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DELEGATION

1.1 It is deemed appropriate for the application to be referred to committee as a 
consequence of the scale and nature of objections received.  

PROPOSAL SUMMARY

2.1 Full planning permission is sought for the change of use and conversion of 
the first and second floors of the building from Offices to House in Multiple 
Occupation (Sui Generis) comprising 16 bedrooms including external 
alterations to side and rear elevations

RECOMMENDATION

3.1 REFUSE planning permission for the reason set out below.

REASON FOR RECOMMENDATION

4.1 The proposed scheme would represent an intense use of the building by 
virtue of the provision of 16 individual bedrooms and the resultant number of 
persons potentially able to occupy the property. Internally, the development 
would provide only two small communal kitchens and two small communal 
lounge/dining areas. Given the limited floorspace provided in each individual 
bedroom, residents would be entirely reliant on the cramped and substandard 
communal areas for all leisure activities and daily tasks such as cooking. 
There are also a number of inherent weaknesses in the proposed floorplan of 
the development, which would result in an unsuitable relationship between co-
existing occupiers of the property including clustering of bedrooms around 
main entrance and lobby areas and proximity of shared bathroom facilities to 
bedroom and kitchen areas. In light of these factors, it is considered that the 
scheme would provide an unacceptable living environment for the future 
occupiers of the HMO. Noting the proposed intensity of use, insufficient 
provision has also been made within the scheme for appropriate and practical 
storage of the refuse and recycling containers which would be required for a 
development of this size and nature. On the basis of these factors, the 
proposal is considered contrary to the adopted Supplementary Planning 
Document ‘Guidelines and Standards for Residential Development’, Policy 
DM1 of the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy 
Framework.



DELEGATION SCHEME

It is deemed appropriate for the application to be referred to committee as a consequence of 
the scale and nature of objections received.  

SITE

The application relates to the first and second floors of № 71 to 73 Long Street in Middleton. 
The site stands at the southern end of Long Street, close to the junction with Eastway, 
Assheton Way and Market Place. The building is three storeys in stature, with the second 
floor being contained within a mansard roof feature, and is of late twentieth century 
construction, located alongside a short terrace of nineteenth century buildings with a 
retail/commercial use on the left and late twentieth century single storey flat roofed shops to 
the right. 

At ground floor is an existing retail unit, which is currently unoccupied, although permission 
was recently granted for change of use to a podiatry/physiotherapy clinic (17/00719/FUL). 
By virtue of a change in levels, the first floor at the front effectively becomes the ground floor 
to the rear. Access at the rear is from Sadler Street/Water Street where the site benefits 
from a small parking area. Surrounding land uses are predominantly commercial in nature, 
although there are a number of residential properties to the south of the building, fronting 
Sadler Street.

PROPOSAL

The application proposes the change of use of the first and second floors of the building 
from office space to a House in Multiple Occupation with 16 bedrooms (sui generis). The 
majority of the works to accomplish the change of use would be internal; however, minimal 
external alterations would consist of:

 Widening of an existing opening on the first floor rear elevation and conversion from 
doorway to window;

 Insertion of two windows in the second floor north side elevation

Parking provision would be to the rear of the property, using the existing area of 
hardstanding. Access to the unit would also be directly into the first floor at the rear and also 
through a second door on the front elevation adjacent to the entry to the ground floor 
commercial unit.

RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY AND LEGISLATION

Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas Act) 1990 (as amended)

Section 72 of the above Act states that with respect to any buildings or other land in a 
conservation area, special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character or appearance of that area. 

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.

