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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

The Lower Falinge Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) has been produced by
the Council to guide redevelopment of this area. In order to ensure that appropriate
public consultation takes place, Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) are
required to be accompanied by a statement setting out how the Local Planning
Authority will comply with the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement (SCI).

1.2

This Consultation Statement has been prepared in line with Regulation 12 (a) of the
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Order 2012, which states
that, before a council adopts a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD), it must
produce a statement setting out:
i. The persons the local planning authority consulted when preparing the
supplementary document;
ii. A summary of the main issues raised by those persons;
iii. How those issues have been addressed in the supplementary document.

1.2

This statement sets out how the public and other stakeholders will be consulted
upon the SPD. Following the consultation period, this statement will be expanded
to summarise the comments received during the consultation period, including
details of how the issues raised have been dealt with in working towards a final
SPD for adoption.

1.3

This SPD has been produced in accordance with the Town and Country Planning
(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012.

2.

PARTICIPATION AND CONSULTATION
Early Consultation

2.1

Lower Falinge has been recognised as needing investment in order to provide the
tenants and residents with a better mix and quality of homes and better
opportunities. Rochdale Boroughwide Housing (RBH) commissioned Levitt
Bernstein and GVA (now Avison Young) in early 2017 to produce a Masterplan for
an area that included Lower Falinge to explore possible options for long term
investment in the area.

2.2

A Draft SPD for a wider area was produced and consulted on in 2019. However,
as a result of comments raised during consultation of the SPD, in respect of part
of the area covered by that SPD it was decided that the document would be
amended to remove that area from the document before consultation was
undertaken on a revised document.

2.3

As such, the Draft SPD now relates to an area principally focussed on the Lower
Falinge estate and the land to the east up to Whitworth Road. The boundary on
the area covered by the SPD is shown on the map within the Draft SPD.

2.4

The RBH Masterplan was subject to consultation with residents, businesses and local
stakeholders within the area. The public consultation process included the distribution
of leaflets, letters, surveys, online consultation portal, drop-in sessions and a series of
workshops in order to introduce various development options. To date there have

2

been a series of public workshops from 2017 to date, attended by the local
community, stakeholders and Elected Members. These workshops, which have
helped to inform the key aims and objectives of the neighbourhood and to develop the
options for future investment. Although this consultation did include areas that are no
longer within the SPD boundary, the feedback in relation to Lower Falinge area is still
considered relevant in terms of this SPD.
2.5

The Masterplan was developed from January - Summer 2017 across three
workshops, which have helped to inform the key aim and objectives of each
neighbourhood. There have been a number of workshops since this date and online
consultations.
Workshop 1

2.6

The first College Bank and Lower Falinge workshops were held on 6th February
2017. Separate workshops were held for each event, both taking place between 4pm
and 8pm in their respective venues: the College Bank workshop was held at the
Mitchell Hey Community Room and the Lower Falinge workshop at the Lower Falinge
Community Base 238 Newstead.

2.7

The first workshops aimed to gather local resident’s views on what they like and
dislike about their local area and their homes, and began to explore spatial strategies
for their neighbourhood. A series of consultation boards were prepared and presented
containing information about the early design thinking. The boards were designed to
be interactive, collecting information from local residents and providing topics for
discussion for each of the three options – see Appendix 1.

2.8

The boards gathered the following information from local residents:






General thoughts and feelings about their neighbourhood
Likes, dislikes, and potential ways in which their local area could be improved
What local facilities and services local residents regularly visit
How easy or difficult local residents find travelling to these local facilities
Local residents thoughts on the initial Repair, Refresh and Re-think options

2.9

In addition to gathering information, the boards also explored why regeneration was
necessary for the local area, what regeneration would mean for local residents and
the next steps in the engagement process.

2.10

The results of workshop 1 were taken into account to develop further the three
potential options in advance of workshop 2.
Workshop 2

2.11

The second Lower Falinge and College Bank workshops were held on the 16th March
2017. Similar to the first, a series of consultation boards were presented which
illustrated the three options in more detail.

2.12

The boards (Appendix 2) presented the following information which local residents
were invited to comment on:



A summary of findings from the initial workshop.
Work being prepared by the RSA in parallel to the spatial strategy.
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2.13

More progressed versions of the Repair, Refresh and Re-think options. In the
case of College Bank Re-think consisted of two options illustrating different
demolition scenarios. The various options included site plans, illustrative street
perspectives and example images. Each of the options was also accompanied by
a list of potential benefits and issues.
Themed precedent images that covered streets, play spaces, homes, front
gardens, back gardens and the inside of homes.

As with the first workshop information was gathered through writing ideas on post-it
notes and sticking them to the consultation boards, and through feedback forms that
asked local residents how they felt about each of the three options. This information,
in addition to the viability studies and soft market analysis, has been fundamental in
steering the design informing the preferred options.
Workshop 3

2.14

The third rounds of workshops were held on Saturday 24th June 2017. A series of
boards were prepared (Appendix 3) with information on the preferred option to be
taken forward into future workshops for each College Bank and Lower Falinge. The
boards included detail on:

2.15

The options presented at previous workshops and an overview of the feedback
collected

2.16

The vision and strategic approach for the estates and the wider area.






2.17

3D sketch views of the preferred option giving an indication of typologies and
massing, and illustrating which blocks could be demolished to make land
available for new residential units.
Example precedent images of what the neighbourhood could look like
The support and offer from RBH for residents who would be affected by
demolition and new build areas.
An update on the work being done by the RSA, in parallel with the spatial
strategy.
Information on the next steps and way forward for each estate following this initial
phase of work.

Residents were given the opportunity to comment on the proposals and write ideas or
feedback down on post-it notes. Booklets with the information in were available for
residents to take away from the event.
Commonplace Online Consultation Portal

2.18

Throughout the period of consultation which ran from February to June 2017, a digital
platform, Commonplace, was set up for additional engagement with residents. This
has provided an alternative means to provide opinions and comments for those
residents who were unable to attend the workshops, or preferred to give feedback
through this media. The Commonplace site has shown regular updates to the strategy
plans, with clear explanations for each scenario. A total of 36 residents have
commented on the web page to date.

2.19

Since the 3 workshops in 2017, RBH have continued the conversation with the
communities of Lower Falinge and College Bank through a variety of ways, including
face to face discussions with residents, resident newsletters, weekly drop-in sessions,
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via social media, surveys, further themed community workshops and through a
dedicated project website: https://www.collegebankandlowerfalinge.org.uk/
Public Consultation on the Draft SPD
2.20

The draft SPD was subject to consultation in accordance with the Council’s adopted
Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) and the requirements of the Town and
Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012.

2.21

The consultation period commenced on 12 February 2021 for six weeks and closed
on the 26 March 2021. The consultation process included:
a. Notifying all the consultees on the Council’s Local Plans database who have
indicated they are interested in Planning Policy consultations;
b. Publishing the Draft SPD and details of the consultation on the Council’s website,
including the relevant supporting documents; and
c. Social media coverage, both by the Council and RBH, throughout the consultation
period

2.22

The actions outlined above met and exceeded the statutory requirements for
consultation on a draft SPD, having regard to the temporary guidance on consultation
that is in place as a result of the Covid 19 pandemic.

2.23

Elected Members were also consulted on the SPD preparation process.

2.24

In addition to the statutory planning consultees the Council hold a database
containing contact details of groups and individuals interested in the development of
our plans, this is used to keep those registered, informed of progress and future
consultations. People on this database will be consulted.

2.24

On completion of the consultation exercise, the SPD will be revised as required to
reflect responses.

Responses to the Draft SPD Consultation
2.25

As a result of the consultation arrangements outlined above, there were a total of 10
responses to the consultation. The comments form did not specifically seek a view on
whether or not the respondent supported or objected to the plan but instead just
sought comments. Although some respondents did welcome the SPD there were
some comments which raised concerns or issues that they wished to see addressed
or clarified.

2.26

A schedule of the representations received, alongside the Council’s responses and
proposed amendments can be found in Appendix 4. The main issues raised are
summarised below along with a brief response in italics:
Traffic and car parking
Most of the comments made by residents identified concerns relating to traffic through
the estate and car parking. More specifically this included:
 Concerns of increased traffic along Abbeydale given the reference to a ‘boulevard’
within the SPD;
 Overall concerns regarding increased vehicular movements through the estate
and related air quality issues;
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Objections to the proposed parking area in front of the shops on the ground floor
of the Thetford block and nuisance that this could cause to residents living above
these shops; and
Concerns relating to loss of car parking for existing residents.

In terms of the first point, it was never the intention that Abbeydale would be
developed as a primary vehicular link through the estate. However in order to be
more clear, text has been added to the SPD within the relevant sections to clarify that
this ‘boulevard’ is intended as a green boulevard and shared space for walking and
cycling alongside vehicles that will provide a safe and attractive north-south route
through the estate. The SPD makes it clear that the Council would not accept
proposals that result in ‘rat-running’ through residential areas
In responding to more overall concerns relating to traffic, it is considered that the
movement, transport and access sections within the SPD provide a clear focus on
creating an environment which delivers safe and welcoming walking and cycling
routes. This is an overarching aim made clear within the introductory section of the
Movement and Access section and therefore will be a guiding principle in the
development of the estate.
On the issue of car parking in front of the shops this was identified as a potential
option on one of the plans in the Draft SPD. However, it has been considered that
such parking would not be necessary given the existing spaces on Spotland Road
and taking on board the concerns of residents. Consequently, this proposal has been
removed from the SPD and deleted on the relevant plan.
The last point reflects concerns that although the new development would have new
parking, the parking for existing residents may be affected. Whilst it is not appropriate
to set out specific requirements in respect of car parking within the SPD, a paragraph
has been added to the end of the Transport and Access section to address these
concerns. This added paragraph includes a statement that site specific proposals
that come forward will need to demonstrate that they deliver appropriate levels of car
parking to meet the needs of existing and future residents
Scale and massing of development
Some of the comments raised concerns in relation to the height of development and
the impact that could have on local amenity. Particular mention was the reference to
5-storey buildings.
The SPD states that the higher development and ‘marker buildings’ (up to a
maximum of five storeys) will be focussed in appropriate locations (e.g. development
edges) and would be subject to their sensitive design and appropriateness alongside
the wider development. This clarification has been added to ensure that any new
development incorporating up to five storeys is located and designed in a way which
takes account of the residential amenity of existing and new residents. In addition,
text and plans have been amended to clarify that the that the blocks shown seek to
reference development edges rather that indicate a specific form of development.
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Open spaces and biodiversity
Natural England (NE) responded to the consultations as a statutory consultee. Whilst
they did not wish to provide specific comments, they did set out a number of issues to
consider in relation to the SPD linked to green infrastructure and biodiversity.
In addition to the suggestions from NE, there were some resident comments in
relation to open spaces within the estate, primarily regarding loss of some existing
open spaces and how new open spaces would be created.
In response to NE suggestions, the SPD was reviewed but it is considered that it
does include appropriate guidance to ensure that the local area is well served by a
network of good quality open spaces. One area that it was considered could be
strengthened was in relation to biodiversity and text has been added in relation to
opportunities to enhance biodiversity within the area as part of any new development.
In terms of the second point, it is considered that the SPD contains sufficient
requirements in respect of open space and play provision which is also supported by
existing policies and SPD’s relating to open space provision in new developments.
Listed buildings
Comments were received from Historic England (HE). Whilst HE generally welcomed
the overall aims of the SPD, they made reference to the fact that there should be
reference to the listed Hope Street Chapel and Parsons House and the surrounding
Victorian buildings within Focus Area 4 – Future Area of Focus.
In response, it was considered that there is benefit in referencing these listed assets.
Consequently, text has been added to the Focus Are 4 section which also notes that
any development within this area should have regard to the setting of this listed
building, including the historic street pattern which remains fairly well intact.
Other comments
There were some detailed comments that related to specific housing needs and
circumstances of some residents. This included comments linked to the previous
consultation that has taken place in the area and the Equalities Impact Assessment
(EqIA).
Rochdale Boroughwide Housing (RBH) generally supported the SPD but submitted
a range of comments for consideration and additional text. Many of these were points
of clarification and additional detail. They also made comments relating to the
delivery of affordable housing across the area.
The comments relating to specific housing needs issues are, in some instances, very
detailed and cover a number of areas and personal experiences that are outside the
scope of the SPD which is primarily aimed at guiding the physical development of the
area. It is understood that RBH have been working with the community in Lower
Falinge since late 2016 to shape the detail of the regeneration proposals. RBH are
working with residents on an individual basis to support them to move to a new home
which meets their needs and rehousing preferences.
Where appropriate, comments made on the EqIA will be passed to the relevant officer
within the Council for consideration into that wider process.
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In terms of the comments made by RBH some changes have been made to pick up
some issues where this would assist in clarity and provide more accurate up to date
information. However, some suggested changes are considered too detailed for
inclusion in the SPD, particularly those that add further text in respect of background
and context. On the issue of affordable housing, some changes have been made to
clarify how affordable housing will be delivered through the regeneration of the estate.
Amendments to Draft SPD
2.27

In light of the representations received and the Council’s response to them
(summarised in the section above), a number of the amendments have been
incorporated into a revised SPD. As noted above full details can be found in
Appendix 4 of the Statement of Consultation.

