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SITE LOCATION



DELEGATION

1.1 The application falls to be determined by the Planning and Licensing 
Committee as the development represents a departure from the 
Development Plan and more than ten objections have been received.

PROPOSAL SUMMARY

2.1 Full planning permission is sought for the erection of 25no. Shared 
Ownership dwellings comprising 4no. 2-bed dwellings and 21no. 3-bed 
dwellings, to be accessed via two new estate roads (one connecting to 
Hazelhurst Drive and the second adjoining Tintern Road). The 
development would also include the creation of a ‘linear park’ running 
between Tintern Road and Hazelhurst Drive.

RECOMMENDATION

3.1 It is recommended that the Planning and Licensing Committee resolves it 
is minded to GRANT planning permission subject to a Section 106 
agreement to secure a financial contribution of £31,000 towards off-site 
open space provision.

REASON FOR RECOMMENDATION

4.1

4.2

The application proposal represents a departure from the Development 
Plan as it involves the development of existing protected recreational 
open space for housing without full mitigation. However, as noted in the 
above analysis, the area of scrubland on the western portion of the site is 
currently severely limited in its provision for recreational activities. The 
primary benefit of the existing site, in terms of the link between Hazelhurst 
Drive and Tintern Road, and the consequential onward links to adjacent 
areas of open space, would be retained and improved.  

Although the scheme would be unable to meet full financial contributions 
in accordance with policy towards education provision or off-site public 
open space/formal sports provision, this is considered to be offset by the 
over-provision of 25no. affordable housing units, all for shared ownership, 
to be managed by Rochdale Boroughwide Housing. The proposal would 
therefore make a significant contribution to meeting a currently unmet 
need for affordable homes within the Township and would make a 
valuable contribution to the overall housing supply within the Borough. On 
this basis, Officers consider that the benefits of the scheme, specifically 
by way of provision of additional affordable housing, when taken into 
account alongside the individual circumstances of the site, the proximity of 
alternative open space provision and the proposed mitigation in part by 
way of provision of a linear park and a financial contribution towards off-
site open space provision, outweigh the identified harm and the proposal 
would, on balance, represent sustainable development.



SITE

The application relates to an irregularly shaped parcel of land approximately 
1.1ha, located towards the northern edge of the Hollins estate in Middleton. The 
site can be considered to be split into two component parts bisected by an 
existing north-south footpath. The western portion is an area of protected 
recreational open space (as designated under saved policy G/3 of the Unitary 
Development Plan) whilst the eastern portion is comprised of the site of a former 
kick pitch (developed in tandem with the Barratt estate to the north and later 
removed) and a tarmac car park (now disused). 

The site is bounded to the north by Hazelhurst Drive, which serves the 1990s 
Barratt estate (‘Gladewood’) and connects to Hollin Lane to the west. To the 
west are properties fronting Hazelhurst Drive and Lyme Clough Way, to the 
south properties fronting Abbey Road and Tintern Road itself and to the east 
properties fronting Hazelhurst Drive, Gilwood Grove and Tintern Road. The 
western portion of the site is bounded on three sides (north, west & south) by a 
mature and dense band of trees.

PROPOSAL

The application seeks full planning permission for the erection of 25no. 
dwellings, all of which would be offered as Shared Ownership properties by 
Rochdale Boroughwide Housing, comprised of the following housing mix:

 4 x 2 bed dwellings
 21 x 3 bed dwellings

In terms of the proposed layout, two vehicular access points would be created, 
one from Hazelhurst Drive to the north and the second from Tintern Road to the 
south – the proposed development would, however, be laid out as two cul-de-
sacs, preventing vehicles from using the route as a cut-through. In the centre of 
the development would be a retained pedestrian route running north-south, 
either side of which would be developed a ‘linear park’ with detailed soft 
landscaping either side incorporating biodiversity enhancement measures.

14 dwellings would be accessed from the new estate road connecting to 
Hazelhurst Drive, and would be arranged around a short ‘J’-shaped cul-de-sac 
with a turning head at the top. 8 dwellings would be accessed from a second 
estate road connecting to Tintern Road, arrange around a ‘T’-shaped cul-de-
sac. Two dwellings in Block 12 would front directly onto Tintern Road itself, 
whilst the final property in Block 13 would front onto Abbey Road to the west, 
presenting a side-frontage to Tintern Road.

RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY 

National 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) - Published 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) - Published March 2014 
- The guidance is intended to complement the NPPF and provides a single 

resource for planning guidance. 

Local 

Adopted Rochdale Core Strategy (RCS): 

The Core Strategy was formally adopted by the Council on 19th October 2016 
and partially replaces the 2006 Unitary Development Plan. The following policies 
are relevant: 

SD1 Delivering sustainable development 
DM1 General development requirements 
DM2  Delivering planning contributions and infrastructure 

SO2 Creating successful and healthy communities 
C1 Delivering the right amount of housing in the right places 
C3  Delivering the right type of housing 
C4  Providing affordable homes 
C7 Delivering education facilities
C8 Improving community, sport, leisure and cultural facilities 

SO3 Improving design, image and quality of place 
P1  Improving image 
P2  Protecting and enhancing character, landscape and heritage 
P3  Improving design of new development 

SO4 Promoting a greener environment 
G2 Energy and new development
G6  Enhancing green infrastructure 
G7  Increasing the value of biodiversity and geodiversity 
G8  Managing water resources and flood risk 
G9  Reducing the impact of pollution 

SO5 Improving accessibility and delivering sustainable transport 
T2 Improving accessibility

Rochdale Unitary Development Plan (UDP): 

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/3 Protection of Existing Recreational Open Space
EM/7  Development and Flood Risk 
EM/8  Protection of Surface and Ground Water 



Supplementary Planning Documents: 
- Guidelines and Standards for Residential Development (2016) 
- Oldham and Rochdale Residential Design Guide (2007) 
- Provision of Recreational Open Space in New Housing (March 2008) 

[Updated January 2017]
- Urban Greenspace in Rochdale MBC: A Quantitative and Qualitative 

Assessment (2008)
- Biodiversity and Development (March 2008) 

RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

Relating to the original development of the Barratt estate to the north:
86/D19677 Residential Development – Granted STC
89/D23885 Residential Development - Withdrawn
92/D27980 Residential Development – Granted STC
93/D30025 Residential Development-189 Dwellings and Formation of 

All Weather Sports Pitch – Granted STC

Relating solely to the eastern half of the site:
03/D41712 Erection Of 4.3 Metre High Ball Stop Netting On Top Of 

Existing 3 Metre High Fence Around Kick Pitch - Granted
05/D46355 Residential Development – Granted STC
06/D47674 Amendment To Condition 7 Of Planning Permission 

D46355 To Read - The First Dwelling Shall Not Be 
Occupied Until The Replacement Recreation Facility Is 
Completed – Granted STC

08/D50638 Removal Of Condition 7 From Planning Consent D47674 
Relating To The Occupancy Of Housing To Be Developed 
And Provision Of Alternative Recreation Facilities – Granted 
STC

CONSULTATION RESPONSES

Design for Security – Recommend submission of full Crime Impact Statement.

Drainage/Local Lead Flood Authority – 

Comments Received 10.10.2017

The Flood Risk Assessment for this development identifies that the site is in 
flood zone 1 and is at low probability of flooding. The site is considered as 
greenfield and the calculations have been made on this assumption, surface 
water will therefore require attenuation.

Rochdale Borough Council will not accept the transfer of liability for any of the 
proposed attenuation/detention basins and this will have to be managed by the 
landowner / developer / management company.

The details of the surface drainage maintenance system will need to be 
submitted to the Authority before work can begin on-site. There will be no 



surface water attenuation underneath a proposed public highway other than that 
provided in oversized pipes which is acceptable in this instance.

Officer has no objections to the drainage subject to conditions:
 Investigate and detail if infiltration can be achieved through SUDs before 

work begins on-site as per para 4.4.7 of the FRA. 
 Before work commences on-site provide a detailed drainage solution for 

approval by the Local Authority following the work in relation to the above 
condition.

Comments Received 05.01.2018

The mdx datafile is not a proper working design so cannot be approved as such. 
It is a non-working drainage ‘design’. As long as you put a Condition that a 
detailed drainage design is provided for review by RBC you can go ahead. I will 
need to see a functioning MicroDrainage model prior to giving formal approval.

Environment Agency – We have no objection in principle to the proposed 
development, and would wish to make the following comments.

We have reviewed the following reports with respect to potential risks to 
controlled waters from land contamination:

 Phase 1.  Preliminary Site Assessment. Land at Abbey Road. Middleton.  
Rochdale.  Prepared by LKC Consult Ltd.  Report Ref: LKC 17 1016.  
Date: April 2017.

 Interim Phase 2 Geo-Environmental Investigation, Risk Assessment and 
Remediation Strategy.  Prepared by LKC Consult Ltd.  Report Ref: LKC 
17 1016.  Date: July 2017.

Based on the information provided to date the report does not indicate that the 
site is likely to pose a risk to controlled waters. Therefore, we have no 
requirements for additional works at this time.

It is noted that the development may give rise to waste management issues and 
we would recommend the applicant is advised in line with the informatives 
detailed below: 

Reuse of material on site
Excavated materials that are recovered via a treatment operation can be re-
used on-site under the CL:AIRE Definition of Waste: Development Industry 
Code of Practice. This voluntary Code of Practice provides a framework for 
determining whether or not excavated material arising from site during 
remediation and/or land development works are waste.

Developers should ensure that all contaminated materials are adequately 
characterised both chemically and physically, and that the permitting status of 
any proposed on site operations are clear.  If in doubt, the Environment Agency 
should be contacted for advice at an early stage to avoid any delays.

The Environment Agency recommends that developers should refer to our:



 Position statement on the Definition of Waste: Development Industry 
Code of Practice and;

 website at www.environment-agency.gov.uk for further guidance.

