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1. Planning Appeals Lodged

Notification that the following appeals have been lodged:

 16/00914/FUL – 27 Tonge meadow, Middleton, M24 2UR – Change of use of 
land as extension to private garden (Middleton Township)

 16/01384/HOUS – 196 Kensington Street, Rochdale, OL11 1QS - Erection of 
front porch (part retrospective) (Rochdale)

 16/01414/FUL – Suttons Auctioneers Ltd, 52 George Street, Wardleworth, 
Rochdale- Change of use, extension to and subdivision of auctioneers into 8 
Class B2 (general industrial) units including internal alterations (Rochdale 
Township)

 16/01536/HOUS - 84 Kingsway, Rochdale, OL16 4UU - Two storey and single 
storey side extensions and front porch (Rochdale Township)

 16/01107/HOUS - Harwood Fields Farm, Castle Hill Road, Heywood, BL9 
6UL - Single storey side extension (Rochdale Township)

 16/01527/CPE – 12 Forest View, Rochdale, OL12 6HF - Application for a 
certificate of lawfulness for existing decked area (Rochdale Township)



2. Planning Appeal Decisions 

Notification of planning appeal decision up to 15th June 2017.

Application reference: 16/01254/HOUS
Appeal reference: APP/P4225/D/17/3167196

Description of development: Installation of decking on roof of side kitchen 
extension including timber balustrade and installation of French doors at first floor 
level (part retrospective)
Site address: 14 Bentgate Close, Milnrow, OL16 4NB

Township: Pennines

Decision level: Delegated

Planning Inspectorate decision: Appeal dismissed 10/04/2017

 Planning permission was refused on the grounds that the first floor decking and 
patio doors, by virtue of their siting and height, would have a significant adverse 
impact on the amenity of the occupiers of No. 12 Bentgate Close, as a result of 
overlooking and a loss of privacy to their rear garden area.

 The Inspector noted that for a person standing on the edge of the deck, there 
would be clear views into substantial parts of the side and rear garden of, and 
towards a side door and window within, 12 Bentgate Close. Whilst the garage 
block would shield part of the grounds of No. 12 from persons sitting on the deck, 
these points would not fully mitigate the effects of the development in this regard.

 The Inspector acknowledged that no objections were received from No. 12, 
however this would not necessarily be the case for all future occupiers. This 
point, with the availability of CCTV cameras referred to by the applicant, does not 
override the loss of privacy within No. 12 that would result from the use of the 
deck. In addition, the Inspector appreciated that the proposal would enable the 
applicant to take advantage of the setting summer sun, however this benefit 
needs to be balanced against the protection of privacy within No. 12.

 The Inspector concluded that the development would cause an unacceptable 
level of overlooking and loss of privacy for the occupiers of No. 12 Bentgate 
Close.



Application reference: 16/00691/FUL
Appeal reference:  APP/P4225/W/17/3166867

Description of development: Extension to existing balcony

Site address: Rochdale Rugby Club, Moorgate Avenue, Rochdale, OL11 5LU

Township: Rochdale

Decision level: Township

Planning Inspectorate decision: Appeal dismissed 21/04/2017
This appeal was made against a condition imposed by Rochdale Township Planning 
Sub-Committee which limited the hours of use of the approved balcony extension.  
The details of the condition are as follows:

- The balcony extension herby approved is only permitted to be used between the 
hours of 09:00-18:30.
Reason: In the interest of amenity in accordance with Policies BE/2 and EM/3 of 
the adopted Rochdale Unitary Development Plan, Policy G9 of the Emerging 
Rochdale Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework.

- The main consideration of the inspector was whether the above condition was 
necessary and reasonable to preserve the amenity of nearby residents.  The 
inspector agreed with the council that the condition was required to preserve 
residential amenity as the balcony extension would substantially increase the size 
and usage of the existing balcony area with no barriers to noise between the 
extended balcony and the nearest dwellings.  

- The inspector concluded that the condition is necessary and reasonable in the 
interests of protecting the living conditions of occupiers of nearby dwellings in 
respect of noise.  Its variation to allow use to 11pm which was sought by the 
appellant would lead to a negative impact on the amenity of residents and would 
conflict with Rochdale Core Strategy policies DM1 and G9.  Therefore the appeal 
was dismissed.



Application reference: 16/01384/HOUS
Appeal reference:  APP/P4225/D/17/3171562

Description of development: Erection of front porch (part retrospective)

Site address: 196 Kensington Street

Township: Rochdale 

Decision level: Delegated (subject to call up)

Planning Inspectorate decision:  Appeal dismissed 25/04/2017
- The Council refused the part retrospective application for the front porch as the 

proposal, by virtue of its size, scale and massing of the front extension, would 
result in an insubordinate and disproportionate addition to the host dwelling and 
would appear unduly prominent within the street scene to the detriment of the 
character of the area.  

- The Planning Inspector agreed with the Council in terms of the main issue 
above, and found that none of the points raised by the applicant in support of the 
front porch were sufficient to outweigh this conflict. The Inspector stated that the 
development does not constitute sustainable development and concluded that 
the appeal should be dismissed.