2.28

In addition to these, some other minor changes have been made to the SPD to
improve clarity or improve presentation.

2.29

It should also be noted that some additional, minor changes to the SPD may need to
be made before publication to provide clarity, improve grammar, spelling corrections
and factual changes where needed. In addition, prior to final publication, the SPD
may be subject to desktop publishing to improve its presentation and/or to update
mapping. Any such amendments will not change the content, but would be focused
on improving the appearance and clarity of the document.

3.

ADVICE AND ASSISTANCE
For further information relating to this document please contact:
Strategic Planning Service
Floor 3
Number One Riverside
Smith Street
Rochdale
OL16 1XU
Tel: 01706 924252
By email: LDF.consultation@rochdale.gov.uk
Details of opening times are available on the Council website or by telephoning 0300
303 8876
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APPENDIX 2 – WORKSHOP 2
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APPENDIX 3 – WORKSHOP 3
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APPENDIX 4 – SCHEDULE OF COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT SPD

Ref
Company /
Name
Number Organisation
1
Resident
Resident

Representation response

Response

Proposed changes

Page 16, map and info: As a long standing
tenant of Thetford block (Lower Falinge), it is
essential that this block, and the adjacent
Stavordale block, fronting Spotland Road and
up to the junction with Sheriff Street are kept.
Thetford block has shops underneath and the
map shows these as “existing shopping parade
to be retained and enhanced”.

Both Thetford and
Stavordale blocks are
to be retained as
shown on the
Abbeydale Focus Area
Plan.

No change

Page 19, map and info. The area behind
Thetford block is shown as becoming a
secondary street. It is currently a car park area
for the shop owners and also a car parking
area for people who live here and also for
deliveries to the shops. If this is removed,
where are we who live here supposed to park?
There are also garage blocks that tenants use,
and again, if these are demolished, where are
we supposed to securely park? The car park
area is only accessible from an entrance off
Sheriff Street, near the junction of Falinge
Road, yet if these plans are granted, the
tenants and shop owners will now have the
safe car park area to the rear of Thetford
turned into a secondary street, with I assume
new vehicle traffic? The junction of Spotland
Road and Sheriff Street is already one of the

Any proposals will
need to ensure
appropriate access
and parking for
existing and new
residents, including
businesses. However,
it is not possible or
appropriate for the
SPD to be too
prescriptive in terms of
specific areas for car
parking.

A paragraph has
been added to
Section 6 Transport
and Access as
follows: VI. Car
Parking provision –
The SPD does not
set out any specific
requirements in
respect of car
parking provision
across the area.
Site specific
proposals that come
forward will need to
In terms of pollution
from traffic this is being demonstrate that
they deliver
dealt with at a more
appropriate levels of
strategic level e.g.
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Ref
Company /
Name
Number Organisation

Representation response

Response

worst polluted areas in the whole of Rochdale through the Clean Air
according to the "Greater Manchester Clean Plan
Air Zone" website mapping*, which shows
roads in our region which are likely to have
NO2 levels in breach of legal limits beyond
2020. Allowing further traffic right behind the
rear of Thetford will make this even worse for
those of us who live here. I stress again, you
must provide safe parking for people who live
in the retained blocks. It seems the new
houses have drives and parking spaces so
they are fine, but you are taking away the
parking and garages of the residents of
Thetford and Stavordale blocks.
*SOURCE:
zone-map/

Proposed changes
car parking to meet
the needs of
existing and future
residents. Car
parking should be
located and
designed in such a
way to avoid car
dominated streets
and deliver
attractive residential
environments.

https://cleanairgm.com/clean-air-

Page 22, map and info. This map shows 2-5
storey residential development in the area that
is currently the car park area and garage
blocks at the rear of Thetford block. Again,
where are the shop owners meant to park and
have deliveries and where are tenants of
Stavordale and Thetford block meant to park if
this area is being swiped for multi-storey new
properties? There are already two 5 storey
high apartment buildings under construction on
Lower Falinge near the new Toad Lane houses
built, so why are further possible 5 storey

Wording has been
added to the SPD
which makes reference
to the sensitive use of
building heights along
key routes and key
locations whilst taking
account of their
appropriateness within
the wider
development.

The following text
has been added to
the Land Use
Strategy section
stating that the SPD
requires ‘4. The
sensitive use of
building heights to
strengthen key
routes and key
locations across the
neighbourhood,
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Ref
Company /
Name
Number Organisation

Representation response
buildings being talked about? These will look
greatly out of place along Sheriff Street from
the junction at Spotland Road, down it’s length
up to the junction with Falinge Road and very
close to the entrance of Falinge Park. There is
nothing wrong with building normal height 2/3
bedroom homes fronting Sheriff Street - but not
these imposing possible 5 storey high blocks.
Page 23, map and info. As above, this shows
3-5 storey high blocks fronting Sheriff Street at
the rear of Thetford block, with shorter 2-4
storey high buildings where Ullesthorpe and
Vaynor blocks of Lower Falinge currently
stand. If any construction has to take place in
the car park area behind Thetford block, surely
it makes sense to have the shorter height
buildings fronting Sheriff Street with any taller
blocks/buildings further inland. This will blend
in with the existing privately owned housing
along Sheriff Street up to the entrance of
Falinge park. 2/3 bed housing running down
both sides of Sheriff Street as opposed to two
proposed 5 storey high blocks, hardly aesthetic
and fitting in with the area. To build 5 storey
buildings right next to retained blocks that are
already high will give the estate the built up
look of high rise flats, no matter how you tart
them up from the outside. You should be
looking to build any more 5 storey buildings (if

Response

Proposed changes
whilst respecting the
wider residential
scale across
existing adjacent
neighbourhoods.’
In addition the
section on scale and
massing has been
amended to state
the following
(new/amended text
is underlined):
Some marker
buildings could be
located as
landmarks on the
urban landscape,
subject to their
sensitive design and
appropriateness
alongside wider
development and
investment.
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Ref
Company /
Name
Number Organisation

Representation response

Response

Proposed changes

Whilst this can be a
busy junction a lot of
this traffic is a result of
this being part of the
strategic route
network. The SPD
does set out potential

References to
‘Potential junction
improvements’ on
maps relating to
Abbeydale Focus
Area.

even needed) AWAY from current retained
blocks, either on the St Mary’s Gate area to be
developed later, or elsewhere, but NOT next to
retained blocks. It makes no sense to pile the
high buildings together when isn’t knocking
most of estate down, meant to be getting away
from that? Don’t put high things next to the
retained blocks. Low buildings would be best
next to the retained blocks and along Sheriff
Street.

Page 26, info and map. Your own words state
“Spotland Road and Sheriff Street are also
characterised by fast and high volumes of
traffic particularly at rush hour, causing high
levels of congestion at key junctions including
at Falinge Road and Sheriff Street”. Already
mentioned earlier by myself as being identified
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Ref
Company /
Name
Number Organisation

Representation response

Response

as one of the worst polluted road junctions in
the Manchester Clean Air Zone plans. Building
new houses / multi-storey apartments on the
garage / shop parking area behind Thetford
block will just add to the pollution with 100s
more people moving into the homes /
apartments and that will increase the number
of vehicles along Spotland Road and Sheriff
Street. So think very carefully about adding
more roads.

opportunities for
junction improvements
to which could assist in
terms of congestion
and any associated air
pollution

This map also shows “improved parking for
shops” to the front of Thetford block at the
junction with Spotland Road. Why. Why?
WHY? The traffic is bad enough at this junction
and removing / reducing the green space in
front of the shops (the only bit of greenery and
nature we get to see) to add parking just for
shop customers is just madness and totally
unnecessary. There is nothing wrong with the
existing parking further down Spotland Road
starting outside the “Eastern Restaurant and
Takeaway”. It is bad enough as it is with issues
caused by people visiting the restaurant /
takeaway, but if you remove / reduce the green
grassed area in front of the shops to allow
people to park right under our flat windows is
just not acceptable. It will increase pollution,
noise and anti-social behaviour as people will
sit in their cars with either music thumping out,

Given the comments
received, it is now
considered that the
inclusion of parking in
front of the Thetford
block is not required
and that adequate
parking currently exists
on Spotland Road.

Proposed changes

Reference to
parking in front of
the Thetford block
removed from
Figure 14. And
reference to it
removed from the
text
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Ref
Company /
Name
Number Organisation

Representation response

Response

Proposed changes

or with their car engines running and increased
anti-social behaviour with people being allowed
to park right under peoples homes ON AN
ALREADY HIGHLY POLLUTED NOISY
JUNCTION, just so they can visit the shops?
Most people visiting the shops (listed here in
order - a newsagent, hairdressers, butchers,
carpet shop and a bookmakers) already walk
to them, or park just a few feet away in the
existing adequate bays running down Spotland
Road towards town, or park around the back of
the shops at the rear of Thetford block (far
away from windows). There is no justification
to “improving parking” for users of the shops.
They all shut at night with the exception of the
restaurant and takeaway and having dedicated
parking spaces right outside / underneath the
front of the flats on Thetford block will only
serve the takeaway, their noisy staff and make
life a misery for those of us who live on
Thetford block. People will sit in their cars in
these “proposed new parking spaces” and antisocial behaviour will rocket. Spotland Road
often sounds like a race track when people sit
and rev their car engines at the lights or try to
make as much noise as possible when setting
off. You cannot add parking there. People
coming and going in their cars to the takeaway
at all hours is already a problem. Totally unfair
on us and totally unneeded. It’s bad enough as
27

Ref
Company /
Name
Number Organisation

Representation response

Response

Proposed changes

it is, but when this lockdown ends and the
takeaway will be open again until 2am in the
morning it will be terrible, you cannot change
the current parking in this residential area that
will make us suffer from the extra noise this will
inevitably bring. Business parking is stop start,
stop start – engines on off on off. Having that
kind of thing under peoples windows – very
thin windows – is just unthinkable. The
complete opposite of residents parking their
cars on drives or designated parking bays.
Page 28 “Lower Falinge Estate Shops Parking See above
- There is an aspiration to retain the shops
within the Lower Falinge Estate at the junction
of Spotland Road and Sheriff Street and to
provide a designated parking area that is off
the main highway”. Please see my comments
above. There is already a designated parking
area parallel to Spotland Road for users of the
shops. That is more than enough. You cannot
use space that is currently pedestrian to make
parking just for shops right under peoples
windows.

