


DELEGATED DECISION CHECKLIST AND REPORT


	APPLICATION NO.
	CASE OFFICER
	DATE

	       25/01034/FUL
	         Claire Ringwood
	24th March 2026



Address: 61 Church Street, Heywood 

Proposal:  ​​Demolition of existing building and construction of new 3 storey building, with commercial (Use Class E) at ground floor and 2 x 3 bed flats at first floor and second floor and creation of parking to rear​

	PUBLICITY
	Weekly list expired? 
	Y
	Site Notice expired? 
	N/A

	
	Neighbour letters expired?
	Y
	Press Notice expired?
	N/A



	DELEGATION
	Significant departure from local plan? 
	N
	Contrary to national policy?
	N

	
	Applicant a Council Member or officer?
	N
	Contrary to previous decision?
	N

	
	Major with 10 or more objections and recommending approval?
	N
	Called in or Planning Panel objection?
	N



	COMMENTS
	Planning Panel comments received?
	N

	
	Neighbour comments received?
	N



	EIA
	Screening opinion completed and saved to OnBase?
	N/A




	CONDITIONS
	Pre-commencement conditions proposed?
	N/A


	
	Pre-commencement conditions agreed (or notification period expired)?
	N/A




	RECOMMENDATION
	REFUSE 




CHECKED AND SIGNED OFF BY:	RK		DATE: 25/03/2026


SITE

The application site comprises a detached, single storey pitched roof building previously occupied by a pizzeria.  The building has a single storey rear extension and is situated between St Luke’s Place which is a three-storey block of flats and the Telephone Exchange, which is a large part single storey, part three storey building.  The application site has access from Temple Street at the rear 

The site falls within a Defined Urban Area (G/D/1) and a Physical Regeneration Area (G/R/1) as defined in Rochdale Borough Council’s saved Unitary Development Plan (UDP) Proposals Map.  The site falls outside the defined Heywood Town Centre boundary but is opposite a Primary Shopping Area with residential properties to the east and south of the site.  The site also falls within a Critical Drainage Area.

PROPOSAL

The proposal is for the demolition of the existing single storey building and the construction of a three-storey building comprising a commercial unit on the ground floor and 2 x 3 bedroom flats above (one on the first floor and one on the second floor).

A garden area is proposed at the rear along with bin and cycle storage and two car parking spaces accessed from Temple Street.

The materials would comprise brick, render, tiles and UPVC windows.

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSIONS WITH APPLICANT/AGENT

The applicant was advised in an email dated 16th March 2026 that there were concerns with the proposal in terms of design and appearance and impact on neighbouring properties.  The applicant was advised that given the extent of revisions considered necessary, officers recommended the application be withdrawn or it would be refused.  No pre-application discussions have been undertaken prior to submitting the application.  No comments were received by the applicant, and the application is therefore recommended for refusal.

PLANS AND DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED 

The following plans and documents were submitted on 9th October 2025:

Drawing No: 2891_HEY_02_Planning – Existing Plans & Elevations
Biodiversity Gain Plan 
Pre-Development Plan Baseline Map

The following plans and documents were submitted on 6th November 2025:

Drawing No: 2891_HEY_03_Planning_Rev_A – Proposed Plans & Elevations 
Location Plan
Planning Statement

The following plans and documents were submitted on 14th November 2025:

Drawing No: 2891_HEY_02_Planning_Rev_A – Existing Plans & Elevations
Drawing No: 2891_HEY_03_Planning_Rev_C – Proposed Plans & Elevations 

The following plans and documents were submitted on 19th December 2025:

Location Plan 

The following plans and documents were submitted on 28th January 2026:

Drawing No: 2891_HEY_02_Planning_Rev_B – Existing Plans & Elevations
Sustainable Drainage Assessment by GeoSmart Information, Dare: 27/01/2026, Report Reference: 87754R1, Report Status: Final

RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY

National Guidance

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)

Places for Everyone Joint Development Plan (PfE)

The Places for Everyone Joint Development Plan was adopted and became part of the statutory development plan for each of the 9 authorities covered by the plan on 21st March 2024. The following policies are relevant:

JP-S1		Sustainable Development
JP-S2		Carbon and Energy
JP-S3		Heat and Energy Networks 
JP-S4		Flood Risk and the Water Environment
JP-H1		Scale, Distribution and Phasing of New Housing Development
JP-H3		Type, Size and Design and New Housing
JP-G7 		Trees and Woodland
JP-G8		A Net Enhancement of Biodiversity and Geodiversity
JP-P1 		Sustainable Places
JP-C8		Transport Requirements of New Development

Adopted Rochdale Core Strategy (CS):

SO1 Delivering a more prosperous economy 
E1 Establishing thriving town, district and local centres
E2 Increasing jobs and prosperity 

SO2 Creating successful and healthy communities
C1 Delivering the right amount of housing in the right places
C2 Focusing on regeneration areas and economic growth corridors / areas
C3 Delivering the right type of housing

SO3 Improving design, image and quality of place
P1 Improving image
P3 Improving design of new development

SO4 Promoting a greener environment
G2 Energy and new development
G7 Increasing the value of biodiversity and geodiversity
G8 Managing water resources and flood risk
G9 Reducing the impact of pollution, contamination and land stability

SO5 Improving accessibility and delivering sustainable transport
T2 Improving accessibility

DM1 General development requirements

Unitary Development Plan (UDP): 

G/D/1		Defined Urban Area

Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD):

Supplementary Planning Guidance note ‘Guidelines and Standards for Residential Development’ (June 2016).
Shop Fronts and Security Shutters (updated 2017)

RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

80/D11590 - Change Of Use From Betting Office To Shop.  Approved 20/11/1980.

91/D26782 - Construction Of Two Tiled Canopies Above Shopfront.  Approved with conditions 08/07/1991.

95/D31963 - Conservatory Extension To Rear Of Restaurant.  Approved 23/06/1995. 

96/D33242 - Single Storey Rear Extension To Restaurant.  Approved 29/07/1996. 

24/01093/FUL - Front and rear dormers and increase in ridge height to provide commercial space (Use Class E(c)(iii)) at first floor level, conversion of roof over existing rear extension and alterations to existing frontage including formation of separate entrance.  Approved 15/01/2025.

SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES

United Utilities 

Summary: The applicant is required to submit detailed drainage plans prior to determination or subject to a condition.  Management and maintenance of SuDS is also required.

Urban Design

Summary: The scheme demonstrates a poor standard of design and fails to demonstrate an acceptable level of design quality.

Highways 

Summary: No objection subject to a dilapidation survey condition.

Greater Manchester Ecology Unit 

Summary: No objection subject to conditions.

Drainage Officer

Summary: The drainage proposals are not acceptable and significantly lack in detail.

Environmental Health (Noise)

No comment at the time of writing.

REPRESENTATIONS

Letters of notification were sent to the occupiers of surrounding properties.  No letters of representations have been received.

ANALYSIS

Principle of Development

The application site is allocated as a Defined Urban Area under the Proposals Map of the Unitary Development Plan.  Policy G/D/1 is therefore relevant to any applications on the site and in the supporting text to this policy it is established that new development should be located in the urban area, so as to support urban regeneration and to protect the countryside. This is reiterated in Policy C1 of the Core Strategy.

Use Class E

Policy E1 of the adopted Core Strategy seeks to focus retail, leisure, cultural, office, residential and other development to promote the viability and vitality of all the borough's town centres to maintain them as thriving and sustainable centres.  In considering proposals for main town centre uses, where the application site is not in an existing centre and not in accordance with an up-to-date development plan, Policy E1 requires the submission of a sequential approach, as out of centre development will only be acceptable when there are no suitable sites in, or on the edge, or well connected to, the town centre, district centres or local centres and to demonstrate that the proposal would cause no significant overall impact on the existing centres vitality and viability.

The site falls outside of the formal Town Centre boundary, as set out under saved UDP Policy G/S/1, which terminates along Hartley Street 55m west of the site, and also falls outside of any local centres also set out under this Policy. The applicant has also not provided a sequential assessment of alternative sites to demonstrate that there are no alternative sites suitable for the commercial element of the proposed development.