Rochdale Core Strategy (RCS):

SO1 Delivering a more prosperous economy
E1 Establishing thriving town, district and local centres

SO2 Creating successful and healthy communities
C1 Delivering the right amount of housing in the right places
C3 Delivering the right type of housing

SO3 Improving design, image and quality of place
P2 Protecting and enhancing character, landscape and heritage
P3 Improving design of new development

SO4 Promoting a greener environment
G9 Reducing the impact of pollution

SO5 Improving accessibility and delivering sustainable transport
T2 Improving accessibility

DM1 General development requirements

Rochdale Unitary Development Plan (RUDP): 

A number of policies contained within the Unitary Development Plan have been saved 
following the adoption of the Core Strategy. The following saved policies are relevant:

G/D/1 Defined Urban Area
G/S/1 Hierarchy and Role of Centres Policy to be read in conjunction with CS 

Policy E1 until replaced by Site Allocations or other DPD.
BE/17 New Development Affecting Conservation Areas Policy to be read in 

conjunction with CS Policy P2 until replaced by Site Allocations or other DPD.

Supplementary Planning Documents:

Guidelines and Standards for Residential Development (2016)

RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

05/D44841 Change of use from retail showroom to wine bar - Refused

16/01349/FUL Change of use and conversion from Offices (Class B1a) to House in 
Multiple Occupation (Sui Generis) comprising 18 bedrooms including 
external alterations to side and rear elevations – Refused for the 
following reasons:

1. The application proposes the insertion of additional windows in the side elevation of 
the building, directly facing the adjacent roof-top car park associated with 
neighbouring commercial units. By virtue of both these additional window openings 
and the proposed internal relationship between existing facing windows across the 
rooftop courtyard of the application building, it is considered that the proposal would 



result in an inadequate level of privacy amenity for the future occupiers of the 
building, contrary to Policy DM1 of the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy and the 
National Planning Policy Framework.

2. The application proposes the retention of the existing raised terrace area on the 
western side of the building for use as external amenity space for the future 
occupiers of the building. The use of the terrace as amenity space would provide the 
opportunity for unrestricted overlooking of the rear elevations of the adjacent 
residential properties fronting Sadler Street, to the detriment of the privacy and 
amenity of the occupiers, contrary to Policy DM1 of the adopted Rochdale Core 
Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework.

3. Insufficient provision has been made for the storage of refuse and recycling 
containers which would be required for a development of this size and nature, 
without impinging on the proposed dedicated parking provision. The proposal is 
therefore contrary to sections 3.12 and 3.13 of the adopted Supplementary Planning 
Document 'Guidelines and Standards for Residential Development', Policy DM1 of 
the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework.

17/00719/FUL Change of use of ground floor from retail (use class A1) to a Podiatry/ 
Physiotherapy clinic (use class D1) – Granted STC

CONSULTATION RESPONSES

Conservation Officer - I have considered this proposal to change the use and external 
alterations to the first and second floors of 71-73 Long Street.  The building is located in the 
Middleton Town Centre Conservation Area and the north east side elevation is close to the 
locally listed former club at 77 Long Street.  The building itself is unlisted.  The front 
elevation will not be altered, and new window openings are proposed on the north gable.  
Double glazed uPVC windows are proposed on the rear elevation.

The building is of late twentieth century construction and is located alongside a short terrace 
of nineteenth century buildings with a retail / commercial use on the left and late twentieth 
century single storey flat roofed shops to the right.

I support the proposal to retain the shop use on the ground floor, and I do not consider the 
conversion of this modern building to cause any visual harm to the conservation area.  I 
have no concerns about the insertion of new windows in the north elevation and 
replacement windows to the rear.

If this proposal is acceptable it is essential that the HMO is well managed so that there is no 
detriment to the character of the conservation area.

I have no conservation comments on this application.

Greater Manchester Police - We have now reviewed the planning application and visited the 
site of the above development and my comments are set as follows:

We have serious concerns relating to the location of, and access to the entrance to the 
HMO, in order to make it suitably safe and secure. Access to the development would be to 
the rear of the building and would not be visible from any public vantage points. The lack of 
natural surveillance of the entrance to the HMO raises concerns for the security of the 
development and its residents. In addition, the rear of the property would become a less 
private space, accessed not only by residents but also by persons visiting the building. 

The scheme should be designed with safety and security in mind and that requires an 
entrance to the flat on a highly visible elevation (the front, Long Street, elevation. Access to 
the secluded sides and rear of the property should be limited to residents of the flat, and 
staff of the ground floor retail unit.



