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SITE LOCATION 

 
 

 
 
 



 

 
DELEGATION 

 
1.1 The application is referred to the Planning and Licensing Committee in 

accordance with the scheme of delegation, following a call-in request. 
 
 

PROPOSAL SUMMARY 
 
2.1 The application seeks planning permission for demolition of the existing 

extensions and the erection of new extensions to the east and west of the 
building. An overflow car park is also proposed to the south east of the 
site.  

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
3.1 
 
 

That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the recommended 
conditions.  

REASON FOR RECOMMENDATION 
 
4.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The extension of the building constitutes an exception to inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt and the extensions are considered to be 
acceptable in regards their scale and design. Very Special Circumstances 
have been demonstrated to outweigh the harm caused by the creation of 
the overspill car park, through inappropriate development in the Green 
Belt and a loss of openness. Through a robust venue management plan, 
disturbances from the site can be appropriately controlled and traffic 
movements from the site would also be acceptable.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

SITE 
 
Wolstenholme Hall is a Victorian, brick built hall that has been used for 
restaurant and leisure uses since approximately the late 1970s and has most 
recently been operated as Nutters Restaurant, until its closure in 2021. The hall 
was built as a private residence and from around 1920 until the late 1970s it was 
used as a hospital.  
 
The hall is set within relatively extensive grounds and is located adjacent to the 
northern boundary of the site. The grounds for the hall slope upwards from 
Edenfield Road at a moderate incline and a private driveway sweeps up through 
the site, to a car park located to the east of the hall.  The hall has been extended 
over the years and relatively modern terraces have also been constructed 
around the hall. The majority of the site however comprises manicured lawns 
and scattered small groups and individual mature trees.  
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The application proposes the demolition of previous extensions at the hall and 
their replacement with a new extension to either side (east and west) of the hall. 
The application also proposes extensions to the outside terrace area and the 
formation of an overspill car park.  
 
Two extensions are proposed for demolition. One wraps around the front and 
east (side) elevation of the hall and the other is located to the west (side) 
elevation but also extends forward of the original front elevation.  
 
The proposed extension to the east of the hall would have a width of 
approximately 22.8m and a depth of 25.6 m. It would be designed as a flat, 
parapet roof structure that would be adjoined to the original building by a glazed 
link. The eastern elevation of the extension would be designed using a mix of 
materials that would include brick walling and panels of horizontal cedar 
cladding that would contain vertical slot windows. A section of green wall is also 
proposed and this would separate the cedar cladding to the front section of the 
elevation and the brick section to the rear. Glazing to the front of the east 
elevation would then continue to the front elevation where the design would 
comprise aluminium framed windows set between brick columns with timber 
panels above. The main entrance would be located to the centre of this front 
elevation and here double glazed doors would be set within an aluminium clad 
entrance lobby which would include brickwork above (with the potential 
provision for signage) and green wall infill panels to either side. The design of 
timber clad infill panels between brick walling would continue around the 
western elevation of the extension and its intersection with the proposed glazed 
link. The rear elevation would be faced with brick.  
 
To the front elevation, the eastern extension would lead onto a dining terrace 
that would be enclosed by a glass canopy on a steel structure and have a depth 
of approximately 4.1m. This would then lead onto an extended external terrace 
area. 
 



 

The extension to the west of the building would be sited to the side and front of 
the original building. It would have a maximum width of approximately 19.8m 
and a depth of 8.6m. This extension would comprise a flat roof structure with a 
roof terrace above and it would also include an external staircase to its western 
elevation. The front elevation of the building would be designed with large 
panelled windows that would be set between brick columns. To the north there 
would be one large glazed window and elsewhere the elevations would be brick 
with stone coping to parapet wall. The roof terrace would be enclose by a glass 
balustrade and to provide entrance to the main building from the roof terrace a 
bronze, standing seam clad external lobby is proposed as well as a large glazed 
opening in the existing external wall.  
 
Additional alterations to the existing building include revealing an original 
entrance (gable and stone features) and the insertion of new window openings 
to the west elevation, revealing ground floor windows to the front (south) 
elevation and the insertion of new window openings to the first floor and the 
construction of a new standing seam dormer roof to an existing brick stair 
enclosure, the widening of an existing doorway and the relocation of a first floor 
window to the north (rear) elevation.  
 
The external terrace to the front of the building would also be extended to a 
maximum depth (including stairs and measured from front of eastern extension) 
of 13.2m. The terrace would have stepped access onto the lawns to the south 
and there would be a stepped and ramped access from the car park.  
 
To the east of the building the existing car park would be retained in a reduced 
size. A new layout would provide 6 no. disabled spaces and 69 other spaces. An 
overspill car park is also to the south of the site (to the east of the driveway), 
with an additional 67 spaces. The overspill car park would be surfaced with 
grasscrete and the southern edge would be bounded by woodland planting, an 
acoustic fence and an ornamental hedgerow. An ornamental hedgerow is also 
proposed to the west.  
 
 
RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY 
 
National Guidance 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)  
 
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 
 
Adopted Rochdale Core Strategy (CS): 
 
E2 Increasing jobs and prosperity 
E5 Encouraging the visitor economy 
E6 Supporting and diversifying the rural economy 
P1 Improving image 
P2 Protecting and enhancing character, landscape and heritage 
P3 Improving design of new development 



 

G4 Protecting green belt 
G7 Increasing the value of biodiversity and geodiversity 
G9 Reducing the impact of pollution, contamination and land instability 
T2 Improving access 
DM1 General Development Requirements 
 
Unitary Development Plan (UDP):  
G/D/2 Green Belt 
 
Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD): 
Supplementary Planning Guidance note ‘Guidelines and Standards for 
Residential Development’ (June 2016). 
 
RELEVANT SITE HISTORY 
 
79/D08169 – Conversion Of Former Hospital Into Restaurant & Disco With 26 
Bedroom Residential Accommodation Including Swimming Pool & Four Squash 
Courts - Approved 
79/D08013 – Outline Residential (12 Detached Houses) – Refused  
80/D10888 - Residential Development Refused 
80/D11257 – Alterations and Extensions to Premises (Amended Plans) - 
Approved 
80/D11160 – Extension to Premises to Form Terrace Bar and Public Rooms – 
Approved  
80/D11010 – Toilets & Beer Store Extension In Connection With Conversion of 
Former Hospital to Licensed Club, Public Bars & Restaurant - Approved 
83/D14881 – Single Storey Side Extension – Approved  
87/D21029 – Two Storey Extension to Premises – Approved  
87/D21030 – Change of use from Licensed Premises to Nursing/Rest home - 
Approved  
88/D22117 – Refurbishment and Extensions – Approved  
04/D44373 - Single Storey Side Extension to Existing Restaurant – Withdrawn  
05/D45272 – Single Storey Rear Extension to Restaurant - Approved 
 
 
CONSULTATION RESPONSES 
 
Conservation Officer   
 
First comments (summary) 
Wolstenholme Hall dates from the late 19th Century and is a non-designated 
heritage asset. Elements of the proposal, such as the removal of the modern 
extensions along the front elevation would help to better reveal the significance 
of the heritage asset.   These benefits would be negated by the scale, massing 
and architectural design of the extensions, which would dominate and detract 
from the host property.   Overall, there would be some minor harm to the 
significance of the heritage asset. With amendment and subject to conditions, it 
is considered that the proposal could have a neutral impact on the significance 
of the heritage asset.  If the officer is minded to approve the application, the 
following conditions should be imposed:  
 



 

- Details/samples of materials  
- Window details – new and replacement windows  
- Details of balustrade 
- Hard and soft landscaping  
- Large scale details of link  
- Recording Survey – level 3  
- Schedule of external repairs and finishes following demolition 
 
Second comments (following submission of amendments) 
The changes proposed are very minor and are only to the car park elevation. 
The slot windows would not really increase the level of visual interest. The 
changes do not address my previous concerns.  
 
Environmental Health - Noise/Odours   
 
First comments 
Public Protection cannot support the application in its current form.  
 
Second comments (following submission of updated noise impact assessment) 
Initial objections are withdrawn. I am satisfied that the venue can control noise 
and disturbance through robust managements systems and the correct use of 
equipment. Condition required for a venue management plan that will include 
detail of opening hours, noise management including speakers, noise limiters 
etc and measures to control general distance and all other relevant matters. 
 
Environmental Control (Landfill Gas)  
  
Submitted report is acceptable. Phase II report required through condition. 
 
Greater Manchester Ecology Unit   
 
I would raise no substantive concerns with this application on either 
Arboricultural or Ecology grounds. 
 
In terms of trees, the trees to be lost to facilitate the development do not 
contribute greatly to the local treescape and I would not object to their removal. 
Many of the other trees recommended for removal are suffering from various 
stages of Ash die-back disease, or are otherwise in a very poor condition, and 
need to be removed in the interests of good arboricultural practice. Replacement 
tree planting should be sought, there would appear to be some space within the 
site to accommodate new tree planting. 
 
In terms of Ecology, the grassland to be affected by the car park extension is 
close-mown and species-poor.  
 
I note that the roof space of the building will be unaffected by the proposals, 
although I would advise the applicant that bats can, and do, turn up in 
unexpected places. If bats are found at any time during the course of works, 
work must cease and advice sought from a suitably qualified person about how 
best to proceed. All UK bats and their resting places are legally protected. 



