
Application Number: 16/00672/HOUS    Ward: Healey      

Proposal: Construction of decking to rear of dwelling (Retrospective) including 
proposed erection of fence

Site Address: 12 Forest View Rochdale OL12 6HF  

Applicant: Mrs Mina Chowdhury
                  

RECOMMENDATION: Refuse

DELEGATION SCHEME

The application was deferred from the Rochdale Township Planning Sub-Committee 
meeting which took place on 27th September 2016 to allow members to view the decking 
from the garden of the neighbouring dwelling at No. 60 Fallowfield Drive. 

Since the Rochdale Township Planning Sub-Committee meeting, amended plans have been 
submitted, which include the addition of a 1.8m high fence along the side of the decking 
adjacent to No. 14 Forest View and landscaping and the planting of a Leylandii hedge along 
the north west boundary shared with No. 60 Fallowfield Drive.



SITE

The application relates to No. 12 Forest View, a detached house located in Healey and 
within the Defined Urban Area. The application dwelling sits at the end of a shared access 
driveway which continues from the head of the cul-de-sac of Forest View.  The application 
dwelling is immediately neighboured by No. 14 Forest View to the south east and No. 10 
Forest View to the north east.  The side garden curtilage to the north west also forms the 
rear boundary of Nos. 60-62 Fallowfield Drive.  Beyond the rear boundary of the application 
dwelling is an un-adopted access road surrounding disused industrial land and linking Spod 
Road and Woodland Road.

PROPOSAL

The application seeks retrospective planning permission for an extensive area of decking 
which measures 12.4m x 8m and spans the entire rear elevation of the dwelling.  The 
decking surrounds an existing conservatory which is sited in the centre of the rear elevation 
of the dwelling.  The furthest reach of the decking from the rear elevation of the host 
dwelling is 8m, and at this point the decking reaches its maximum height of 2.9m above 
natural ground level to the surface of the actual deck, or 3.8m to the maximum height of the 
surrounding balustrade.  The materials used in the construction of the decking include 
timber framework and a composite surface deck.

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 set 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.

Adopted Core Strategy

DM1 General Development Requirements
P3 Improving Design of New Development 

PUBLICITY

Earliest Decision Date: 8 September 2016
Revised Expiry Date:  11 September 2016  

Site Notice: General Site Notice Date Displayed: 18 August 2016
Press Advert:  N/A

RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

N/A



CONSULTATION RESPONSES

N/A 

REPRESENTATIONS

Letters of notification were sent to surrounding neighbours and a site notice posted locally. 
Two letters of objection have been received and two letters of support have been received, 
along with a supporting petition signed by the occupiers of nine properties.

The following issues were raised in objection:

 The decking significantly affects the privacy of 60 Fallowfield Drive as a result of 
overlooking from the structure which is more than 300mm from the ground and 
above the level of the boundary fence.  We are permanently on view and this 
interferes with our right to privacy under article 17 of the International Covenant on 
Civil and Political Rights of the United Nations of 1966.

Officer response:   The impact on neighbour amenity and privacy is discussed in 
the Analysis section of this report.

 An objection was also received from the occupants of 14 Forest View on the grounds 
of a significant loss of privacy to their conservatory and open plan living area. This 
objection was subsequently withdrawn on the grounds that the applicant has agreed 
to erect a screen/fencing to protect their privacy.

Officer response: Details of the proposed screen/fencing have been submitted and 
are discussed in the Analysis section of this report.

 Noise disturbance is caused by people playing football on the decking.

Officer response: Although some additional noise could arise through the use of the 
decking, this would not be significantly greater than the use of the garden and it is 
therefore not considered that planning permission could be refused on this basis.

 The decking is unattractive and an eyesore.

Officer response: The aesthetic appearance of the decking and its impact are 
discussed in the Analysis section of this report.

 Potential environmental health concerns regarding potential rubbish dumping and 
rats.