Waste to be taken off site
Contaminated soil that is, or must be disposed of, is waste. Therefore, its 
handling, transport, treatment and disposal is subject to waste management 
legislation, which includes:

 Duty of Care Regulations 1991
 Hazardous Waste (England and Wales) Regulations 2005
 Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016
 The Waste (England and Wales) Regulations 2011

Developers should ensure that all contaminated materials are adequately 
characterised both chemically and physically in line with British Standards BS 
EN 14899:2005 'Characterisation of Waste - Sampling of Waste Materials - 
Framework for the Preparation and Application of a Sampling Plan' and that the 
permitting status of any proposed treatment or disposal activity is clear. If in 
doubt, the Environment Agency should be contacted for advice at an early stage 
to avoid any delays.

Environmental Management (Greenspace Development) – No comments 
received to date.

Greater Manchester Archaeological Advisory Service – Thank you for consulting 
GMAAS on this scheme. I can confirm that there is no known archaeological 
interest.

Greater Manchester Ecology Unit – 

Comments Received 03.10.2017

The GMEU has reservation regarding this application.  Part of the site is of 
relatively high ecological value and apparently meets the guidelines for 
designation as an SBI.  There is no evidence of adequate mitigation or 
compensation is being provided to comply with guidance within the NPPF.

Protected Species
The site has been assessed as low risk for protected species.  I have no reason 
to doubt the findings of the report.  No further surveys or measures are required.

Nesting Birds
The proposed layout indicates that trees and scrub will be lost as a result of the 
development. Potential bird nesting habitat. All British birds nests and eggs (with 
certain limited exceptions) are protected by Section 1 of the Wildlife & 
Countryside Act 1981, as amended. I recommend a condition along the 
following lines be applied to any permission:

No works to trees or shrubs shall occur between the 1st March and 31st 
August in any year unless a detailed bird nest survey by a suitably 
experienced ecologist has been carried out immediately prior to 



clearance and written confirmation provided that no active bird nests are 
present which has been agreed in writing by the LPA.

Invasive Species
Two invasive species as defined under schedule 9 part 2 of the Wildlfie & 
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) were found on the site.  It is an offence to 
introduce, plant or cause to grow wild any plant listed in this Schedule.  I 
recommend a condition along the following lines be applied to any permission:

Prior to any earthworks a method statement detailing eradication and/or 
control and/or avoidance measures for monbretia and cherry laurel 
should be supplied to and agreed in writing to the LPA. The agreed 
method statement shall be adhered to and implemented in full unless 
otherwise agreed in writing by the LPA.

Contributing to and Enhancing the Natural Environment
Section 109 NPPF states that the planning system should contribute to and 
enhance the natural and local environment.  The area to the west of the 
proposed linear space consists of moderate to high value ecological habitats 
including marshy grassland and scrub with the land to the east being of low 
ecological value.  Without mitigation or compensation the loss of these habitats 
would be contrary to the NPPF guidance.  It should also be noted given 
Rochdale Council’s involvement in this site that it has a biodiversity duty under 
section 40 of the NERC Act 2006.   

I note that UES have recommended further assessment of the Marshy 
grassland.  We support this recommendation.  As it species diversity potentially 
meets the criteria for a site of biological importance further survey is justified.  
Prior to determination we recommend further botanical surveys are carried out 
to determine whether the site would qualify as an SBI.

We also note that there is no evidence that adequate ecological mitigation or 
compensation is being proposed for the loss of the marshy grassland, scrub and 
plantation habitats and associated loss of bird nesting habitat.  We recommend 
that prior to determination more information is provided that demonstrates how 
no nett loss of biodiversity will be achieved.

Comments Received 08.12.2017

I have now had a chance to look at the LEMP.  Effort has been put in to 
maximising the enhancement of the site and whilst this is probably border line, 
when assessed utilising biodiversity matrices, given the scale of the 
development any negative impact (if there is one) will now be low at the site 
level and negligible at the local and district level. Off-set matrices also do not 
take in to account measure to enhance for specific species so the all the 
proposed bird boxes and bat boxes are an additional bonus. 

My one amendment would be to change the swallow cups to house martin 
nests. I would also suggest that if possible they incorporate nesting 
opportunities in to the build rather than boxes for species such as swift, house 



sparrow and starling. I attach information on what a swift brick looks like, similar 
things are available for starling and house sparrow.

I am therefore now happy that mitigation/compensation can be achieved subject 
to the final landscape plan maximising the use of native and wildlife attracting 
species. The final details of the LEMP should be conditioned as should a soft 
landscaping plan.

Highways and Engineering – These 26 houses will not generate sufficient traffic 
to have any significant negative effect upon the surrounding highways network. 
Parking Provision for this site is 200% which is ideal for a residential 
development. The access to the site is suitable and safe for a development of 
this size and nature. I am satisfied the onsite road layout is suitable and safe for 
a development of this size and nature. Refuse Collection from this location 
should not pose a problem. I have no Road Safety comments to make regarding 
this location. 

I have no objections to this development as proposed. The internal roads should 
be subject to a Self-Enforcing 20 mph zone.

Natural England – Natural England has no comments to make on this 
application.

Public Protection (Environment) – Recommend imposition of standard site 
investigation condition.

Rights of Way Officer – I have considered the Planning Application No. 
17/01027/FUL – the erection of 26 dwellings on land in the middle of Hazelhurst 
Drive, Tintern Road and Abbey Road Middleton (edged red on your map from 
the planning documents) and inspected the definitive map and statement, I can 
confirm that the development will not impinge on any rights of way, none are 
shown in the area.

Schools Service – Rochdale currently has Education contributions set at 
£12,320.01 for each Primary place and £15,400.01 for each secondary place. 
These amounts have been fixed since December 2013 and are due to be 
reviewed and increased in line with inflation. In particular the Secondary place 
cost multiplier is now significantly below other local LA’s. 

The forecast for secondary places shows that there will be insufficient places in 
Middleton for Year 7 pupils for this September 2017. This will grow to a deficit of 
nearly 200 places by 2023 by current projections. Secondary contributions are 
needed to bridge the gap that is due to the extra housing.

Current Pupil Provision:
Permanent expansion of 4 primary schools in the area has occurred over the 
last few years to add capacity. Bulge classes are currently in place in Hollin 
Primary until 2016/17 and St Peters RC (table 1). Table 1 shows spare capacity 
in Middleton Schools as of Sept 2017. As of the 4th September 2017, at the start 



of term, extra bulge classes are being added to meet excess in late demand in 
year 2, year 3 and year4.

MIDDLETON
Rec 
Places

Year 1 
Places

Year 2 
Places

Year 3 
Places

Year 4 
places

Year 5 
Places

Year 6 
Places

St John Fisher 
RC 0 3 -1 0 -1 4 0
Hollin  

0 10 0 4 1 1 8

Bulge 
class 
2014-
2017

Boarshaw  

24 25 1 1 -1 19 1

Expansion 
to 2FE in 

2018
Bowlee Park 

20 14 0 0 1 6 1

Expansion 
to 4FE in 

2016
St Mary's RC  

0 1 0 1 -2 4 0

Expansion 
to 2FE in 
2014/5 

Middleton Parish 
CE VA

0 1 0 0 3 -6 0

Expansion 
to 2 FE in 
2013/14

Parkfield 0 0 0 -1 0 0 -1
Elm Wood 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Little Heaton CE 
VC 13 -1 0 0 0 2 0
St Gabriel's CE 
VC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
St Peter's RC

0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Bulge 
class 

2014 - 
2016

Alkrington 0 1 0 0 0 0 -1
St Thomas More 
RC 0 -4 1 -1 1 2 1
St Michael's CE 
VA 0 -1 -1 1 -1 0 0
Middleton 
places 57 55 2 7 6 39 12

Table 1: Pupil September 2017 showing spare places

Primary school provision will be close to capacity for the next couple of years, 
with current forecasts showing a slight decrease in forecasted primary numbers 
in 2019, before rising again in 2021 (Figure1).



Figure 2: Primary Forecast for Middleton Township

Secondary School Provision has also increased with Cardinal Langley RC 
increasing their PAN by 30 in the current intake. However, current trends in 
Middleton Township are due to hit capacity in 2017/18, (figure2), with a similar 
situation across the borough in 2018/19. 

Figure 3: Secondary Forecast for Middleton Township.

Education Contribution:-
The education contribution for the current application of 26 houses produces a 
yield of 26 x 0.25 = 6.5 pupils at Primary and 26 x 0.1 = 2.6 pupils at Secondary. 
Primary contribution = £12,320.00 x 6.5 = £80080.06
Secondary contribution = £15,400.01 x 2.6 = £40040.02
Total Contribution = £120,120.08

Officer Note – Following amendments to the scheme to reduce the number of 
dwellings to 25, the updated financial calculations are as follows:

Yield – 25 x 0.25 = 6.25 pupils at Primary and 25 x 0.1 = 2.5 pupils at 
Secondary
Primary contribution = £12,320.00 x 6.25 = £77,000.00



Secondary contribution = £15,400.01 x 2.5 = £38,500.03
Total contribution = £115,500.03

Strategic Planning – Much of the site in question is designated under saved 
UDP policy G/3 – Protection of Existing Recreational Open Space. In addition, 
regard should be had to, amongst others, Core Strategy policies C1 (Delivering 
the right amount of housing in the right places), G6 (Enhancing green 
infrastructure) and P3 (Improving design of new development).

We have no objection to the development of the eastern part of the site which is 
not designated under saved UDP policy G3. In respect of the rest of the site, 
any proposal for developing this area for residential use without alternative open 
space provision (or funding towards it) would constitute a departure in respect of 
saved UDP policy G3. 

Referring to our recently completed Open Space Assessment (2017), I note that 
this site scored highly in terms of ‘visual relief from the urban area’, and had 
medium scores for ‘accessibility’, ‘informal recreation’, ‘biodiversity’ and 
‘relationship with other spaces’.  In respect of accessibility, informal recreation 
and to a certain extent biodiversity, these functions may be preserved to some 
degree by the retention of the proposed ‘linear park’ through the site (provided 
that it is suitably planted and landscaped providing mitigation for habitats lost in 
line with the details submitted) and the retention of boundary trees in 
accordance with the recommendations of the AIA. In terms of the ‘visual relief 
from the urban area’ value of the site, this relates in particular to the boundaries 
of the site along Hazlehurst Drive and  Tintern Road, as these are the parts of 
the site most highly visible to the public; whilst the trees along Hazlehurst Drive 
appear to be retained, I note that there is proposed to be a dwelling (Block 13) 
on the currently open area on Tintern Road adjacent to Abbey Road, something 
which we have raised concern about at pre-application stage because of the 
negative impact on the visual amenity value of the site. 