However, given the existing lawful commercial use which the site benefits from, it would be unreasonable to object to a continued commercial use at ground floor.  However, as Class E now covers a broad range of uses, had the application been acceptable, it would have been appropriate to restrict the permitted range of uses so that any future Class E use would not impact on the proposed flats above and the neighbouring properties.

With the suggested condition above, the principle of development in the urban area for commercial and residential use is considered acceptable and in accordance with Policy G/D/1 of the saved UDP, Policies C1 and E1 of the Core Strategy, Policy JP-H1 of PfE and the NPPF however, this factor must be balanced against all other material considerations, as outlined below.  

Design and Appearance

Paragraph 131 of the NPPF states that “the creation of high quality, beautiful and sustainable buildings is fundamental to what the planning and development process should achieve”.  Paragraph 135 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 139 sets out that development that is not well designed should be refused, especially where it fails to reflect local design policies and government guidance on design. 

The National Design Guide (NDG) states that “The long-standing, fundamental principles for good design are that is it: fit for purpose; durable; and brings delight”. The NDG advises that scale, appearance materiality and detailing of buildings are key components for well-designed places. The Building for a Healthy Life guidance document states that building forms and materials should be used to reflect local character.

The above considerations are largely reflected within Policies DM1 and P3 of the Council’s Core Strategy which ultimately require development proposals to demonstrate high quality design.  Policy JP-H3 of PfE states that ‘innovation in housing development will be supported where it is consistent with the principles of good design’. 

Core Strategy Policy P1 sets out that high quality design will be required in all new developments, requiring that under-used land and buildings are re-used and creating people-friendly and safe environments. Core Strategy Policy C3 requires new development to adhere to high standards of design, respecting context (scale, density, massing, height, layout) and contributing positively to the townscape. Core Strategy Policy DM1 states that all development proposals should be of a high-quality design and takes the opportunity to enhance the quality of the area. 

The existing building is a detached, single storey building located between two larger three storey developments.  The existing building is set forward of St Luke’s Place and is directly up to the footpath.  Although the existing building has little in the way of architectural merit, its scale means that it is not imposing and sits comfortably within the street scene.  

The proposed development introduces a three-storey building with two hipped roof forms and the materials would comprise brick with render to the ground floor front elevation and a tiled roof.  The proposed building would be set back from the footpath by a minimum of 1.2m and measures 8.28m in width at the front and 7.64m at the rear.  The proposed building measures 15m in depth and 7.5m in height to eaves level and 10m at its highest point.  The plans show a commercial frontage at ground floor with front and rear windows and doors and high-level windows to the side elevations.  The rear elevation steps in slightly to avoid the kink in the boundary line with the Telephone Exchange.

The Council’s Urban Design Officer stated that the immediate built environment is characterised by weak, low-quality development and national and local policy is clear that degraded context cannot justify further poor design.  The proposal fails to provide any appropriate architectural precedents, and the materials palette is poor.  Render is not considered to be a positively contributing feature within the locality and would age poorly; the Council’s Urban Design Officer has stated that this does not constitute high design quality.  

Officers have no concern with a three-storey building although any future planning application should provide a streetscene elevation to show the relationship with the neighbouring buildings.  The proposed shopfront is weakly presented and appears incoherent to the rest of the elevation and does not align with the Shop Front and Security Shutters SPD which states that shop fronts and advertisements should reinforce the positive character of their location.  The principles of good design outlined with this SPD have not been followed and the proposed shopfront offers little in the way of visual interest.

At upper floors, fenestration is horizontally proportioned and would not be typical of the positively contributing vernacular buildings; the elevation is otherwise devoid of ornamentation including simple, yet common features such as headers or cills or brickwork detailing. The proposed hipped roof would assist in minimising the massing of the building, and whilst an example is found on the adjacent building, limits the quantum of roof slope which is visible along Church Street and does not offer a high-quality solution to this matter.