See above

Page 30, map and info. Again, multi-storey
apartments should not be built in the current
car park / garage area behind Thetford block
along Sheriff Street up to the junction with
Falinge Road. Smaller housing would suffice

See above

See comments
regarding height of
blocks above. There
has also been text
added to make
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Ref
Company /
Name
Number Organisation

Representation response

Response

Proposed changes

with any further required multi-storey blocks to
be built “into” the new estate away from the
current roads. Large high new builds will look
overpowering next to the decent retained
blocks. You should not be building a new high
rise looking area. Lower houses with gardens
and space, next to the retained blocks is surely
the way to go. This is a once in a generation
plan – please don’t mess it up.

2

Coal
Authority

Melanie
Lindsley

reference to that fact
that the blocks used in
the plans are
illustrative only and are
not intended to
indicate a certain type
of residential
development. As
noted above there will
be higher density
development in some
locations but this will
have regard to the
sensitive use of
heights as noted
above.
Thank you for your notification received on the Comment noted
No change
12 February 2021 in respect of the above
consultation.
The records we hold do not indicate any
recorded risks from coal mining legacy at
surface or shallow depth in the Lower Falinge
area as identified in the draft SPD. On this
basis we have no specific comments to make.
The Coal Authority’s records indicate that
surface coal resource is present on the area,
although this should not be taken to imply that
mineral extraction would be economically
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Ref
Company /
Name
Number Organisation

Representation response

Response

Proposed changes

You say you want the relevant page number
put next to each comment.... i will try but i have
already made notes and am having to go back
to your document to find the direct part it
references. So if it doesn't match up exactly
with a page, please still listen to my views. I
have lived in the Falinge area my entire life,
and on Lower Falinge for a long time, so I feel I
do have knowledge on this matter.

Noted

No change

Point 1) Your page 23 lists "3 to 5 stories along
Sheriff Street and Thetford". And pages 29 to
34 are all about the build and design on the
Sheriff Street and area in front of the retained
Thetford block on the current Lower Falinge
car park where the garages are.
I urge you to reconsider your plan to build 3 to
5 stories along here. In particular any 4 to 5

See response relating
to heights above

See above

viable, technically feasible or environmentally
acceptable. As you will be aware those
authorities with responsibility for minerals
planning and safeguarding will have identified
where they consider minerals of national
importance are present in your area and
related policy considerations. Consideration
should be given to such advice in respect of
the indicated surface coal resource.
3

Resident

Resident

Hello,
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Ref
Company /
Name
Number Organisation

Representation response

Response

Proposed changes

We expected to have 2 (3 at most) story
houses built on the current car park area by
Sheriff Street/ Thetford block when the car
park is cleared. I thought the point was to
make quiet nice houses. The whole area over
the other side of Sheriff Street is nice houses,
tree lined streets, towards St Edmunds
Church, the school, Lenny Barn, the park, you
should be trying to blend in with that when you
build on the car park/Thetford side of the
estate. Not making new tall ugly buildings.

See above re building
heights

See above

I assumed the remaining retained blocks would
be stand alone with smaller houses and nice
trees dotted around them, this is your chance
to make that happen - not to build tall buildings
around the current tall buildings. Surely you
don't want to put a high block next to the
already there blocks? Wouldn't that give the
impression of tower blocks that you were trying

The new development
is likely to include
housing but may also
include some higher
density development to
ensure an appropriate
amount of new
housing is delivered.

As noted above, the
following text has
been added to the
Land Use Strategy
section stating that
the SPD requires ‘4.
The sensitive use of
building heights to

story block. You are already building 2 over
near the current new builds, giant tall things.
To put tall blocks of flats slap bang right next to
the remaining block of Thetford, will make the
whole area seem like an estate of flats, you
shouldn't put a cluster of high buildings
together, so why are you considering putting a
5 story block right next to Thetford block? On
the current Lower Falinge car park?
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to get away from? If you build a 5 story block it
should be away from the retained blocks, over
by where Exbury end of the estate is or much
preferably away towards the cleared land by St
Marys Gate and Lidl, when that area is built on.
That area refered to as number 2 (or even 4)
on your numbered map on page 29 of your
document would be the best place to build
taller things, as that would be where there are
already no tall ones there. So it would not be
overpowering.
On page 23 you list 3 to 5 stories along the
current car park by Sheriff Street and Thetford,
but smaller lower homes further in past
Stavordale and Quinton. I feel it should be the
other way round and you should not be
enclosing the new build estate with the high
buildings around the edges. You should be
wanting to smooth in with the whole tree lined
look towards St Edmunds Church and in the
distance the park. Taller bigger things should
be more towards Townhead (St Mary's
Gate/Dunelm). Any high buildings by Thetford
and the current car park would be a big
mistake.

The SPD makes it
clear that taller
buildings and higher
densities will be
appropriately and
sensitively located
having regard to
residential amenity.

strengthen key
routes and key
locations across the
neighbourhood,
whilst respecting the
wider residential
scale across
existing adjacent
neighbourhoods.’

Point 2) On page 13 (and elsewhere) you list

This would only be

In addition the
section on scale and
massing has been
amended to state
the following
(new/amended text
is underlined):
Some marker
buildings could be
located as
landmarks on the
urban landscape,
subject to their
sensitive design and
appropriateness
alongside wider
development and
investment.
A slight amendment
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possibly putting convenience stores in the
considered where
ground floor of some of the new buildings. I
appropriate, having
feel you have not thought through the complete regard to local amenity
disruption it causes residents who would
probably live right next door to a shop that will
be open til way past bedtime, serving alcohol
and cigarettes and such like. There is
absolutely no need for any new shop space to
be out into the new builds.

has been made to
the scale and
massing section to
add that nonresidential uses
would only be
included where such
uses were
appropriate.

Point 3) Nowhere in your plans does it list
where people in the retained blocks are meant
to park their car once the car park and garages
is built on. You list parking for new build
houses (ie drives), you even list off road
parking for the shops (i will come to that in
point 4), but where are people in the current
flats meant to park? Many still pay rent for a
secure RBH garage as they do not feel safe
leaving their car out. There will be no
replacement for them. and the ones who leave
it out in the car park - where are the meant to
park every night? You cannot have tenants
losing a place to safely park while giving new
tenants their own parking space.

A paragraph has
been added to
Section 6 Transport
and Access as
follows: VI. Car
Parking provision –
The SPD does not
set out any specific
requirements in
respect of car
parking provision
across the area.
Site specific
proposals that come
forward will need to
demonstrate that
they deliver
appropriate levels of
car parking to meet
the needs of

Any proposals will
need to ensure
appropriate access
and parking for
existing and new
residents, including
businesses. However,
it is not possible or
appropriate for the
SPD to be too
prescriptive in terms of
specific areas for car
parking.
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existing and future
residents. Car
parking should be
located and
designed in such a
way to avoid car
dominated streets
and deliver
attractive residential
environments.

Point 4) On page 26 you say about providing
off road parking for the shops below Thetford
block, off Spotland Road. I am very much
against this. Again it is something you have not
thought through. Firstly, most people using
those shops walk to them, and that is a fact.
And secondly, you have maps showing future
trees and nice greenery below Thetford block
on Spotland road, talking about downgrading
the junction and making the whole part a much
better greener cleaner air part. But then you
say you will have shops parking right below
tenants windows? Before Covid when the
takeaway was allowed to open til past
midnight, people would park on Spotland Road
for them, and leave music thumping out while
they went in, and often leave it playing while
they then ate it. Would you like to then find out
parking spaces for that kind of behaviour til the

Given the comments
received, it is now
considered that the
inclusion of parking in
front of the Thetford
block is not required
and that adequate
parking currently exists
on Spotland Road

Reference to
parking in front of
the Thetford block
removed from
Figure 14. And
reference to it
removed from the
text
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Point 5) i am wary of you having a road coming
off Sheriff Street all the way along Thetford
block passing Stavordale. There is currently no
through road there. It is very noisy with the
junction as it is, and the air pollution on that
junction is one of the highest spots in the
country. To have a road now go past the front
and back of the block is very unfair. It seems
residents are losing their parking yet having
more noise from cars and people, and
pollution.

The plans are
indicative but there will
be a need to have
some vehicular routes
within the estate. If
and when these do link
to existing key routes
this would be carefully
managed with a strong
emphasis on amenity
and promoting active
travel.

No change

I would have thought your plan (mentioned of
page 17) of cycle paths throughout, and paths,
roads, would create a rat run where antisocial

The SPD seeks to
ensure a high quality
residential

No change

early hours will be built right below windows?
To allow even more disturbance to
residents? Isn't the aim to be quieter and
more residential? If you allow off road parking
for customers in the section outside Adams
news to Coral bookmakers it will ruin the
residents peace. Unlike residents parking,
shoppers parking is stop/start, that means
more pollution and more noise. Surely any
parking for there is fine where it is on Spotland
Road passing further away from Stavordale.
You do not need to have cars for the shops
below peoples windows at all hours.
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behaviour can literally run through the whole
estate. This would have been your chance to
create small homely cul-de-sacs of houses,
with no through roads, and quiet slow traffic
environment. But you do seem keen to do the
opposite. Trees, flowers, wide pavements are
a big yes, but please have a big think about the
roads...

environment. Whilst
this may include culde-sacs it is important
to ensure attractive
and safe routes are
delivered through the
area providing
convenient access to
adjoining
neighbourhoods and
the town centre.

To recap -

Do not build anything above 3 stories on the
current Lower Falinge car park close to the
retained blocks (Thetford is on the Sheriff
Street / Spotland Road corner). Please realise
that putting high buildings right by the retained
blocks will give an impression of a boxed in
estate. There is plently of room in the next
phase by St Marys Gate for a couple of high
buildings if needed, they should not be where
there already are 4 story retained blocks. I
thought you were going for open spaces, not
boxed in high rises all bunched together. The
retained blocks are more than enough for that
end of the area.

See responses above

Proposed changes

See above

Do not create off road parking for the shops
below Thetford block off Spotland Road.
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Do provide parking for residents in the retained
blocks once the garages and car park is
removed. New tenants seem to be getting a
drive or their own reserved space. But nothing
for the people losing their garage (or the car
park).
Providing shop space in the ground floor of any
high new building would be detrimental to what
you are trying to achieve, as late night
convenience stores can be a haven antisocial
behaviour outside.
And consider carefully your plan for roads
where there currently aren't any, having a road
come off Sheriff Street along the back of
Thetford block and passing Stavordale would
make it even more unsafe and noisy. Cul-desacs and quiet roads are surely the way to go.
Not a rat run.
Thank you.
4

Rochdale
Boroughwide
Housing

Gemma
Wood

Introduction
1.1 Avison Young are delighted to prepare a
response to the Draft Lower Falinge
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD)
(February 2021) on behalf of Rochdale
Boroughwide Housing (RBH).
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1.2 Avison Young have supported RBH for
over 3 years advising on the regeneration and
renewal of the Lower Falinge and College
Bank neighbourhoods. Rochdale Borough
Council has been a key stakeholder and
partner in that process.
1.3 RBH are supportive of the overall need for
an SPD covering Lower Falinge. This is an
important document to enable the
comprehensive regeneration of this critical
area adjacent to Rochdale town centre. We are
committed to delivering change and investment
in this area. The ultimate adoption of the SPD
is a key milestone and a critical message to
our partner that we are working hand-in-hand
with the Council to ensure the sustainability
and future success of the neighbourhoods. We
continue to progress with ongoing activity
including rehousing of residents whose homes
are affected by the proposals and the
progression of land assembly where required
to implement the masterplan including
considerable direct investment in this area to
date.
1.4 The remainder of this document sets out
specific comments that we have that we ask be
considered as part of the finalisation of the
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It is considered that
the document provides
sufficient justification
for the SPD and the
need for investment
within the
neighbourhood

No change

SPD. We are happy to provide more context
and detail as required to enable the Council to
respond fully to the points raised.
2. General Comments
Purpose and Status of the SPD
2.1 RBH would emphasise the need to reflect
within the introductory text that the SPD is
required to facilitate investment in the Lower
Falinge neighbourhood – identified to be an
area of significant socio-demographic and
economic deprivation, with noted housing
market failures including over-supply of small
(1-bed and bedsit) dwellings and a poor mix of
different types and tenures of homes, including
a dominance of social rented tenures. The
neighbourhoods were found to be
unsustainable as part of the RBH
masterplanning process undertaken, with the
SPD a key document enabling an appropriate
development and investment response to
deliver a better mix and quality of homes to
meet the needs of existing and future residents
and address the challenges faced and
maximise the opportunities afforded within this
area.
2.2 It should also be noted that further context
for the masterplan process and subsequent
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identified preferred strategy for intervention
was business planning and investment
decision making within RBH as an
organisation. The physical decline of homes
across the masterplan area resulting in
recognition of significant ongoing maintenance
costs as well as one-off investments required
on elements of the stock, coupled with varying
levels of demand, and increasing use of shortterm lettings policies to ensure that homes are
occupied was identified early within the
process as being generally unsustainable for
RBH as an organisation.
2.3 We would suggest the following text be
considered for inclusion in the SPD to provide
this context:
Alongside the socio-demographic and
economic challenges faced within the area, it is
noted that the nature of the existing homes –
including significant requirement for investment
to ensure homes are fit for habitation in the
long term, coupled with varying levels of
demand for the homes, has meant that full
retention of the neighbourhoods in their current
form is not a sustainable investment option for
RBH.
Furthermore the inherent problems with the
existing homes are not limited to the physical
condition of the buildings. The most
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Where appropriate, the
SPD makes it clear
that plans are
illustrative.