In conclusion, some elements of the proposals such as the linear park help to 
alleviate negative impacts of the proposed development and give it weight when 
considering whether to allow it as a departure, as does the fact that there is 
significant open space on the other side of Tintern Road. Nonetheless this 
proposal remains contrary to policy G3 of the UDP and the proposal to develop 
the area alongside Tintern Road adjacent to Abbey Road in particular appears 
to be contrary to Core Strategy policies C1, G6 and P3 and the Urban Design 
Guide SPD because of the impact upon the amenity value of the site and the 
building line. 

If the development were to be approved, we would still expect the provisions of 
the ‘Recreational Open Space in New Housing’ SPD to be adhered to, i.e. a 
contribution to open space improvement in the vicinity through a section 106 
agreement.

Tree and Woodland Development Officer – I have no objections to the proposal 
on arboricultural grounds providing the tree protection measures detailed in 
section 5 of the updated ‘Arboricultural Impact Assessment with Tree Protection 



Measures’ are followed and all protection measures are in place prior to 
construction starting on site.  

A comprehensive landscape plan should be submitted that includes proposals 
for replacement planting to mitigate the loss of the trees identified for removal.  
The submitted Landscape & Ecological Management Plan discusses 
compensation planting (3.1.1) however no planting plans were included.  

The report also discussed the planting of native species, including trees within 
residential gardens in order to ‘benefit wildlife’.  It should be noted that most 
native trees are unsuitable in scale for the modest sized gardens proposed. 
Suitable wildlife friendly, small garden trees should be proposed for these 
locations to increase the chance of them being retained to maturity.

United Utilities – 

Comments Received 09.11.2017

Three trunk mains cross the proposed development site. As we need access for 
operating and maintaining water mains, we will not permit development above or 
in close proximity to water mains. Service pipes are not our property and we 
have no record of them.

You will need an access strip of no less than 6 metres, measuring at least 3 
metres either side of the centre line of the pipe for the 250mm diameter main 
and an access strip of no less than 10 metres, measuring at least 5 metres 
either side of the centre line of the pipes for the 15 and 24 inch diameter mains.

According to our records there are two easements under UU Ref Z101 250mm 
water main & P118 Aqueduct, which are affected by the proposed development. 
Under no circumstances should anything be stored, planted or erected on the 
easement width. Nor should anything occur that may affect the integrity of the 
pipe or United Utilities legal right to 24hr access.

The applicant must comply with our standard conditions, a copy of which is 
enclosed, for work carried out on, or when crossing aqueducts and easements. 

The Water Industry Act 1991 affords United Utilities specific rights in relation to 
the maintenance, repair, access and protection of our water infrastructure; 

 Sections 158 & 159, outlines the right to inspect, maintain, adjust, repair 
or alter our mains. This includes carrying out any works incidental to any 
of those purposes. Service pipes are not our property and we have no 
record of them. 

 Under Section 174 of the Act it is an offence to intentionally or negligently 
interfere with any resource main or water main that causes damage to or 
has an effect on its use or operation.

It is in accordance with this statutory provision that we provide standard 
conditions to assist developers when working in close proximity to our water 
mains.    



Our standard conditions document includes detail of trees and shrubbery 
suitable for planting in the vicinity of a water main. The applicant should consult 
this document to ensure their landscaping proposals meet with the advice 
provided in the document. The level of cover to the water mains and sewers 
must not be compromised either during or after construction.

United Utilities has reviewed the documents submitted as part of this full 
planning application and does not feel there is sufficient information provided at 
this time to allow an assessment of the impact on our assets with regards to the 
location, construction and operation of the proposed SuDs feature. At this time 
we must object to the planning application. 

It is recommended that the applicant either submits documentation detailing the 
full impact on our assets or withdraws the application to allow sufficient time to 
reach agreement prior to any resubmission. We strongly recommend the 
applicant contacts Developer Services to discuss this matter in more detail. 

Whilst outside of the planning system, the legal easement protecting our asset 
requires written permission from United Utilities which, based on the current 
level of information is unlikely to be granted regardless of whether the Council 
deem to grant planning consent.

It is the developer’s responsibility to demonstrate the exact relationship between 
any United Utilities’ assets and the proposed development. Should this 
application be approved, we request the applicant determined the exact location 
of water mains on site through the hand digging of trial holes. The applicant can 
contact us on 03456 723723 to arrange a site visit with a LDTM Controller or for 
further advice on locating the exact position of the pipelines.

Should the application be approved, UU recommend standard drainage 
conditions:

 Foul and surface water shall be drained on separate systems;
 Prior to the commencement of any development, a surface water 

drainage scheme, based on the hierarchy of drainage options in the 
NPPG with evidence of an assessment of the site conditions shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Comments Received 08.01.2018

As the location of the water main has not been confirmed, it cannot be 
demonstrated by the applicant that the driveway associated with Plot 15 lies 
outside of our legal easement at this stage. As such, the applicant should be 
minded that if they are able to secure planning consent for the scheme, they 
may not be able to implement it in line with any approved layout plan as they will 
need our separate consent to cross the easement, which at this stage is unlikely 
to be given. 

It is United Utilities’ advice to them to address this matter prior to securing 
planning consent. If they need to amend the scheme they may have to submit 



additional information to the Council in the form of a later, secondary planning 
application which will result in additional fees and time delays on their part. 

From the Council’s perspective, this is a private land matter and so does not 
necessarily impact on your decision as part of the planning process. It is 
however useful for you to be aware of this, if you are minded to do so, you may 
be granting consent for a scheme that cannot be fully delivered. 

If you do deem the scheme to be appropriate, in addition to the conditions 
included within our response letter (our ref: DC/17/3643, dated 2nd November 
2017), we strongly request the attachment of the following condition: 

No development shall take place until a Construction Method Statement 
(CMS), for construction of the proposed development, is submitted to and 
approved by the Local Planning Authority. The statement shall include 
the potential impacts from all construction activities and associated 
protection measures for the existing water mains and sewers both during 
and after construction. The development shall be undertaken in 
accordance with the approved CMS. 

Reason: To promote sustainable development and to ensure the 
protection of the existing infrastructure and the safety of those working in 
proximity to it.

 
In particular, the water mains are large pressurised mains and therefore we 
need to ensure they are adequately protected at all times, both during and after 
construction. 

Should all of our recommended conditions be included, we are able to remove 
our planning objection to the scheme. However it should be made very clear that 
this does not imply that we will accept the proposals from a legal perspective as 
we have additional powers that can be used through the Water Industry Act 
separately from the planning system.

REPRESENTATIONS

Letters of notification were sent to surrounding neighbours, notices displayed in 
the vicinity of the site and a notice placed in the local press. 13 letters of 
objection have been received, summarised as follows:

 Concern relating to overlooking of properties on Abbey Road;
 Concern over the impacts on existing trees and potential for subsidence 

etc. – note the need for retaining walls to property boundaries;
 Object to the noise and disruption that the build would create;
 Object to proximity of proposed new dwellings to existing properties;
 Concern that headlights of cars using the new access onto Hazelhurst 

Drive would shine into windows of properties on Oakway and Hazelhurst 
Drive.

Officer’s Response: The impacts of the proposal on neighbouring properties 
are considered in full detail in the Amenity section below.



 Object to the loss of existing green space and the resulting shortfall in 
provision of sport and recreation facilities in the immediate area;

 Protecting green space should be a priority rather than a quick ‘housing 
fix’;

 Note that permission was granted recently for sites within the 
Hollin/Langley Lane Masterplan Area – developing this site would further 
diminish the greenery in the surrounding area;

 Note that the open space is currently popular with dog walkers and those 
using the area for exercise/jogging etc.;

 Concern that the pathway already attracts anti-social behaviour and that 
housing would likely increase the number of youths in the area;

 Concern that local amenities including primary schools, high schools and 
doctors are already struggling with the number of residents in the area;

 Suggest that there are a number of brownfield sites that could be used 
instead;

 Object to the loss of existing landscaping and wildflower planting;
 Concern over the loss of habitats for wildlife - note that there are bats 

living in and around the trees;

Officer’s Response: Consideration of the principle of development and loss 
of existing protected recreational open space is contained within the relevant 
Principle section below. Matters of ecology and biodiversity are also 
considered in further detail below.

 Rise in traffic through the Barratt estate and creation of a through route 
from the ‘council estate’ which would result in an increase in crime and 
disorder;

 Traffic congestion, including when considered cumulatively with the other 
developments in the Hollin/Langley Lane area;

Officer’s Response: The highways implications of the development are 
considered in the relevant section below. It should be noted that the scheme 
has been designed to prevent vehicular through traffic from Tintern Road to 
Hazelhurst Drive.

 Consider the design and density of the properties to be out of keeping 
with the existing estate to the north;

Officer’s Response: The retention of a large proportion of existing tree cover 
on the northern edge of the site would result in significant screening between 
the proposed development site and the ‘Gladewood’ estate to the north. 
Whilst the proposed dwellings clearly differ from the existing housing stock 
when looking at the detailed design (i.e. use of contemporary features 
including projecting window surrounds and porch canopies), the buildings 
would be compatible in scale, size and overall form. It is noted that the 
private garden areas to be provided are, in part, smaller than those at nearby 
dwellings, however this does not in itself weight against the scheme.  



ANALYSIS

Principle of Development

Planning law requires applications to be determined in accordance with the 
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) published in 2012 is one such 
material consideration and whilst it does not change the legal status of the 
development plan, it promotes a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development, to which there are three mutually dependent dimensions: 
economic, social and environmental. 

Paragraphs 14 and 15 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) set 
out the ‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’ and state that 
development that accords with the development plan should be approved 
without delay. The NPPF promotes a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development, to which there are three mutually dependent dimensions: 
economic, social and environmental. Having specific regard to residential 
developments, Paragraph 47 of the NPPF requires Local Planning Authorities to 
‘boost significantly the supply of housing’. 