Other issues which could lead to neighbour conflict and anti-social behaviour are as follows:

 Parking is only proposed to be provided 8 vehicles, whereas the development is 
for 16 bedrooms. Furthermore, staff of the retail unit and their customers, would 
then be forced to park their vehicles some distance from the site, in a place 
where they not will be able to supervise its safety, which may lead to an increase 
in vehicle crime in the area

In the absence of the arrangements to the ground floor of the development and the reasons 
set out above we would not support the application in its current format. Should further plans 
be provided then we will be happy to review our comments.

Officer’s Note: Since the receipt of these comments, amended plans were submitted by the 
applicant which demonstrate the presence of an existing entrance to the property on the 
ground floor front elevation, providing access into the building from Long Street.

Highways - This proposal is within the defined Middleton Town Centre area and has good 
Transport Links to Manchester, Rochdale, Oldham and elsewhere. It is understood that 
properties within the Town Centre Area are not expected to provide dedicated parking areas 
and as such this proposal has no parking requirement. The level of traffic this development 
would generate will not create a significant negative impact upon the existing local highway 
network and there would be no capacity issues due to the approval of this application. This 
development will not have a significant negative impact upon road safety. Surrounding 
streets have restricted parking will prevent dangerous on street parking. No new access to 
the highway will be created by this development. Rochdale Borough Council’s Highways 
Service has no concerns regarding refuse collection from this location. This application will 
not impact upon the highways layout. Highways drainage will not change as a result of this 
development. No public right of way will be obstructed by this development. If this proposal 
was made outside of the Town Centre I would have concerns about the level of parking 
provided. As this proposal is clearly within the defined Town Centre I do not believe I could 
sustain any objection to the proposals.

Strategic Housing - The revised plans would not meet the facilities and amenities needed to 
operate a House in Multiple Occupation.

REPRESENTATIONS

The appropriate neighbouring properties were notified of the application by letter. A notice 
was displayed in the vicinity of the site and an advert placed in the local press. In response, 
41 letters of objection have been received, the points raised within summarised as follows:

- Residents groups have previously negotiated with the Council that no further HMO 
licenses would be granted in the Middleton area

- Concern that 8 spaces would represent insufficient parking provision
- Concern over the ‘type of tenant’ that the HMO would attract 
- Middleton already has its ‘fair share’ of homeless and vulnerable individuals
- Living standards for the future residents would be unacceptable – insufficient 

provision of facilities including toilets and bathrooms
- The building does not have adequate parking, bin areas or outside space
- Residents would not object to converting the building into apartments
- There are too many HMOs in the area
- Long Street is predominantly commercial – a HMO would not benefit the area
- The development would cause congestion within the area
- The proposal would have a negative impact on the ‘Golden cluster’ and would undo 

the good that is being achieved through the Heritage Lottery Funding initiative
- There have been no changes to the scheme since the previous refusal, other than a 

reduction in the number of bedrooms by two
- Concern regarding lack of outlook for residents



- Question as to how the parking spaces available to the rear are allocated to different 
aspects of the building]

- Concern that in the event of fire there would be restricted means of escape from the 
building

- Object to additional foot traffic as people come and go from the property, particularly 
at night

- Middleton needs family homes not a HMO or accommodation for single people
- Alterations to the exterior will ‘diminish the look of the area’ and works will have a 

massive impact on a major traffic route
- Residents in the area suffer as a result of the behaviour of the occupants of similar 

premises
- Whilst there may be a shortage of housing in the local area, it is not believed that this 

type of property adequately responds to that need
- Concern that a HMO and its likely high turnover in tenants would put at risk and 

jeopardise the safety and security of nearby businesses and their staff
- Impact on local services e.g. doctors, dentists, schools, chemists and public 

transport
- Concern that windows would overlook the former Conservative Club – the property 

would also not be suitable for residential purposes being located next to the club if 
the premises are re-opened during late hours

ANALYSIS

Principle of Development

Policy E1 of the Rochdale Core Strategy states that the Council will focus retail, leisure, 
cultural, office, residential and other development  to promote the viability and vitality of all 
the Borough’s town centres to maintain them as thriving and sustainable centres and the 
preferred shopping and leisure destinations. Specifically, the CS notes that town centres 
have the potential to play an important role in providing new quality housing in sustainable 
locations. 

