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Planning

The following Planning officer (Sam Yuen) comments have been received (a rebuttal/agreement is

provided categorically under each comment);

- Firstly, please can you give agreement to the following amended proposal description:

“Two storey side extension including front and rear dormer and rear balcony extension following

demolition of existing detached garage, single storey rear extension following demolition of

existing conservatory, garage conversion including alteration to existing garage door, and

addition of gable wall to first floor front elevation.”

In relation to the above change of description, this is considered acceptable and is agreed by the

applicant.

- Secondly, please can you verify the room annotations on the proposed first floor plan (drawing

no. A102) and amend the plans where appropriate.

Amended plans have now been submitted which are annotated to identify each room within the

dwelling and extension where appropriate.

- Finally, | appreciate my colleague at Validation has already been in discussion with you

regarding this, however, given the proposed two-storey extension would be constructed close to

the two existing trees within the curtilage of the property, a Tree Survey is required to assess any

potential impacts of the proposal on the trees. This is a requirement as stated in our Local List

and does not only apply to trees protected under Tree Preservation Orders. As such, the current

application would be invalid until the Tree Survey is submitted.

In response to the above comment. A tree survey has now been submitted to clarify the

concerns raised and impact of the extension on the mentioned trees.

It should be noted that the proposed extension would be positioned in proximity to only one

tree (T2). The other tree (T1) is positioned close to the front entrance of the dwelling and would

not be impacted by the proposed extension.


https://www.rochdale.gov.uk/downloads/file/452/local-list

In relation to T2, as identified on the image below, this would be closest to the extension.
However, the tree survey has described this tree as an ‘Unremarkable specimen showing signs

of die back in crown, plus large wound in stem 2’ from ground’.

In addition to the above description, the tree is positioned on higher ground level, whilst a
retaining wall is positioned within the site to contain the soil and roots that surround the tree.
Nevertheless, it is understood that roots can be found deep into the ground. However, in this
instance, the tree survey has identified that the trees and roots are outside of the proposed

footprint of the new extension. As such, no damage would be caused to the tree.

Furthermore, advice has also been provided from the arboricultural consultant to consider the
removal of T2 due to the scarring of the tree and dying branches. However, this is not the
intension as part of this application. The applicant currently holds value to the tree and the
amenity it brings to the setting of the area and privacy for his dwelling. The applicant
understands that the tree does not have a formal TPO and nor is it positioned within a

Conservation Area, and therefore has no formal protection.
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Image above clearly shows the distance between the proposed extension and T2. It should be
acknowledged that the extension would be set back from the original front elevation of the
dwelling. The proposed extension would also be positioned on the existing hardstanding of the

driveway which is on a much lower ground level which leads to the detached garage.

The Tree Survey by ‘Tree Link’ and the justification provided above clearly provide sufficient
information to consider that the proposed extension would have minimal impact on T2 with no

impact on T1.



Conservation

The following Conservation officer comments have been received and a rebuttal is provided below;

Lignificance Assessment

The application site & acrass From and direct view of the Grade || listed Duoffins Cottage. The
Histaric England listing reads:

“MHowse, 1717 on trbiet cbowe fovemer doov, Coursed wartersfaot stanewaork watls stone shicte raaf
arad brick chimney stooks I-wni? Z-stovey oien with door openings fo eeoh wail fone blocked up)
caraet @ Sermall C20 egn-bo Esateveiiort fo Bfe repr. Stone plinth and dripmoads’s 2 adndoss fo eact
Fooe: S-light recessed flash-faced mauaiiion wéndow o booseport, otheradse tfee muillions ove been
removed ond o CAD parch added to the sight adir. ™

The praposal is for a b storey side extension with garsge o the front, and baloomy to the raear st
first Flaor leweal, The frant elevation of the axbensian will alsa have a s dormer, and esfend the
boundaries of the building B just within the bownds af the halding.

The praposed festures at the rear of the property ssauld not haes a direct effect an the
zipnificance of the heritage asses, Duffice Cottage, as it wauld not be directly Facing the listed
building and would be okscurad fram viese at the surrounding streets - provided thae the existing
Bandecaping remaing intact,

The frant elevation, howeeer, directly faces the listed building and has a direct impact on the
significance aof it. The averall scale and width of the ectersion is owerbearing to the rest of the
praperty and would oreate an imposing front elesation directly in the setting of the Isted building,
reculting im kees than substantial harm. Theraefore, it is propased that the width is decreased o
cre=ate a more subssrvient addifian, which saauld read more elearly as an estersion n width,
hedght and scale, Fesubmitted plars to this end are reguired prior to any recommeend ation far
apgroval.

Certain featuras as proposed on the front elevation presently contribwte to the impoasing nature aof
the axtension. The dormer dwarfs the prasent right side of the strocture By mirroring the left
gable end of the origimal structere, 1t accupies a largs progortion of the reof space and is quite
avide, U is therefore propased that this dormer B decreased shighthy in overall scale; plans bo this
amd are required for resubmission prior to any recommendation for approsal.

There are concerns, as well, relating to the appearance and material of the proposed garage door.
It shiuld b ensured that the parage door & in timber, and that any glazing patterns and owsarall
detsiling are chosen to ke in keeping with external timber desipn features to properties in the
Aares. The details of the garage door should B2 conditioned For approval price to inststement.