The side elevations of the proposed building present largely blank facades which are devoid of any visual interest, except for high-level windows that are horizontally proportioned, and unaccompanied by any other detailing as to make them a feature.  The north-west side elevation of the proposed building would be visually prominent within the streetscene as the Telephone Exchange is set back from Church Street.  

Overall, the proposed building would comprise a poorly considered solution to the site that does not take account of the positive characteristics of the surrounding built environment, and as such would appear incongruous and harmful at an edge of town centre location. It should be noted that Heywood is undergoing significant physical improvement, not least with the efforts made at the nearby Heywood Civic Centre and Peine Square, which this building would ultimately sit near to.

For the above reasons, the proposal is considered to be unsympathetic in appearance and is lacking any architectural interest which represents poor design and fails to respect the character of the surrounding area and the street scene.  The proposal is therefore contrary to Rochdale Core Strategy Policies P1, P3, C3 and DM1 and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

Residential Amenity 

Paragraph 135 of the National Planning Policy Framework advises that planning decisions should always seek to secure a high standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings. Further to the above are the considerations of the Councils Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) ‘Guidelines and Standards for Residential Development’ which states that new developments “should be carefully designed to protect the amenity of the occupants of adjoining properties.”

Policy DM1 of the adopted Core Strategy requires that all development proposals are compatible with surrounding land uses, both in terms of its impact upon those uses and the impact of the surrounding land uses upon the amenities of future residents.  Policy G9 also requires that sensitive new development such as housing, are not adversely affected by existing sources of pollution such as roads and certain types of industry. 

Space Standards & Privacy 

The SPD – Guidelines and Standards for Residential Development sets out minimum space standards that should be applied to all new residential development and development which affect existing residential properties. 

4.2 of the SPD states ‘where buildings of three or more storeys are proposed, or there is a marked difference in levels, it may be necessary for the minimum distances set out in (ii) and (iii) above to be increased’.

St Luke’s Place to the east of the building is in residential use along with Roeacre Court to the north.  Across the road, to the south of the site, are bungalows which are set behind a brick wall and which have blank elevations fronting Church Street.  The Telephone Exchange is a commercial building to the west.  

The Proposed Site Plan shows distances of 13.5m from the rear elevation of the proposed building to the rear boundary of Roeacre Court and 15m from the side elevation of the proposed building and the furthest inside elevation (closest to Miller Street) at St Luke’s Place.  There is a distance of approximately 1.8m between the side elevation of the proposed building and the boundary with the Telephone Exchange and 7.6m to the three-storey section of this neighbouring building.  The single storey section of the Telephone Exchange extends directly up to the boundary line with the application site.  The closest side elevation of the proposed building with the side elevation of St Luke’s Place ranges from approximately 1.2m to 1.8m.

There are side windows to proposed bedrooms, dining rooms and kitchens however, no sectional drawings have been provided to show the internal height of these windows and whether there would be any impact on neighbouring properties in terms of loss of privacy or overlooking, particularly as the distances between the neighbouring properties does not meet the minimum space standards set out above.  

Notwithstanding this, the Council’s SPD provides guidance for house extensions and although the proposal is not an extension, the principle remains the same.  Paragraph 5.9 of the SPD seeks to ensure the living environment of neighbouring properties is not significantly impacted and the SPD states that ‘planning permission will not normally be granted for two storey extensions that project beyond a 30-degree line drawn from a point 2.4m along the common boundary from the rear elevation of the adjoining or adjacent dwelling’.  This is to protect neighbouring properties from loss of light, overbearing effects and overshadowing.  

The proposed building is three storeys in height and extends approximately 9m from the rear of the closest section of St Luke’s Place.  The inside elevation of this neighbouring building has numerous windows to habitable rooms and there is also an area of outdoor space.  The orientation of the proposed building along with its depth directly along the boundary would create a dark enclosed area to the rear of St Luke’s Place and the scheme would be visually dominant and overbearing and would be harmful to the residents of this building in terms of loss of light and overshadowing.  