Paragraph 23 of the NPPF sets out that Local Planning Authorities should recognise that 
residential development can play an important role in ensuring the vitality of centres and set 
out policies to encourage residential development on appropriate sites. 

It is noted that the application does not propose a change of use to the existing ground floor 
retail unit in the building. The building would therefore retain an active commercial frontage 
in the street scene within the town centre shopping area. The change of use would apply 
only to the upper floors of the building, which have previously operated as office space. The 
NPPF and Core Strategy are both clear that residential development within existing centres 
is to be encouraged, where it does not explicitly damage the viability and vitality of the 
centre or detract from the provision of other employment space. It is therefore considered 
that the change of use of the building from office space to residential (notwithstanding the 
proposed scale and nature of the residential use proposed) is acceptable in principle. 

A large number of objectors have raised concerns relating to a perceived over-concentration 
of HMOs within the Middleton area. The most recent figures on licensed HMOs, provided by 
the Council’s Housing service, set out that there are 8 registered HMOs within a 1km radius 
of the application site. The nearest of these are located on Mellalieu Street (5 in total – nos. 
12, 14, 16, 18 and 20) to the north and a single property on New Lane. 

Whilst Officers acknowledge that the concentration of HMOs on Mellalieu Street could give 
rise to concerns about future HMOs on this street, as a result of the number of such 
properties and their location adjacent to each other within a terrace, there is a distinct 
contrast between this area and the application site. Mellalieu Street is largely comprised of 
substantial private dwellings, utilised as family homes. Contrastingly, the Long Street site 
sits within a town centre location, surrounded by a mixture of retail, business and other 



commercial properties along with a number of residential properties, primarily at first floor 
level and above. 

Given the separation between the relevant sites, and taking into account the context of the 
surrounding area, it would be unlikely that the assertion of there being a high percentage of 
registered HMOs in the locality would be sustainable as a reason for refusal. The application 
site differs to Mellalieu Street and the application relates to the first and second floors above 
an existing commercial unit. As a consequence, it is not considered that the prevailing 
character of the area or the balance of the local community would be harmfully altered by 
the proposal to the extent that would justify a refusal on these grounds.

It is noted that, historically, there have been records of a number of incidents of anti-social 
behaviour and other crime in the vicinity of, and related to, HMOs on Mellalieu Street. 
However, the Council’s Community Safety and Neighbourhood Services teams have no 
record of any incidents recorded in relation to the application building itself. 

Paragraph 69 of the NPPF states that planning policies and decisions should aim to achieve 
places which promote safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder, and the 
fear of crime, do not undermine quality of life or community cohesion.

It is an established principle in law (Smith V First Secretary of State [2005]) that fear of crime 
can be a material consideration in planning (as an element of public safety) but that fear 
itself is not enough. That fear has to be objectively justified rather than just perceived. So in 
order to take criminal incidents into account it is necessary not only to attribute them to the 
individuals concerned but also to the use of the land.  If the concern for the future rests at 
least partly on assumption not supported by evidence as to the characteristics of the future 
occupiers it cannot be taken account.

The application site lies more than 300 metres from the properties on Mellalieu Street and 
falls within different ownership/management responsibilities. In the absence of any attributed 
incidents to the application property or the applicant themselves, it is not considered that it 
would be reasonable or sustainable to refuse the present application on such grounds.

A number of residents have also referenced previous commitments from the Council that no 
further HMOs would be allowed in Middleton. There are, however, no adopted local planning 
policies on this matter. HMOs are, of course, also subject to a separate legislative process in 
the act of licensing.

Heritage and Visual Impact

Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas Act) 1990 (as amended) 
states that with respect to any buildings or other land in a conservation area, special 
attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or 
appearance of that area.