 

 
I would advise that no tree felling or vegetation clearance required to facilitate 
the scheme should take place during the optimum time of year for bird nesting 
(March to August inclusive), unless nesting birds have been shown to be absent 
by a suitably qualified person. All nesting birds, their eggs and young are legally 
protected. 
 
Highways And Engineering   
 
First comments 
The site is has a long established restaurant use with its associated parking 
areas, access and servicing arrangements. The increase in the size of the 
restaurant and its overspill parking area should not have any detrimental impact 
on the existing junction onto Edenfield Road in terms of capacity. We envisage 
no detrimental impact on road safety as a result of the proposed development. 
We would ask that the overspill parking area is SUDs compliant. 
Highways raise no objection to this application. 
 
Second comments 
The existing junction from the site onto Edenfield Road is long established and 
has accommodated traffic flows from the existing restaurant use.  The layout is 
a standard junction layout with visibility splays either side of the junction which 
meet current highway standards.  There are existing traffic calming measures in 
place on Edenfield Road either side of this junction. 
 
When looking at junction capacity we would look at how many vehicles the 
existing use would generate against the number of vehicles the extended 
business would generate and it’s the difference between the two figures that 
traffic impact would be assessed. Having assessed the additional traffic 
generated by the extended development we would say that there is adequate 
capacity in the existing junction to accommodate it. 
 
In assessing road safety, standard industry practice is to examine recorded 
personal injury accident data for five years around the junction to see if there are 
any inherent road safety on the highway network.  This period allows Highway 
Engineers to assess the current highway layout and its suitability and not the 
historic data when the layout may have been different and may not have had the 
benefit of the current traffic calming provision. 
 
For completeness we have reviewed accident data for the previous 10 years 
and there are no recorded personal injury accidents at this junction, or within 
100 metres of it over this period.  The closest recorded accidents during this 
period were classified as a slight accident at the junction of Meadow Head Lane 
and Edenfield Road in 2020 and a serious accident outside Sunnyside Cottages 
on Edenfield Road in 2013. This data indicates that there are no inherent road 
safety issues around the junction into the proposed development and the reason 
we raised no objection to the application in our comments of 20th of June. 
 
 
 



 

Lead Local Flood Authority/Drainage   
 
The submitted drainage strategy is suitable and provides proposals that are in 
line with sustainable drainage. Suggested drainage condition. 
 
Tree Officer   
 
No comments received to date   
 
 
TOWNSHIP PLANNING PANEL 
 
Notes from Rochdale Township Planning Panel - 11th July 2022.  
 
Photographs, diagrams and elevations were explained. The basis of the 
extension is the size of the built plot that existed in 1948, when Planning Laws 
came into effect. Points made by Councillors included openness, design, 
destroying the look of the original building, hours of opening, noise and light. 
Tree cover was considered. Only a few houses have had Notices though many 
more will be affected. Letters are normally only sent to properties that share a 
boundary. Notices that seem to have been removed will be replaced. 
 
Other points: Lighting can be conditioned to some extent, but Planning cannot 
retrospectively impose anything that was approved previously, or that wasn’t 
there before.  Licensing can consider some things now there is a new owner. No 
trees are protected. Fireworks cannot be controlled. Some representations are 
supportive. Building Regulations have been approved. 
 
The Application will be Called In to Committee if Planning is minded to approve. 
 
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
 
The application has been publicised with a site notice, press notice and 
neighbour notification letters. The following have been received: 

 Two neutral representations (from one party) 
 60 letters of support 
 40 letters of objection from 31 individuals (including one objection from 

Norden Area Forum that is claimed to be written on behalf of the local 
resident who submitted a neutral representation). 

The representations are summarised below: 
 
Neutral 
- The noise assessment report does not include one of the nearest properties.  
- Noise assessment does not take into account wind direction.  
- Raised terrace, accessed from the 1st floor function room, will be in direct line 
of one of the neighbouring properties. Noise from this terrace and from the 
function room (if the doors are left open) will be heard from the neighbours 
garden, detracting from their enjoyment of the garden.  



 

- The impact from the development will reduce the value of neighbouring 
property. Owners will be bound by law to disclose any adverse effect or 
problems with neighbours.  
- Livestock on adjacent farm will be affected by fireworks or other loud noises.  
- The boundary between an adjacent property and the site is not fenced or 
secure. Concerns that patrons may wander onto third party land. Can the 
applicants install secure fencing? 
- Can see benefits of the development to the community. 
- Following updated noise report - Questions when the updated noise report and 
measurements were undertaken and how the measurements were carried out 
as there was no access onto the third party land.  
 
Support 
- Support of the Norden Village Group, NEEVA and Norden Environmental and 
Economic Village Association.  
- Road traffic cannot be an issue given the number or large houses built in the 
area.  
- Most of the traffic will be outside of peak hours.  
- Is this really green belt? It previously housed a hospital and was a nightclub for 
many years. 
- No green belt land is affected.  
- The development doesn’t encroach on any previously undeveloped land. 
- The building (extensions) is within much of the original footprint. 
- The site has been a place of business in the form of restaurants, bars and 
nightclubs for years. 
- Development will be a sympathetic restoration of the building.  
- Full support the extension and renovation of this site.  
- Would hate to see the building go to rack and ruin.  
- There is plenty of room on the site to extend. 
- The building is set well back so there will be minimum noise disruption.  
- For noise, traffic issues etc there is no change to the previous business on the 
site, therefore there is no greater impact on people objecting to the application.  
- Light pollution and traffic isn’t an issue.  
- Never an issues with parties held by Nutters. Horses and sheep (at supporter’s 
farm) were unaffected.  
- Car park can accommodate a large number of guests. 
- Now is the time to be investing in the future.  
- Development will contribute to the ongoing regeneration of the town. 
- The area has lost two nice restaurants. By not allowing this application, 
customers and there money will go out of Rochdale. 
- The development would give a range of employment opportunities to local 
people. 
- Rochdale Council would benefit from the rates. 
- Will be an asset to the area.  
- Will bring economic and recreational benefits to the area.  
- More jobs and attracting outside investment through making it a destination. 
- Good to see investment in the hospitality industry.  
- The local economy would benefit by customers using other establishments on 
route. 



 

- As a large family, in recent years we have had to travel to Manchester to 
celebrate a family event as there is no local suitable offering. This should not be 
the case when we have an amazing venue in Rochdale.  
- Rochdale is lacking in higher end locations like this.  
- The community needs new options for quality food and drinking locations for 
middle aged couples rather than young people.  
- An outdoor food and drinking option would be highly welcome.  
- Just what Rochdale needs rather than another abandoned derelict building. 
 
 
Objection 
- The development will be substantial and greatly increase the size from that of 
the original buildings. 
- There will be a large increase in car parking space. 
- Development to take place on green belt land and there is no obvious very 
special reason why a development of this size should be allowed on the green 
belt. 
- The increased footprint, raised terrace area and formation of overspill car park 
will add to the cumulative effect of urban sprawl and have an adverse impact on 
the green belt.  
- The demolished hospital wing should not be included as part of the original 
building for green belt purposes. It was a separate building that looks to be 
connected in 1946 by a walkway or corridor. The corridor was removed by 1967 
and there is no evidence that they were connected in 1948.   
- The use of the buildings in 1948 was entirely different to their use today. As a 
hospital the use would have been tranquil, low light buildings with minimal 
impact on the surrounding green belt. A hospitals footprint in terms of noise and 
light pollution would have been much smaller than the modern extensions 
proposed for a restaurant.  
- The provision of hardstanding and parking can also have an impact on 
openness.  
- The applicants have not demonstrate sufficient features (very special 
circumstances) which outweigh the harm that will be done to the Green Belt.  
- The design of the extensions are not in keeping with the existing extensions 
which are identical in style to the original building. The existing extensions are in 
keeping with the original building. 
- The design of the extensions is modern and not in keeping with the Victorian 
neo Gothic manor house.  
- The building is a non-designated heritage asset, the applicant’s Heritage 
Consultant attaches a significance level of medium and concedes the Hall’s 
setting will change. However there is very limited assessment of the impact on 
setting, contrary to the advice Historic England.  
- A number of mature trees have been removed from the site.  
- The design of the extensions with extensive glass frontage will dramatically 
increase light pollution from the site. The site is located in an Environmental 
Zone classed as E2 Low District Brightness.  
- Issues of noise and other disturbances created by the previous occupiers and 
concerns that these will increase with the proposed extensions and increased 
use of the site.  
- There will be a substantial increase in noise from the restaurant and car park.  