Noise and Disturbance 

In terms of noise and disturbance from future occupiers of the proposed development, the site is within a mixed area, close to Heywood Town Centre and introducing another commercial use at ground floor with residential above is not considered detrimental to the living conditions of neighbouring properties.

Whilst there would inevitably be some noise and disturbance during demolition and construction works, had the application been acceptable, conditions would have been able to sufficiently mitigate these impacts. 

Taking all of the above into consideration the proposed development is contrary to Policies DM1 and G9 of the Core Strategy, the Council’s SPD and the NPPF.

Living conditions of future occupiers

The application site is adjacent to Church Road and close to Heywood Town Centre.  A Noise Impact Assessment has not been submitted with the application and officers cannot therefore determine whether the proposed development would be adversely affected by existing sources of pollution such as Church Road.  Notwithstanding this, the area features other residential properties and had the application been acceptable in all other regards, a Noise Impact Assessment would have been required by way of condition.

In terms of occupier amenity, the Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS) is a technical standards document produced by the Government to ensure internal space within new dwellings is sufficient for future occupiers.  Additionally, in accordance with PfE Policy JP-H3 (Type, Size and Design of New Housing), it is a requirement for all new dwellings to comply with the nationally described space standards and be built to the accessible and adaptable standard in Part M4(2) of the Building Regulations unless specific site conditions make this impracticable.  

The submitted Planning Statement advises that each floor has an GIA of 104sqm which is above the minimum requirement of 95sqm for 3b/6p dwelling (or 86sqm for a 3b/5p dwelling).  The NDSS also requires a double bedroom to have a floor area of at least 11.5m2 and be at least 2.75m wide.  All bedrooms meet the minimum standards and based on these room sizes, the proposed dwellings could accommodate up to five individuals.  

Alongside the requirement for all new dwellings to comply with the NDSS they also need to be built to the accessible and adaptable standard in Part M4(2) of the Building Regulations unless specific site conditions make this impracticable.  Part M4(2) is not referenced in any of the submitted documents however, as the proposal is for two flats only, officers would assume that compliance with Part M4(2) would be impracticable.

One of the bedrooms to each flat has a high-level side window only and it would be expected that new developments provide an appropriately sized window to a habitable room to ensure adequate outlook and levels of light are received.  Due to the proximity of this window to St Luke’s Place, a full-sized window would not be acceptable for privacy and overlooking reasons which reinforces the concerns above in respect of the design.  All other rooms have windows and although there is a high-level window to the kitchen and the dining area of the living/dining room, the dining area window is a secondary window and the kitchen is not considered a habitable room.

The development proposes a small communal garden area to the rear of the building which measures approximately 12m2.  This would be suitable for sitting out and for use as a communal open space however, the orientation of the site and the location of Telephone Exchange mean the garden area is unlikely to receive much sunlight.  However, its location close to the Town Centre and as the size is reflected in the similar size amenity space at St Luke’s Place, in this instance it is considered acceptable.  

Whilst more minor, the issue of high-level windows further demonstrates the unacceptable design of the proposal. The failure to demonstrate acceptable amenity standards is contrary to Policies DM1 and G9 of the Core Strategy, the Council’s SPD and the NPPF.

Crime and Safety

Policy P3 of the Core Strategy requires all new developments to incorporate design measures that design out crime and ensure developments and spaces are safe to use and access. Similarly, Policy DM1 requires all development proposals to minimise opportunities for crime against people or property.

The main entrance to the flats is from the north-west side elevation adjacent to the Telephone Exchange.  The plans show this is a narrow space located down an alleyway from Church Street or through the rear garden.  Officers are concerned that this access would be dark and secluded, with no active surveillance and would leave future occupiers/visitors of the flats vulnerable.  The rear access to the proposed commercial unit is also along an enclosed narrow footpath leaving both the access to the flats and the commercial unit at risk of unauthorised access.  

Officers therefore consider that the proposed development does not comply with Policy DM1 and P3 of the Core Strategy as the poor design it creates an unsafe environment for users of the development. 

Highways 

Policy T2 of the Core Strategy requires development to comply with the Council’s car parking standards and Policy DM1 requires that development provides satisfactory vehicular access with adequate parking, manoeuvring and servicing arrangements, taking into account the proposed use and location.

