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APPLICATION NUMBER:  22/01076/FUL 
 
 

DELEGATED DECISION CHECKLIST AND REPORT 
 

 
APPLICATION NO. CASE OFFICER DATE 

22/01076/FUL Rosalind Gralton 22 March 2023 
 
Address:  Land Opposite The White Hart, 701 Heywood Old Road, Middleton, OL10 
2QL     
 
Proposal:  Dismantling, rebuilding and repair of grade II listed drinking fountain and 
trough in new location. Installation of 1.2m high railings   
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
CHECKED AND SIGNED OFF BY: LA  DATE: 05.04.2023 
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N Contrary to national policy? N 

Applicant a Council 
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N Contrary to previous decision? N 
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The site relates to a listed structure; grade II listed drinking fountain and trough 
designed by Edgar Wood, located on a parcel of land on the southern side of 701 
Heywood Old Road, and adjacent to The White Hart Public House. 
 
The structure’s listing is as follows: 
 
‘Drinking fountain and horse and dog drinking troughs. 1888, relocated late C20. By 
Edgar Wood, architect for Messrs W.C. Wood and Bros, textile manufacturers. 
Ashlar gritstone and red brick. Depressed semi-circular arched structure rising from 
shallow gabled buttresses. The arch is supported by a square pier, rising from a red 
brick base, and which passes through the arch centre, the arch head carrying 
gablets either side of the pier. Moulded flat cap to pier, with small dome finials to 
corners. Located between the central pier and the outer buttresses are two stone 
troughs. HISTORY: The trough was designed to commemorate the completion of a 
new weaving shed at Messrs. Woods' textile factory, and donated to the people of 
Birch. It was relocated and repaired of a site close to its original location following a 
road widening scheme. 
 
Listing NGR: SD8513707748’ 
 
The site is located within the Birch Conservation Area, and adjacent to Non-
Designated Heritage Assets; 
 

- The White Hart Hotel 
- 618 to 620 Heywood Old Road 
- 622 to 626 Heywood Old Road 
- 640 to 652 Heywood Old Road 
- 531 to 535 Langley Lane 

 
PROPOSAL 

 
The proposal seeks to dismantle the trough and reinstate it to the south-east on the 
other side of Heywood Old Road, adjacent to an area of green space.  The trough 
would be reinstated, with a new 1.2m high cast metal fence around the boundary of 
the green space and encircling the trough on three sides.    
 
RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY 

 
The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

 
National Guidance 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)  
 
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 
 
Adopted Rochdale Core Strategy (CS): 
SO3 – To improve design, image and quality of place 
P2 – Protecting and enhancing character, landscape and heritage 
P3 - Improving design of new development 
 
SO4 – To promote a greener environment 
G4 - Protecting Green Belt land 
G6 - Enhancing green infrastructure 
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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 
 
None in direct relevance to the trough or proposed relocation site. 
 
CONSULTATION RESPONSES 
 
Conservation And Design   
Comment summary provided below: 
 
‘The relocation of listed structures would not normally be supported, as in many 
cases it would result in substantial harm to significance.   However, this case is 
considered to be exceptional, having regard to the asset’s previous relocation, its 
state of repair and the level of risk it is placed under in its current location.   Without 
mitigation being secured by condition, the proposal would risk resulting in a high 
level of harm to the significance.  
 
However, subject to appropriate mitigation and detailing, the proposed relocation 
would result in less than substantial harm to the significance of the heritage asset.   It 
is considered that this harm would be clearly outweighed by the public benefits of the 
proposal.           
 
The proposed works to relocate the trough offer an opportunity to protect and 
safeguard this important heritage asset in a location close to its original setting.  
Subject to the repairs and appropriate protection measures being taken, and the 
installation of interpretation, the proposal would realise substantial public benefits.   
 
The relocation would comply with the requirements of NPPF chapter 16.  Subject to 
mitigation and appropriate conditions, it would preserve the listed building, and is 
considered to comply with the requirements of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990.    
 
Further details and justification are required in relation to the proposed railings to 
ensure that the requirements of NPPF chapter 16 and the 1990 Act are met.’ 
 