No change

problematic homes was delivered to an urban
structure which fails to provide hierarchy of
streets linked into the surrounding area,
instead reflecting the modernist concepts
applied to developments in the post war era.
Thus the relationships between the different
buildings and the layout of the place and
neighbourhoods creates significant problems
which cannot be resolved through
refurbishment of the existing homes alone .
Plans (Various)
2.4 RBH note that many of the plans included
within the SPD – both thematic and area
specific – have evolved (in some cases only
minor evolution, but changed nonetheless)
from the plans included in the masterplan
having been subject to community
consultation.
2.5 These changes, although minor in some
cases, do have implications for the wider
process being progressed by RBH including
land assembly and project deliverability.
2.6 RBH recognise that the plans are included
by RBC for illustrative purposes and to present
principles of development and investment in a
visual form. Notwithstanding that, RBH ask that
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Agree. Reference
added relating to
opportunities for local
food growing on
appropriate sites.

Text added to the
end of bullet point 3
in the Open Spaces
and Play Strategy
section to read
(new/amended text
is underlined): 3.
Creation of spaces
to provide a range
of recreational
activities for people
of all ages and

notes be added to the document to emphasise
that any plans included are for illustrative
purposes only, furthermore that the SPD will
provide a guide for the preparation of a
detailed masterplan which will provide the
detail of the comprehensive regeneration of the
area which we assume will be established
through the preparation of comprehensive
Outline Planning Application(s). It is assumed
that future planning applications will fix specific
interventions including any required roadalignments and infrastructure delivery including
scale and location of open space and green
links and connections.
3. Mix of Uses
Public Open Spaces and Play Provision
3.1 RBH support the important prominence
given to public open space and play provision
within the SPD document. It is suggested that
references could be strengthened to include
support for the creation of local food growing
where possible.
New and Improved Homes
3.2 RBH request that reference be made at 4.5
of the SPD to the recognised need to address
effective housing market failure in the area
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particularly for
young people. This
range of activities
could also include
opportunities for
local food growing
on appropriate sites.

including noted significant oversupply of social
rented homes, flatted accommodation, and
bedsit and 1-bedroom provision across the
area. This is part of a wider strategy (aligned
with the aspirations of the Council) to create a
more diverse and sustainable local housing
market with a better mix and quality of homes,
a variety of tenures to meet need.
4. Design Principles
Access and Movement Strategy
4.1 RBH ask that greater emphasis be added
in the context and key aspirations relating to
pedestrian and cycle links and connectivity
with the Town Centre and adjacent areas.
4.2 RBH ask that reference be made to the
sustainable nature of this location – proximate
to the Town Centre and wider transport
connections linking in with the regional centre
(Manchester City Centre) and beyond via light
rail and mainline rail provision.

In relation to these
points, it is considered
that general wording
changes to the SPD
over time include
sufficient emphasis in
relation to active travel
and the sustainable
location of the area.

No change

4.3 RBH suggest that explicit reference be
made to the aspirations to deliver investment
along St Marys Gate (A58) including improved
pedestrian and cycle experience alongside
legible, safe and easy to use pedestrian
crossing points to increase connectivity with
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The SPD contains
sufficient emphasis in
terms of the aim the
creating a high quality
neighbourhood in a
sustainable location. It
also includes sufficient
reference to the
diversification of the
housing offer.

No change

There is no longer any
specific reference to
this in the SPD.

No change

the Town Centre within the key aspirations.
Land Use Strategy
4.4 RBH would emphasise that the
underpinning principle behind the regeneration
of Lower Falinge and College Bank is the
creation of a vibrant and sustainable residential
area supported by a mix of compatible uses of
a scale appropriate to the location of the
neighbourhood adjacent to the Town Centre
with a focus on public amenities that support
the local community.
4.5 RBH ask that the following be added to the
list of key aspirations:
Diversification of the local housing offer
including more private tenure homes to own or
rent and family housing to support wider
economic aspirations and meet local need
through identification and delivery of new
development opportunities.
4.6 RBH ask that text requiring the retention of
the building occupied by Cascada Bathrooms
be removed – this is not a listed building and
its retention will rely on viability and a
deliverable positive contribution to the overall
objectives. The text could be amended as a
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Agree that such uses
should be limited to
where these are
appropriate and this
has been made more
clear in the text

A slight amendment
has been made to
the scale and
massing section to
add that nonresidential uses
would only be
included where such
uses were
appropriate.

It is agreed that it is
helpful if there is
clarification that the
plan are illustrative
rather than actual
layouts of how these

At the end of the
last paragraph in the
Focus Area
introduction the
following has been
added to the second

minimum to state a preference to retain if a
viable use can be identified to accommodate
the building and bring it back into full use as
part of a comprehensively delivered
masterplan. RBH also suggest that reference
is made to the address / building rather than
occupier to provide clarity and recognising that
ownership and occupation may change and
the aspiration relates to the building not the
business.
4.7 RBH would emphasise that mixed-use
development allowing for non-residential
frontages as ground floors to residential blocks
is supported along St Mary’s Gate but not
wholesale across the area.

5. Focus Areas
5.1 As an over-riding comment for all focus
areas, and as per previous comments, RBH
ask that reference be made to the plan being
indicative and for the purposes of presenting
principles of design rather than being
allocations or site specific requirements, with
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the detail being refined and set though a
project masterplan via an Outline Planning
Application(s).

areas will be delivered

paragraph
‘Consequently, the
plans are not
intended to imply a
specific layout but
rather are intended
to show the
importance of strong
and active frontages
to the surrounding
road network.’

It is considered that for
clarity it is useful to
reference possible
demolition against the
relevant focus areas

No change

The SPD makes
sufficient reference
with regard to active
frontages

No change

Abbeydale Road

5.2 RBH request the removal of references to
demolition / clearance in this section. This is
not appropriate to consider here and should be
referenced instead in a stand-alone section
within the delivery and implementation element
of the SPD. (See later section)
Redcross Street
5.3 RBH ask that the SPD is clear on the
nature of active frontages supported in
locations other than plots fronting onto St
Mary’s Gate – these should be clearly
identified as active residential frontages within
the SPD.
St Mary’s Gate (A58)
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5.4 RBH ask that the SPD is clear on the
nature of active frontages supported in
locations other than plots fronting onto St
Mary’s Gate – these should be clearly
identified as active residential frontages within
the SPD.

The SPD makes
sufficient reference
with regard to active
frontages

No change

5.5 RBH suggest that the SPD should
recognise that future change may result from
wider influences including successful
implementation of RBH’s masterplan alongside
retail market changes and other market and
macro-economic influences.

It is not considered
that this addition is
necessary in the
context of this Focus
Area. The main issue
is to ensure that new
development links in to
the anticipated
development to the
west

No change

6. Affordable Housing –Creating a Mixed
Tenure Community

It is agreed that it is
helpful to clarify how
the delivery of
affordable housing
may be dealt with
across the area.

The following
paragraph has been
added to the section
on ‘Infrastructure
and S106
Contributions’ to
read ‘Given that this
SPD covers a large
area with multiple
phases some

Future Area of Focus

6.1 RBH request that RBC consider an area
specific policy relating to affordable housing
delivery across Lower Falinge.
6.2 In particular, RBH note that the original
aspirations of the masterplan process and
identified need to rebalance the local housing
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Representation response
market including need to introduce a greater
presence of private sector housing given the
almost exclusive social housing offer across
the area currently.
6.3 Specifically RBH consider it vital that RBC
include consideration within the SPD as to their
ability to accept phases of development
delivering below policy required affordable
housing on-site including instances of zero
affordable housing provision where supported
by evidence of contribution of the proposed
housing and tenure mix to the housing market
and/or viability analysis demonstrating that
affordable housing is not viable. This could
include consideration of alternative means of
assessing affordable housing provision – by
bed-spaces, units or by floorspace. This
commonly means such schemes deliver
quantum of affordable housing more reflective
of the current provision and wider
scheme/Council objectives than the purely the
Councils affordable housing policy.
6.4 It is common and accepted practice for
affordable housing provision in an estate
renewal scheme to be considered
comprehensively and not on a phase by phase
basis. This is necessary to ensure delivery,
efficient rehousing of displaced residents and

Response

Proposed changes
phases may include
the delivery of
higher percentages
of affordable
housing than others,
including 100%
affordable schemes.
Therefore, it may be
appropriate for the
local planning
authority to enter
into an agreement
or memorandum of
understanding with
RBH that factors in
an approach which
considers different
levels of provision
on different phases
across the area.
This is necessary as
some phases may
be appropriate to
deliver 100% private
sale provided that
the appropriate level
of affordable
housing is
delivered.’

48

Ref
Company /
Name
Number Organisation

Representation response

Response

Proposed changes

7.1 RBH suggest that text is included under
‘Planning Application Requirements’ relating to
Equalities Impact Assessment. RBH has
undertaken initial analysis of equalities impacts
relating to the masterplan proposals but fully
support the need for EqIA reporting to support
any future planning applications across the
area. RBH are happy to provide further
information to feed into any EqIA of the SPD
document. Given the need to discharge duty
around EqIA through every stage on project we
would support the need for EqIA to be factored
directly into the SPD process and be explained
in more detail in supporting documents.

The SPD process has
been the subject of an
EqIA but it is not
considered necessary
to include anything
specific in this section

No change

8. Residential Demolition

There is currently
appropriate reference
to possible demolition
in relevant sections of
the SPD. It is not
considered necessary

No change

tenure diversification. Housing renewal
projects generally seek to replicate the existing
social floor space provision unless there is a
need to achieve other wider Council objectives
or housing market needs.
7. Understanding and Responding to Equalities
Impact

8.1 RBH suggest that a section is added to
Section 8 ‘Delivery and Implementation’ to
summarise approach to acquisition or
appropriation of land and demolition of existing
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Response

buildings rather than making reference to
potential clearance on an area / focus area
specific basis. This is because delivery of the
scheme may require acquisition of a variety of
interests across the area and/or use of
statutory powers to cleanse title of
encumbrances comprehensively. With a
scheme of this scale and nature where
comprehensivity is key to achieving change
and preventing detecting piecemeal
development it is necessary to provide policy
support to use site assembly powers
comprehensively to resolve any
encumbrances, some of which may currently
be unknown.

to remove these and
add a new section.