The application site lies within the Defined Urban Area, as designated under the 
Rochdale Unitary Development Plan Proposals Map. Saved policy G/D/1 is 
therefore relevant to any applications on the site and the supporting text to this 
policy states that new development should be located in the urban area, so as to 
support urban regeneration and to protect the countryside. 

The overall application site can be divided into two parcels of land; the western 
portion of which comprises an area of scrub and wildflower planting which is 
designated as an area of Protected Recreational Open Space under the 
provisions of saved Policy G/3 of the Rochdale Unitary Development Plan. The 
eastern portion comprises the site of a former kick pitch (developed in tandem 
with the Barratt estate and later removed) and a tarmac car park (now disused).

Former Kick Pitch and Car Park

The eastern portion of the site represents previously developed land (with the 
remains of the kick pitch (constructed in 1997 in tandem with the Barratt estate 
to the north) and car park clearly visible on site). From the opening of the kick 
pitch, repeated complaints of anti-social behaviour and misuse of the pitch and 
car park were received, culminating in a report being presented to Middleton 
Township Committee in November 2004 recommending the closure of the 
facility and Cabinet subsequently approving the sale of the site for development.

Outline planning permissions were subsequently granted for residential 
development on the site (ref. 05/D46355, 06/D47674 and 08/D50638. The 
principle of the development of the site for housing has therefore been accepted 
previously, although none of these permissions were implemented. As the kick 
pitch was removed more than 10 years ago, it is not considered appropriate to 
afford any element of protection to this feature, and it is noted that the site is not 



formally designated for recreational purposes. In accordance with Policy C1 of 
the Core Strategy, the proposed development of the eastern portion of the site 
for residential purposes would be acceptable in principle. 

Loss of Protected Recreational Open Space

Saved policy G/3 of the Rochdale Unitary Development sets out that the 
development of public or private recreational open space for any other purpose 
will not be permitted unless one or more of the identified exceptions within the 
policy apply.

Policy G6 of the Rochdale Core Strategy sets out that the Council will sustain 
and enhance a green network to support growth and regeneration in the 
Borough and provide a high quality environment that meets the needs of our 
community and visitors to the Borough. In relation to local urban open spaces, 
the policy sets out that the focus is to be on improvements to the quality of 
accessible greenspace close to where people live and work. The policy sets out 
that development proposals are expected to avoid the loss of existing urban 
greenspace unless suitable alternative provision is made, it has limited value, 
and its development or change of use will help to meet other sustainability or 
local regeneration objectives.

Paragraph 74 of the NPPF sets out that existing open space, sports and 
recreational buildings and land, including playing fields, should not be built on 
unless, amongst others, an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly 
shown the open space, buildings or land to be surplus to requirements.

Policy C1 of the Core Strategy sets out that the Council will consider the 
sustainable development of greenfield sites within the urban area where it is 
demonstrated that:

a. The development would have limited adverse impact on green 
infrastructure or amenity value in and around the site; and

b. Green infrastructure is, wherever possible, incorporated into the scheme.

The application is supported by a detailed Planning and Open Space Statement, 
which contains a summary of relevant policy considerations and supporting 
evidence. The Council’s previous assessment of urban greenspace (Urban 
Greenspace in Rochdale MBC: A Quantitative and Qualitative Assessment – 
2008), which included a detailed assessment of existing greenspaces within the 
Hollins priority area, notes that within Middleton there is great potential for the 
establishment of local linkages to capitalise on the high volume and close 
proximity of greenspaces. 

The Urban Greenspace Assessment notes that within Hollins, there are an 
appropriate quantity of greenspace sites in relation to the population but that the 
majority of sites score poorly on assessment due to lack of facilities and poor 
infrastructure. It notes that, because there is a high density of greenspaces the 
area would seem ideal to develop local links and walking routes between parks 
and that the priority in the area is to identify funding for improvement works.



It is acknowledged that the western portion of the site does not have the 
appearance of a formal recreational space, with no play equipment, seating or 
landscaped areas. The site has limited benefit as a recreational resource, and 
can only fulfil restricted functions such as providing a space for dog walking. The 
primary value in the area of open space is the strategic pedestrian link it creates 
from housing to the north through to Tintern Road and the areas of open space 
beyond which stretch eastwards, along the Greenspace Corridor, to join with 
Hopwood Woods. The extract from the Council’s Unitary Development Plan 
Proposals Map (Figure 1) shows the existing areas of designated protected 
recreational open space within the immediate vicinity (application site identified 
by the red dot) and shows how the network of open spaces run east-west.  

Figure 1 – UDP Extract

The application proposals include the formation of a new ‘linear park’ which 
would retain the pedestrian connection between Hazelhurst Drive and Tintern 
Road and would be formed of a new footpath, surrounded either side by soft 
landscaped areas, including a proposed swale and area of wildflower planting 
(further detail provided within the below Ecology appraisal). The scheme 
therefore proposes to retain the primary function of the area of open space, and 
would result in significant improvements to the quality and appearance of the 
pedestrian link, which at present is lacklustre in form and is degraded by the 
remnants of the adjacent kick pitch and car park. The scheme does not, 
however, propose any direct mitigation for the loss of the remainder of the 
existing area of designated recreational open space, although a financial 
contribution towards provision/improvement of off-site public open space is 
proposed.

Consultation has been undertaken with the Council’s Strategic Planning Service 
which has raised no objection to the development of the eastern part of the site 
as it is not designated under saved UDP policy G/3. They note, however, that in 



respect of the rest of the site any proposal for developing this area for residential 
use without alternative open space provision (or funding towards it) would 
constitute a departure in respect of saved UDP policy G/3. 

Referring to the Council’s recently completed Open Space Assessment (2017), 
Strategic Planning Officers note that the site scored highly in terms of ‘visual 
relief from the urban area’, and had medium scores for ‘accessibility’, ‘informal 
recreation’, ‘biodiversity’ and ‘relationship with other spaces’.  In respect of 
accessibility, informal recreation and to a certain extent biodiversity, it is noted 
that these functions may be preserved to some degree by the retention of the 
proposed ‘linear park’ through the site (provided that it is suitably planted and 
landscaped providing mitigation for habitats lost in line with the details 
submitted) and the retention of boundary trees in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Arboricultural Impact Assessment. 

In terms of the ‘visual relief from the urban area’ value of the site, this relates in 
particular to the boundaries of the site along Hazlehurst Drive and Tintern Road, 
as these are the parts of the site most highly visible to the public. It is noted that 
the majority of the existing tree cover along Hazlehurst Drive is to be retained. It 
is proposed that a dwelling (Block 13) be constructed on the currently open area 
on Tintern Road adjacent to Abbey Road, something which results in a 
somewhat negative impact on the visual amenity value of the site, as considered 
in further detail in the design analysis below.

Consultation with the Strategic Planning service highlights that some elements 
of the proposals, such as the linear park, help to alleviate negative impacts of 
the proposed development and give it weight when considering whether to allow 
it as a departure, as does the fact that there is significant open space on the 
other side of Tintern Road. 

Housing Supply

Policy C1 of the Core Strategy seeks to ensure that at least 460 additional 
dwellings per annum are delivered in the Borough in the period 2012-2028. The 
policy acknowledges that this is a challenging target and whilst it seeks to 
ensure the focus is on maximising the use of brownfield sites it states that the 
development of greenfield sites may be necessary and accepted, specifically 
where it is demonstrated that the development would have limited adverse 
impact on green infrastructure or amenity value in and around the site; and 
green infrastructure is, wherever possible, incorporated into the scheme. 

The National Planning Policy Framework requires local authorities to 
demonstrate a deliverable five year supply of housing land. In doing this, it is 
necessary to deal with any previous underperformance against the target in the 
plan period and therefore the target for the first five years takes account of 
actual performance in the period 2012 to 2016. In that period there was a total 
overall underperformance against the revised Core Strategy target of 504. 
Taking account of this underperformance increases the base target for this 
period to 561 per annum (i.e. 504/5 + 460). This therefore gives a target of 589 
per annum with a 5% buffer applied and 673 if a 20% buffer is applied. Appeal 



decisions and recent performance would suggest that a 20% buffer would need 
to be applied in order to be consistent with the guidance in NPPF. Therefore the 
target of 673 is the most appropriate to use in considering a five year supply. 

The latest published information in respect of the Council’s housing supply is the 
2016 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) which shows the 
position as at 1st April 2016. The five year supply as at 1st April 2016 
demonstrates that there is capacity to deliver 717 additional dwellings per 
annum in the first five years. Therefore if the revised Core Strategy target was to 
be applied the Council could demonstrate a five year supply (5.3 years) of land 
available to deliver new housing as at 1st April 2016. 

The 2017 SHLAA is currently being produced but has yet to be published. The 
number of additional homes completed in the Borough in 2016/17 was 315, 145 
below the target of 460 set out in the Core Strategy. This would increase the 
shortfall in the plan period to 649 (i.e. 504+145) and mean that the revised base 
target for the next five years is 590. If the 20% buffer is applied it means that the 
net supply of additional homes as at 1st April 2017 would need to be at least 
708 per annum to demonstrate a five year deliverable supply. 

In terms of considering the need for the site to come forward, delivery as well as 
supply must be taken into account. The net completion figure for 2016/17 shows 
that there needs to be a significant uplift in the number of homes being built in 
the Borough. Continual underperformance against the target will mean that the 
target to be met over the next five years will rapidly increase. 

The Council’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2015) surmises that the 
housing need analysis indicates that there is a net annual imbalance of 204 
affordable dwellings across Rochdale borough, and in Middleton Township itself, 
9.6% of households were classed as ‘in need’, defined as ‘unable to access 
suitable housing without financial assistance’.

Conclusion on Principle of Development

The application proposal represents a departure from the Development Plan as 
it involves the development of existing protected recreational open space for 
housing without full mitigation. However, as noted in the above analysis, the 
area of scrubland on the western portion of the site is currently severely limited 
in its provision for recreational activities. The primary benefit of the existing site, 
in terms of the link between Hazelhurst Drive and Tintern Road, and the 
consequential onward links to adjacent areas of open space, would be retained 
and improved.  