Gtr Manchester Ecology Unit   
No objections. Informative attached to decision notice. 
 
Historic England   
No comments to make.   
 
Highways And Engineering   
No objections. Note regarding any works to the adopted highway would require 
separate permission from the local Highway Authority.  
 
Tree Officer   
The following response was received: 
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“I would raise no objection to this application on Arbor grounds. The stand of 
dogwood to be removed to facilitate the scheme is not of substantive importance.” 
 
Greater Manchester Archaelogical Advisory Service   
No objections. Response copied below: 
 
‘The application is supported by a Heritage Statement (HS) compiled by Jenny 
Wetton Conservation in August 2022. The HS gives a detailed overview of the 
proposals, comprising the dismantling, repair and rebuilding of a Grade II Listed 
drinking fountain in a new location. The HS also provides a useful historical 
background concerning the commissioning of the drinking fountain by Middleton 
architect, Edgar Wood, a good description of the former location of the fountain, and 
a decent appreciation of the current form and location of the structure within the 
Birch Conservation Area. 
 
The HS acknowledges that the significance of the structure has already been 
impacted upon by its original relocation and piecemeal changes to its form, function, 
and setting. It is also acknowledged that any structure is most at risk when being 
moved and that measures ought to be in place to minimize further risks to it. In 
section 6.2 “…it is recommended that a full condition survey be undertaken by a 
qualified and experienced historic buildings surveyor who should also develop a 
method statement for the relocation and any recommended repairs and consolidation 
work”. The detailed photographic record and descriptions contained within such a 
survey would equate to a scheme of low-level building recording, which could be 
added to the Historic Environment Record to increase our knowledge. 
 
GMAAS defer to the Conservation Officer for Rochdale Borough Council regarding 
the formation of an appropriate mitigation strategy to suit the structure and 
Conservation Area. However, one aspect that could be explored is for the addition of 
some form of information panel to be incorporated into the design of the railings that 
are proposed to be erected around the structure following its repair and relocation. 
This need not be very large, but could include details regarding the structure’s 
history, the name of the original architect, its original function, and history of former 
locations. This might, in some small way, bring back some of the context that has 
been lost and revitalise interest in the historic structure’ 
 
Joint Committee Of National Amenity Societies   
No comments received  
 
Legal -Snowber Baig   
Comments received. No objections. 
 
‘I note that the monument was built in 1888 and it was relocated and repaired of a 
site close to its original location following a road widening scheme late C20. 
Therefore relocating it again should not have any legal implications.’ 
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
The application was publicised by way of neighbour notification, press notice and site 
notice. No responses were received. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Principle of Development 
 
The existing location of the application site is located within the Green Belt as 
designated on the Rochdale Unitary Development Plan (UDP) Proposals Map. The 
proposed location is designated as Protected Open Land on the same UDP 
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Proposals Map The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), 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. 
 
 
Paragraph 149 of the NPPF states: 
 
‘A local planning authority should regard the construction of new buildings as 
inappropriate in the Green Belt. Exceptions to this are: 
 

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; and 
d) the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use 
and not materially larger than the one it replaces; 

 
Paragraph 150 allows for other forms of development which are also not 
inappropriate development and this includes engineering operations.   
 
If the fountain and trough are considered to be buildings for the purpose of 
paragraph 149, their relocation would be appropriate under the exceptions above.  
The only other new proposed built form of this development would be the 1.2m high 
railings, which would be sited to protect the structure. Given the height of the railings 
in context with surrounding street furniture and the existing use of the site as a grass 
verge housing street furniture, it is not considered these railings would fail to 
preserve the openness of the of the Protected Open Land.   
 
The definition of engineering operations is not exhaustive, and therefore, with the 
exception of the erection of 1.2m high railings, no new built form is to be created as a 
result of the proposals, it is not considered the relocation, removal and rebuilding of 
the listed structure is considered inappropriate development in this instance. 
Additionally, the land the structure currently sits on is an adopted highway. The 
parcel of land the structure is to be relocated to, is a grass verge at the junction of 
Heywood Old Road and Langley Lane. The site currently houses an equipment 
cabinet, serves no direct purpose to the adjacent land uses, and is screened to the 
south and east by mature landscaping. As such, there is no direct change of use 
proposed for the two sites. The structure would be removed, the existing adopted 
highway resurfaced and retained as an adopted highway, and relocated onto a grass 
verge, which would not change the use of the parcel of land to which it is located. 
 