The praposed materials of the estension are agreeable inprinciple. Howeseer, it shauld be
reguired that all details of the stone b clad the exteriors and roafimg material are submitted o
Aand agraed upan with the LPA pricr o inststement; any new materiak shouwld be chosen to be in
kzeping with materials to the rest of the properey and the surrcunding area. Sdditicnally, orass-
sectional detailing and product specifications of army and all new windaws choukd be submitted to
and agreed upan with the P& price o instatement.

There are concenns regarding the propased width of the extension in relation to the landscaping
af the property in general. The proposed estension waauld be in close praxcimity to the edge of the
prapearty, where there are presently 2 no, mature trees and a mature hedpgeraow. Beth of these
Aspects aof the praperty’s landscaping contributes to the significance of the listed building directly
Acrass the street. Maturs trees and hedgerows are characteristic of the listed asset's
surrcundings, therefore the ks of these would result in less than substantial harm g0 the
building. There has been no explicit mention of the loss of the treesfhedgerow; charification an
this paint & required. Further comment should be sought an the recsipt of this information.

Ledditicnally, there has been no mention of any changes ar proposed matarials o the sorfsce
treatrments of the property; any mew’ material shauld be in keeping with the surfacs trestments to
the proparty at present and ta the area generally. & Bndscaping plan & required to provide
dlarification on these paints; further comment should be saught an the receipt of this information.

With respect to the propased demolition of the present detached garags, no demodition plans
have bsen provided, and the effect on any hedgerows/trees is not known. A demalition plan and
further information to this @rd i required for subimission prior to instatement; additional
camments should be saught an the receipt of this information.




In relation to the observations and assessments made by the Conservation Officer. The officer states

that the application site is in direct view of the Grade Il listed Duffins Cottage. However, this loose

comment is vague, please see below;

The above image shows that the two properties are clearly separated by Shawclough Road and
therefore on opposite sides and where a distance of at least 41m is retained. Both the properties
are set considerably back from the highway and positioned within their own respective settings, and
within their own grounds. A number of trees/hedges/gates and boundary treatments along the

highway limit views into these sites.

In addition to the above, Duffins Cottage has its gable facing the application site, whilst its main
front elevation faces the adjacent property No. 258 Shawclough Road. Therefore, given the above,
the relationship between the listed heritage asset and the application property is limited. It is also

noted that the application property is not located within a Conservation Area.

Moving to the position, size, and design of the proposed extension to the side of the dwelling. In
terms of the width of the extension, this would not extend beyond the outer footprint of the existing
detached garage at the site. The proposed extension would not be overly large and dominant given

the original size of the dwelling, and would be much smaller than half the width of the original



dwelling. The extension would be set back from the front elevation and would appear subordinate

to the original dwelling and therefore well designed.

Also, the proposed extension given land levels would be positioned on ground lower than that of
Throughbeck Way, whilst the hedge along this highway would be retained. In order to further

reduce the extensions dominance and mass, the dormer has been reduced in size and set up from

the eaves where the actual roof slope would be more evident.

The photo above shows the view from the application site towards the gable of the Listed Building

Duffins Cottage. This shows that the Cottage is positioned set back and within its own grounds.

Please see image below which shows that the front elevation of Duffins Cottage faces directly

No.258 Shawclough Road which has a similar designed large dormer extension on its roof.



Therefore, as evidenced, the proposed extensions and amended features to the side of the property

would not have a direct effect on the significance of the heritage asset, Duffins Cottage, as it would
be clearly separated whilst the Cottage itself would not be directly facing the application site and

would be obscured from view by trees and landscaping which would be retained.

As such, the proportionately designed extension would not result in the direct impact on the
significance of the listed building as stated within the Conservation officer’'s comments. The
proposed width of the extension would not be overbearing given its positioning within the grounds
of this substantial property. Also, the distance from the extension to the Listed Building is such that
it cannot be read as imposing, the extension would not extend any further forwards of the front

elevation, it would set back and set down so that it appears subordinate.
It should be acknowledged that the dormer element to the front has been decreased in overall scale.

In relation to the garage door and exact materials of the proposed extension, these can be
conditioned as part of any approval, and further details can be provided as part of a conditions

discharge application.

In relation to the trees and hedgerow. As stated above, both trees would be retained. In addition,
the hedgerow would also be retained. The applicant values his garden and the amenity it provides
including privacy. Nevertheless, the hedge can be removed separately without requiring planning

approval if the applicant wishes.

In terms of the surface treatment within the property, this would remain unchanged (tarmac). A
landscaping plan is not required or necessary given small scale extension and limited changes on

site.



The demolition the existing garage does not on its own right require planning permission.

In light of the above, the proposal would result in no undue harm to visual amenity and would be
acceptable to the overall character and appearance of the area and the street scene. The application
would therefore accord in this regard with policies DM1 and P2, and the NPPF where it would have a
neutral impact with no harm to the significance of the mentioned designated heritage asset Duffin

Cottage.

Your Sincerely,

Mubeen Patel BA (Hons) MTPI MRTPI.