 

- Concerns over noise and light pollution to surrounding properties.  
- The topography of the area act as a natural amplifier to any sound generated 
on the site.  
- Concerns that the overspill car park will lead to an increase in noise and light 
pollution, particularly late at night during large functions. This would impact 
neighbouring residents. 
- Concerns that the adjacent farm was originally omitted as a noise sensitive 
receptor from the noise impact assessment NB. Officer comment – an updated 
noise impact assessment was submitted to include this property. 
- The noise impact assessment fails to analyse the true impact of future noise 
from the proposal and has far too much emphasis on objective, rather than 
scientific analysis.  
- Concerns over the measuring techniques and methods used in the Noise 
Impact Assessment.  
- Question over whether a full lighting design and impact assessment will be 
required.  
- The increased use of the site will impact on the privacy of all the closest 
neighbours, particularly in winter when there is little leaf cover.  
- The hall and extensions will be visible from several properties in a wide area 
and will have an overbearing impact on some properties.  
- The site has insufficient parking facilities. Under previous operation events 
have resulted in parking on Edenfield Road.  
- Concerns that Highway Services do not recognise how dangerous this section 
of Edenfield Road is.  
- The Design and Access Statement clarifies that the premises will be designed 
to cater for up to 450 guests simultaneously. If half come by car then 225 car 
parking spaces are required for guests plus an additional 20 for half the staff on 
duty at any one time. 142 spaces proposed is a shortfall of 103 spaces. This will 
result in parking on Edenfield Road.   
- There is very little public transport near the venue.  
- Extra signage would be needed on Edenfield Road to warn motorists of the 
traffic from the site. The applicants should pay for the installation and 
maintenance of this.  
- The application make no reference to the increase in private car journeys that 
will result from the development and the impact on the Council’s Climate 
Change Strategy. 
- Concerns over the impact on the adjacent Bridleway (RocE Rupp 51). Any 
additional traffic along Edenfield Road could cause danger to horses using 
these Bridleways and using Edenfield Road to link up with other Bridleways. 
- Concerns over the impact of fireworks on horses who stable in the area.  
- There is no breakdown on the financial investment proposed. Investment in 
materials and resources from outside Rochdale does not benefit our borough.  
- Concerns that many of the jobs created would be casual, low paid and that no 
full time permanent jobs would be created that would be in excess of those 
created in reopening the restaurant in its current form.  
- Rochdale is already adequately served by hospitality venues.  
- A number of local businesses are struggling to find staff and customers.  
- The expansion would seriously affect the quality and status of the restaurant.  
- The Habitat Survey understates the existence of significant species.  



 

- Concerns that the Planning Statement does not include referenced appendices 
– NB. Officer comment – an updated statement was requested and published 
once received.   
- The applicants have not consulted with local residents or the wider community.  
- Concerns over the impact on Protected Open Land.  
- Whether the application is granted or not, the sites licence should be updated 
to better reflect its operation as a restaurant with occasional functions.  
- Concerns over the impact on property prices in the area. 
- Why were so few neighbours notified of the application. All within 1km of the 
site should have been notified.  
- Concerns that the site notice has been removed – NB. Officer comment – a 
new site notice was erected following notification of removal of the original.  
- Concerns that the Council does not use social media to consult.  
- Concerns that the Council’s Website was down several times during the 
consultation period and concerns over the search function on the website. 
- A request to extend the public consultation period of 24 days.   
- Concerned that the site has been purchased and building regulations approval 
has been sought prior to planning application being approved.  
- Concerns over the pre-application advice provided.  
- Why have the applicants been provided with pre-application advice? The same 
opportunity has not been accorded to local residents.  
- Comments on other planning applications in the borough. 
 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Principle of development 
 
1. The application site is located within the Green Belt as allocated under the 
Rochdale Unitary Development Plan Proposals Map. The National Planning 
Policy Framework, states that ‘The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to 
prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential 
characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and permanence’. 
 
The NPPF lists the five purposes of the Green Belt: 

- To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 
- To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 
- To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 
- To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 
- To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict 

and other urban land.  
 
2. Paragraph 149 states that Local Planning Authorities should regard the 
construction of new buildings as inappropriate in the Green Belt unless it meets 
one of the listed exceptions: 
a) buildings for agriculture and forestry; 
b) the provision of appropriate facilities (in connection with the existing use of 
land or a change of use) for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation, cemeteries and 
burial grounds and allotments; as long as the facilities preserve the openness of 
the Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes of including land within it; 



 

c) the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in 
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building; 
d) the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use 
and not materially larger than the one it replaces; 
e) limited infilling in villages; 
f) limited affordable housing for local community needs under policies set out in 
the development plan (including policies for rural exception sites); and 
g) limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously 
developed land, whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary 
buildings), which would: 
‒ not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the existing 
development; or 
‒ not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt, where the 
development would re-use previously developed land and contribute to meeting 
an identified affordable housing need within the area of the local planning 
authority. 
 
3. Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and 
should not be approved except in very special circumstances (paragraph 147).  
 
4. When considering planning applications, the NPPF states that Local Planning 
Authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the 
Green Belt and ‘very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential 
harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is 
clearly outweighed by other considerations (paragraph 148). 
 
5. A Court of Appeal judgement in Redhill Aerodrome Ltd v Secretary of State 
for Communities and Local Government establishes that ‘any other harm’ in 
paragraph 148 of the NPPF includes non-Green Belt harm that is to be taken 
into account in the weighing exercise of the planning balance as to determining 
whether or not very special circumstances exist which would clearly outweigh 
the harm to the Green Belt by inappropriateness and any other harm.  
 
6. This Court of Appeal judgment is an important reminder that under paragraph 
148 of the NPPF, when considering any planning application concerning 
proposed development in the Green Belt, local planning authorities should 
continue to ensure that substantial weight is given to harm to the Green Belt and 
any other harm.  
 
7. In considering the application against the above, the proposal comprises two 
main elements; 

1. The extension and alteration of Wolstenholme Hall. 
2. The creation of an overspill car park. 

 
8. While both parts of the application would be to facilitate the expansion of 
restaurant facilities on the site, the two separate elements of the proposed 
development could have different Green Belt considerations. These are 
considered below.  
 
Extension and alteration of Wolstenholme Hall 



 

 
9. The application has been presented to the Council as an exception to 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt. Evidence has been submitted to 
the Council to demonstrate that Wolstenholme Hall previously included a large 
wing to its eastern elevation. This evidence comprises a map extract published 
in 1946 and an undated photograph. 
 
10. Exception c) of paragraph 149 of the NPPF allows the extension or 
alteration of a building provided that it does not result in disproportionate 
additions over and above the size of the original building.  
 
11. Annex 2: Glossary, of the NPPF goes onto define original building as: A 
building as it existed on 1 July 1948 or, if constructed after July 1948, as it was 
built originally.  
 
12. From the evidence submitted to the Council it is clear that the building 
included an eastern wing in 1946. A further map extract from 1967 shows that 
the wing was largely still in situ, but by this date the section that joined it to the 
main building had been removed, meaning the wing was now a detached 
building. There is no evidence submitted to demonstrate when the link between 
the main building and the wing was removed.  
 
13. There is no evidence of exactly when the remaining wing building was 
demolished, but it was still in situ in June 1979 (dated plans for application 
79/D8169). It is thought that the wing was removed shortly after this time.  
 
14. When relying on exception of para 149 c) in the determination of planning 
applications, the original building is normally still present on site, albeit 
sometimes in an extended form. It is unusual for an application to be reliant on a 
section of building that has been demolished for circa 40 years. For this reason 
the Council have sought counsel advice (from a planning barrister).  
 
15. In respect of the ‘original building’ Timming v Gedling Council (2015) EWCA 
Civ 10 the Court of Appeal said this about the previous version of paragraph 149 
of the NPPF (what was then paragraph 89): 
 

“Paragraph 89, as its opening sentence makes clear, lays down a general 
rule that the construction of new buildings in the Green Belt is 
inappropriate development: “building” for this purpose has the wide 
meaning given by section 336 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990. The various bullet points are exceptions to that general rule and 
are therefore likewise concerns only with the construction of new 
buildings…” 

 
16. In Tandridge DC v Secretary of State for Communities and Local 
Government (2015) EWHC 2503 (Admin) David Elvin KC (sitting as a Deputy 
High Court Judge) held that the term “building” within paragraph 89 of the NPPF 
(2012) should be read as including the term “buildings” so that there is no 
requirement for an existing building (or buildings) to be replaced by the same 
number of buildings. The Court emphasised that the focus in the relevant part of 



 

paragraph 89 (no paragraph 149(c)) is the size of the replacement compared to 
the original building, and not the relative impact on openness.  
 
17. In assessing what comprises “original building” for the purpose of the current 
application, Counsel advice is that the applicant’s case is correct in relation to 
the correct interpretation of NPPF 149 c). As is detailed above, the NPPF 
provides a clear definition of “original building” and therefore the connection with 
the definition of this term within the glossary, appears deliberate. Counsel 
advises that there seems to be no rational basis for seeking to apply any 
alternative definition of “original” to that contained with the glossary (of the 
NPPF). 
 
18. With the above in mind, when considering the application against paragraph 
149 c) it is correct for the Council to consider the entirety of the building as it 
stood in 1948, irrespective of when sections may have been demolished after 
this date. Nonetheless, the evidential burden of proof in this regard is with the 
applicants and it is their responsibility to evidence that the building on the site on 
the 1st July 1948 was of sufficient scale that the current proposal does not 
amount to a “disproportionate addition”.  
 
The building in 1948 
 
19. A historic map from 1946 evidences the footprint of the building at that date 
and an undated photograph of the eastern wing illustrates its form and scale. 
 

 
 



 

 
 
 
20. Calculations based on this information have been provided by the applicant 
and these are illustrated in the table below:  
 

 
 
21. Additionally, the application documents from 1979 show the footprint of the 
building at that time and its appearance (albeit the sketch shows its proposed 
form at that time with notes identifying where features such as new roof 
coverings were required).   
 
 



 

 

 
 
 



 

22. Additional research by the Council also shows the building on historic maps 
from 1960 (Manchester SO One Inch Map) and from 1961 (Sheet 95 Blackburn 
and Burnley – B Edition), with the wing still attached.  
 