Application reference: 16/00816/FUL
Appeal reference: APP/P4225/W/16/3161399
Description of development: Change of use of vacant former off-licence (Use 
Class A1) to Hot Food Takeaway (Use Class A5).
Site address: 40 Nowell Road, Middleton, Rochdale, M24 6FL

Township:  Middleton

Decision level: Delegated (subject to call up)

Planning Inspectorate decision:  Appeal dismissed 24/05/2017
- Planning permission was refused by reason of the impact of the proposal on the 

vitality and viability of Nowell Road Local Centre and the impact on the living 
conditions of the residents of neighbouring properties, with specific regard to 
noise.

- Despite taking account of the appeal property being vacant, the number of local 
residents supporting the scheme, the jobs that would be created, and the 
potential for linked shopping trips the Inspector considered that the retail offer of 
the Nowell Road Local Centre would be unacceptably diminished by the 
proposal.  She concluded that the centre would not be able to offer as wide a 
range of goods or services for local residents’ daily shopping needs and that the 
proposal would result in an unacceptable concentration of takeaway uses that 
would be harmful to the vitality and viability of the retail function of the local 
centre.

- In respect of living conditions, the Inspector was satisfied that a planning 
condition could be applied to adequately control the level of noise generated by 
an extract and ventilation system.  However she concluded that this did not 
outweigh the harm to the vitality and viability of the Local Centre and that the 
appeal should be dismissed.  



Application reference: 16/01536/HOUS
Appeal reference:  APP/P4225/D/17/3171770
Description of development: Two storey and single storey side extension and 
front porch
Site address: 84 Kingsway, Rochdale, OL16 4UU

Township: Rochdale

Decision level: Delegated

Planning Inspectorate decision: Appeal dismissed 02/06/2017
- The application was refused for two reasons which are summarised as:

1. The proposal would be tantamount to a new dwelling due to the type 
and layout of accommodation proposed. The development would result 
in a cramped layout with insufficient external amenity space and off 
street parking. 

2. The size, scale and design of the development would be excessively 
large and fail to respect the character of the host dwelling or 
surrounding area, resulting in unacceptable harm to visual amenity.

- The Inspector did not uphold the Councils concerns that the development would 
be tantamount to a new dwelling, stating that, ‘for the proposal to be occupied 
separately, then this would require planning permission and any such application 
would be determined on its own rights’.  

- The Inspector therefore determined that the main matter for consideration was 
the effect of the proposed development on the character and appearance of the 
host building and area.

- The Inspector determined that the application would give rise to significant harm 
to the character and appearance of the host building and the area. It would 
conflict with policy DM1 and P3 of the Council’s Core Strategy, which seek, 
amongst other matters, high quality design that takes the opportunity to enhance 
the quality of the area. It would also be contrary to the Guidelines and Standards 
for Residential Development SPD and Chapter 7 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

- On this basis the appeal was dismissed.

Application reference: 16/01414/FUL
Appeal reference: APP/P4225/W/17/3171055
Description of development: Change of use, extension to and subdivision of 
auctioneers into 8 Class B2 (general industrial) units including internal alterations
Site address: Suttons Auctioneers Ltd, 52 George Street, Wardleworth, Rochdale



Township: Rochdale

Decision level: Delegated

Planning Inspectorate decision: Appeal allowed 09/06/2017
 The application was refused on the grounds that the introduction of general 

industrial uses to the site would lead to increased activity, noise and 
disturbance. This would cause an unacceptable nuisance to the occupiers of 
residential properties in the immediate vicinity of the site through increased 
levels of noise and disturbance, detrimental to their amenity.

 The Inspector shared the Council’s concerns about the variety of uses that 
could potentially take place if the appeal is allowed, and acknowledged that 
the users of the proposed units are unknown. As a result, there is likely to be 
a noticeable change in noise and disturbance coming from the site, due to the 
sub-division of the building, the hours of use and the potential nature of uses 
themselves.

 Notwithstanding this, the Inspector noted that the relationship and use of the 
site to residential occupants is not new and the building is situated a good 
distance from residential properties. Use of the open areas of the site would 
be used for parking and manoeuvring of vehicles, in the same manner as 
previously, and the key change would be any noise and disturbance from the 
building itself.

 The Inspector found that the local noise environment is noticeably influenced 
by vehicular movements on roads nearby, especially the busy Yorkshire 
Street. The commercial premises and doctor’s surgery also contribute 
modestly. Despite these conditions, the proposed use has the potential to 
result in harm due to noise, possibly significantly adversely impacting upon 
residents’ health and quality of life. 

 However, the Inspector concluded that the use of planning conditions would 
mitigate any noise pollution arising from the proposed use. Given the position 
of adjoining residential properties and their amenity spaces, the Inspector 
considered that an acoustic boundary would lessen any noise break out. A 
noise restriction and a control of working and construction hours would 
confine any noise to within acceptable parameters.  A condition to control 
external lighting would enable a suitable scheme to be designed, so that 
residents would not be subject to adverse light pollution.

 The Inspector considered that the extension would not affect the setting of the 
nearby listed buildings or Town Head Conservation Area, or the character or 
appearance of the site. However, the proposal would be a more intensive use, 
and has the potential to audibly detract from the setting of the nearby listed 
buildings and conservation area.  The Inspector found that the harm to the 
designated heritage assets would be less than substantial, and public benefit 
would outweigh this harm by bringing the site back into a viable use and 
providing for a range of start-up businesses in a sustainable location.