Paragraphs 56 and 58 of the National Planning Policy Framework and Policy P3 of the Core 
Strategy requires all new developments, including associated landscaping, regardless of 
location, to adhere to high standards of design. Policy P2 and saved policy BE/17 of the 
Unitary Development Plan seek to protect and enhance key heritage assets, including 
consideration of their wider settings.

Consultation has been carried out with the Council’s Conservation and Design Officer who 
has noted that the building is located within the Middleton Town Centre Conservation Area 
and the north east side elevation is close to the locally listed former club at 77 Long Street. 

The Conservation Officer supports the retention of the commercial use on the ground floor, 
by virtue of this area of the building falling outside of the scope of the application, and does 
not consider the conversion of the modern building to cause any visual harm to the 



conservation area.  Similarly, no concerns are raised regarding the insertion of new windows 
in the north east elevation. 

The application proposes small scale external alterations to the property. On the rear of the 
building, one of the existing door openings would be marginally widened and converted to a 
window. It is noted that the existing north east elevation of the building (into which the 
additional windows would be installed at second floor level) contributes little to the 
conservation area, being of modern construction, and is currently a completely blank façade. 
Neither of the two alterations would result in harm to the character, appearance or 
significance of the conservation area or the contribution of the building to the same and the 
proposal would therefore meet with the requirements of Policy P2 of the Core Strategy and 
the National Planning Policy Framework.

Amenity Standards

Policy DM1 of the Core Strategy sets out a number of basic planning considerations that 
apply to all development and establishes that the content of the Council’s Supplementary 
Planning Documents should be taken into account in determining applications. Further to 
this, paragraph 17 of the NPPF, 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.

Section 4.10 of the Guidelines and Standards for Residential Development SPD sets out 
that when considering applications for the change of use of a building or part of a building to 
residential use, the Council will seek to secure a good standard of amenity for the future 
occupants.

Proposals for Houses in Multiple Occupation should not have a significant adverse impact 
upon the character of the surrounding area and the amenity of residents in any neighbouring 
properties by reason of noise, visual intrusion or loss of privacy. Whilst the proposal for a 16 
bedroom HMO is relatively large, it is noted that the property is located within the heart of a 
town centre, along with which come expected levels of activity, noise and disruption. Within 
the context of the surrounding area, it is not considered that the use of the building for 
residential purposes, of this scale, would result in an adverse impact on the character or 
amenities of the area. As a fallback position, the existing use of the building as offices could 
result in a significant number of comings and goings throughout the day.

It is noted that a number of objectors have raised concerns regarding the management of 
the HMO and the standard of facilities for future occupiers. Any HMO of this size would be 
required to apply for a license from the Local Authority to operate. Such an application 
would require the operator to demonstrate that they are a fit and proper person; that they 
have adopted procedure for tackling anti-social behaviour issues; that the property is 
suitable for the number of occupants; that satisfactory management standards are in place; 
and that satisfactory measures for dealing with tenancy issues are in place. These issues 
are, therefore, largely controlled by alternative legislation in the form of licensing 
procedures. 

However, the Local Planning Authority must consider the amenity standards for future 
occupiers of the proposed development as a whole. It is noted that the proposed bedrooms 
would range in size from a maximum of 16.12m2 down to a minimum of 6.71m2. The 
occupants of the 16 bedrooms would be expected to share two kitchens, each measuring 
around 10.28m2 in size and two lounge/dining areas, measuring 30.85m2 and 27.49m2. 
Given the number of bedrooms and the potential number of occupiers, it is not considered 
that sufficient provision of internal amenity space is made for the occupiers of the building. It 
is also noted that there are a number of inherent weaknesses in the proposed internal layout 
of the development including placement of bedrooms immediately adjacent to 
lobby/entrance areas (bedrooms 1 and 2), shared party walls between bedroom and kitchen 
areas (bedroom 1 and kitchen on first floor), and shared party walls between toilet facilities 



and bedrooms (bedrooms 4, 5, 15 and 16). On this basis, it is considered that the scheme 
would fail to provide an adequate standard of amenity for future occupants contrary to the 
Council’s adopted Supplementary Planning Document: ‘Guidelines and Standards for 
Residential Development’, Policy DM1 of the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy and the 
National Planning Policy Framework.   