 

 
Extract from 1960 Map 
 

 
Extract from 1961 Map 
 
 
23. Based on the information available to the Council it is clear that the eastern 
wing was in situ and still attached to the main building in 1948. Additionally, 
although the volume calculations of the former wing are based on site plans and 
the undated photograph, the documents from 1970 demonstrate that these 
calculations were based on reasonable assumptions, with the wing at that time 
still comparable to that seen on the undated photographs. As such, although the 
calculations provided may not be exact, the Local Planning Authority have no 
reason to question their approximate accuracy in regards the scale and volume 
of the former eastern wing. 
 
24. Further to the above, the submitted calculations give a volume of 2392.4 
cubic metres for the building in 1948 and a volume of 2069.7 cubic metres for 
the building as proposed. This equates to a volume reduction of 13%. While the 
LPA accept that there may be some slight discrepancy in the estimated 
calculated figures (for 1948), any such discrepancy would not equal the 322.7 



 

cubic metre difference and the LPA can be satisfied that the current proposal is 
smaller in volume than that which existed in 1948. 
 
25. With the above in mind the LPA are satisfied that the proposed development 
would not result in a “disproportionate addition” over and above the size of the 
building as it existing on 1st July 1948. As such, the extensions to the building 
would fall within the exception to inappropriate development as identified in 
paragraph 149 c) of the NPPF.  
 
The car park 
 
26. The application seeks permission for the creation of new hardstanding 
together with the use of that hardstanding as car parking that would be ancillary 
to the restaurant use. The applicants assert that the land has previously used for 
car parking but in recent years it has grassed over. It is also stated that it has a 
lawful use as a helipad and there is evidence of a concrete helipad base on 
aerial photos. No planning history exists for either of these developments. In 
respect of the helipad the applicant asserts it is lawful through the passage of 
time, however there is no evidence submitted to demonstrate use (or continuous 
use) of the base as a helipad.  
 
27. When considering the acceptability of the development, Counsel advice is 
that the car park element of the application would comprise an engineering 
operation, through creating hardstanding together with the use of that 
hardstanding. Accordingly, any consideration of the impact of the car park on 
the Green Belt is not limited to the proposed engineering operations alone, but 
should also have regard to the proposed use as a car park. While accepting that 
the car park would be ancillary to the main use, Counsel advice in respect of this 
application is that material changes of use are not inappropriate provided they 
preserve openness and do not conflict with the purposes of the Green Belt. 
 
28. Paragraph 150 of the NPPF identified certain other forms of development (in 
addition to para 149) which are not inappropriate in the Green Belt provided they 
preserve its openness and do not conflict with the purposes of including land 
within it. These are: 

a) Mineral extraction 
b) Engineering operations 
c) Local transport infrastructure which can demonstrate a requirement 

for a Green Belt location,  
d) The re-use of buildings provided that the buildings are of permanent 

and substantial construction. 
e) Material changes in the use of land (such as changes for outdoor 

sport or recreation, or for cemeteries and burial grounds); and 
f) Development, including buildings, brought forward under a community 

right to built order or a neighbourhood development order.  
 
29. In accordance with the advice from Counsel, it is clear that the proposal to 
create additional parking could fall within exceptions b) and d), subject to the 
proposal preserving the openness of the Green Belt and not conflicting with the 
purposes of including land within it.  



 

 
Impact on openness 
 
30. As identified above, the extension of the building does not comprise 
inappropriate development. As such there is no requirement to make an 
assessment into the impact on openness from this element of the proposal.  
 
31. It is also clear that the creation of car parking may also not comprise 
inappropriate development but in order to meet the exceptions listed under 
paragraph 150 of the NPPF, the development must preserve the openness of 
the Green Belt and not conflict with the purposes of including land within it. 
 
32. The area of land proposed for parking currently comprises a grassed area of 
land that sits to the south east of the hall and to the east of the access drive.  
The land is on a gradual slope and is bounded by mature trees to the north, east 
and south. To the centre of the land is a circular area of concrete which is stated 
by the applicants to be a helipad. 
 
33. Following the request of additional information existing and proposed 
topographical surveys have been submitted and an amended plan that details 
the proposed surfacing of the car park has been submitted. This information 
demonstrates that there would be no material change in levels across the site 
and that the car park would be surfaced with grasscrete. A landscape plan also 
identifies that the southern edge of the car park would be bounded by a 
woodland planting, an acoustic fence and an ornamental hedgerow. An 
ornamental hedgerow is also proposed to the west.  
 
34. When assessing the impact on openness it is clear that the operational 
development as well as the use of the land should be given consideration. 
 
35. In regards the operational changes accepted that the development would 
not result in a material change in levels and that the inclusion of grasscrete 
would result in a less visually intrusive development than the provision of other 
hard surfaces such as gravel. It is accepted that much of the car park would be 
screened by the existing tree cover and proposed planting. Nonetheless, despite 
this screening it is clear that change in surfacing would result in a clear visible 
change from the open grass land that is currently in situ and the grasscrete 
surfacing (despite its softer appearance than some surfaces) would result in the 
clear introduction of a substantial area of hardstanding within the site.  
 
36. In addition to the above the operational development would result in the use 
of the land for car parking with an additional 67 car parking spaces. The 
applicant notes that as this car park is within the same planning unit as the hall 
the land could be used for car parking in its current state. The LPA do not 
dispute this but note that car parking is unlikely to take place in its current 
‘grassed over’ state and the use of the land for car parking would be significantly 
increased with the formal laying out and surfacing of a car park.  
 
37. The car parking facility is proposed as an overspill car park which the 
applicant states is only to be used at the busiest times when the restaurant and 



 

all three function rooms are in use. They note that customers will typically seek 
to park as close to the venue as possible and therefore the overflow car park 
would only be used at times when the main car is full.  
 
38. While the LPA accepts that the overflow car park would only be used at busy 
times, there is no way in quantifying how often these busy times would occur 
and how often the overspill car park would be used. In this respect it is noted 
that use of the overspill car park would result in the introduction of regular traffic 
movements and parking (and associated movements and activities) in an area 
that is currently free of any such activities. It is considered that this parking of 
vehicles and associated movements and activities would result in a further clear 
visible change to the current open area of grass land.  
 
39. In regards the impact on openness, the LPA accepts that a physical change 
does not automatically equate to a loss of openness. However, in this instance 
the grounds around Wolstenholme Hall are remarkably open in their nature and 
this open nature responds positively to the open farmland surrounding the site.  
Through the physical alterations (operational development) required to create 
the car park and the subsequent use of the land for car parking it is considered 
that this open nature of the site would be eroded and this would consequently 
erode the openness of the surrounding area and its setting within the Green 
Belt.  
 
40. In light of the above it is considered that the proposed car park area would 
result in a loss of openness of the Green Belt, albeit to a limited extent. As such, 
development should not be approved unless there are very special 
circumstances present that would outweigh the substantial harm to the Green 
Belt, by reason of inappropriateness, plus any other harm that may be identified. 
These matters are considered below.  
 
Visual amenity and heritage (extensions and alterations to building) 
 
41. Wolstenholme Hall is a non-designated heritage asset. It dates from the late 
19th Century, constructed in the neo-gothic style. It appears to have replaced an 
earlier house, which is depicted on the 1851 OS map. Originally a dwelling, 
Wolstenholme Hall was used as a hospital during much of the 20th Century, 
before being converted into a nightclub and then most recently a restaurant.  
 
42. The property has undergone a number of unsympathetic extensions but 
retains original features of interest. It has been identified as a non-designated 
heritage asset due to its architectural and historic interest.  
 
43. The application seeks to demolish many of the existing modern extensions 
and construct two new single storey additions, to the east and west. Internal 
alterations and some other external alterations are also proposed as well as the 
creation of an overspill car park.  
 
44. The impact of a development on a non-designated heritage asset is a 
material consideration. Paragraph 203 of the NPPF sets out that a balanced 



 

judgement should be had having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the 
significance of the asset.  
 
45. Paragraph 126 of the NPPF states that the creation of high quality, beautiful 
and sustainable buildings and places is fundamental to what the planning and 
development process should achieve. Paragraph 130 goes on to state that 
planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments function well 
and add to the overall quality of the area, are visually attractive as a result of 
good architecture, layout and appropriate and effective landscaping and are 
sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built 
environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging 
appropriate innovation or change. Additionally, Paragraph 134 states 
development that is not well designed should be refused, especially where it 
fails to reflect local design policies and government guidance on design. 
 
46. The existing extensions date from the 20th Century and obscure much of the 
original building at ground floor level. These extensions are not of any 
architectural or historical interest and their removal would help reveal the 
original form and elevations of the host building, enhancing its significance. The 
Conservation Officer requests that a condition is included on any approval 
regarding the details of any repairs and making good of the newly exposed 
elevations. This is considered reasonable in the interests of visual amenity and 
to protect the significance of the non-designated heritage asset.  
 
47. The proposed extension to the east of the hall would be single storey and 
include a parapet roof and a glass link to the main building. The extension would 
be designed using a mix of materials that would include brick walling and panels 
of horizontal cedar cladding that would contain vertical slot windows and a green 
wall to the side (east) elevation. To the front elevation large aluminium framed 
windows set between brick columns with timber panels above. The main 
entrance would be located to the centre of this front elevation and here double 
glazed doors would be set within an aluminium clad entrance lobby which would 
include brick work above (with the potential provision for signage) and green 
wall infill panels to either side.  
 
48. To the front elevation the eastern extension would lead onto a dining terrace 
that would be enclosed by a glass canopy on a steel structure and this would 
then lead onto an extended external terrace area. 
 