Saved Rochdale UDP Policy D10 states:  
 
‘Within the areas of Protected Open Land defined on the Proposals Map, 
development proposals will be permitted that fall within one or more of the following 
categories: a) development which would be acceptable were it in the Green Belt; or 
[…] 
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Where new buildings are permitted, they should be sited to form a group with 
existing buildings. Where this is not possible, buildings, car parking areas and other 
new structures, should be sited where they will be well screened and unobtrusive in 
the landscape. All buildings and extensions should be of a high standard of design, 
using materials that are compatible with the landscape, and should not detract from 
the visual amenity and environment of adjacent Green Belt’ 
 
This UDP policy is to be read in conjunction with Policy G5 of the Rochdale CS, 
which relates to development in Protected Open Lan, which echoes much of the 
same, stating ‘Development on open land outside the urban area and not in the 
green belt will be resisted unless:it is limited development that would be acceptable 
were it in the green belt;’  
 
As within the above assessment, the proposed relocation of the building would be 
well screened by trees to the south, and would not be considered obstrusive within 
the landscape. The proposed development is limited, and would be acceptable, as 
assessed above, if it were in the green belt. As such, the proposal is compliant with 
Policy G5 of the CS and saved Policy D/10 of the UDP. 
 
Overall, the proposed removal and relocation of the structure would not result in 
inappropriate development, and as such would be considered in accordance with 
relevant protected open land and green belt policy.   
 
Heritage and design 
 
Policy: 
 
Section 16 (2&3) of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990 advises  that ”in considering whether to grant listed building consent for any 
works the local planning authority shall have special regard to the desirability of 
preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic 
interest which it possesses. Any listed building consent shall (except in so far as it 
otherwise provides) ensure for the benefit of the building and of all persons for the 
time being interested in it.” 
 
Paragraph 197 of the NPPF states that “In determining applications, local planning 
authorities should take account of: a) the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the 
significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their 
conservation; b) the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can 
make to sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and c) the 
desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and 
distinctiveness”. 
 
Paragraph 198 states that ‘in considering any applications to remove or alter a 
historic statue, plaque, memorial or monument (whether listed or not), local planning 
authorities should have regard to the importance of their retention in situ and, where 
appropriate, of explaining their historic and social context rather than removal.’   
 
Paragraph 200 of the NPPF states that any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a 
designated heritage asset (from its alteration or destruction, or from development 
within its setting), should require clear and convincing justification. Substantial harm 
to or loss of grade II listed buildings should be exceptional.  
 
Paragraph 201 goes on to say that where a proposed development will lead to 
substantial harm to (or total loss of significance of) a designated heritage asset, local 
planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the 
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substantial harm or total loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that 
outweigh that harm or loss, or all of the following apply: 
 
(a) the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site; and 
(b) no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term through 
appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation; and 
(c) conservation by grant-funding or some form of not for profit, charitable or public 
ownership is demonstrably not possible; and 
(d) the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back into use. 
 
Paragraph 202 states that ‘where a development proposal will lead to less than 
substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should 
be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, 
securing its optimum viable use.’  
  
Paragraph 204 of the NPPF states that “local planning authorities should not permit 
the loss of the whole or part of a heritage asset without taking all reasonable steps to 
ensure the new development will proceed after the loss has occurred”. 
 
Paragraph 205 of the NPPF states that “local planning authorities should require 
developers to record and advance understanding of the significance of any heritage 
assets to be lost (wholly or in part) in a manner proportionate to their importance and 
the impact, and to make this evidence (and any archive generated) publicly 
accessible. However, the ability to record evidence of our past should not be a factor 
in deciding whether such loss should be permitted”. Additionally, paragraph 193 
states that “Local planning authorities should make information about the historic 
environment, gathered as part of policy-making or development management, 
publicly accessible”. 
 