The proposed development would provide 25 affordable homes, all for shared 
ownership, managed by Rochdale Boroughwide Housing. The proposal would 
therefore assist greatly in meeting a currently unmet need for affordable homes 
within the Township and make a valuable contribution to the overall housing 
supply within the Borough.



On this basis, Officers consider that the benefits of the scheme, specifically by 
way of provision of additional affordable housing, when taken into account 
alongside the individual circumstances of the site, the proximity of alternative 
open space provision and the proposed mitigation in part by way of provision of 
a linear park and a financial contribution towards off-site open space provision, 
outweigh the policy conflicts of the scheme and the proposal would, on balance, 
represent sustainable development.

Design, Layout, Character and Appearance

Paragraphs 56 and 58 of the National Planning Policy Framework require all 
new developments, including associated landscaping, regardless of location, to 
adhere to high standards of design. Policies P1, P2 and P3 of the Core Strategy 
set out a requirement for good design, improved image and protection and 
enhancement of character, landscape and heritage.

The proposed development has been laid out such that the scheme would 
create an active frontage to the existing open aspect of Tintern Road (in the 
form of the front elevations of Block 12) and would also provide a dual frontage 
to Block 13 on the corner of Abbey Road and Tintern Road.

The negative impacts of the scheme on the street scene at the junction of 
Tintern Road and Abbey Road, by virtue of the loss of an existing area of 
informal grassed amenity space, are noted. However, the proposed dwelling to 
be constructed on this site would respect the building line extrapolated from the 
edge of 114-120 Abbey Road, and would serve to effectively frame the entrance 
to Abbey Road itself. Improvements to this aspect of the scheme have been 
sought, with a reduction from two dwellings at this location to a single property, 
which would make use of a frontage to both Abbey Road and Tintern Road. An 
open aspect to the street scene would be retained by virtue of the entrance to 
the proposed linear park, which would ensure a break in the run of properties 
east to west is maintained.

The scheme proposes to retain the majority of the tree cover on the northern 
edge of the site (with the exception of those elements proposed to be removed 
for the siting of plot 1), which makes a positive contribution to the street scene 
along Hazelhurst Drive – whilst this is considered in further detail in the relevant 
section below, it is noted that the retention of these features significantly 
minimises the impact of the proposed development on the character and 
appearance of the ‘Gladewood’ estate by forming a substantial screen. The 
main views into the proposed development would therefore be down the estate 
road itself. Whilst the side elevation of Block 1 would form the most visible 
aspect of the scheme, the long-range view would be of the linear park stretching 
down to Tintern Road.  

The dwellings themselves would clearly represent a departure from the detailed 
architectural style in the immediate vicinity, being a more contemporary form of 
development than the post-war dwellings around Tintern Road and the 1990s 
Barratt Estate to the north. However, the design still takes cues from 
neighbouring properties, and represents a largely traditional dwelling form with 



more modern and attractive design features, including the proposed projecting 
window surrounds and flat porch canopies. The submitted details indicate that 
the dwellings would be constructed using red facing brickwork (in two 
complementary shades), dark grey concrete roof tiles, and grey UPVC windows 
and doors. It is recommended that a condition be imposed requiring the 
submission and approval of full details and samples of all materials to be utilised 
in the construction of the development to ensure a suitable form of development.

Concerns raised by objectors in relation to a perceived potential increase in 
crime and anti-social behaviour (ASB) which would result from development of 
the site are noted. However, the proposed development would create a 
significant element of natural surveillance of the proposed linear park and 
thereby the footpath linking Tintern Road to Hazelhurst Drive, which would likely 
serve to reduce the potential for ASB within the site, large parts of which are 
currently well screened and do not benefit from any form of surveillance or 
lighting etc. 

The proposed dwellings, by virtue of their size, scale, height, layout, massing, 
materials and design, would be compatible with the pattern, density and 
character of surrounding development, and would sit sympathetically amongst 
existing buildings and the street scene. The proposal is therefore considered to 
accord with the requirements of Policies P1, P2 and P3 of the Rochdale Core 
Strategy, the Oldham and Rochdale Residential Design Guide and the NPPF.

Amenity

Section 4 of the Guidelines and Standards for Residential Development SPD 
sets out the Council’s expected space standards for new residential 
development, as follows:

i. 21m between directly facing principal windows of habitable rooms, at an 
upper floor level AND 10.5m between a principal window at an upper 
floor level and a directly facing boundary of the curtilage;

ii. 14m between a principal window and any directly facing two storey 
elevation which does not contain a principal window to a habitable room;

iii. 10m between a principal window and any directly facing single storey 
elevation which does not contain a principal window to a habitable room.

In assessing the proposal against the above guidelines, the following key 
interfaces between neighbouring buildings are noted:

 Block 11 rear to boundary with garden of № 33 Tintern Road – min. 
11.5m

 Block 10 rear to boundary with gardens of №s 39 and 41 Gilwood Grove 
– min. 10m, max. 11m

 Block 10 rear to rear elevations of №s 39 and 41 Gilwood Grove – min. 
23.3m

 Block 9 rear to boundary with garden of № 22 Hazelhurst Drive – min. 
10m (note difference in levels of 2m between application site and 
neighbouring garden)

 Block 8 rear to side elevation of № 22 Hazelhurst Drive – min. 12.5m, 
max. 15m (№ 22 contains a single secondary window at first floor level)



 Block 3 rear to boundary with garden of № 12 Hazelhurst Drive – min. 
11.5m

 Block 4 to rear boundary with gardens of №s 3 (rear) and 5 (front) Lyme 
Clough Way – min. 14.25m

 Block 4 rear elevation to rear elevation of № 3 Lyme Clough Way – 
25.2m

 Block 5 rear elevation to side elevation of № 5 Lyme Clough Way – min. 
18.5m

 Block 5 side elevation to boundary with gardens of №s 105-109 Abbey 
Road – min. 10.5m

 Block 5 side elevation to rear elevations of №s 105-109 Abbey Road – 
min. 22m

 Blocks 6 and 7 rear elevation to boundaries with gardens of №s 113-117 
Abbey Road – min. 17.5m

 Blocks 6 and 7 rear elevation to rear elevations of №s 113-115 Abbey 
Road – min. 29.5m

 Block 7 rear elevation to side elevation of № 117 Abbey Road – min. 
36.8m

The interface distances between the proposed dwellings and the existing 
properties within the surroundings largely comply with the guidelines distances 
set out within the SPD. The exceptions are:

 The distance between the rear of block 10 to the garden boundary of №s 
39 and 41 Gilwood Grove, where the minimum separation would be 0.5m 
below the standard. Given the marginal nature of the infraction, and the 
tapered nature of the boundary (increasing to 0.5m above the standard) it 
is not considered that the proposed dwellings would have an adverse 
impact on the amenity of the occupiers of the neighbouring property. 

 The distance between the rear of block 9 to the garden of № 22 
Hazelhurst Drive, which would again fall 0.5m below the standard. It is 
noted that the application site is located approximately 2m below the level 
of the adjacent garden, thereby minimising the impact of the proposed 
development. Noting this difference in levels, and the minor infraction to 
the standard, it is not considered that the development would have an 
adverse impact on the amenity of the occupiers of the neighbouring 
property to the extent that would warrant a refusal of permission.

The proposed dwellings at Block 12 would project forward of the building line of 
№ 33 Tintern Road. The Council’s Residential Development SPD contains 
comparable guidance for situations such as this at sections 5.8-5.10 of the 
document. The dwelling would sit forward of the 30 degree line by 0.4m, 
however, it is not considered that this would have a detrimental impact on the 
amenity of the occupiers of the neighbouring property by way of overshadowing 
or overbearing impact, taking into account the orientation of the properties and 
the minor infraction of the standard. 

Similarly, in looking at the relationship between Block 13 and the existing 
property at № 123 Abbey Road, the proposed dwelling would fall within the 
guideline 30 degree line, extrapolated from the rear elevation of № 123.



In looking at the internal relationships within the development site, it is noted 
that there would be a number of shortfalls in separation distances:

 Block 12 rear to Block 11 side – min. 11.25m, max. 13.75m
 Block 9 front to Block 10 side – min. 14m 
 Block 1 rear to Block 2 side – min. 12.5m
 Block 1 to rear boundary – min. 8.2m

However, it is noted that all of these ‘pinch points’ would be contained within the 
site itself, and would form relationships between properties proposed to be 
constructed as part of the same development. Future occupiers would therefore 
be aware of the relationships. It is also noted that in the main part the separation 
distances fall only marginally below the recommended standards.

Development will always result in some temporary adverse impacts on existing 
neighbouring properties during the construction phase. It is recommended that a 
condition be imposed requiring the submission of a Construction Method 
Statement, including measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during 
construction, provision of wheel washing facilities and controls over the hours of 
construction, amongst others.

The development would be 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, and is therefore in accordance with the 
requirements of Policy DM1 of the Rochdale Core Strategy, the objectives of the 
SPD Guidelines and Standards for Residential Development and the NPPF.

Access and Highways

Policy T2 of the Core Strategy sets out that development and infrastructure 
proposals are required to satisfy the Council’s accessibility hierarchy and in all 
circumstances, the safety, accessibility and amenity of those who live or have 
business in the area will have priority, while providing reliable journey times for 
those travelling through. Developments are required to provide parking in 
compliance with the Council’s Maximum Car Parking Standards as set out in 
Appendix 5 of the CS.

Policy DM1 of the Core Strategy sets out that development proposals should 
provide satisfactory vehicular access with adequate parking, manoeuvring, and 
servicing arrangements. Paragraph 32 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework sets out that development should only be prevented or refused on 
transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are 
severe.

It is noted that the site lies within the heart of an existing established residential 
area, within the Defined Urban Area. The site benefits from access to public bus 
services from the existing stop on Tintern Road served by the 129 service 
(Middleton, Hollin, Stanycliffe circular). Additional bus services can be accessed 
from stops on Whalley Road. The nearest designated local centre is 
approximately 0.6km to the west, at Nowell Road, whilst existing shops and 



services at the junction of Langley Lane and Hollin Lane (320m to the west) and 
the SPAR on Hollin Lane would also be within walking distance of the site. The 
site stands also falls within suitable commuting distances to a number of schools 
and over community facilities including leisure and health facilities. 