49. It is noted that the scale of this extension is considerably larger than the 
extension it would replace and it would project forwards of the front elevation of 
the original building. The Conservation Officer has raised concerns in this regard 
and advised that the extension should be reduced in scale to be less dominant. 
The Conservation Officer also initially raised concerns over the design and 
materials of the east elevation, which were considered to contribute to the bulk 
of the extension. There were also concerns regarding this elevation as it would 
be the elevation that most visitors first see when approaching the building from 
the car park. It was therefore recommended that this elevation should also have 
the appearance of a principal elevation.  
 



 

50. Following these comments amended plans were submitted and these 
introduced slit windows to the eastern elevation. The Conservation Officer 
advised that the alterations would not address the previously raised concerns 
and the changes would not increase the level of visual interest to the east 
elevation. 
 
51. It is accepted that the bulk of the extension is considerably larger than that 
proposed for demolition. It is also noted that the side (east) elevation does not 
function as a principal elevation, as one might expect for an elevation that 
comprises much of the visitor entrance to the site. However, the side elevation 
does include a mix of materials, including large expanses of timber cladding and 
a green wall. Slit windows have also been introduced, adding a further material 
and contrast, which would aid somewhat in reducing the apparent bulk of the 
extension. 
 
52. Additionally, although this (east) elevation would be in full view from visitors 
entering from the car park, it is acknowledged that the principal elevation is to 
the south, where the proposed main entrance would be located. As such it is 
considered appropriate that this elevation would not function as a “principal 
elevation”, but instead would be seen as a modern/contemporary side elevation. 
As such, and on balance, the design and materials of the side (east) elevation is 
considered to be acceptable.  
 
53. Turning to the rest of the extension, the principal elevation would include 
large expanses of glazing that would be set beneath the same mix of brick 
walling, timber cladding and a green wall. It is noted that the Conservation 
Officer has raised no specific concerns regarding this elevation treatment and 
design (apart from general comments about the scale). In regards the design it 
is considered that the proposal would introduce a contemporary addition that 
would be functional for the new use. Unlike the existing harmful extensions, the 
proposal does not aim to mimic the style of the original building but instead 
seeks to complement it through the introduction of single storey, modern 
additions. It is accepted that the scale of the eastern extension is fairly large, but 
it is also noted that the inclusion of the glazed link between the extension and 
the main building aids in providing some visual separation between the two, 
allowing the host building to be read.  
 
54. The proposed extension to the western elevation would also replace an 
existing modern extension. Again the Conservation officer has advised that 
there is no in principle heritage objection to an extension in this location. 
However, there are some heritage concerns over how the extension sits against 
the host building, as a result of its forward projection and lack of visual 
separation. The Conservation Officer has also raised concerns over the 
architectural differences between this extension and that proposed to the east.  
 
55. The Conservation Officer comments were forwarded the applicant and 
additional information was subsequently submitted. This identified the 
constraints for the construction of an extension in this location and 
demonstrated that a reduction in the forward projection would be difficult due to 
the layout of the original building behind, which would prevent and further rear 



 

projection without interference with an original doorway. A submitted plan 
demonstrates that a set back of the front wall of the extension would reduce the 
internal depth to 6.0m and this would adversely impact on the functionality of the 
extension and the number of covers that could be accommodated. It is also 
noted that the existing extension in this location (to be removed) has a forward 
projection of an additional 6.27m.  
 
56. The design of the extension would differ, particularly in terms of the glazing 
style and layout, to that proposed to the east. It would however include some 
similarities, such as the use of brick pillars between the glazing. This extension 
would also differ through the inclusion of a roof terrace, however, in general the 
extension to the west is much simpler in design that that proposed to the east.  
 
57. Further to the above, when considering the cumulative impact of the 
extensions it is considered that the removal of the existing extensions should 
also be given weight and it is accepted that the removal of these extensions 
would result in an enhancement to the significance of the original building 
through opening up and revealing its front elevation.  
 
58. The proposed extensions, although significant in scale, have taken care to 
avoid the mistakes previously made and have avoided obscuring the revealed 
front elevation. The extensions would be set forward of the host building, 
particularly the larger extension to the east, but through the use of a glazed link, 
a visual separation between the old and new would be introduced ensuring that 
although the extension would be seen as an addition to the host building, it 
would also be clearly seen as a contemporary addition that does not aim to 
compete with the host building.  
 
59. Additionally, when looking at the extension to the west it is recognised that 
this would be better positioned if set back from the front wall of the extension, 
particularly given that no link between the extension and the main building is 
proposed. However, the physical constraints of the original building make such 
an alteration very difficult without adversely affecting the functionality of the 
extension and when balancing this against the removal of the existing extension, 
which projects significantly further forwards, it is considered that the level of 
harm caused through the forwards projection is minimal.  
 
60. It is also noted that the designs of the extensions differ, particularly in 
regards the proposed glazing style. However, it is also noted that the extensions 
would be separated by the host building and they would have similarities, both 
being flat roofed and contemporary in style and using matching brick. 
 
61. The Conservation Officer concludes that the level of harm caused to the 
significance of the non-designated heritage asset would be minor. When 
assessing this level of harm against guidance in the NPPF it is recognised that 
there must be a balanced judgement regarding the scale of this harm or loss 
and the significance of the heritage asset. 
 
62. On balance, given the enhancement to the building that would be accrued 
through the removal of the extensions at the site and the benefits that would be 



 

brought through continued use of the site as a restaurant, it is not considered 
that the level of harm to the non-designated heritage asset would be significant 
enough to warrant a refusal. As such, subject to conditions requiring details of 
materials, it is considered that the two extensions to the building are acceptable 
in terms of visual amenity and heritage. 
 
63 In addition to the two extensions, the application also includes an extension 
to the external terrace area and some minor alterations to the original building. 
The terrace extensions are considered acceptable in terms of their scale and 
relationship with the original building and extension. The development has been 
designed so that the extensions would lead out onto the external terrace, with 
the eastern extension including an external, enclosed seating area. The 
relationship with the extensions and the terrace would make best use of the 
external areas of the site, while ensuring that the amount of hard landscaping 
does not over dominate the site and/or the building. It is noted that there are no 
heritage concerns over this element of the application and the Conservation 
Officer has advised that the terrace would have a neutral impact on the 
significance of the heritage asset. Details of materials including paving stones 
and balustrade would be needed, these can be sought through condition. 
 
64. Other works include a dormer extension to the rear elevation. This would be 
sited over an existing flat roof extension and would be small in scale, to the rear 
of the site. The Conservation Officer has confirmed that there are no heritage 
concerns regarding this alteration, which subject to confirmation regarding 
materials (through condition) would have a neutral impact on the significance of 
the heritage asset.  
 
65. Alterations to fenestration include insertion of new window openings to the 
west elevation, revealing of ground floor windows to the front (south) elevation 
and the insertion of new window openings to the first floor and the widening of 
an existing doorway and the relocation of a first floor window to the north (rear) 
elevation. These changes are considered to be sympathetic to the host building 
but to minimise any harm caused through creation of the openings, full details 
should be required through condition.  
 
66. It is noted that the Conservation Officer has also requested that a level 2 to 
3 recording survey is carried out. It is recognised that this recommendation is 
also included in the application supporting documents.  In respect of such a 
survey, given that the building is not listed it would not be reasonable for the 
Council to condition such, as the internal works proposed can take place without 
planning permission. However, the recommendation for a survey can be 
included as a footnote to any approval. 
 
67. Further to the above, on balance it is considered that the proposed 
extensions and alterations to the building are acceptable in terms of their impact 
on visual amenity and on the significance of the non-designated heritage asset. 
The application therefore accords with policies P1, P2 and P3 of the Core 
Strategy.  
 
Visual amenity and heritage (car park) 



 

 
68. As previously detailed, the car park would be located to the south east of the 
main building, to the east of the driveway into the site. Alterations proposed to 
create the car park comprise surfacing with grasscrete and the introduction of an 
acoustic fencing and boundary hedge treatment. The Conservation Officer has 
confirmed that this element of the proposal would have a neutral impact on the 
significance of the heritage asset. 
 
69. As previously discussed, there are concerns over the impact of this 
development on the openness of the Green Belt. However, notwithstanding 
these concerns it is considered that the changes proposed would be acceptable 
in terms of visual amenity. The proposal would not result in a material change to 
the levels of the site and the use of grasscrete would provide a surface that 
would sit well within the surrounding landscape. Despite its relatively soft 
appearance (compared to some other surfaces) is recognised that this new 
surfacing would be a clear change from the surrounding lawns, but with the use 
of planting, which would also be in keeping with the existing tree cover at the 
site, it is considered the grasscrete surface would not result in any undue harm 
to the appearance of the site, and visual and heritage impacts from this element 
of the application would be acceptable.  
 
Access and highway safety 
 
70. Policy T2 of the Core Strategy requires that development comply with the 
Council’s car parking standards and policy DM1 requires that development 
provides satisfactory vehicular access with adequate parking, manoeuvring and 
serving arrangements, taking into account the proposed use and location.  
Paragraph 111 of the NPPF states that development should only be prevented 
or refused on highways grounds if there  
would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative 
impacts on the road network would be severe. 
 