Proposed changes

8.2 RBH would propose the following text is
considered for inclusion in part or in whole:
The SPD acknowledges the need for a
comprehensive approach to investment and
redevelopment across the Lower Falinge
where it can be evidenced that retention of
current uses and buildings is not sustainable
and/or where demolition is required to enable
the regeneration of the area as a whole and/or
to meet housing needs in the area. Where a
need to clear existing dwellings, or other
buildings and/or acquire land is identified, the
Council may utilise its statutory site assembly
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Comments noted. It is
agreed that it would be
appropriate to make
reference to the listed
building and
surrounding area that
is within the Future
Area of Focus

Paragraph added to
Future Area of
Focus Section to
read ‘This area also
includes the Grade
11* listed Hope
Street Chapel and
Parsons House
which is surrounded
by a small group of

powers if necessary to ensure project delivery.
To mitigate the impact of redevelopment on
any existing residents it is recognised that RBH
has in place mechanisms to support their
residents including tailored support and
financial packages and commitment to rehouse in the local area or area of choice in
homes that meet specific resident needs. The
SPD will require consideration as to the most
appropriate planning framework in relation to
any demolition, site assembly and
redevelopment including the need for
Environmental Impact Assessment screening
to infirm whether a planning application is
required in advance of any demolition.
5

Historic
England

Pippa
Brown

DRAFT LOWER FALINGE
SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING DOCUMENT
The draft Lower Falinge SPD sets out a vision
for the area, to:
“Build on the strengths of the existing
neighbourhood and enhance it through
improvements to the housing offer including
both tenure and type, alongside delivery of
supporting green infrastructure, public realm,
highways upgrades and associated
infrastructure as required to support housing
delivery”.
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The emphasis given to building on the
strengths of the existing neighbourhood is both
positive and welcomed. However, we do feel
that the historic interest of the area could be
brought out more strongly within the SPD, and
particularly in relation to the sub-area defined
as ‘Broad Area of Focus 4 - Future Area for
Change’.
We appreciate that the historic environment is
fragmented, however, it does remain in places.
For example, Hope Street Chapel and Parsons
House is a Grade II* listed building,
surrounded by a small group of Victorian
buildings that are remnants of communities
that predate those existing. The historic street
pattern also remains fairly well intact. So the
historic environment could be key to
developing contextual proposals that help
achieve the vision of the SPD.

Response

Proposed changes
Victorian buildings
that are remnants of
communities that
predate much of the
surrounding
development. Any
development within
this area should
have regard to the
setting of this listed
building, including
the historic street
pattern which
remains fairly well
intact.’

We therefore suggest that the document could
be positively amended to explore the historic
interest of the area and how its reuse could
positively shape future redevelopment,
especially in relation to the sub-area identified
as ‘Broad Area of Focus 4 - Future Area for
Change’.
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In general – it is hard to understand the
different figures as some contradict each other,
and on some they show Quinton block as
being retained but it is not being retained (eg
7.1, pg 30). So this makes it very hard to
comment on your proposals.

Commented noted. It
is agreed that this was
an error which has
been corrected

Plan within SPD
corrected to
accurately depict
the blocks identified
to be retained

Page 23 - Figure 12 Scale and Massing

As noted above,
wording has been
added to the SPD
which makes reference
to the sensitive use of
building heights along
key routes and key
locations whilst taking
account of their
appropriateness within
the wider development

The following text
has been added to
the Land Use
Strategy section
stating that the SPD
requires ‘4. The
sensitive use of
building heights to
strengthen key
routes and key
locations across the
neighbourhood,
whilst respecting the
wider residential
scale across
existing adjacent
neighbourhoods.’

Thank you for providing Historic England with
the opportunity to comment. Should you
require further clarification please contact me.
6

Resident

Resident

I’m very concerned over the possible height of
new builds where the car park currently is.
You mention 3-5 storey buildings. The new
flats next to Pershore block are very high and
imposing next to the street, and Thetford block
is remaining, so another tall block of flats in the
car park next to Thetford would just make it
look overbearing, and remove any view
Thetford residents currently have of the park
gates/greenery.

In addition the
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Proposed changes
section on scale and
massing has been
amended to state
the following
(new/amended text
is underlined):
Some marker
buildings could be
located as
landmarks on the
urban landscape,
subject to their
sensitive design and
appropriateness
alongside wider
development and
investment.

Plus we all thought getting rid of the flats was
to allow for houses, NOT to replace them with
a load of large overbearing blocks of flats –
there are already flats being built on the estate
(near Pershore), and the plans were for more
flats to be along St Mary’s Gate. We were led
to believe that people don’t want to live in flats,
hence the majority of the existing flats being
demolished.

The reference to
No change
appropriate heights
across the estate
indicate the intention to
deliver an appropriate
mix of housing

Page 26 - Figure 14 – Transport Strategy
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Name
Number Organisation

Representation response

Response

Proposed changes

You show proposed parking for the shops
under Thetford as being directly outside the
front of the shops. This is very worrying for
tenants (I have spoken to a few in my block
and on Thetford). Having a takeaway next to
residential flats (Eastern) means we have to all
put up with banging of car doors and cars
pulling up on Spotland Road all evenings. If
there is parking outside the shops then this
slamming of doors/coming and going will be
even louder and in particular affect the tenants
on Thetford – the one bedroom flats actually
have their bedrooms on Spotland Road so will
be woken up by such noise just a couple of
metres away from their flats. Yes we currently
have the car park behind Thetford, but those
cars are a short distance away from the flats.

As noted against
similar comments
above, given the
comments received, it
is now considered that
the inclusion of parking
in front of the Thetford
block is not required
and that adequate
parking currently exists
on Spotland Road.

Reference to
parking in front of
the Thetford block
removed from
Figure 14. And
reference to it
removed from the
text

Talking about parking in general – I am
extremely concerned (as are others) about the
lack of parking for residents once the garages
and car park are demolished. The new build
houses will have their own parking, but what
about tenants in the retained blocks of flats? I
have a garage in the car park and I am very
worried about where on earth I will be able to
park my car when you knock it down. You
MUST provide safe places for tenants in the
retained blocks to park their cars.

As noted against
earlier comments, any
proposals will need to
ensure appropriate
access and parking for
existing and new
residents, including
businesses. However,
it is not possible or
appropriate for the
SPD to be too

A paragraph has
been added to
Section 6 Transport
and Access as
follows: VI. Car
Parking provision –
The SPD does not
set out any specific
requirements in
respect of car
parking provision
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Company /
Name
Number Organisation

Representation response

Page 30 – Focus Area 1 – Abbeydale Road
At the moment Lower Falinge is pretty safe for
tenants (especially children) and visitors in
terms of the risks of being knocked down by a
car or of pollution from cars because we do not
have any through roads (apart from Toad Lane
area).
Myself and many tenants have always been

Response

Proposed changes

prescriptive in terms of
specific areas for car
parking.

across the area.
Site specific
proposals that come
forward will need to
demonstrate that
they deliver
appropriate levels of
car parking to meet
the needs of
existing and future
residents. Car
parking should be
located and
designed in such a
way to avoid car
dominated streets
and deliver
attractive residential
environments.

It was never the
intention that
Abbeydale would be
developed as a
primary vehicular link
through the estate.
However in order to be
more clear, text has
been added to the
SPD within the

Text has been
added in various
parts of the Focus
Area 1 – Abbeydale
Road section to
clarify the status of
this route and the
focus on walking
and cycling
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7

Natural
England

Dawn
Kinrade

Representation response

Response

extremely concerned about plans to make a
road through the estate from Howard Street to
Spotland Road. We can currently access Lidl
and the Exchange without having to cross a
road but if you put a road in we are having to
cross that. Even if it doesn’t become a “ratrun” with fast-moving traffic, it will be full of car
engines idling in traffic – pouring out pollution
that will affect us all as we try to walk
alongside/cross that new road. It does not
make sense to put a road there – that should
remain pedestrian-only access onto Spotland
Road but you should also make it a cycle lane
as well to encourage cycling.

relevant sections to
clarify that this
‘boulevard’ is intended
as a green boulevard
and shared space for
walking and cycling
alongside vehicles that
will provide a safe and
attractive north-south
route through the
estate. The SPD
makes it clear that the
Council would not
accept proposals that
result in ‘rat-running’
through residential
areas

Draft Lower Falinge Supplementary Planning
Document (SPD)
Thank you for your consultation on the above
dated 12 February 2021, which was received
by Natural England on 12 February 2021.

Comments noted. It is
considered that
generally the SPD
includes sufficient
reference to green

Proposed changes

The following
sentence is added
to the end of the first
paragraph in the
introduction to the
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Company /
Name
Number Organisation

Representation response

Natural England is a non-departmental public
body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that
the natural environment is conserved,
enhanced, and managed for the benefit of
present and future generations, thereby
contributing to sustainable development.
Our remit includes protected sites and
landscapes, biodiversity, geodiversity, soils,
protected species, landscape character, green
infrastructure and access to and enjoyment of
nature.
While we welcome this opportunity to give our
views, the topic this Supplementary Planning
Document covers is unlikely to have major
effects on the natural environment, but may
nonetheless have some effects. We therefore
do not wish to provide specific comments, but
advise you to consider the following issues:
Green Infrastructure
This SPD could consider making provision for
Green Infrastructure (GI) within development.
This should be in line with any GI strategy
covering your area.

Response

Proposed changes

spaces. However, it is
agreed that it would be
helpful to include more
specific reference to
biodiversity

Open Spaces and
Play Strategy
section ‘The
creation of open
spaces also offers
the opportunity to
deliver areas of
biodiversity value
that will contribute to
meeting the
biodiversity net gain
within new
development.’
An additional bullet
is added under
figure 10 to read
‘Delivery of
biodiversity net gain
across the SPD
area through the
creation of welldesigned green
spaces and other
measures (e.g. bat
and bird boxes) to
increase biodiversity
value.’

The National Planning Policy Framework
states that local planning authorities should
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Company /
Name
Number Organisation

Representation response

Response

Proposed changes

‘take a strategic approach to maintaining and
enhancing networks of habitats and green
infrastructure’. The Planning Practice
Guidance on Green Infrastructure provides
more detail on this.
Urban green space provides multi-functional
benefits. It contributes to coherent and resilient
ecological networks, allowing species to move
around within, and between, towns and the
countryside with even small patches of habitat
benefitting movement. Urban GI is also
recognised as one of the most effective tools
available to us in managing environmental
risks such as flooding and heat waves.
Greener neighbourhoods and improved access
to nature can also improve public health and
quality of life and reduce environmental
inequalities.
There may be significant opportunities to
retrofit green infrastructure in urban
environments. These can be realised through:
 green roof systems and roof gardens;
 green walls to provide insulation or
shading and cooling;
 new tree planting or altering the
management of land (e.g. management
of verges to enhance biodiversity).
You could also consider issues relating to the
59

Ref
Company /
Name
Number Organisation

Representation response

Response

Proposed changes

protection of natural resources, including air
quality, ground and surface water and soils
within urban design plans.
Further information on GI is include within The
Town and Country Planning Association’s
"Design Guide for Sustainable Communities"
and their more recent "Good Practice
Guidance for Green Infrastructure and
Biodiversity".
Biodiversity enhancement
This SPD could consider incorporating features
which are beneficial to wildlife within
development, in line with paragraph 118 of the
National Planning Policy Framework. You may
wish to consider providing guidance on, for
example, the level of bat roost or bird box
provision within the built structure, or other
measures to enhance biodiversity in the urban
environment. An example of good practice
includes the Exeter Residential Design Guide
SPD, which advises (amongst other matters) a
ratio of one nest/roost box per residential unit.
Landscape enhancement
The SPD may provide opportunities to
enhance the character and local
distinctiveness of the surrounding natural and
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Representation response

Response

Proposed changes

built environment; use natural resources more
sustainably; and bring benefits for the local
community, for example through green
infrastructure provision and access to and
contact with nature. Landscape
characterisation and townscape assessments,
and associated sensitivity and capacity
assessments provide tools for planners and
developers to consider how new development
might makes a positive contribution to the
character and functions of the landscape
through sensitive siting and good design and
avoid unacceptable impacts.
For example, it may be appropriate to seek
that, where viable, trees should be of a species
capable of growth to exceed building height
and managed so to do, and where mature
trees are retained on site, provision is made for
succession planting so that new trees will be
well established by the time mature trees die.
Other design considerations
The NPPF includes a number of design
principles which could be considered, including
the impacts of lighting on landscape and
biodiversity (para 180).
Strategic Environmental Assessment/Habitats
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Representation response

Response

Proposed changes

Comment noted and
has been passed to
the relevant team
within the Council for
considered in respect
of the format of the
EqIA.