The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 refers to the 
‘preservation’ or ‘enhancement’ of the special architectural or historic interest of the 
heritage asset or its character and appearance. The NPPF sets out in Chapter 16 of 
the document decision-making policies using different terminology, referring in 
particular to ‘conservation of significance’. It is important to note that ‘conservation’ 
and ‘preservation’ are concerned with the management of change in a way that 
sustains a heritage asset’s special interest or significance. However, ‘conservation’ 
has the added dimension of taking opportunities to enhance significance where 
opportunities arise and where appropriate. 
 
Rochdale CS policy P2 deals with ‘protecting and enhancing character, landscape 
and heritage’.   Paragraph 2a states that the borough’s heritage will be protected by 
conserving, enhancing and promoting key heritage assets, both statutory and non-
statutory.  Key heritage assets include the borough’s listed buildings.       
 
Significance 
 
Birch Village developed after the construction of Birch Mill to the north in the early 
19th century. The village developed with a strong linear focus along Heywood Old 
Road.  Eminent local architect Edgar Wood was commissioned to design the trough 
in 1888.  It is understood that the trough was given to the people of Birch to 
commemorate the completion of a new weaving shed at Birch Mill.     
 
The trough was originally installed to the south of its current position.  It was also a 
taller structure, with a rectangular water trough in front of the sculpture and a lamp 
on top.  It is not entirely clear when the trough was moved to its current location, 
although it is likely to have been in the 1920s.   The submitted heritage statement 
includes a plan from 1922, which showed the trough proposed to be moved to its 
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current location, as part of works to alter the road junction.   It is likely that the water 
trough was removed when it was relocated.  By 1929, the drinking trough is no 
longer shown on the OS map.     

 
The submitted heritage statement, and consultation response from the Conservation 
Officer concurs the trough as being of high significance, and the current location 
does not contribute to that significance, due to previous relocation. While it is 
acknowledged the current location of the trough has been the trough’s location for 
much of its lifespan, it is considered any significance the trough derives from the 
current location is low.  
 
The proposal seeks to dismantle the trough and reinstate it to the south-east on the 
other side of Heywood Old Road, adjacent to an area of green space.  The trough 
would be reinstated, with a new 1.2m high cast metal fence around the boundary of 
the green space and encircling the trough on three sides, with the one open side 
adjacent to the adopted highway. 
 
The proposal seeks the dismantling, repair, restructure and relocation of the trough. 
The Conservation Officer’s consultee response states the dismantling of the 
structure and relocation presents a degree of risk to the structure, and without 
appropriate measures, the structure could be damaged during the dismantling or 
rebuilding works, or lost if not correctly stored. Additionally, the designated heritage 
asset would be removed, albeit for a temporary period.  
 
Therefore, without measures to mitigate harm secured condition, the proposal could 
risk substantial harm to the significance, and therefore Paragraph 200 and 201 of the 
NPPF detailing any harm should be ‘exceptional’ and would require ‘clear and 
convincing justification’ are relevant in this instance. 
 
It is considered details and measures secured by condition would be able to ensure 
the level of harm and likelihood of risk to significance is much reduced. While there 
would be some loss of evidential value from the dismantling and rebuilding works, 
the works to relocate the trough in its new position would not diminish the other 
aspects identified above, which contribute to its significance, including its 
architectural and historic values and association with eminent architects Edgar 
Wood.   This is particularly the case, given that the trough has already moved, and 
any significance it derives from its current location is low.  By the application of 
conditions to mitigate the risk, and the inclusion of some interpretation (such as a 
plaque or board), the level of harm to the significance of the heritage asset would be 
less than substantial and the provisions of NPPF paragraph 202 would apply. The 
level of harm would be reduced to low, in this instance only. 
 
In the instance the level of harm is mitigated by appropriate conditions, the harm 
would be reduced to low. As such, paragraph 202 of the NPPF is engaged, and 
therefore the harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal.  
 