71. The application proposes use of the existing access and car park and the 
provision of an overspill car park.  The application would retain the existing 
restaurant use on the site but through the provision of the proposed extensions 
and overspill car park it is recognised that traffic movements associated with the 
new ownership may exceed those previously experienced at the site. It is also 
noted that a number of the objections have raised concerns over the impact of 
the development on highway safety, particularly in respect of the impact on 
Edenfield Road, which it is stated has been the location traffic accidents.  
 
72. The Council’s Highway Service have assessed the application and advised 
that the increase in the size of the restaurant and its overspill parking area 
would not have a detrimental impact on the existing junction onto Edenfield 
Road in terms of capacity and they envisage no detrimental impact on road 
safety as a result of the proposed development.  
 
73. In making this assessment Highway Services have advised that the existing 
(and proposed) layout is a standard junction with visibility splays to either side 



 

which meet highway standards. There are also existing traffic calming measure 
in place on Edenfield Road at both sides of the junction.  
 
74. When examining junction capacity, Highway Services have assessed how 
many vehicles the existing use would generate against the number of vehicles 
the extended business would generate. The difference between these two 
figures is then the traffic impact that is assessed and in considering this site, 
Highway Services have confirmed that there is adequate capacity in the existing 
junction to accommodate the increased movements.  
 
75. In assessing road safety, Highway Services have examined personal injury 
data for five years around the junction to see if there are any inherent road 
safety issues on the highway network. This period of five years allows the 
Highway Officer to assess the current highway layout and its suitability, and not 
any historic data when the layout may have been different and may not have 
included traffic calming measures.  
 
76. For completeness on this site, Highway Officers have reviewed accident 
data for the previous 10 years and confirmed that there are no recorded 
personal injury accidents at this junction, or within 100m of it over this period. 
The closest recoded accidents during this period were classified as a slight 
accident at the junction of Meadow Head Lane and Edenfield Road in 2020 and 
a serious accident outside Sunnyside Cottages on Edenfield Road in 2013. This 
data indicates that there are no inherent road safety issues around the junction 
into the proposed development.  
 
77. Further to the above it is considered that Highway Services have, in detail, 
demonstrated that there are no undue highway safety concerns associated with 
the current proposal and the application is considered to be acceptable in 
respect of highway safety. 
 
Impact on surrounding occupiers (noise & disturbance) 
 
78. Policy G9 of the Core Strategy requires that development does not have 
impacts that lead to unacceptable increase in air, water, noise, light or other 
pollution. Policy DM1 also requires that development mitigates against any 
impact due to noise, air, dust, light and odour pollution.  
 
79. A number of the objections submitted raised concerns over potential 
increased noise and/or light pollution and as result of the proposed alterations 
and the impact this would have, particularly on neighbouring residents. It is 
understood that there were some concerns with the operation of the site by the 
previous owners and this led to complaints to the Council’s Public Protection 
Team.  
 
80. As detailed above, the application seeks the erection of two extensions and 
an external terrace. The extension to the west of the building would also include 
a roof terrace and an overspill car park is also proposed.  
 



 

81. Upon initial submission of the application concerns from the Council’s Public 
Protection Team were raised. These included concerns that the extended 
terrace and roof terrace would lead to an intensification of use and complaints of 
noise nuisance, and concerns that the extension of the car park would likely 
lead to an increase in activity close to residential properties, leading to 
complaints of noise and light nuisance and general disturbance. It was also 
stated that the use of outdoor speakers could not be supported and that the 
control of noise from the venue is dependent on too many variables.  
 
82. In considering the above comments it must first be reiterated that the site 
has an existing authorised use as a restaurant. As such, there is nothing 
preventing the current owner from opening in the existing premises. However, it 
is also noted that the application includes extensions that will likely increase 
customer numbers and subsequently, potentially increase noise and light 
pollution from the site. 
 
83. Following the concerns raised by Public Protection a meeting was 
undertaken with the applicant, his agent and representatives from Planning and 
Public Protection. The above concerns were discussed in detail and the 
applicant outlined the measures they intend to use to prevent any undue 
disturbances. In terms of noise this included the use of measures such as 
decibel limiters on any sound system used.  
 
84. Following this meeting Public Protection advised that they were satisfied that 
their previous concerns could be withdrawn. Through a robust management 
system and the correct use of equipment, officers are satisfied that the noise 
and any other disturbances from the venue can be adequately controlled. To 
enforce this control a detailed venue management plan will be required and this 
will need to include (but not necessarily be limited to); details of opening hours, 
noise management, including speakers, noise limiters etc, and measures to 
control general disturbance and antisocial behaviour.  
 
85. The meeting also discussed measures to mitigate any disturbances from the 
use of the overspill car park and it was accepted that an acoustic fence would 
adequately screen the neighbouring properties from noise and light spill (from 
headlights) from the car park. An amended plan showing the location of this 
fence (alongside additional planting) was submitted and full details will be 
required through condition. 
 
86. Further to the above it is considered that the initial concerns regarding 
disturbances from the site can be addressed through the implementation of a 
robust venue management plan and acoustic screening (on the car park). With 
such measures conditioned it is considered that the application would 
adequately protect the amenity of surrounding occupiers and the application is 
acceptable in this regard.  
 
87. Concerns over the impact of the development on horses has also been 
raised by objectors, with concerns over traffic and noise from the development. 
As is detailed above, it is considered that the traffic associated with the 
development would not result in undue harm to highway safety. Measures can 



 

also be put in place to ensure that undue disturbance does not arise as a result 
of the development. With these factors in mind it is considered that horse riders 
would not be unduly affected by the extension of this existing site.  
 
Drainage 
 
88. A preliminary drainage strategy has been submitted with the application. 
This has been reviewed by the Council’s Drainage Officer who has confirmed 
that the preliminary plans are suitable and provide proposals that in line with 
sustainable drainage. It is outlined that the foul drainage would connect into the 
existing system and for surface water the existing connection is also to be used, 
with a 50% reduction in the brownfield Qbar rate for the new building.  
 
89. The drainage officer has recommended a condition that would require final 
details of the drainage scheme. This is considered to be acceptable and in 
accordance with the requirement of policy G8 of the Core Strategy. 
 
Trees 
 
90. Policy G6 establishes that through development, the Council will sustain and 
enhance a green network to support growth and regeneration in the borough 
and provide a high quality environment. Through this we will support new 
woodland and tree planting in new developments and replace removed trees 
from a site at a ratio of 2:1 net gains for biodiversity or enhance public access to 
nature where this is possible. 
 
91. The site is currently characterised by clusters of trees as well as some 
individual trees. The trees on site are not protected. A tree survey has been 
submitted and this identifies that eight trees are proposed for removal as a result 
of the development. A further ten trees are proposed to be removed due to their 
condition.  Within the group G1, two goat willow with an acute lean are also 
proposed for removal as are all Ash (approx. 8). T45 is also to be pruned to 
clear a light column.  
 
92. The submitted report has categorised all the trees on site and the ten 
proposed for removal due to their condition as category U (unsuitable for 
retention).  
 
93. The trees proposed for removal as a result of the development are category 
B (of moderate quality) or C (low quality). G1 is category C and T45 is category 
B. 
 
94. The submitted report identifies that all the trees to be lost can be replaced 
with a landscaping scheme for the site. It is also noted that many replacement 
trees can be planted within the locations where the trees have had to be 
removed.  
 
95. In addition to the above, the arboricultural report identifies that the 
development has potential to impact on T12, T13, T15 and T53, due to the 
proximity of the proposed development being within their Root Protection Area. 



 

Surfacing of the car park with also require works close to T12, T13 and T15. The 
report envisages that this will result in some minor root damage that can be 
mitigated with careful hand excavation and careful root pruning. The new terrace 
would also be located close to T53 but only affect less than 5% of its root 
protection area. The report therefore considered that no special measures would 
be required, other than tree protective fencing.  
 
96. Further to the above the submitted arboricultural report concludes that the 
development would have minimal impact on surrounding trees and that there is 
plenty of opportunity to mitigate any losses and improve the tree population as a 
whole.  
 
97. In light of the above it is clear that conditions will be required to mitigate the 
proposed loss of trees and to protect damage to retained trees. This includes a 
landscaping plan that will require replacement tree planting on a 2:1 ratio, in 
accordance with the requirements of policy G6. Protective fencing, in line with 
the submitted tree protection plan is also required and special construction 
measures will be needed for any works within the crown spread of a tree.  
 
98. With the above measures conditions it is considered that the application 
would not result in a negative impact on the trees at the site and the application 
therefore accords with the requirements of policy G6 of the Core Strategy. 
 
 
Ecology 
 
99. Policy G7 requires that sites and features of biodiversity and geodiversity 
importance are given full and appropriate recognition and protection and that 
opportunities for enhancing biodiversity and geodiversity will be supported. It is 
expected that development proposals will protect and include existing 
biodiversity and take opportunities to promote biodiversity and create new 
habitats using landscaping and building and construction features wherever 
possible.  
 
100. Paragraph 174 of the NPPF establishes that planning decision should 
contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment. When determining 
planning applications paragraph 180 of the NPPF sets out that if significant 
harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided, 
adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning 
permission should be refused. Opportunities to improve biodiversity in and 
around developments should also be integrated as part of their design, 
especially where this can secure measureable. 
 
101. An extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey and Daytime Bat Survey has been 
submitted. The report notes that there is potential for bats roosts within the 
building and a small number of bat droppings and feeding remains were found 
on the second floor, in the loft void. Potential bat roost features were also found 
in trees at the site. 
 