The application is supported by a Transport Statement which provides a detailed 
assessment of the highways and sustainability impacts of the development 
proposal. In looking at potential traffic flow from the development, the Transport 
Statement concludes that the development would generate 15 two-way vehicle 
trips during a weekday morning peak hour and 12 two-way vehicle trips during a 
weekday evening peak house, and concludes that the resultant impact on the 
local highway network would be acceptable.

Two parking spaces would be provided to each property (with the exception of 
plot 23), in accordance with the maximum parking standards set out within the 
Core Strategy. The shortfall of a single space at plot 23 is unlikely to result in a 
severe detrimental impact to the local highway network. 

Consultation has been undertaken with the Highways Authority, which has 
raised no objection to the scheme, noting that the development would not 
generate sufficient traffic to have any significant negative effect upon the 
surrounding highways network. Highways Officers note that the access to the 
site is suitable and safe for a development of the size and nature proposed and 
are satisfied that the onsite road layout is suitable and safe. No concerns are 
raised in relation to refuse collection.

In light of the above, the proposal is considered to accord with the content of 
Policies T2 and DM1 of the adopted Core Strategy and with the relevant 
requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Ecology

Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 places 
a duty on all public authorities to have regard, in the exercise of their functions, 
to the purpose of conserving biodiversity. Paragraph 109 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework states that the planning system should contribute to 
and enhance the natural and local environment by minimising impacts on 
biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, contributing 
to the Government’s commitment to halt the overall decline in biodiversity. 
Policy G7 of the Core Strategy requires that no development should result in a 
net loss in biodiversity and geodiversity.

The application was supported by a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal, providing 
an assessment of potential ecological impacts associated with the development 
of the site. The report notes that the site consists of poor semi-improved 
grassland, marshy grassland, woodland and scrub. It notes that there are 
scattered trees along the boundary of the site, along with a planted beech 
hedge. 



The report notes that there are no ponds located within 250m of the 
development site; there are no records of reptiles in the local area; no badger 
setts, foraging signs or other field signs were found within the development 
footprint or within 30m of the site; no potential bat roosting features were 
recorded on any of the trees on the site; and the habitats on site are relatively 
unsuitable for dormice. It was noted that a number of bird species were 
recorded as present on site during the survey effort, and areas of woodland, 
hedgerows, trees and dense scrub all provide suitable nesting opportunities for 
breeding birds in the summer. In response to the latter, it is recommended that a 
condition be attached preventing clearance of vegetation during the bird 
breeding season.

Young cherry laurel and Montbretia were found on site, both invasive plant 
species. As a result a condition is necessary to require the submission to the 
LPA of an invasive plant species method statement in order to provide detail of 
eradication and control measures.

In examining the marshy grassland on site, the content was assessed against 
the Greater Manchester Site of Biological Important selection criteria and was 
found to potentially comply with the criteria for semi-natural grassland (Gr2). 
Consultation was undertaken with the Greater Manchester Ecology Unit who 
recommended that further botanical surveys be carried out. They also noted that 
there was no evidence that adequate ecological mitigation or compensation was 
being proposed for the loss of the marshy grassland, scrub and plantation 
habitats and associated loss of bird nesting habitat and recommended that prior 
to determination more information should be provided to demonstrate that no 
nett loss of biodiversity would be incurred.

As a result, further information was submitted in the form of a Landscape and 
Ecological Management Plan (LEMP), which contains measures to address the 
loss of priority habitats, mitigating for the loss of marshy grassland, plantation 
woodland and dense scrub habitats. In summary, the scheme provides for the 
following:

 Broad-leaved woodland & dense scrub – root protection areas to be 
implemented for areas of woodland to be retained, which will provide 
nesting habitat for birds; loss of scrub and part of woodland habitat to be 
compensated for through the provision of replacement tree and shrub 
planting and provision of bird next boxes within the development (relevant 
condition recommended);

 Scattered broad-leaved trees – recommended replacement planting of 
ash, pedunculated oak, wild cherry, common whitebeam, rowan and 
silver birch;

 Marshy grassland – compensate for loss of habitat through the creation 
of a new marshy grassland habitat and swale within the centre of the site 
(linear park);

 Hedgerows – recommended replacement planting of hedgerow within the 
site to provide terrestrial habitat for foraging and commuting wildlife;

 Wildflower grassland – provision of low maintenance wildflower grassland 
within the open space in the centre of the site;



 Additional habitats – recommend provision of bird boxes within fabric of 
new dwellings to be constructed on site (relevant condition 
recommended);

Further consultation has been carried out with the Ecology Unit following 
submission of the LEMP, who noted that effort has been put in to maximising 
the enhancement of the site and whilst enhancements are ‘border line’, when 
assessed utilising biodiversity matrices, given the scale of the development any 
negative impact (if there is one) will now be low at the site level and negligible at 
the local and district level. They note that off-set matrices also do not take into 
account measure to enhance for specific species so the proposed bird boxes 
and bat boxes are an additional ‘bonus’. 

The ecologist has confirmed that they are satisfied that mitigation/compensation 
can be achieved subject to the final landscape plan maximising the use of native 
and wildlife attracting species. A relevant condition, requiring submission of a 
detailed soft landscaping plan based on the provisions of the LEMP has been 
recommended. On this basis, the proposal is considered to accord with the 
provisions of Policy G7 of the Core Strategy and the relevant requirements of 
the National Planning Policy Framework.

Trees and Landscaping

Paragraph 58 of the NPPF states that planning policies and decisions should 
aim to ensure that developments are visually attractive as a result of good 
architecture and appropriate landscaping. Policy G6 of the Core Strategy sets 
out that development proposals are expected to avoid the loss of existing urban 
greenspace or features e.g. trees. Policy G7 also requires that development 
proposals should protect and enhance existing features such as trees, hedges, 
flora and fauna and promote biodiversity.

The application is accompanied by an Arboricultural Impact Assessment which 
evaluates the direct and indirect effects of the proposed development on 
existing trees both on and within the vicinity of the site. Eleven individual trees, 
seven groups of trees and one hedge were recorded. Of these, three individual 
trees and four groups of trees were recorded as retention category ‘B’; and a 
mixture of eight individual trees, three groups of trees and one hedge were 
recorded as retention category ‘C’. The site contains no trees protected by way 
of Tree Preservation Order.

The proposed development directly impacts upon several trees. Those 
proposed for removal to facilitate the development include:

 T1-T5 adjacent to № 123 Abbey Road (Category B and C; to 
accommodate plot 25);

 T6 adjacent to the boundary with № 39 Gilwood grove (Category C);
 T7 & T8 adjacent to the boundary with № 22 Hazelhurst Drive (Category 

B and C);
 T13 in the centre of the site (Category C)



It is also proposed that parts of groups G12, G16, G17 and G18 are removed to 
facilitate the development, category C, B, C and B respectively.

The report also contains a recommendation that the trees adjacent to the 
proposed rear gardens (G10, G16 and G18) are thinned to remove the poorer 
specimens and push the canopy away from the proposed gardens to reduce the 
potential amount of shade. Tree protection measures are also recommended for 
those species to be retained. A relevant condition is recommended requiring the 
submission of a detailed Arboricultural Method Statement (AMS) to the Council 
prior to commencement of works to provide elements of the finer detail.

Consultation has been undertaken with the Council’s Tree and Woodland 
Development Officer, who has raised no objection to the proposal on 
arboricultural grounds providing adequate tree protection measures are followed 
and all protection measures are in place prior to construction starting on site. 
They note that a comprehensive landscape plan should be submitted that 
includes proposals for replacement planting to mitigate the loss of the trees 
identified for removal (relevant condition recommended).

On this basis, and subject to the application of a condition requiring and AMS 
and detailed planting proposals in the landscaping scheme, which would 
mitigated for the identified tree loss within the site, the proposal is considered to 
accord with the requirements of the Rochdale Core Strategy and the National 
Planning Policy Framework.

Flood Risk and Drainage

Paragraph 100 of the NPPF states that inappropriate development in areas at 
risk of flooding should be avoided by directing development away from areas at 
highest risk, but where development is necessary, making it safe without 
increasing flood risk elsewhere. Policy G8 of the Core Strategy sets out the 
Council’s strategy for managing water resources and flood risk more effectively 
in the interests of public safety, protecting property and infrastructure and the 
conservation of the natural environment.

The site falls wholly within Flood Zone 1 and is therefore at a low risk of flooding 
(less than 1 in 1000 or 0.1% annual probability of river or sea flooding in any 
year). Nonetheless, given the scheme represents ‘major’ development, the 
application is accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA). 

The FRA has been reviewed by the Council’s Drainage section, which concurs 
that the site is in flood zone 1 and is at low probability of flooding. The site is 
considered as Greenfield and the calculations within the FRA have been made 
on this assumption, surface water will therefore require attenuation.

Officers note that the Council will not accept the transfer of liability for any 
proposed attenuation/detention basins and that these will have to be managed 
by the landowner / developer / management company. They note that 
formalised details of the surface drainage maintenance system will need to be 
submitted to the Authority before work can begin on-site. 



Revisions to the layout of the scheme were carried out through the 
determination process, and resultant minor alterations are therefore necessary 
to the proposed detailed surface water drainage scheme. It is therefore 
necessary to apply a condition requiring submission of finalised details of the 
drainage scheme, as has also been requested by drainage officers, including 
results of investigations of site conditions. A condition (referencing the hierarchy 
of drainage options in the National Planning Practice Guidance) is therefore 
contained below – subject to the imposition of this condition and the resultant 
submission of details, the proposal is considered to accord with the relevant 
policy considerations of the Core Strategy, UDP and the NPPF.

It is noted that United Utilities raised concerns in relation to the proximity of the 
proposed built development to existing water infrastructure which crosses the 
site, specifically in relation to plot 15. As a result, the proposed layout was 
amended to increase the distance between the water main and driveway of plot 
15/. Additional works, including trial holes, are due to be undertaken to establish 
the precise position of the water main. Nonetheless, legal considerations 
including easements and protection of existing drainage infrastructure are not 
material planning considerations and fall within the separate control of United 
Utilities under powers conferred by the Water Industry Act. Subject to the 
application of appropriate conditions (as have been recommended below) 
United Utilities have withdrawn their objection to the scheme.