No change

Regulations Assessment
A SPD requires a Strategic Environmental
Assessment only in exceptional circumstances
as set out in the Planning Practice Guidance
here. While SPDs are unlikely to give rise to
likely significant effects on European Sites,
they should be considered as a plan under the
Habitats Regulations in the same way as any
other plan or project. If your SPD requires a
Strategic Environmental Assessment or
Habitats Regulation Assessment, you are
required to consult us at certain stages as set
out in the Planning Practice Guidance.
Should the plan be amended in a way which
significantly affects its impact on the natural
environment, then, please consult Natural
England again.

8

Resident

Resident

Please send all planning consultations
electronically to the consultation hub at
consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.
Hope you don't mind me making an
observation as a resident and a RBC citizen. I
believe inclusion of neurodiverse conditions
needs to be intentional and impact assessed
as standard, it is often overlooked or bolted on
as an afterthought. EqIA disability impact (from
personal experience & knowledge) needs to be
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Company /
Name
Number Organisation

Representation response

Response

Proposed changes

I have lived in Falinge for over 50 years and
have great love for the area. I want you to not
waste this opportunity to have Lower Falinge
morph into a green vibrant spacious homely
area, to go along with Falinge Park, Saint
Edmunds Church, and the lovely old early 20th
century housing that surrounds it. For me this
means building normal housing, not high rise,
not tower blocks, but nice normal homes with
gardens for families. The car park on Sheriff
Street by the remaining blocks is ideal for the
family homes, please do gardens for the
families as not enough new homes consider
gardens (your new homes on Toad Lane have
tiny tiny gardens, children need bigger than
that).

Comments noted. The
SPD makes reference
to the need to deliver a
range of homes within
the area

No change

It is good that you are keeping some of the old
Lower Falinge blocks, I know Thetford block
and it has good people and is well kept, it
should stay. I don't think you should build any
more tall things on the current car park area
though, as a local of over 50 years I like to see
tidy low rise housing, I think it is smarter, and

As noted above,
wording has been
added to the SPD
which makes reference
to the sensitive use of
building heights along
key routes and key

As noted above,
The following text
has been added to
the Land Use
Strategy section
stating that the SPD
requires ‘4. The

inclusive of neurodiverse conditions (e.g.
learning disability, autism spectrum conditions,
Asperger's, dyslexia)l mental health and
sensory conditions equal to physical disability
to be useful. Best wishes.
9

Resident

Resident
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Representation response

Response

Proposed changes

would make the area look better. Your plans
make it looks like you are considering putting
high flats next to Sheriff Street right by
Thetford block, but if you do that you would be
ruining the look of the open space area, low
nice houses with gardens are the way to go.
Lots of trees too please.

locations whilst taking
account of their
appropriateness within
the wider development

sensitive use of
building heights to
strengthen key
routes and key
locations across the
neighbourhood,
whilst respecting the
wider residential
scale across
existing adjacent
neighbourhoods.’

In terms of trees there
is references in the
document relating to
open spaces, green
links and quality public
realm

In addition the
section on scale and
massing has been
amended to state
the following
(new/amended text
is underlined):
Some marker
buildings could be
located as
landmarks on the
urban landscape,
subject to their
sensitive design and
appropriateness
alongside wider
development and
investment.
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Representation response

Response

Proposed changes

I have a friend who used to live on Lower
Falinge and had a garage, and although they
are no longer there, it leads me to worry in
your plans where are you going to let the
Thetford and Stavordale residents park once
you build on their current car park? Some
currently have their own garage, the equivalent
of their own private parking space. But once
you knock it all down they will have to leave it
where? On a main road and hope there's
somewhere free? What if they have children,
shopping, luggage, mobility issues - where can
they park and keep their car where they know
there will always be a space? You don't
mention anything for that, only off road parking
(driveways I presume) for any new housing.

As noted against
earlier comments, any
proposals will need to
ensure appropriate
access and parking for
existing and new
residents, including
businesses. However,
it is not possible or
appropriate for the
SPD to be too
prescriptive in terms of
specific areas for car
parking.

As noted earlier, a
paragraph has been
added to Section 6
Transport and
Access as follows:
VI.
Car Parking
provision – The
SPD does not set
out any specific
requirements in
respect of car
parking provision
across the area.
Site specific
proposals that come
forward will need to
demonstrate that
they deliver
appropriate levels of
car parking to meet
the needs of
existing and future
residents. Car
parking should be
located and
designed in such a
way to avoid car
dominated streets
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Representation response

Response

Proposed changes
and deliver
attractive residential
environments.

Greenery, and by that I mean things like grass
verges and flower beds, trees, open sight lines,
all of that is important. Don't build high, don't
try to cram as many people in as you can. You
have the future area on the other side of Lidl to
work with long term. Don't over cram the Lower
Falinge / Sheriff Street / Spotland Road part.
Build well, build green, build houses and
gardens.

Don't fill the estate with too many roads, that
makes things noisy for the new homes, I feel

Comment noted.
There is reference to
the importance green
spaces, biodiversity,
green links and public
realm within the SPD.

No change

As noted earlier, the
new development is
likely to include
housing but may also
include some higher
density development to
ensure an appropriate
amount of new
housing is delivered.
The SPD makes it
clear that taller
buildings and higher
densities will be
appropriately and
sensitively located
having regard to
residential amenity.
The SPD seeks to

A number of
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Representation response

Response

Proposed changes

dead end streets for the homes is the best
thing, giving each little "close" their own feel. It
would also stop youths and trouble makers
being able to tear down the street in their car
or motorbike.

identify a hierarchy of
streets and promotes
walking and cycling.

amendments have
been made to the
section dealing with
Focus Area 1Abbeydale Road to
address these
issues/concerns.
This includes adding
the following ‘Any
proposed
interventions in
Abbeydale Road
and Spotland Road
must be considered
in combination. The
Council will not
accept proposals
that result in ‘ratrunning’ through
residential areas.’

I walk to the shops under Thetford block, so I
don't see why you need to fill that front area
with off road parking. There is already parking
on Spotland Road for the shops, shouldn't the
area in front of the shops be greened up, with
trees, flowers, a quiet area making it pleasant
to walk through to the shops and for those
living above it. Why would you want to have
cars pull off the main road and park up right by

As noted against
similar comments
above, given the
comments received, it
is now considered that
the inclusion of parking
in front of the Thetford
block is not required
and that adequate

In terms of these
concerns text has
been added to make it
clear that propsals that
result in ‘rat running’
through the estate will
not be accepted

Reference to
parking in front of
the Thetford block
removed from
Figure 14. And
reference to it
removed from the
text
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Representation response

Response

the shops. Spotland Road has traditionally had
3 groups of shopping areas, this one under
Thetford block, the one with the chemist
opposite the Doctors surgery, and the area
further down towards Clarkes Lane, and none
of these ever had a problem with just parking
on Spotland Road or being for people to walk
to. You don't need to waste land that could be
turned green by turning it into a car park for
shoppers. Eastern Restaurant would likely
monopolise it from the evening from what I
have seen. You have the power to make
residents lives cleaner greener and better,
don't spoil that by putting unneeded shoppers
parking under tenants windows.

parking currently exists
on Spotland Road.

Proposed changes

Thank you for your time.
10

Please note this text is also included as a
separate accompanying PDF.
Regarding the Equalities Impact Assessment;

The comments relating
to the EqIA
Racial groups
predominately relate to
Asylum seekers and refugees use homes here. the removal of 1-bed
People fleeing war, conflict, violence, abuse
homes without
etc are more likely to have PTSD too. This can replacing this type of
mean they are more likely to live alone and
accommodation.
need 1-bed homes. This can also mean they
need to live away from sources
The SPD does not

No change required
in terms of EqIA
(note related
changes to the SPD
above linked to
issues relating to
roads within the
estate)
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Representation response

Response

of sensory stimulus (eg roads) due to the
symptoms of PTSD.
The BAME community in Rochdale are almost
twice as likely to live in social housing, and
some ethnic groups such as Rochdale's Gypsy
or Irish Traveller community and Rochdale's
Black community are almost three times as
likely to live in social housing.
These groups are disproportionately reliant on
social housing in Rochdale (Census 2011).

preclude the
development of 1-bed
homes and
encourages a mix of
property types that
reflect housing needs.

RBH's plans will reduce the number of 1-bed
homes here, and will reduce the number of
homes overall.
RBH has already reduced the number of
homes here; in Phase 3 RBH demolished 103
homes, they are building only 55.
The reduction in the number of 1-bed homes
here and the number of homes here overall,
will impact negatively upon these groups.
Gender
Women, transgender and non-binary people
fleeing domestic violence are likely to need 1bed homes. Transgender and non-binary
people are less likely to be in a household
with children and therefore have a
disproportionate need for 1-bed homes.

Proposed changes

There is also reference
to the fact that the
redevelopment of the
estate could bring new
roads through the
estate. Whilst roads
will be required to
provide appropriate
access, the SPD
places an emphasis on
creating a safe and
attractive environment
that promotes walking
and cycling.
There is also reference
to the importance of
greenspace. Again,
the SPD includes
specific requirements
in terms of open space
and the need for good
quality public realm.
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Proposed changes

RBH's plans reduce the number of 1-bed
homes on the estate by a considerable
amount. RBH has already demolished 67 1bed homes here; they are building only 20 1bed homes. This is already a 70% reduction in
the number of 1-bed homes after
Phases 1, 2 and 3 of RBH's plans.
This will negatively impact upon these groups.
Disability
RBH's plans specifically target 1-bed ground
floor homes, that are suitable for disabled
people to live in independently, and remove
them from the estate.
RBH's plans also show that the new build 1bed homes will be considerably smaller than
the existing 1-bed homes currently here; this
will clearly impact disabled people negatively
because disabled people often need more
space to move around in, not smaller rooms
that are difficult to navigate, especially for
those with mobility difficulties and wheelchair
users.
Autistic adults have a higher risk of
homelessness and need homes that are away
from sources of sensory stimulus (eg roads)
but RBH's plans will remove all homes of this
type from the estate.
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Proposed changes

People with mental health disabilities need to
live near plentiful green space because of the
positive affects of this. RBH's plans have
already reduced the amount of green space
here. The previous green space outside
Melrose block was much bigger than what will
be available when Phase 3 is finished.
People who are Guide Dog owners, or
assistance animal owners, or whose pets are a
protective factor against suicide, need homes
that are suitable for their animals too. These
people may also need to live away from roads,
and near to green space too.
RBH's plans will remove many ground floor
single level individual entrance homes from the
estate and will reduce the amount of green
space here too.
RBH have already demolished 67 1-bed
homes here. 33 were 1-bed ground floor
homes with individual entrances that were
especially disabled-friendly. RBH is not
replacing these disabled-friendly types of
homes.
All of this will negatively impact upon disabled
people.
Sexual Orientation
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Proposed changes