 

102. Given the presence of bat activity at the site, the survey further assesses 
the proposed work and concludes that due to the building works only being 
carried out on the ground floor, further survey works to assess the 
presence/likely absence of bats is unnecessary at this stage. The second floor 
void will be unaffected by the proposals, as no works are to be carried out within 
the loft space and the external roof will also remain unaltered. The report also 
identifies that no lighting is proposed onto the existing building that would 
potentially have negative impacts on bat communities. 
 
103. In respect of the trees identified to support potential bat roosting features, 
the report confirms that no impact is proposed to these trees are part of the 
proposals. However, if any future work is planned to the trees, further bat survey 
work, such as an aerial climb, will be necessary. The report finds that the 
proposed work does not affect any suitable bat foraging and community habitat.  
 
104. In respect of bats, it is noted that they are a European Protected Species, 
protected under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017.  It 
is an offence to disturb them or their roosts (amongst other things). It is also an 
offence to disturb or obstruct bats under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981.  
 
105. Developers must comply with the legal protection of bats but a planning 
application should also consider the effect of development on bats and planning 
permission should not be approved unless it is demonstrated that bats are to be 
appropriately protected from any works at the site.  While giving full recognition 
to the duties of the LPA in the protection of bats, and the acknowledgement that 
there is bat activity and the potential for roosts of the site, it is considered that 
the submitted survey demonstrates that any bats and bat roosts at the site are 
isolated from the proposed development. As such, the LPA can be reasonably 
satisfied that bats would be protected from any construction activities at the site. 
Nonetheless, given the aforementioned protected nature of bats, should 
planning permission be approved, a footnote should be included to remind the 
owner/developer of their legal duties.  
  
106. In addition to the above, evidence of the activity of protected mammals 
were also found within the site. However, no dens/holes/setts were located and 
the report concludes that no further survey is required in respect of these.  
 
107. Rhododendron and Cotoneaster bushes, which are invasive, non-native 
species were found on site. The survey recommends that these are removed 
from the site and a condition can be included on any approval. 
 
108. Further to the above it is considered that the development would 
adequately protect the biodiversity of the site and the application therefore 
would accord with policy G7 of the Core Strategy and policy in the NPPF.  
 
Contamination 
 
109. Policy G9 requires that any risks arising from contaminated land are 
identified and that any appropriate actions are taken. A Preliminary Risk 
Assessment has been submitted and this recommends further 



 

assessment/investigation of the site. The report has been reviewed by the 
council’s Public Protection Officer and the officer has confirms that this is 
acceptable. A suggested condition for further site investigation has therefore 
been recommended.   
 
Very special circumstances  
 
110. The creation of the car park is considered to comprise inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt. NPPF paragraph 147 establishes that 
inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and 
should not be approved except in very special circumstances. Paragraph 148 
states that Local Planning Authorities should ensure that substantial weight is 
given to any harm to the Green Belt and ‘very special circumstances’ will not 
exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of 
inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations. 
 
111. The applicant has set out a case for very special circumstances and 
comprises the following; 
 
- Securing a viable future for the building.  

o Business at the site was declining over a period of 5 years before closure 
in 2021 and the site was in need of significant investment.  

o The proposed restaurant offers a different business model to the former 
occupiers and the proposed number of parking spaces are essential for 
the business and commensurate to the applicants other sites. 

o The former occupiers operated a fine dining business model that was 
based on a low number of covers.  

o The applicants propose a restaurant alongside three function rooms.  
o Rochdale parking standards set out set out a maximum requirement of 1 

space per 7 sqm of public floorspace for restaurants, 1 space per 6 sqm 
for bars/drinking areas and 1 space per 6 seats for conference facilities. 
When applying the parking standards to the proposals for Wolstenholme 
Hall, the resultant requirement is a maximum of 160 car parking spaces 
of which 10 are to be disabled, a minimum of 8 cycle spaces and 4 
motorcycle spaces. The proposed 142 car parking spaces equate to 89% 
of the maximum requirement. 

 
- Securing and enhancing the significance of the heritage asset. 

o As a non-designated heritage asset, Wolstenholme Hall is of local 
importance and it is highly desirable to identify a long-term viable use for 
the site.  

o The proposal would enhance the significance of the heritage asset 
through exposing features currently hidden by the existing extension, and 
the new additions respect the historic fabric of Wolstenholme Hall. 

o The long term viability of the non-designated heritage asset would be 
secured and would help sustain its significance.  

 
- Contributing to the local economy 

o Anticipated site acquisition cost is estimated at £5-6 million. 



 

o The customer base would be drawn from the broadest possible age 
range and seek to draw customers from a wide catchment (up to 15 
miles). 

o The development would create approximately 80 jobs, with employees 
sought from the local area wherever necessary. 

o The applicants seek to work with local people and communities to 
support sustainable growth locally and for the business.  

o The business would seek to attract visitors to the area and facilitate a 
boost to the economy of Rochdale. 

 
- Historic use of the site 

o The proposed overflow car park was used historically for car parking. 
Prior to 2003 it was used more intensely.  

o A helicopter landing pad was constructed on the proposed car park. This 
would have become lawful through the passage of time and also 
represented an engineering operation on the site.  

 
112. Further to the above it is considered that there are very special 
circumstances that would clearly outweigh the identified harm to the Green Belt 
in terms of inappropriateness and loss of openness. The economic investment 
in the site would secure the long term use of the building which would in turn 
contribute to the local economy and result in the creation of additional jobs in the 
local area. Investment in the site would also secure the long term future of the 
heritage asset, which has previously been harmed by inappropriate extensions 
and which is currently degrading due to its vacant nature. It is considered that 
the applicants have adequately demonstrated that the level of parking is 
required for the proposed development and it is considered that these matters 
would clearly outweigh the limited harm identified.  
 
113. Very special circumstances exist that outweigh the substantial harm to 
Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness and loss of openness. All other 
matters have been addressed and the recommendation is for approval. 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the Planning and Licensing Committee resolves to 
GRANT planning permission subject to the following conditions:  
 
1. The development must be begun not later than three years beginning with the 
date of this permission. 
 
Reason. Required to be imposed by Section 91 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 (as amended).  
 
2. The permission relates to the following plans: 
Location Plan – Drawing no. 366 PD 1001 A2 
Existing Site Plan – Drawing no. 366 PD 1002 A1 
Topographical Survey – Drawing no. S23175-T no. 01 



 

Proposed Context Plan - Drawing no. 366 PD 2001 A2 
Proposed Site Plan - Drawing no. 366 PD 2002 A4 
Overspill Car Park Levels – Drawing no. 366 PD 5003 A1 
Proposed Parking Landscape Plan – Drawing no. 001 Revision 01 
Proposed Landscape Works – Drawing no. 366 PD 5001 A1 
Existing Basement Plan – Drawing no. 366 PD 1003 A2 
Existing Ground Floor Plan - Drawing no. 366 PD 1004 A2 
Existing First Floor Plan – Drawing no. 366 PD 1005 A2 
Existing Second Floor Plan – Drawing no. 366 PD 1006 A2 
Existing Roof Plan – Drawing no. 366 PD 1007 A1 
Existing Elevations – Drawing no.  366 PD 1008 A2 
Existing Terrace Plan and Elevation – Drawing no. 366 PD 1009 A1 
Proposed Basement Plan - Drawing no. 366 PD 2003 A2 
Proposed Ground Floor Plan - Drawing no. 366 PD – 2004 A3 
Proposed First Floor Plan - Drawing no. 366 PD 2005 A3 
Proposed Second Floor Plan - Drawing no. 366 PD 2006 A3 
Proposed Roof Plan - Drawing no. 366 PD 2007 A3 
Proposed Sections and Elevations - Drawing no. 366 PD 2008 A3 
Proposed Alternative East Elevation – Drawing no. 366 SK 1188 
Proposed Alternative East Elevation – Drawing no. 366 SK 1189 
Constraints on South Façade - Drawing no. 366 SK 1190 
Proposed Sections and Elevations - Drawing no. 366 PD 2010 A3 
Proposed Sections and Elevations - Drawing no. 366 PD 2011 A1 
Proposed Restaurant Elevations - Drawing no. 366 PD 3001 A2 
Proposed SFR Elevations - Drawing no. 366 PD 3002 A2  
Proposed Terrace Plan and Elevations - Drawing no. 366 PD 2012 A1 
Visualisation - Drawing no. 366 PD 3004 A1 
Visualisation - Drawing no. 366 PD 3003 A1 
Visualisation - Drawing no. 366 PD 3005 A2 
Options Analysis Plan - Drawing no. 366 PD 4001 A1 
Options Analysis Plan 2 - Drawing no. 366 PD 4002 A1 
Options Analysist Plan 3 - Drawing no. 366 PD 4003 A1 
and the development shall be carried out in accordance with these drawings 
hereby approved. 
 
Reason: for the avoidance of doubt, and to ensure a satisfactory standard of  
development in accordance with the policies contained within the adopted 
Rochdale Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
3. Notwithstanding any description of materials in the application no above 
ground construction works shall take place until samples and / or full 
specification of materials to be used externally on the buildings have been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Such 
details shall include the type, colour and texture of the materials. Development 
shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 
 
Reason: In order to ensure a satisfactory appearance in the interests of visual 
amenity in accordance with policy DM1 of the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy 
and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 



 

4. No above ground works shall take place until a scheme for the full 
specification of the windows and doors and dormer window have been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
specification shall include, at a scale of not less than 1:20 the longitudinal and 
cross sectional detailing with the depth of the reveal shown, cill and lintel 
detailing and means of opening together with any finished treatment. The 
window and doors shall be installed in accordance with the approved 
specification prior to first occupation and retained thereafter.  
 