Land Remediation and Coal Mining

Policy G9 of the Core Strategy sets out that the Council will reduce all forms of 
pollution, contamination and land instability in the Borough by requiring that any 
risks arising from contaminated land or instability, and appropriate actions to 
address these risks, are identified prior to any development taking place on that 
land and the identified actions are taken.

Paragraph 120 of the National Planning Policy Framework sets out that to 
prevent unacceptable risks from pollution and land instability, planning decisions 
should ensure that new development is appropriate for its location.

Consultation has been undertaken with the Council’s Public Protection 
(Environment) Service which has raised no objection to the application subject 
to the imposition of a standard site investigation and remediation strategy 
condition, which requires submission of appropriate evidence/reports and a 
remediation strategy prior to commencement of development on site. Subject to 
such a condition, the scheme is considered to accord with the requirements of 
Policy G9 of the Core Strategy.

Archaeology

Consultation has been carried out with the Greater Manchester Archaeological 
Advisory Service which has advised that no archaeological mitigation is required 
for this scheme.



Developer Contributions

Paragraph 70 of the NPPF states that to deliver the social, recreational and 
cultural facilities and services the community needs. Policy DM2 of the Core 
Strategy sets out that the Council will require developers to provide, or 
contribute towards the cost of providing, any physical and social infrastructure 
that is needed because of proposed development. For residential development, 
this specifically requires contributions towards affordable housing (Policy C4), 
open space provision and maintenance (Policy G6) and education facilities 
(Policy G7).

Policy G6 of the Core Strategy requires that residential development should 
provide or contribute financially towards recreational open space in accordance 
with the standards set out in the ‘Provision of Recreational Open Space in New 
Housing’ SPD. The SPD sets out that all developments of more than 10 
dwellings (and those of 10 dwellings or less with a combined gross floorspace of 
more than 1000 square metres) with less than 100 bedrooms in total will be 
expected to make financial contributions in respect of the offsite 
provision/improvement of recreational open space.

The total number of bedrooms to be provided on the proposed development 
would stand at 71 – below the threshold where the Council would expect the 
provision of on-site POS. It is therefore suggested that a financial contribution 
towards off-site open space and formal sports provision would be more 
appropriate. 

Education contributions are set at £12,320.01 for each Primary place and 
£15,400.01 for each secondary place. The forecast for secondary places shows 
that there will be insufficient places in Middleton for Year 7 pupils for this 
September 2017. This will grow to a deficit of nearly 200 places by 2023 by 
current projections. Primary school provision will be close to capacity for the 
next couple of years, with current forecasts showing a slight decrease in 
forecasted primary numbers in 2019, before rising again in 2021. The proposed 
development would attract a contribution as per the below calculation:

Yield – 25 dwellings x 0.25 = 6.25 pupils at Primary and 25 dwellings x 
0.1 = 2.5 pupils at Secondary
Primary contribution = £12,320.00 x 6.25 = £77,000.00
Secondary contribution = £15,400.01 x 2.5 = £38,500.03
Total contribution = £115,500.03

Based on the above policies, the full contributions that would be required from 
the proposed scheme are detailed below:

Affordable housing at 15% of dwellings units or 7.5% of GDV
Primary Education = £77,000.00
Secondary Education = £38,500.03
Recreational Open Space/Outdoor Sport = £67,545.85
TOTAL (excl. affordable housing) = £183,045.88

Affordable Housing



Policy C4 of the Rochdale Core Strategy and the associated Affordable Housing 
SPD sets out the Council’s requirements for provision of affordable housing 
within schemes of 15 or more dwellings as 15% of total site capacity or 7.5% of 
the Gross Development Value (by virtue of offering a discount of 50% of 
average open market value).

The scheme has been designed in order to provide 25 units in Shared 
Ownership, developed by the applicant (Rochdale Boroughwide Housing – a 
mutual housing society) with the assistance of funding from the Homes and 
Communities Agency (HCA). The Shared Ownership properties would enable 
residents to purchase a share in the property and pay a rent for the remainder, 
with the option to increase share of ownership in later years.  

In ordinary circumstances, on a development of 25 units the policy requirement 
would be for 3.75 properties to be brought forward as affordable units or an 
equivalent financial contribution made. The proposal therefore represents a 
significant overprovision of affordable housing, which can be considered to 
weigh significantly in favour of the scheme. 

Viability

Paragraph 176 of the NPPF makes clear that where safeguards are necessary 
to make development acceptable in planning terms, and these safeguards 
cannot be secured, planning permission should not be granted for unacceptable 
development. 

However, where a developer considers that there are site-specific issues which 
would mean the effect of policy requirements and planning obligations would 
compromise development viability, paragraph 173 of the NPPF states that in 
order to ensure viability, the costs of any requirements for affordable housing, 
standards, infrastructure and other requirements should provide a competitive 
return to a willing landowner and development to enable the development to be 
delivered. 

The developer has provided a viability summary which sets out, when taking into 
account the reduced Gross Development Value as a result of the significant 
over-provision of affordable housing units, that the scheme would be unable to 
meet the remaining full financial contributions for public open space/formal 
sports and education provision, with a total financial contribution of £31,000 
available. 

The viability appraisal has been subject to scrutiny by the Council’s Quantity 
Surveyor and Estates Service who consider that the scheme is unlikely to be 
able to sustain any financial contributions over and above the £31,000 
presenting in the viability summary, given the significant anticipated shortfall on 
the scheme.

Whilst loss of a financial contribution towards additional schools places and lack 
of a full contribution towards off-site public open space reduce the social 
sustainability of the scheme, this is considered to be offset by the over-provision 



of 25 affordable housing units which lie in a sustainable location and will help to 
widen the housing choice within the immediate area.  

Conclusion and the Balancing Exercise

The application proposal represents a departure from the Development Plan as 
it involves the development of existing protected recreational open space for 
housing without full mitigation. However, as noted in the above analysis, the 
area of scrubland on the western portion of the site is currently severely limited 
in its provision for recreational activities. The primary benefit of the existing site, 
in terms of the link between Hazelhurst Drive and Tintern Road, and the 
consequential onward links to adjacent areas of open space, would be retained 
and improved.  

Although the scheme would be unable to meet full financial contributions in 
accordance with policy towards education provision or off-site public open 
space/formal sports provision, this is considered to be offset by the over-
provision of 25 affordable housing units, all for shared ownership, managed by 
Rochdale Boroughwide Housing. The proposal would therefore assist greatly in 
meeting a currently unmet need for affordable homes within the Township and 
would make a valuable contribution to the overall housing supply within the 
Borough. On this basis, the benefits of the scheme, specifically by way of 
provision of additional affordable housing, when taken into account alongside 
the individual circumstances of the site, the proximity of alternative open space 
provision and the proposed mitigation in part by way of provision of a linear park 
and a financial contribution towards off-site open space provision, outweigh the 
harm that would arise and the proposal would, on balance, represent 
sustainable development.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Planning and Licensing Committee resolves it is 
minded to GRANT planning permission subject to a Section 106 agreement to 
secure a financial contribution of £31,000 towards off-site open space provision.

That the Head of Planning be authorised to issue the decision notice upon 
resolution of the above subject to the following conditions:-

1 The development must be begun not later than three years beginning 
with the date of this permission.

Reason: Required to be imposed by Section 91 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 (as amended).

2 This permission relates to the following plans:- 

- Location Plan ref. 16.053 110 A
- Existing Topographical Survey ref. 16.053 114 A
- Site Plan Proposed ref. 16.053 111 J
- Block 1 Floor Plans and Elevations ref. 16.053 120 B



- Block 2 Floor Plans and Elevations ref. 16.053 122 B
- Block 3 Floor Plans and Elevations ref. 16.053 124 B
- Block 4 Floor Plans and Elevations ref. 16.053 126 A
- Block 5 Floor Plans and Elevations ref. 16.053 128 B
- Block 6 Floor Plans and Elevations ref. 16.053 130 B
- Block 7 Floor Plans and Elevations ref. 16.053 132 B
- Block 8 Floor Plans and Elevations ref. 16.053 134 B
- Block 9 Floor Plans and Elevations ref. 16.053 136 B
- Block 10 Floor Plans and Elevations ref. 16.053 138 B
- Block 11 Floor Plans and Elevations ref. 16.053 140 B
- Block 12 Floor Plans and Elevations ref. 16.053 142 B
- Block 13 Floor Plans and Elevations ref. 16.053 144 D

and the development shall be carried out in complete accordance with 
these drawings hereby approved.

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

3 Notwithstanding any description of materials in the application no above 
ground construction works shall take place until samples and / or full 
specification of materials to be used externally on the buildings have 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. Such details shall include the type, colour and texture of the 
materials. Development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details.

Reason: In order to ensure a satisfactory appearance in the interests of 
visual amenity in accordance with Policies P3 and DM1 of the adopted 
Rochdale Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework.

4 No development shall take place until an investigation and risk 
assessment (in addition to any assessment provided with the planning 
application) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. The assessment shall investigate the nature and 
extent of any contamination on the site (whether or not it originates on the 
site). The assessment shall be undertaken by competent persons and a 
written report of the findings submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority before any development takes place. The 
submitted report shall include:

i)  a survey of the extent, scale and nature of contamination
ii) an assessment of the potential risks to:

 human health,
 property (existing or proposed) including buildings, crops, 

livestock, pets, woodland, and service lines and pipes,
 adjoining land,
 groundwaters and surface waters,



 ecological systems, 
 archaeological sites and ancient monuments;

iii) where unacceptable risks are identified, an appraisal of remedial 
options and proposal of the preferred option(s) to form a remediation 
strategy for the site.

The development shall thereafter be carried out in full accordance with 
the duly approved remediation strategy and a verification report 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority 
before any of the building(s) hereby approved are first occupied. 

Reason: To prevent pollution of the water environment and to ensure the 
safe development of the site in the interests of the amenity of future 
occupiers in accordance with policies G8 and G9 of the adopted 
Rochdale Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework.