A previous application to convert the building to a HMO was refused in part as the additional 
windows to be inserted in the north-east side elevation, serving first floor bedrooms, would 
open directly onto the roof-top car park above the adjacent parade of shops. This aspect of 
the proposal has been subsequently removed and the relevant rooms are proposed to be 
utilised as ‘storage’ areas. The windows serving bedrooms 11 and 12, by virtue of being at 
second floor level, would be acceptable. 

Similarly, concerns were raised previously in relation to the provision of windows to 
bedrooms which would open directly onto the shared courtyard area, and beyond that, to the 
communal internal lounge area. The applicant now intends to provide obscure glazing to the 
relevant window openings in bedrooms 3 and 13 which would resolve issues with regard to 
overlooking. Each of these bedrooms would be provided with an alternative outlook to the 
front of the building onto Long Street. 

The existing outdoor terrace is proposed to be used as an area of outdoor amenity space for 
residents of the building. Concerns were raised in determining the previous application that 
the terrace area has one open aspect which faces to the south and the rear yards and 
elevations of the neighbouring residential properties which front onto Sadler Street. On this 
basis, concerns were raised that the use of the terrace for these purposes would 
compromise the amenity of the residents. However, the applicant has provided additional 
information with the resubmission, indicating that the existing parapet wall rises to a height 
of 2.1m above the floor level of the terrace – on this basis, it is considered that sufficient 
screening would be provided to prevent overlooking. 

Whilst it is noted that the terrace is an existing feature of the building, and may likely have 
been used by the occupiers of the offices, this would only have occurred during daytime 
business hours. The use of the terrace as a residential amenity space would potentially give 
rise to some increased levels of noise, which may extend later into the evening/earlier in the 
morning than the previous use. However, despite the proximity to the rear elevations of 
properties on Sadler Street, given the limited size of the terrace, the consequential limited 
options for its use and the lack of any substantive exterior amenity areas to the rear of 
properties on Sadler Street, it is not considered that this would give rise to detriment to 
amenity of existing neighbouring occupiers to the extent that would warrant a refusal on 
these grounds.

Highways, Access and Refuse Storage

Consultation has been undertaken with the Highways Authority, which has raised no 
objection to the proposal. The Core Strategy contains no set parking standards in relation to 
HMOs; each is required to be reviewed on an individual basis taking into consideration the 
location. 

The applicant has submitted a site plan which indicates the provision of 11 parking spaces 
within the rear curtilage of the building – however, it is noted that a number of these spaces 
would need to be ‘shared’ with the ground floor commercial unit (currently an A1 use but 
with planning permission for change of use to a podiatry/physiotherapy clinic under 
permission reference 17/00719/FUL). This would result in a technical reduction in the 
number of available parking spaces by three. Nonetheless, it is important to note that the 
proposed development is located within walking distance of Middleton Town Centre. 
Therefore there are multiple existing public parking facilities that can be utilised by residents 
or visitors of the proposed development if the parking to the rear of the property were to 
reach maximum capacity.   



Given the nature of the development, it is less likely that future residents would own a 
vehicle, in comparison to conventional residential developments; HMOs often cater for 
residents in need of flexible, short term and affordable letting accommodation. The 
development can also be accessed via sustainable transport methods as an alternative to 
private car travel; the development is located on the A664-Long Street which is a major bus 
route providing a variety of regular links to local centres. Middleton Town Centre hosts a bus 
station and in addition to this there are also a range of retail and community services within 
walking distance of the proposed development. 