LGBQ people are less likely to be in a
household with children and therefore have a
disproportionate need for 1-bed homes. LGBQ
people fleeing domestic violence or abusive
home lives also have a need for 1-bed homes.
RBH's plans will reduce the number of 1-bed
homes available, and the overall number of
homes available. This will negatively impact
upon these groups.
Age
Young people fleeing abusive home lives need
1-beds. Care-leavers need 1-beds.
Elderly people need ground floor homes and
often 1-beds.
RBH's plans will reduce the number of 1-bed
homes available, and the overall number of
homes available.
This will negatively impact upon these groups.
Gender reassignment
Transgender people who have undergone
gender reassignment who are fleeing domestic
violence need 1-bed homes. Transgender
people who have undergone gender
reassignment are less likely to be in a
household with children and therefore have a
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Proposed changes

disproportionate need for 1-bed homes.
RBH's plans will reduce the number of 1-bed
homes available and the overall number of
homes available too.
This will negatively impact upon this group.
Carers
Disabled people who live in a 1-bed home on
Lower Falinge can currently have a carer stay
overnight when necessary by using the
separate lounge as a temporary bedroom.
The new build 1-bed homes will have
combined kitchen+lounge areas, instead of
separate rooms, so the lounge area cannot be
used as a temporary bedroom for a carer.
This will negatively impact upon carers and
those they care for.
Serving/Ex-serving members of the armed
forces
People in the armed forces/ex-armed forces
also need 1-bed homes if they have no family
home to return to.
The higher incidence of PTSD in serving/exserving people also means they have a higher
risk of homelessness, and a higher likeliness of
living alone and needing a 1-bed.
They also need to live away from sources of
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Proposed changes

The information
included in the
Statement of
Consultation is factual

No change

noise (eg roads) and other sources of sensory
stimulus due to the symptoms of PTSD.
People who own service animals need access
to ground floor single level individual access
homes too.
RBH's plans will remove all homes that are
away from sources of sensory stimulus from
the estate, will reduce the number of 1-bed
homes here, and will reduce the number of
homes overall.
This will negatively impact upon this group.
The number of 1-beds available for people with
protected characteristics has already been
devastated by RBH's demolition so far.
If RBH continue with their plans, there will be
no suitable housing in the town
centre for these groups.
This EqIA gives no consideration to the impact
of RBH's plans upon these groups.
Regarding the Statement of Consultation;
The appendices do not contain any Lower
Falinge information. Everything included here
is for College Bank. This is unacceptable. If the
Council is running a public consultation, the
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Response

Council should ensure that the correct
information is included.

information relating to
previous consultation
that at that time also
covered the College
Bank area.

RBH's consultation was inadequate and
exclusionary. I wrote to the (then) DCLG about
my concerns as follows on 09/08/2017;
"Concerns relating to me/my disability.
My landlord (Rochdale Boroughwide Housing;
henceforth RBH) has been aware of my
disability for some time but does not appear to
have given any consideration to my disability
when planning/running the consultation. As a
result, I haven’t been able to be fully involved
in the consultation that has already taken
place.
I am unable to attend regeneration
workshops/events run by RBH due to my
disability. I requested a single named point of
contact from RBH who would be able to
communicate with me by email to discuss the
regeneration plans and to answer my
questions. I was given a single named point of
contact (my housing officer) but RBH
hasn’t given my named point of contact any
information that would allow them to actually
respond and discuss things with me ... as a
result, I keep getting passed to other staff
members, which totally negates the point of the
reasonable adjustment I requested in the first

Proposed changes

The fact that there are
limited references in
relation to Lower
Falinge simply reflect
the fact that a lot of the
comments received
during that particular
consultation related
more to College Bank.
It is not possible to
respond to specific,
individual experiences
in relation to that
earlier consultation.
The consultation in
relation to the SPD has
been undertaken in
conformity the
Regulations for
producing an SPD and
the Council’s
Statement of
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place.

Community
Involvement (SCI)

Proposed changes

I have explained to RBH several times that
face-to-face communication and telephone
communication both cause me significant
disadvantage due to my disability. I have been
very clear about this, and I have given RBH
lots of information about my disability and the
way it affects me. RBH has repeatedly tried to
get me to engage with them using their
preferred methods of communication despite
the fact that they know that these methods
discriminate against me and despite the fact
that I have requested a single named point of
contact and communication by email.
I have tried to communicate by email with
RBH, in order to have a conversation about the
regeneration, but I have been forced to wait
weeks and weeks for replies from RBH
(over 5 weeks for every reply I have received
so far). I have asked questions about the
regeneration and about the information given
out by RBH; RBH won’t answer my questions.
While I have been waiting for answers from
RBH, and have been waiting to
be involved in the consultation properly, RBH
has finished the first phase of the consultation
and has moved on to the second phase of
consultation without giving me the opportunity
76

Ref
Company /
Name
Number Organisation

Representation response

Response
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to be meaningfully involved in phase one. (I
wasn’t able to say whether I
liked or disliked any of the options presented
by RBH because I was not given enough
information about the options. When I asked
for more information, RBH delayed replying
to me, and then suddenly, phase one was
over.)
I have been unable to speak to the architects.
RBH told me that it is not possible for me to
communicate with the architects by email;
other residents had the opportunity to speak to
the architects at workshops/events. I also
emailed the architects directly and requested
that they make a reasonable adjustment for
me. I received no acknowledgement or reply
from the architects at all. I feel that I should be
offered the same opportunity as other
residents; to speak to the architects directly,
just by email. I believe not providing me with
this opportunity amounts to disability
discrimination.
I have been asking for documents and
information relating to the regeneration plans
since November 2016. I have not received any
of the documents and information I have asked
for. From reading the DCLG guidance, my
understanding is that I should be able
77

Ref
Company /
Name
Number Organisation

Representation response

Response
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to have has much information as possible
about the plans, so that I can make informed
decisions. RBH won’t give me any information
at all, not even simple information that they
must have e.g. I asked for the sample sizes
used in pie-charts produced by RBH for Lower
Falinge. RBH won’t even tell me the sample
sizes for the statistics they are using.
I asked RBH when they would be making a
decision about which option to take forward. I
asked for the date this decision would be made
and the date residents would be informed.
RBH didn’t provide me with an answer. On
21/6/17 I was told by my housing officer that: “I
have asked questions as you have and have
been informed that at this time everything is
under consideration and there is no definite
plan yet.”.
On 24/6/17, just 3 days later, RBH announced
that they had chosen option 3!
I have been given no information at all about
the home visit process that RBH intends to run
on my estate. I have asked not to receive an
actual home visit, and for this process to be
done via email for me. RBH intends to have
their Masterplan drawn up by “late 2017”, so
given the delays caused by written
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communication, I need to start this process
now to ensure that I am able to take part in it
fully and that I am able to complete it. RBH
appear to be totally unprepared for this.
I am trying to have an open and honest
conversation with RBH about the regeneration
but RBH does not appear to want to actively
discuss anything with me and is behaving as
though I have ‘suddenly sprung my disability
upon them’ when they have known for
several years about my disability and this
should have been considered prior to the
consultation beginning. To my mind I should be
able to have the same opportunities as other
residents, but by email. If this disorganised
approach to including me in the consultation
continues as RBH progresses through their
plans, then I will in effect have been excluded
from the consultation process due to my
disability.
General concerns.
RBH has chosen to bundle Lower Falinge
estate and College Bank estate together.
Despite their close proximity to each other,
these two estates have different
demographics and different resident needs.
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Information on boards at workshops for Lower
Falinge has been incorrect. One
workshop board contained information relating
to College Bank estate, not Lower Falinge. The
same error is present in copies of the
workshop boards subsequently published
online by RBH. When I asked for a copy of the
correct information, RBH denied the existence
of this error.
Contact information has been changed several
times and has been incorrect. So far, four
different contact email address have been
published by RBH; the first was an
unmonitored internal email address (this was
included on leaflets given out by RBH); the
second was RBH’s generic customer service
email address; the third contained a ‘typo’ and
didn’t work (again, this was given out on
leaflets from RBH) thus creating the need for a
fourth email address to be given out. How can
residents have any confidence that
RBH know what they are doing if RBH can’t
even get their own contact email address
information correct.
RBH has chosen to employ a method of
consultation (workshops/events) that is neither
a reliable or appropriate method of consultation
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for Lower Falinge estate. Residents here are
unlikely to attend workshops/events and RBH
is aware of this and the need to be much more
proactive when attempting to engage residents
living on this estate.
Workshops and events have been held only
once … residents have had one chance to
attend any one workshop/event and if they
can’t attend on that day at that time, that’s it,
there is no other chance to attend that
workshop/event. I would like to see future
workshops run on multiple days, across a
week and including a weekend, so that
residents have a real chance to attend if they
wish, as alternative dates to attend the same
workshop will then be available. I mean, it may
be unlikely that residents will attend, but this is
surely all the more reason for RBH to be
seeking to encourage and maximise
attendance by running each workshop/event
more than once.
For many residents here English is not a first
language. From what I can tell, these residents
have so far not been included in the
consultation. One of my immediate neighbours
here is a family whose first language is Polish.
These neighbours were completely unaware of
the regeneration plans and the fact that RBH
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has chosen to pursue an option which means
the demolition of their home until my partner
recently
managed to speak to their son who is more
fluent in English. RBH must know which
tenants of theirs require information in other
languages but RBH has so far made no effort
to include these residents in the consultation.
Many residents here work. workshops/events
have been held at times of day when working
residents are unable to attend. My other
immediate neighbour here works. He was
unable to attend the initial event held by RBH
in November 2016. He was unable to attend
the workshop in February 2017. He was
unable to attend the workshop in March
2017. The first event he would have been able
to attend, being the only event held at a
weekend, took place in June 2017 and at this
event, RBH announced that they had chosen
option 3 and ‘option appraisal’ was over.
RBH is now conducting individual home visits
about the regeneration and plans. RBH does
not appear to be providing any appropriate
support (e.g. independent advocacy;
independent legal advice; independent
translators etc) for residents during these
home
visits. RBH does not appear to be providing
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appointments to residents for these home
visits. RBH is using “employee volunteers from
teams across RBH” (not housing staff
with the regeneration knowledge to answer
questions) to carry out the home visit process
which begs the questions; why was this home
visit process not conducted at the start of
consultation to ensure all residents were
included, and what is RBH
spending the enablement grant funding on?
RBH will not guarantee that residents who wish
to remain living on Lower Falinge after the
regeneration will be able to stay living here. I
would very much like to exercise my right to
remain on my estate but RBH will make no
commitment to this. This is xtremely
concerning (and distressing) to me, and all
other residents who wish to remain living on
Lower Falinge post-regeneration.
RBH has not yet provided a Residents’
Charter. I was told that there would be more
information about the Residents’ Charter at the
RBH regeneration event of 24/6/17, but there
is no mention of a Residents’ Charter
anywhere in the information given out by RBH.
There is mention of a “residents’ deal” but this
relates only to management opportunities once
the regeneration is complete. RBH is 10
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months into the consultation process, and
expects to have completed the process by “late
2017”, but there is no sign of a Residents’
Charter."
In addition to this;
The DCLG created the Estate Regeneration
Fund based upon special areas of focus;
certain housing estates in England. Lower
Falinge was selected by the Government as
part of the Spend Mapping Pilot for the Estate
Regeneration Fund scheme.
The Fund was literally created with Lower
Falinge in mind but despite this RBH's
application to the Estate Regeneration Fund,
and their consultation process (for which
they received a grant from the Fund of half a
million pounds), were so poor that their
application was not successful.
I was actively excluded from the consultation
by RBH because RBH refused to provide the
reasonable adjustments I needed to be
involved. (The DCLG informed me RBH were
expected to provide the specialist support I
needed.)
I made a formal complaint about this lack of
reasonable adjustments and then when RBH
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still refused to provide the support I needed, I
took this complaint to the Housing
Ombudsman Service. The HOS ordered RBH
to pay me compensation due to service failure
and inadequate complaint investigation on
RBH’s part.
I was not allowed to speak to the architects.
RBH have designed new build homes that are
unsuitable for me. RBH say they cannot design
a new build home that would be suitable for
me. The new build homes are not for existing
residents as RBH claim, and
they have not been designed with us as RBH
claim.
I did help to design a survey about the
Resident's Charter with third-party consultant
Helen Nichol, who was able to provide the
reasonable adjustment I needed to be involved
with her part in the process. RBH did not even
invite me to fill in the survey I helped design.
Furthermore, this Residents' Charter was not
put in place by RBH until well after all
meaningful consultation had finished, and after
a large number of households had already
been moved out of their homes, and off the
estate, by RBH.
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I was not allowed to see or comment on the
Residents’ Charter until after an unknown
number of anonymous so-called
'representatives' had already been allowed to
have this opportunity, and had already signed
it.
The Commonplace online consultation portal is
owned and run by a third party who do not
moderate access or replies to consultation
projects. RBH did not 'set up' this consultation
portal; they merely submitted their plans to it in
order to use the service.
Only 19 comments were recorded on the
Lower Falinge plans and it is misleading to
state that there were 36. Furthermore, there is
no way to tell if the 19 people who replied to
the Lower Falinge plans are actually residents
of Lower Falinge, or even of Rochdale.
Anyone from anywhere in the country can
comment anonymously on any plans on this
website portal and it is therefore also
misleading to state that these comments are
from residents.
The Commonplace site has shown precisely
one update to the plans and it is misleading to
state that it has shown regular updates.
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These are historical
matters which are
outside the scope of
the SPD. The purpose
of the SPD is to
provide a framework to
ensure the delivery of
high quality
development that is
anticipated to come
forward in the area.