In its current position, the trough is close to the carriageway of a busy highway, 
almost directly opposite the junction. The heritage statement notes that the trough 
has previously been hit by a vehicle, resulting in some damage to the stonework.  
The proximity to the highway and spray from passing vehicles has also exacerbated 
erosion of the stonework in places.  In its current position, there is a real risk of 
damage or loss of historic fabric. The proposed location would be in front of an area 
of green space on the other side of Heywood Old Road.   This position would be 
slightly further from the junction and would be set back slightly from the highway 
edge.   The new location would reduce the risk to the structure from vehicle damage.  
The provision of railings would also add an additional layer of protection to the asset. 
Additionally, the trough is not in its original position and therefore the loss of 
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significance derived from its current location is low. The new location would be 
slightly closer to its original position, and is located in a more appropriate setting. The 
new location would still be prominent within the Conservation Area and its ties to the 
area would still be clearly legible.     
 
Additionally, the trough is currently in a poor state, exacerbated by its location and 
proximity to oncoming traffic and vehicles. The proposed repair works are urgent and 
subject to use of appropriate materials, would constitute a significant public benefit to 
the scheme. As such, a detailed schedule covering dismantling, protection, 
relocation, rebuilding and repair has been secured for LPA approval by condition. 
This also includes timeframes to minimise the amount of time where the asset is 
removed.    
 
Other conditions should include the installation of an interpretation panel and details 
of any plinth/stand and landscaping around the asset.    
 
This exceptional case, having regard to the asset’s previous relocation, its state of 
repair and the level of risk it is placed under in its current location, the proposed 
works offer an opportunity to protect and safeguard this important heritage asset in a 
location close to its original setting.  Subject to the repairs and appropriate protection 
measures being taken, the proposal would realise substantial public benefits  
 
As such, it is considered the identified public benefits of the scheme would outweigh 
the less than substantial harm caused in this instance. 
 
In relation to the proposed conservation area, the trough is an important feature, and 
subject to the mitigation measures secured by condition, it is considered any harm 
would be ‘negligible’. 
 
The proposed railings are acceptable in principle, and further detailing and 
specification of this is required via condition. It is considered that the proposed 
railings would result in less than substantial harm to the significance of the 
Conservation Area and the listed building. It is clear and convincingly justified 
regarding the railing’s purpose in relation to protection of the listed structure, and the 
less than substantial harm as a result of the railings is mitigated through the use of 
appropriate planning conditions.  

 
Neighbouring amenity 
 
Policy DM1 of the Adopted Core Strategy sets out a number of basic planning 
considerations that apply to all developments. Further to this, Paragraph 130 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework seeks to ensure a high standard of amenity for 
all existing and future users. 
 
The proposed relocation of the listed structure would relocate the structure onto the 
eastern side of Heywood Old Road. The site would be approximately 21m away from 
adjacent residential properties, and is not of a scale, height or massing that would be 
out of keeping, or at the detriment of adjacent neighbouring properties. 
 
As such, the proposal would have an acceptable impact on the residential amenity of 
surrounding occupiers and would accord with the requirements of Policy DM1 of the 
adopted Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
Ecology and trees 
 
Policy G6 of the adopted Core Strategy seeks to protect and improve green spaces 
and ensure that their value to sustainable development and regeneration is 
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maximised. One tree, identified as G1, is considered within the submitted 
Arboricultural Survey as Category C and is of limited merit.  
 
The Council’s Arboriculturalist has been consulted on the application, and accepts 
the removal of this tree, stating the tree to be removed is ‘not of substantive 
importance’. The Council’s Policy G6 recommends a replanting ratio of 2:1, and 
therefore a condition requesting replanting is attached to the decision notice. The 
Council’s Ecologist has been consulted, and raises no concerns to the proposed 
scheme. 
 
As such, subject to conditions, the removal of the proposed tree is considered 
acceptable, and is in compliance with Policy G6 of the Rochdale CS and NPPF. 
 
Highways 
Policy T2 of the adopted Core Strategy seeks to improve accessibility by locating 
development where good access to public transport is available or can be provided 
and in all circumstances, prioritises the safety, accessibility and amenity of those 
who live or have business in the area. Policy DM1 also states that all development 
proposals should provide satisfactory vehicular access with adequate parking, 
manoeuvring, and servicing arrangements taking into account of the proposed use 
and location. Paragraph 111 of the National Planning Policy Framework 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. 
 