Policy JP-C8 of PfE requires new development to be located and designed to enable and encourage walking, cycling and public transport use to reduce the negative effects of car dependency and help deliver high quality, attractive, liveable and sustainable environments.

The application site is located in close proximity to Heywood Town Centre, with plentiful amenities and facilities accessible within walking distance and by sustainable means of transport.  The proposed development shows a provision of 2 car parking spaces at the rear of the site accessed from Temple Street.    

Two bicycle parking spaces and bin storage is proposed to the rear of the car parking spaces.  The cycle parking is shown as two stands however, to ensure the cycles are safe and secure, covered and lockable storage would be required.  The bins seem to be shared with both the proposed commercial use and the residential use, and no details have been provided to demonstrate how the refuse and recycling area will operate or how bins will be delivered to the roadside for collection and returned.  No details of a bin store have also been provided.  Had the application been acceptable, conditions would have been included for details of cycle storage and bin storage and servicing to be submitted.  

The Council’s Highways Officer advised that given the sustainable location of the site, the level of parking is appropriate.  The Highways Officer does not expect any problematic volume of traffic at this location and the access to the site is acceptable.  The only concern raised was potential damage to the highway surrounding the development from construction traffic.  Had the application been acceptable a condition would have been included for the submission of a dilapidation survey to be undertaken prior to demolition with any damage upon completion repaired.  

Subject to the above conditions, the proposal complies with the requirements of Core Strategy Policies T1 and T2, Policy JP-C8 of PfE and the NPPF.  

Landscaping and Biodiversity Net Gain 

Policy G6 establishes that development should protect and improve green spaces and where trees are to be removed they should be replaced at a ratio of 2:1.  This is reinforced in Policy JP-G7 of PfE which states ‘where development would result in the loss of existing trees, requiring replacement on the basis of two new trees for each tree lost, or other measures that would also result in a net enhancement in the character and quality of the treescape and biodiversity value in the local area, with a preference for on-site provision’.  

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, enhance, and create biodiversity opportunities through new habitats, landscaping, and building and construction features wherever possible. Core Strategy Policy G7 requires that no development should result in a net loss of biodiversity and geodiversity.

PfE Policy JP-G9 seeks to deliver a net enhancement of biodiversity resources through a collective of measures which are broadly aligned with the approach to BNG outlined within the Environment Act (2021), the NPPF and supporting guidance documents. The provisions of the Environment Act in respect of BNG are now a statutory requirement for planning applications and so the proposed development should achieve net gains for biodiversity via species enhancement as guided by the NPPF (paragraphs 187d and 192b) to achieve demonstrable net gain for biodiversity.

When determining planning applications paragraph 193 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 measurable net gains for biodiversity or enhance public access to nature where this is appropriate (had the application been acceptable in all other regards, biodiversity enhancements would have been secured by way of condition).

The Greater Manchester Ecology Unit (‘GMEU’) was consulted on the application and advised that the Local Records Centre holds few records of foraging or roosting bats in the area.  The building looks to be well maintained and having assessed the work planned for the building, there is negligible potential for the works to disturb roosting bats and no further surveys are required.  Had the application been acceptable, a condition would have been imposed for biodiversity enhancements along with informatives relating to protected species in unexpected places and nesting birds.  

The submitted plans show a small rear garden area but there are no details of planting proposed.  There are some large trees at the rear of the site in Roeacre Court however, it is not expected that the proposed development would impact on these trees.  Had the application been acceptable, a condition would have been imposed for a detailed landscaping scheme.  

Subject to the above conditions, the proposal is in accordance with Policies G6 and G7 of the Core Strategy, Policies JP-G6, JP-G7 and JP-G8 of PfE and the NPPF.

Land Contamination 

Policy G9 requires that any risks associated with contaminated land are identified and addressed prior to development. It is therefore important that ground conditions are fully considered by developers as part of new development proposals and, where necessary, appropriate remedial measures must be set out and implemented to address any issues of unstable land and ensure safety and stability of new development.