No change

RBH's consultation was inadequate and deeply
flawed and the results are not representative of
the actual needs of the community of Lower
Falinge.
It is not appropriate for Rochdale Council to
rely upon, or include, RBH's extremely poor
consultation within their SPD.
Regarding the Lower Falinge Supplementary
Planning Document (SPD) Draft Feb
2021;
1. The need for investment in Lower Falinge
has been created by RBH. There has been a
lack of investment in the homes here from
RBH during the years they have been
responsible for this. For example, in 2014
residents were told by RBH that they would be
receiving new windows and doors but RBH did
a small amount of this work and then stopped
the work without explanation.
This work was part of the Transfer Agreement
with Rochdale Council but was never carried
out; this is noted in RBH Board meeting
minutes.
RBH also decided to stop renting out homes
here, not when they issued the IDNs to
residents, but much earlier than this, in 2013.
The Council should audit the Home Choice
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records for Lower Falinge because RBH are
now claiming that these homes are long-term
voids because no-one wants to live here,
but on the rare occasion that RBH did
advertise a 1-bed home on Lower Falinge,
these homes consistently received more than
25 bids and were in demand.
The block I live in (I've lived here for 23 years)
used to be full. It always was for manyyears. It
only became empty when RBH stopped
advertising the homes in this block for rent 8
years ago.
Coupled with the lack of investment, the empty
homes were left to become virtually derelict,
meanwhile existing residents have been left to
live in homes that haven't received any
investment from RBH at all.
These homes need investment now to bring
them up to standard simply because RBH has
done nothing to invest in them for years.
People who did not receive the new windows
and doors RBH said they were going to receive
in 2014, are now being told their homes need
to be demolished because it will cost too much
to repair and refurbish them.
RBH have refused to provide residents with
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2. The number of homes in Lower Falinge has
already reduced considerably since RBH
became the owners of Lower Falinge. The
SPD states that Lower Falinge comprises of
"approximately 400 homes" but RBH received
523 homes from Rochdale Council at the time
of Transfer.

The SPD cannot be
prescriptive around the
number of homes that
will be delivered within
the area although it is
assumes that there
would be an overall
increase given that the
SPD supports
residential
development in parts
of the area that are
currently nonresidential uses.
This new development
offers the potential to
deliver a diverse range
of housing types that
can meet housing
needs within an overall
improved residential
environment.

No change

3. The 'vision' the Council seem to have
includes an intent to remove all housing that is

As noted above, whilst
roads will be required

Note changes
referred to above

any costing figures for refurbishment of blocks
on Lower Falinge. RBH have also refused to
provide costing figures for demolition to
residents.
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away from roads and streets in Lower Falinge.
Neurodiverse people and those with PTSD,
and others with protected characteristics such
as disability, often need to live away from
roads in an environment that keeps sensory
stimulus to a minimum.

to provide appropriate
access, the SPD
places an emphasis on
creating a safe and
attractive environment
that promotes walking
and cycling. The SPD
is clear that proposals
that result in’ ratrunning’ through the
estate will not be
permitted.

relating to
clarification on
terms of streets and
routes.

These plans specifically remove this type of
housing from Lower Falinge and they also
remove almost all of the particularly disabledfriendly ground floor single level 1-bed homes
here too; this is not diversifying the housing
offer in the area, it is simply making the homes
in the area unsuitable for disabled people.
RBH refuse to include anything in their designs
that gives consideration to existing disabled
residents' needs, and the Council evidently
support the building of roads and streets
everywhere.
Not all disabled people can live on, or near,
roads and streets, and the Council must
ensure that existing disabled residents who
already occupy homes that meet this need
are protected; if RBH will not include homes
suitable for these people in their plans
voluntarily, then RBH must be instructed to
include such homes by the Council.

In terms of meeting
specific needs, the
Committee Report
notes that RBH are
working with residents
on an individual basis
to support them to
move to a new home
which meets their
needs and rehousing
preferences.
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See comments above
regarding streets and
traffic management.

Note changes
relating to access
and movement
referred to above.

One thing that was repeatedly cited as a great
cause for concern by residents during the
consultation (and this is noted on the
information that the Council should have
included
in the Appendices to the Statement of
Consultation) was that existing residents did
not want roads and streets running through
their neighbourhood. This concern was
universal and unifying for existing residents.
We do not want roads, streets and traffic here.
It is also important to note that on the housing
estate to the west of Sheriff Street the throughroads were closed off years ago at the request
of the community. This was done
to prevent through-traffic, such as that which is
now being proposed in Lower Falinge, in this
adjacent neighbourhood.
4. The SPD states that it "aims to ... reduce the
emphasis placed on the use and
accommodation of motor vehicles", but then
suggests that the best way to achieve this is to
create motor vehicle access in areas where
there was none previously, at the expense of
pedestrianised communal green open spaces,
by building roads and streets
everywhere.

It is also important to
note that whilst there is
currently limited traffic
within the existing
estate on the western
part of the site, the
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The Council cannot possibly reduce the
emphasis placed on the use of and
accommodation of motor vehicles by building
streets and roads in areas that are currently
purely pedestrianised/used by cyclists!

SPD area is wider and
does include areas
that currently include
vehicular streets.

Proposed changes

Therefore the purpose
The Council cannot possibly claim that this
of the SPD is to ensure
prioritises the safety and ease of use for
the delivery a wellpedestrians either, as it is currently very safe to managed streets
walk around, because almost all of the paths
across the area, with
are completely free of motor vehicles.
an emphasis on better
connectivity for walking
The SPD claims it "recognises the role that
and cycling.
different streets and green areas have to the
creation of this quality and accessible
It is anticipated that
environment."
this would deliver a
more attractive,
Firstly, disabled people already have access to accessible
a quality and accessible environment here, and neighbourhood for all
one that is notably safe because it is road,
members of the
street, parked car, and traffic free.
community.
Secondly, the SPD completely neglects to
recognise the role that this different type of
environment (one that is free of motor vehicles
and their accompanying noise, danger and
pollution) plays in the quality and accessibility
of the environment around homes for disabled
people and children.
5. The SPD states that "New development

The approach to open

No change
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should maintain and enhance existing open
space provision" but the existing open space
here has already been reduced by RBH.

space is across the
SPD area and seeks to
ensure a network of
linked, high quality
open spaces.

The previous green space near Melrose block
was much bigger than what will be available
when Phase 3 is finished.
The total area of community space (green
space and play area and community garden)
after Phase 3 is completed will be 43% smaller
than the total area of community space
available there before demolition (several
green spaces and play area).
The children's play area alone will be 63%
smaller than pre-demolition; the green space
alone will be 32% smaller.

Proposed changes

Some of the open
space referred to in the
comments may relate
to open spaces around
blocks. Whilst it is
acknowledged that this
open space may have
informal recreational
value it may not have
been specifically
identified or laid our as
an area of open space.

The number of homes in the Phase 3 area with
immediate access to community space (i.e.
access without the need to cross a road or
street or to navigate parked cars or traffic) has
been significantly reduced, from all 103 homes
demolished in Phase 3, to zero, since this
community space is now surrounded by roads
and streets when it wasn’t previously.
RBH's plans for the rest of the estate will
remove at least three more large, open,
accessible, pedestrian safe, motor vehicle free,
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As noted in the SPD,
the document is aimed
at guiding new
development within the
area. It is anticipated
that new development
will come forward in
this area and the
purpose of the SPD is
to ensure what is
delivered is of high
quality and reflects a
comprehensive
approach to the
delivery of supporting
infrastructure and
linkages

No change

green spaces currently utilised by existing
residents including children of all ages, in
favour of building road and streets.
The number of disabled-friendly ground floor
single level 1-bed homes will be reduced, and
1-bed home occupants will lose access to
gardens too, which are another source of
green space and recreational exercise and
leisure activity, and also a source of play for a
variety of ages.
6. The SPD states that it "aspires to a high
quality, accessible network of clean, safe and
attractive open spaces across Lower Falinge
that will allow people to improve their health
and well-being through recreation and sport."
Residents already have this in Lower Falinge.
The amount of green open space will be
significantly reduced by RBH's plans and will
be replaced by roads and streets.
This will also increase pollution in the area as
the current pedestrianised areas become filled
with roads and streets and parked cars and
traffic.
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7. This SPD states that "An inclusive and
legible movement network should be delivered
through a well-defined hierarchy of streets,
safe pedestrian and cycle routes across Lower
Falinge."

See comment above

No change

Comments noted. See
responses above
regarding
diversification of
housing types and the
reference in the
Committee Report
regarding needs and
re-housing
preferences.

No change

Lower Falinge already has safe pedestrian and
cycle routes across it; residents really don't
need a 'well defined hierarchy of streets' to
'deliver' this because it already exists.
RBH locked the gates on the outer fence of
Lower Falinge many years ago, that's why
people don't use these routes; they literally
can't because of RBH.
8. I'm autistic and as a result I have very
specific housing needs. For example, I need to
live away from roads, streets and junctions,
and near to green spaces.
My current home is far enough away from
roads, streets and junctions to meet this need,
and it is surrounded by plentiful green space
on both sides. My current home meets my
needs and it has done so for the past 23 years.
The block I live in was always in high demand
until RBH stopped renting out the homes in it.
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This housing is also suitable for many other
groups with protected characteristics too, but
these plans will remove this type of housing
from Lower Falinge.
The plans will install roads and streets
everywhere and the large green spaces that
currently surround my home will not be
maintained or enhanced; they will be removed.
I will be left with nowhere suitable to live
because RBH have refused to even discuss
how something suitable for me could be
included in their plans. I've been told that "new
build homes cannot be designed" to be
suitable for me.
The homes in the retained blocks are
unsuitable and I've told RBH this on multiple
occasions but they refuse to accept it. Being
forced to live in a home that does not meet my
needs is objectively and demonstrably not
going to improve my quality of life; it will
actually create catastrophic risks and impacts
for me.
It is quite clear that neither RBH's Masterplan
nor this SPD give any meaningful
consideration to the needs of existing disabled
residents who live in Lower Falinge.
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It is also quite clear that the Council have the
opportunity to create an inspiring, exceptional,
pioneering estate in Lower Falinge that is both
suitable for existing disabled residents and
provides a better mix of good quality housing.
Instead of seizing this opportunity it seems the
Council are happy to just go along with
whatever RBH decide they want to do,
regardless of whether RBH's plans actually
meet the needs of existing disabled residents.
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