Officer response: This is not a material planning consideration

 Health and safety concerns regarding the potential for children to fall off the decking

Officer response: This is not a material planning consideration

The following comments were made in support:

 Privacy issues could be dealt with through appropriate screening;
 The decking does not result in greater privacy loss than the previous situation as the 

neighbouring gardens were already visible from the conservatory at the rear of the 
property;

 Many properties in the area have decking and retaining walls;
 The objections due to noise are not justified as this is a family area;



 The decking is beautiful and aesthetically pleasing and the colour and materials 
blend with the surrounding mature plant life;

 The decking is an ingenious way to make the most of the outside space available, 
making use of a previously unusable sloping garden.

ANALYSIS

Impact upon Visual Amenity

Policy DM1 of the Council’s Core Strategy requires all development proposals, including 
changes of use of land and buildings, extensions and alterations, to demonstrate that they 
are of a high quality design and take the opportunity to enhance the quality of the area.  In 
addition, Policy P3 requires that all new development must contribute positively to the 
townscape and have regard to scale, density, massing, height, layout, landscape, materials 
and access.

In addition, paragraphs 56 and 58 of the National Planning Policy Framework state that the 
Government attaches great importance to the design of the built environment and that good 
design should contribute positively to making places better for people and should be visually 
attractive as a result of good architecture and appropriate landscaping. 

The decking is of a significant height, with the platform reaching 2.9m above the natural 
ground level at its highest point.  Atop the decking is an additional 1m high balustrade, 
bringing the total height at the furthest point from the dwelling to almost 4m.  As a result of 
the scale, height and massing of the decking, its visual impact is significant both in relation 
to the neighbouring dwellings and the wider area.  The structure, with the proposed 
additional 1.8m high screening above platform level, which is included to address the issues 
of privacy and overlooking, is visually intrusive. 

In light of the above assessment, the proposal is considered not to be compatible with its 
surroundings in terms of scale, height and massing and is therefore contrary to Policies DM1 
and P3 of the adopted Core Strategy and the requirements of the National Planning Policy 
Framework.

Impact upon Neighbour Amenity

Protection of residential amenity is considered under Policy DM1 of the Council’s adopted 
Core Strategy, which requires that development proposals should not adversely affect the 
amenity of residents or users through visual intrusion, overbearing impact, overshadowing 
or loss of privacy.  In addition, Paragraph 17 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
containing the ‘core planning principles’ advises that planning should always seek to secure 
a good standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings.  

Notwithstanding the concerns surrounding design and visual amenity, it is considered that a 
refusal reason in respect of loss of privacy in relation to the neighbouring dwelling at No. 14 
Forest View could not be substantiated given the proposals to erect the higher privacy 
screening.  The screening would prevent views from the decking back towards the 
neighbouring dwelling’s conservatory and most commonly used garden space closest to the 
house. Although the addition of the fence atop the existing structure would result in an 
expansive and high level structure when viewed from No.14 Forest View, this has been 
proposed as a result of negotiations between the applicants and the occupants of No. 14 
Forest View and given the most used part of the garden is that immediately adjacent to the 
rear elevation, it is considered that the proposal would not be detrimental to the occupants 
to the extent that a refusal could be substantiated. 



However, it is considered that the impact of the decking on No. 60 Fallowfield Drive is 
significant and would remain so even with the proposed changes to landscaping and 
planting of a denser boundary hedge.  The height of the decking would mean that it would 
take several years for boundary planting to reach sufficient density and maturity to provide 
an adequate level of privacy.  In addition, vegetative screening is subject to seasonal 
variations and therefore is not considered that this would offer a suitable level of privacy to 
the occupants of No. 60 Fallowfield Drive who have objected to the proposals on the 
grounds of overlooking of their garden area and loss of privacy.

As such, it is considered that the proposals would have an overbearing impact through 
visual intrusion, loss of privacy and overlooking upon the amenity of the occupants of No. 60 
Fallowfield Drive and as such the proposal is contrary to Policy DM1 of the adopted Core 
Strategy and the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework.

RECOMMENDATION

REFUSE for the following reason:-

1. The decking is not compatible with its surroundings in terms of scale, height, massing 
and layout and results in a visually intrusive form of development. In addition, the 
decking results in loss of privacy to the neighbouring occupiers at No. 60 Fallowfield 
Drive and this would not be mitigated by the proposed landscaping. The proposal is 
therefore contrary to Policies DM1 and P3 of the Council’s adopted Core Strategy and 
the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Report Author Michael Atkinson-Smith