Whilst it is noted that an objection has been received from the Design for Security unit at 
Greater Manchester Policy (on the basis that occupation of the parking spaces to the rear of 
the building may result in staff and customers of the ground floor commercial unit needing to 
park some distance from the site), it is noted that this is not an unusual situation within town 
centre location and given that this was an existing scenario when the building operated as 
commercial offices at upper levels and a retail unit at ground floor, it is not considered that a 
reason for refusal on this basis would be sustainable. 

The level of traffic the development would generate would not create a significant negative 
impact upon the existing local highway network or have a significant negative impact upon 
road safety. Existing Traffic Regulation Orders & pedestrian guard rails on the highway 
surrounding the proposed development will deter on street parking in 
dangerous/inconsiderate areas. The Highways Authority has raised no concerns in relation 
to refuse collection from the site.

In regards to refuse, consultation has been carried out previously with the Council’s 
Environmental Management section who have advised that an adequate estimated figure 
would be to allow for 20 litres refuse of each material stream (paper & card; bottle & cans; 
general waste) per person per week (20 litres X 16 residents (assuming one resident per 
bedroom) = 320 litres). Residual refuse would be collected on a weekly basis from a 
property of this type and the development would therefore require the provision of a 360 litre 
bin (which requires a floorspace of 760mm by 1015mm). Recycled materials would be 
collected on a three weekly basis and would therefore require the use of 2 x 1,100 litre bins 
(which require a floorspace of 1460mm by 1185mm each). A total area of 4.23 square 
metres is therefore required for the purposes of bin storage. 

The Guidelines and Standards for Residential Development SPD sets out that residential 
properties should include space for bins to be stored out of public view to avoid them 
dominating the street scene – bins should be stored in a designated area that is well-
designed, appropriately sited and screened.

The applicant has indicated that storage space would be available for a minimum of 6no. 
standard domestic bins running along the wall at the rear of the building. Notwithstanding 
the discrepancy with the above identified requirements, it is noted that access to the bins 
when stored in this location would be compromised by parked cars in the bays which run 
parallel to the area. Insufficient provision has also been made to provide screening to the bin 
stores in order to reduce the resultant visual impact of such a large number of bins required 
to serve the development.

It is therefore considered that insufficient provision has been made for the convenient and 
appropriate storage of the refuse and recycling containers which would be required for a 
development of this size and nature, contrary to the requirements of Policies P3 and DM1 of 
the Core Strategy and the Council’s Guidelines and Standards for Residential Development 
SPD.



Conclusion

The benefits of the proposal are noted, primarily with regard to the contribution that 
residential development in a sustainable and accessible location would make towards 
housing supply. For the reasons set out above, Officers raise no objection in principle to 
change of use of the first and second floors of the property from office to residential. 
However, those factors which weigh in favour of the development are not considered to 
outweigh the harm which would arise as a result of the issues identified above, specifically 
with regard to amenity standards. On this basis, the proposal is not considered to constitute 
sustainable development and the application is accordingly recommended for refusal.

RECOMMENDATION

REFUSE for the following reason:

1 The proposed scheme would represent an intense residential use of the building by 
virtue of the provision of 16 individual bedrooms and the resultant number of persons 
potentially able to occupy the property. Internally, the development would provide 
only two small communal kitchens and two small communal lounge/dining areas. 
Given the limited floorspace provided in each individual bedroom, residents would be 
entirely reliant on the cramped and substandard communal areas for all leisure 
activities and daily tasks such as cooking. There are also a number of inherent 
weaknesses in the proposed floorplan of the development, which would result in an 
unsuitable relationship between co-existing occupiers of the property including 
clustering of bedrooms around main entrance and lobby areas and proximity of 
shared bathroom and kitchen facilities to bedroom areas. In light of these factors, it is 
considered that the scheme would provide an unacceptable living environment for 
the future occupiers of the HMO. Noting the intensity of the proposed use, insufficient 
provision has also been made within the scheme for appropriate and practical 
storage of the refuse and recycling containers which would be required for a 
development of this size and nature. On the basis of these factors, the proposal is 
considered contrary to the adopted Supplementary Planning Document ‘Guidelines 
and Standards for Residential Development’, Policy DM1 of the adopted Rochdale 
Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework.


