and fails to respond positively to existing 
dwellings around the site. The development would therefore detract significantly from the 
existing street scene and as such result in unacceptable harm to visual amenity, contrary 
to policies G/BE/1, BE/2 and H/3 of the Rochdale Unitary Development Plan as well as 
Chapter 7 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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