Reason: In the interests of visual amenity and in accordance with policies P1, 
P2 and P3 of the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy and the National Planning 
Policy Framework. 
 
5. No above ground works shall take place until a scheme for the full 
specification of the glazed link has been submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority. The specification shall include, at a scale of not 
less than 1:20 the longitudinal and cross sectional detailing. The glazed link 
shall be installed in accordance with the approved specification prior to first 
occupation and retained thereafter.  
 
Reason: In the interests of visual amenity and in accordance with policies P1, 
P2 and P3 of the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy and the National Planning 
Policy Framework. 
 
6. No above ground works shall take place until a scheme for the full 
specification of the balustrade for the external terrace has been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The specification shall 
include, at a scale of not less than 1:20 the longitudinal and cross sectional 
detailing and specify proposed materials. The glazed link shall be installed in 
accordance with the approved specification prior to first occupation and retained 
thereafter.  
 
Reason: In the interests of visual amenity and in accordance with policies P1, 
P2 and P3 of the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy and the National Planning 
Policy Framework. 
 
7. Notwithstanding any description of materials in the application no above 
ground construction works shall take place until samples and / or full 
specification of materials of the surfacing materials to be used on the terrace 
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 
 
Reason: In order to ensure a satisfactory appearance in the interests of visual 
amenity in accordance with policy DM1 of the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy 
and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
8. A schedule of external repairs and finished for external elevations of the 
building, including any areas of the building left exposed by the removal of 
existing extensions shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 



 

Planning Authority. The development shall thereafter be undertaken in 
accordance with the approved scheme.  
 
Reason: In the interests of visual amenity and in accordance with policies P1, 
P2 and P3 of the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy and the National Planning 
Policy Framework. 
 
9. Notwithstanding any description of materials in the application no above 
ground construction works shall take place until samples and / or full 
specification of materials of the surfacing materials to be used on the overspill 
car park have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 
details. 
 
Reason: In order to ensure a satisfactory appearance in the interests of visual 
amenity in accordance with policy DM1 of the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy 
and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
10. Prior to first use of the development herby approved a venue management 
plan shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. For the avoidance of doubt, the venue management plan shall 
include, but not necessarily be limited to details of; opening hours, noise 
management measures including speakers and use of noise limiters and 
measures to control general disturbance and anti-social behaviour. The 
development shall thereafter be operated in full accordance with the approved 
management plan. 
 
Reason: In the interests of amenity and to protect undue disturbances for 
surrounding residents and to accord with policy G9 of the adopted Rochdale 
Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
11. Prior to first use of the development herby approved full details of an 
acoustic fence to the southern boundary of the overspill car park, as identified 
on drawing no. 001 Rev 01 (Proposed Parking Landscape Plan) shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The fence 
shall be installed prior to first use of the car park and be retained thereafter.  
 
Reason: In the interests of amenity and to protect undue disturbances for 
surrounding residents and to accord with policy G9 of the adopted Rochdale 
Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
12. No development shall commence until final details of a sustainable surface 
water drainage scheme and a foul water drainage scheme have been submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  
The drainage scheme shall be in accordance with the preliminary details in:- 
• Drainage Strategy report dated 3rd April 2022 by Brennan Consult; 
• Prelim Drainage Strategy Plan drg ref 2772/101/A dated 03.04.22by 
Brennan Consult  
   



 

The approved scheme shall also be in accordance with the Non-Statutory 
Technical Standards for Sustainable Drainage Systems (March 2015) or any 
subsequent replacement national standards. Prior to first occupation of the 
proposed development, the drainage scheme shall be completed in accordance 
with the approved details and retained thereafter for the lifetime of the 
development.  
 
Reason: To promote sustainable development, secure proper drainage and to 
manage the risk of flooding and pollution. To prevent an increased risk of 
flooding as a result of the development and to ensure satisfactory disposal of 
surface water from the site in accordance with Policy G8 of the adopted 
Rochdale Core Strategy, saved Policy EM/7 of the adopted Rochdale Unitary 
Development Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework.  
 
Reason for pre-commencement condition: Drainage infrastructure will need to 
be implemented prior to commencement of development and a scheme 
therefore needs to be agreed in advance of the same. 
 
13. Notwithstanding the details shown on the approved plans, the buildings 
hereby approved shall not be occupied and the overspill car park shall not be 
brought into use until full details of both hard and soft landscaping works have 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
details shall include the formation of any banks, terraces or other earthworks, 
hard surfaced areas and materials, planting plans, specifications and schedules 
(including planting size, species and numbers/densities), existing plants / trees 
to be retained, a scheme for the timing / phasing of implementation works and 
elements to compensate for loss of trees, shrubs and bird nesting habitat. 

   
The landscaping works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 
scheme for timing / phasing of implementation or within the next planting season 
following final occupation of the development hereby permitted, whichever is the 
sooner.  

   
Any trees or shrubs planted or retained in accordance with this condition which 
are removed, uprooted, destroyed, die or become severely damaged or become 
seriously diseased within 10 years of planting shall be replaced within the next 
planting season by trees or shrubs of similar size and species to those originally 
required to be planted.  
Reason: To ensure that the site is satisfactorily landscaped having regard to its 
location and the nature of the proposed development and to secure biodiversity 
mitigation in accordance with Policies P3, G1, G6 and G7 of the adopted 
Rochdale Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
14. Prior to the undertaking of any excavation within the root protection areas of 
trees within the site, a scheme to protect these trees for works shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority by the 
Local Planning Authority. The development shall thereafter be undertaken in 
accordance with the approved scheme.  
 



 

Reason: In order to protect the existing trees in the interests of the amenities of 
the area and in accordance with policy G6 of the adopted Rochdale Core 
Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
 
15. No development or works of site preparation shall take place until all trees 
and hedges to be retained within or adjacent to the site have been enclosed with 
temporary protective fencing in accordance with BS:5837:2012 'Trees in relation 
to design, demolition and construction. Recommendations'. The fencing shall be 
retained throughout the period of construction and no activity prohibited by 
BS:5837:2012 shall take place within such protective fencing during the 
construction period. 

 
Reason: In order to protect the existing trees and hedges in the interests of the 
amenities of the area and in accordance with Policies G6 and G7 of the adopted 
Rochdale Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
Reason for pre-commencement condition: The trees must be protected prior to 
any works taking place on site. 
 
16. No clearance of trees and shrubs in preparation for (or during the course of) 
development shall take place during the bird nesting season (March - August 
inclusive) unless an ecological survey has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority to establish whether the site is utilised for 
bird nesting. Should the survey reveal the presence of any nesting species, then 
no development shall take place during the period specified above unless a 
mitigation strategy has first been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority which provides for the protection of nesting birds during 
the period of works on site.  

   
Reason: In order to prevent disturbance to any nesting birds that may be 
present in accordance with Policies G6 and G7 of the adopted Rochdale Core 
Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework.  
 
17. No development shall take place until an investigation and risk assessment 
(in addition to any assessment provided with the planning application) has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
assessment shall investigate the nature and extent of any contamination on the 
site (whether or not it originates on the site). The assessment shall be 
undertaken by competent persons and a written report of the findings submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before any 
development takes place. The submitted report shall include: 
i)  a survey of the extent, scale and nature of contamination 
ii) an assessment of the potential risks to: 
• human health 
• property (existing or proposed) including buildings, crops, livestock, pets, 

woodland, and service lines and pipes 
• adjoining land, 
• groundwaters and surface waters 
• ecological systems 



 

• archaeological sites and ancient monuments; 
iii) where unacceptable risks are identified, an appraisal of remedial options and 
proposal of the preferred option(s) to form a remediation strategy for the site. 
 
The development shall thereafter be carried out in full accordance with the duly 
approved remediation strategy and a verification report submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before any of the buildings 
hereby approved are first occupied.  
 
Reason: To prevent pollution of the water environment and to ensure the safe 
development of the site in the interests of the amenity of future occupiers in 
accordance with policies G8 and G9 of the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy and 
the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
Reason for pre-commencement condition: To ensure safe development of the 
site in the interest of future occupiers, and to prevent pollution of the water 
environment. 
 
18. No ground works hereby permitted shall take place until a detailed method 
statement for the removal or long-term management/eradication of invasive 
plant species on the site has been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. The method statement shall include measures to 
prevent the spread of invasive plant species during any operations such as 
mowing, strimming or soil movement, and measures to ensure that any soils 
brought to the site are free of the seeds/roots/stems of any invasive plant 
covered under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. Development and site 
works shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the approved method 
statement. 
 
Reason: To prevent the spread of invasive species and to protect native flora in 
accordance with Policies G6 and G7 of the adopted Rochdale Core Strategy 
and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
 
Notes for applicant: 
 

1. Due to the building being recognised as a non-designated heritage asset, 
it is recommended that a level 2 to 3 recording survey is carried out to 
record its internal condition prior to development.  This document and 
recommendations should be provided to and reviewed by the Greater 
Manchester Archaeological Advisory Service. 

 
2. Bats can, and do, turn up in unexpected places. If bats are found at any 

time during the course of works, work must cease and advice sought 
from a suitably qualified person about how best to proceed. All UK bats 
and their resting places are legally protected.