Paragraph 187 of the NPPF states that planning decisions should contribute to and enhance the local environment by preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability, and remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and unstable land, where appropriate.

The site is not within an RMBC and EA Landfill Records area and therefore no further details are required.  As such, the proposal would comply with the requirements of Core Strategy Policy G9 and the NPPF.

Flood Risk and Drainage 

Policy G8 requires that new development does not lead to any increased form of flooding locally or further downstream, does not impede natural water and flood risk management, is not detrimental to existing or potential flood storage areas, contributes where possible to alleviating existing flood risk and is itself well protected from flood risk and ensures prudent use of water resources.

Policy JP-S4 (Flood Risk and the Water Environment) of PfE expects developments to manage surface water runoff through sustainable drainage systems and development should achieve greenfield run-off rates unless it is demonstrated to be impracticable.

The application site falls within a Critical Drainage Area and a Sustainable Drainage Assessment was submitted during the course of the application.  This assessment was reviewed by the Council’s Drainage & Flooding Officer who advised that insufficient information had been submitted.  The aim should be to discharge surface run off in line with the drainage hierarchy.  United Utilities also advised that all options for the sustainable management of surface water must be thoroughly investigated before they will accept any surface water connections from new development to the public sewer.  As the application is lacking in detail, the proposed development is not in accordance with Policy G8 of the Core Strategy, Policy JP-S4 of PfE and the NPPF.

Conclusion 

Whilst the principle of commercial and residential redevelopment of the site is supported, the proposal fails to comply with a number of local and national policies. Substantial revisions would be required to achieve an acceptable scheme. As such the application is recommended for refusal.

RECOMMENDATION 

REFUSE for the following reasons:

1 By reason of its materiality, use of fenestration and absence of any meaningful architectural detailing, the proposed development would fail to respond positively to the character and appearance of the surrounding area and would ultimately fail to be well-designed. Furthermore, the poor design also does not provide a safe and secure development free from fear of crime. As such the proposed development would conflict with Rochdale Core Strategy Policies P1, P3, C3 and DM1, Policy JP-P1 of the adopted Places for Everyone Joint Development Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

2 By reason of its excessive scale, height, massing and insufficient separation distances, the proposed development would have a detrimental impact on the living environment of neighbouring properties in terms of loss of light, overshadowing, visual dominance and overbearing effects which is contrary to Policies DM1 and G9 of the Core Strategy, Policy JP-P1 of the adopted Places for Everyone Joint Development Plan, the Council’s Guidelines and Standards for Residential Development SPD and the NPPF.

3 The proposed development fails to provide an appropriately sized, placed and orientated windows to all habitable rooms and would not provideadequate outlook and levels of natural light contrary to Policies DM1 and G9 of the Core Strategy, PfE Policies JP-P1, JP-S2 and JP-H3, and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

4 The application has failed to provide sufficient information in respect of a comprehensive drainage strategy and a SuDS Assessment within a critical drainage area. On the basis that the proposals cannot demonstrate that they would not increase the risk of flooding within an area identified as having critical drainage problems,The proposal is contrary to Policy G8 of the Core Strategy, Policies JP-S4 of the Places for Everyone Joint Development Plan and the NPPF.
Procedure Statement 

The proposal would not improve the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area nor does it comply with the development plan and therefore does not comprise sustainable development. There were no amendments to the scheme, or conditions which could reasonably have been imposed, which could have made the development acceptable and it was therefore not possible to approve the application.

Notes for Applicant:

1. The assessment of this application is based on the following drawings: 

Drawing No: 2891_HEY_03_Planning_Rev_C – Proposed Plans & Elevations 
Received on 14th November 2025

Location Plan 
Received on 19th December 2025

Drawing No: 2891_HEY_02_Planning_Rev_B – Existing Plans & Elevations
Received on 28th January 2026

2. The applicant is advised that the Council offer a pre-application service which any future scheme could benefit from prior to submitting a future planning application:  About pre-application planning advice and charges | Pre-application planning advice and charges | Rochdale Borough Council
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