Reason for pre-commencement condition: A detailed understanding of 
any necessary remediation strategy is required prior to commencement 
of further works on the site to ensure a safe form of development.

5 No development shall take place (including any site clearance works) 
until a Construction Method Statement (CMS), which shall include the 
following:

a) the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors; 
b) loading and unloading of plant and materials; 
c) storage of plant and materials used in constructing the 

development; 
d) the erection and maintenance of security hoarding including 

decorative displays and facilities for public viewing, where 
appropriate; 

e) wheel washing facilities; 
f) measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during 

construction; 
g) a scheme for recycling/disposing of waste resulting from 

demolition and construction works;
h) measures for the protection of the natural environment from 

accidental spillages, dust and debris; 
i) hours of construction, including deliveries; and
j) measures for protection of the existing water mains and sewers 

within the site;

has been submitted to, and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The approved CMS shall be adhered to throughout the 
construction period. The development shall not be carried out otherwise 
than in accordance with the approved CMS without the prior written 
permission of the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To minimise detrimental effects to the neighbouring amenities, 
the amenities of the area in general, detriment to the natural environment 
through the risks of pollution and dangers to highway safety, during the 



construction phase in accordance with Policies DM1, P3, T2, G8 and G9 
of the emerging Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy 
Framework.

Reason for pre-commencement condition: As the proposals require 
ground works and engineering works an understanding will therefore be 
necessary of what measures will be put in place to protect the amenity of 
nearby residents prior to commencement of any building or engineering 
works on site.

6 Notwithstanding any detail shown on the approved plans or provided with 
the application submission, no development shall take place until a 
scheme for the discharge of surface water from the site (including surface 
water from the access and parking areas) has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The surface water 
drainage scheme shall be based on the hierarchy of drainage options in 
the National Planning Practice Guidance, shall be accompanied by 
evidence of an assessment of the site conditions and a functioning 
MicroDrainage model, and shall accord with the Non-Statutory Technical 
Standards for Sustainable Drainage Systems (March 2015) or any 
subsequent replacement national standards. For the avoidance of doubt, 
in the event of surface water draining to the public surface water sewer, 
the flow rate shall not exceed 10l/s; no surface water shall discharge into 
the existing foul sewerage system. The duly approved scheme shall be 
implemented prior to first occupation of the building hereby permitted and 
retained as such thereafter.

Reason: To prevent an increased risk of flooding as a result of the 
development and to ensure satisfactory disposal of surface water from 
the site in accordance with Policy G8 of the adopted Rochdale Core 
Strategy, saved Policy EM/7 of the adopted Rochdale Unitary 
Development Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

Reason for pre-commencement condition: Drainage infrastructure will 
need to be implemented prior to commencement of above ground works 
and a scheme therefore needs to be agreed in advance of the same.

7 (a) Notwithstanding the details shown on the approved plans, no above 
ground works shall take place until full details of both hard and soft 
landscaping works (in accordance with the approved Landscape and 
Ecological Management Plan (ref. UES01998/02 dated 17 November 
2017)) have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. The details shall include the formation of any banks, 
terraces or other earthworks, hard surfaced areas and materials, planting 
plans, specifications and schedules (including planting size, species and 
numbers/densities), existing plants / trees to be retained and a scheme 
for the timing / phasing of implementation works.

(b) The landscaping works shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved scheme for timing / phasing of implementation or within the 



next planting season following final occupation of the development 
hereby permitted, whichever is the sooner.

(c) Any trees or shrubs planted or retained in accordance with this 
condition which are removed, uprooted, destroyed, die or become 
severely damaged or become seriously diseased within 5 years of 
planting shall be replaced within the next planting season by trees or 
shrubs of similar size and species to those originally required to be 
planted.

(d) Any landscaping and ecological measures planted or retained in 
accordance with this condition shall be provided and maintained in 
accordance with the management schedule and supporting information 
set out in the approved Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (ref. 
UES01998/02 dated 17 November 2017).

Reason: To ensure that the site is satisfactorily landscaped having regard 
to its location, the nature of the proposed development and the 
requirements for ecological and biodiversity mitigation in accordance with 
policies P3, DM1 and G7 of the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy and the 
National Planning Policy Framework.

8 No development or works of site preparation, shall take place until a 
detailed method statement for the removal and management of 
Montbretia and Cherry Laurel on the site has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The method 
statement shall include measures to prevent the spread of the invasive 
non-native plant species during any operations such as mowing, 
strimming or soil movement. It shall also contain measures to ensure that 
any soils brought to the site are free of the seeds / root / stem of any 
invasive plant covered under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. 
Development shall thereafter proceed in strict accordance with the 
approved method statement.

Reason: In order to secure the removal, and prevent the further spread, 
of invasive plant species as defined under the Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981 in accordance with Policy G7 of the adopted Rochdale Core 
Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework.

Reason for pre-commencement condition: Works to remove and prevent 
the spread of invasive plant species will need to be carried out prior to 
any other site works taking place in order to reduce the risk of an offence.

9 No development shall take place until such time as a detailed 
Arboricultural Method Statement (substantially in accordance with the 
findings of the submitted Arboricultural Impact Assessment (ref. 
AIA.12643)), including but not limited to detail on which trees are to be 
removed, which trees are to be retained, any other tree work to facilitate 
development including pruning, temporary protective barriers, temporary 
ground protection, site supervision, location of services and, if required, 



specialist construction techniques in accordance with BS 5837:2012 
(Trees in Relation to Design, Demolition and Construction) has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. No 
development or works of site preparation shall take place until all trees 
that are to be retained within or adjacent to the site have been enclosed 
with temporary protective fencing in accordance with BS:5837:2012 
'Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction. 
Recommendations'. The fencing shall be retained throughout the period 
of construction and no activity prohibited by BS:5837:2012 shall take 
place within such protective fencing during the construction period.

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

Reason for pre-commencement condition: The vegetation to be retained 
is required to be protected before works commence to avoid damage.

10 No clearance of trees and shrubs in preparation for (or during the course 
of) development shall take place during the bird nesting season (March - 
August inclusive) unless an ecological survey has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority to establish whether 
the site is utilised for bird nesting. Should the survey reveal the presence 
of any nesting species, then no development shall take place during the 
period specified above unless a mitigation strategy has first been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority 
which provides for the protection of nesting birds during the period of 
works on site.

Reason: In order to prevent any habitat disturbance to nesting birds in 
accordance with Policy G7 of the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy and 
the National Planning Policy Framework.

11 No above ground works shall take place until full details of the vehicular 
accesses and driveways, including detail of the surface water drainage 
strategy and surfacing materials, have been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The access and car parking 
arrangements shown on the approved plans relevant to each dwelling 
shall be made fully available for use prior to the relevant dwelling being 
first occupied in accordance with the duly approved details and shall be 
retained thereafter for their intended purpose.

Reason: In the interest of highway safety and the free flow of traffic and in 
accordance with Policies T2 and DM1 of the adopted Rochdale Core 
Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework.

12 No above ground works shall take place until a scheme of biodiversity 
enhancements for the site (in accordance with the approved Landscape 
and Ecological Management Plan (ref. UES01998/02 dated 17 November 



2017)) including, but not limited to, bird boxes, bat bricks and bat boxes 
to be integrated to the fabric of the buildings hereby approved, has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
duly approved scheme shall be implemented in full prior to first 
occupation of the dwellings and retained thereafter.

Reason: In the interests of enhancing biodiversity and habitat provision 
within the site in accordance with Policy G7 of the adopted Rochdale 
Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework.

13 No above ground works shall take place until a general arrangement plan 
and a scheme providing detail of the following elements has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority:

a) Specification of surfacing to the linear park;
b) Location and specification of lighting to the linear park;
c) Detail of street furniture to be provided within the linear park; 
d) Detail of the provision of an interpretation board containing 

information in relation to the ecological and biodiversity 
mitigation/enhancement measures employed on site; and

e) Specification of appropriate boundary treatments to the linear park.

The duly approved scheme shall be implemented in full prior to first 
occupation of the dwellings hereby approved and retained thereafter.

Reason: In the interests of proper planning and the visual amenities of 
the area and to ensure stakeholder awareness of ecology/biodiversity 
mitigation provided on site, in accordance with Policies P3, DM1, G6 and 
G7 of the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy and the National Planning 
Policy Framework.

14 Notwithstanding any detail shown on the approved plans, no part of the 
development shall be occupied until details of the type, siting, design and 
materials to be used in the construction of boundaries, screens or 
retaining walls (including a detailed scheme for the retaining structure or 
embankment to the north of plot 25) have been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority and the approved 
structures have been erected in accordance with the approved details. 
The structures shall thereafter be retained as erected. 

Reason: In the interests of amenity and in compliance with Policies P3 
and DM1 of the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy and the National 
Planning Policy Framework.

15 Notwithstanding the provisions of Schedule 2, Part 1, Classes A and E of 
the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) 
(England) Order 2015 (as amended), or any Order revoking, re-enacting 
or modifying that Order, no side extensions shall be constructed to the 
dwellings and no outbuildings shall be erected at Plots 1 to 4 inclusive, 
Plots 6 to 9 inclusive, Plots 11 to 17 inclusive, and Plots 19 to 22 



inclusive (as identified on plan reference 16.053 111 J) without the 
express permission of the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To ensure adequate provision for off street car parking is 
retained in accordance with the requirements of policies DM1, T1 and T2 
of the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy, the Guidelines and Standards for 
Residential Development Supplementary Planning Document and the 
National Planning Policy Framework.

16 Notwithstanding the provisions of The Town and Country Planning 
(General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (as amended), 
or any equivalent Order following the revocation and re-enactment 
thereof, the dwellings at plots 1 to 10 inclusive and plots 15 to 25 
inclusive (as identified on plan reference 16.053 111 J) shall not be 
altered or extended under Schedule 2, Part 1, Classes A, B and C of the 
above Order except with the prior written approval of the Local Planning 
Authority.

Reason: To ensure an adequate standard of amenity in accordance with 
Policy DM1 of the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy and the National 
Planning Policy Framework.

Notes for Applicant
 
The applicant’s attention is drawn to the advice provided by the Environment 
Agency.