Highways officers raised no objections to the scheme, and provided guidance that if 
any works are required to the highway, separate permissions must be secured for 
this, details of which is attached to the informatives of the decision. Additionally, a 
condition is to be applied ensuring good is made to the existing highway, where the 
listed structure is to be relocated from. 
 
As such, it is considered that the proposed relocation application is considered to 
accord with the requirements of Policy DM1 and T2 of the adopted Core Strategy 
and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

1. The works must be begun not later than the expiration of three years 
beginning with the date of this consent. 
 
Reason:  Required to be imposed by Section 91 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 (as amended). 
 

2. This consent relates to the following plans and documents  
 
-Location Plan – 04 Rev A 
-Elevations Plan – A1/200****/04 
-Proposed Relocation of Trough Site Plan – Scheme -03 Rev D 
-Heritage Statement by JW Conservation, dated August 2022  
 
and the works shall be carried out in complete accordance with these plans 
and documents hereby approved. 
 
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and to ensure a satisfactory standard of 
works in accordance with the policies contained within the adopted Rochdale 
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Core Strategy, the saved Rochdale Unitary Development Plan and the 
National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
3. No development shall commence until a detailed schedule covering 

dismantling, storage, repairs and reconstruction of the structure, including 
timeframes shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority.   This schedule shall also include a detailed photographic 
survey of the structure.   The works shall be carried out in accordance with 
this approved schedule.     
Reason: In order to ensure public benefits of the scheme are delivered in 
accordance with the NPPF and policy P2 of the Rochdale Core Strategy. 
 

4. No development shall commence until designs for an interpretation board to 
be located near to the relocated fountain (or incorporated within any railings) 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.   
The board shall be installed in accordance with the approved details within 6 
months following the relocation of the fountain.   
Reason:  In order to ensure public benefits of the scheme are delivered, and 
to ensure satisfactory appearance in the interests of visual amenity in 
accordance with Policies P2, P3 and DM1 of the adopted Rochdale Core 
Strategy and the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 

5. Notwithstanding the indicative details shown on the proposed plans, prior to 
their installation, full details including scaled drawings and proposed materials 
for any railings shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority.   Thereafter the railings shall be installed in accordance 
with the approved details.   
Reason: In order to ensure a satisfactory appearance in the interests of visual 
amenity in accordance with Policies P2, P3 and DM1 of the adopted 
Rochdale Core Strategy and the requirements of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

 
6. Notwithstanding the details shown on the approved plans, within 3 months of 

the date of this decision, a replanting scheme at a ratio of 2:1 shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
details shall include the planting size, species and numbers of any existing 
plants / trees to be retained and a scheme for the timing / phasing of 
implementation works.  
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 5 years of planting shall be replaced 
within the next planting season by trees or shrubs of similar size and species 
to those originally required to be planted.  

 
Reason: To ensure satisfactory landscaping in accordance with policy G6 of 
adopted Rochdale Core Strategy. 

 
Procedure Statement  
 
The proposal complies with the development plan and would improve the economic, 
social and environmental conditions of the area. It therefore comprises sustainable 
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development and the Local Planning Authority worked proactively to issue the 
decision without delay. 
 
 
Notes for Applicant: 
 

1. All bats and their roosts are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 
1981; the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000; the Natural Environment 
and Rural Communities Act 2006; and by the Conservation of Habitats and 
Species Regulations (2010).  Should any bats or evidence of bats be found 
prior to or during development, work must stop immediately and Natural 
England contacted for further advice. This is a legal requirement under the 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and applies to whoever 
carries out the work. All contractors on site should be made aware of this 
requirement and given the relevant contact number for Natural England, 
which is via the Bat Conservation Trust on 0345 1300 228. 
 

2. The applicants attention is drawn to the need to seek approval under the 
Highways Act 1980 from the Highways Maintenance section of the Impact 
Partnership (Contact the Highways Maintenance Team on 01706 924623) 
regarding the construction/alterations of the proposed dropped 
crossing/reinstatement of the footway/any other works on the adopted 
highway that isn't subject to a S38 or S278 Agreement, prior to works 
commencing on site. 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
Report Author Rosalind Gralton 
 
 
 

 


