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Report by Helen Pressley Date of report: 25/01/2023 Ref:69043/FUL

Registration: 07/12/2022 LDFC: 05/01/2023 Expiry Date: 01/02/2023

Site Visit: 19/01/2023 Site Notice: N/A Press Date: N/A

Objections: 2 Con Area: N/A Adv  Type: NONE

Reason for Delay: EIA: NA

N/A Dec Level: DEL

Stat Class: HOUS

Proposal: Single storey side and rear extensions; New pitched roof over existing two storey
flat roofed extension; Alterations to existing windows; Render to new and existing walls
Location: 20 Longsight Road, Ramsbottom, Bury, BL0 9TD

Description
The application relates to a bay fronted, detached property on Longsight Road. The
property has gardens to the front and rear. A driveway is located to the side of the
premises.

Planning permission is sought for the construction of a single storey side extension that
projects approximately 3159mm to the side of the existing dwelling. To the rear it is
proposed to constructed a single storey extension that projects approximately 3000mm. A
new pitched roof is shown above the existing side/rear two storey extension. Alterations to
the existing windows are also proposed with an amendment to the first floor and ground
floor rear window arrangements, and removal of existing side windows. Render is proposed
to the existing and proposed elevations.

Application 69119 for the erection of 1 dwelling in the rear garden of this property is being
considered under a separate application.

Relevant Planning History
69119 - Erection of 1 no. dwelling -  Pending

Publicity
Neighbour letters sent 9/12/2022 and 12/12/2022.

2 objections received in relation to:
I object to the Juliet balcony.
Site has been cleared of mature planting and trees that provided screening. Can now
see into windows of house.
Trees removed to prevent a full tree survey
If balcony is allowed, we would urge the council require protected replanting of suitable
vegetation where they have been removed to allow better screening of the homes from
one another
Gardens often flooded since flats have been built mean there is no longer water run off
from the old tennis courts.
The water used to run into the coppice of trees consisting of 7, 80 year old beech trees
which have been cut down.
The applicant claimed there were no trees that needed to be removed. This is blatantly
deceitful.
The proposed building is right up against my garden with no shielding.
The property is not in keeping with the area where all the houses have substantial
mature gardens and there are no bungalows in the immediate area, particularly not in
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peoples back gardens.
It appears the applicant is prepared to ignore building regulations and deceive the
planning authority concerning the none existence of a small wood, by breaking ground
and building the extension before Christmas long before the expiry date of objections to
building regulations.
Should planning be granted I feel the bungalow should be moved a greater distance
from fence and shielding, in the shape of trees planted.
Would also point out that the adjacent gardens are similar in length and could lead to
further planning applications for similar dwellings in each of the gardens.

Comment received in relation to:
first of all ask you to take into consideration that postal deliveries Nationwide have been
subject to industrial strike Action and specific request by Royal Mail that priority should
be given to parcels  delivery rather than to letters and therefore the timescales you
quote in your letter should be amended to take these factors into consideration.
Work commenced prior to letters arriving. Was work commenced on the existing
building with full permission? 
Surely major National and International experts making their views on the relationship
between weather and temperature with  Carbon dangers and Global Warming without
the compensation of increased trees being considered I am unable to see how such
mass destruction before any alterations had been approved has been allowed.
What consideration has been given also to the loss of the birds habitat after  such
wanton  damage …did any discussion  with the local RSPCA and local RSPB
organisations take place?
Valley Court is a Retirement  Property with 50 separate Apartments and with so many
people of an age group 60 to 90 years of age deserve more consideration before a
further eighteen months of noisy activity in hours of  8am to 5 pm or longer in Summer
months.
Have already experienced a major danger when either leaving Valley Court by motor
vehicle in either direction or crossing Longsight Road towards the bus stops with  large
vans  and trailers being parked half on the road and on the pavement on a northerly
direction around the existing site entrance to the original property which creates blind
spots more so to the Residents  of Valley Court and the various Carers, Visitors and
Ambulances  who are regular visitors to Valley Court. Have any discussions taken place
with the Contractors. Certainly the initial activity on the site does not suggest a quiet
and methodical plan or all safety requirements and consideration for other residents
being considered
A six foot high perimeter fence would still not give protection as any Resident with an
apartment  on the first and second floors discounting the Ground floor 
facing  the site of No 20 or restore The Rural habitat to this area already with very
heavy Carbon emission  from the traffic on Longsight Road.

Statutory/Non-Statutory Consultations
None

Pre-start Conditions - Not relevant

Unitary Development Plan and Policies
H2/3 Extensions and Alterations
SPD6 Supplementary Planning Document 6: Alterations & Extensions

Issues and Analysis

The following report includes analysis of  the merits of the application against the relevant
policies of both the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the adopted Bury
Unitary Development Plan (UDP) together with other relevant material planning
considerations. The policies of the UDP that have been used to assess this application are
considered to be in accordance with the NPPF and as such are material planning
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considerations. For simplicity, just the UDP Policy will be referred to in the report, unless
there is a particular matter to highlight arising from the NPPF where it would otherwise be
specifically mentioned.

Equality Act 2010:  All planning applications are considered in light of the Equality Act
2010 and associated Public Sector Equality Duty, where the Council is required to have due
regard for:
The elimination of discrimination, harassment and victimisation;
The advancement of equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant
protected characteristic and person who do not share it;
The fostering of good relations between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and person who do not share it; which applies to people from the protected
equality groups.  

Human Rights:  All planning applications are considered against the provisions of the
Human Rights Act 1998.

Under Article 6 the applicants (and those third parties who have made representations)
have the right to a fair hearing and to this end full consideration will be given to their
comments.

Article 8 and Protocol 1 of the First Article confer a right to respect private and family life
and a right to the protection of property, ie peaceful enjoyment of one's possessions which
could include a person's home, and other land and business assets.

In taking account of the Council policy as set out in the Bury Unitary Development Plan
1997 and all material planning considerations, it is concluded on balance that the rights
conferred upon the applicant/ objectors/ residents/ other interested party by Article 8 and
Article 1 of the First Protocol may be interfered with, since such interference is in
accordance with the law and is justified in the public interest. Any restriction of these rights
posed by refusal/ approval of the application is legitimate since it is proportionate to the
wider benefits of such a decision, is based upon the merits of the proposal, and falls within
the margin of discretion afforded to the Council under the Town & Country Planning Acts.

The Crime and Disorder Act 1998 imposes (without prejudice to any other obligation
imposed on it) a duty upon the Council to exercise its functions and have due regard to the
likely effect of the exercise of its functions on, and the need to do all that it reasonably can
to prevent crime and disorder in its area. In so doing and on making planning decisions
under the Town and Country Planning Acts, the material Planning considerations shall have
due regard to the provisions of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 and its implications in the
exercise of its functions.

Visual Amenity
SPD 6 and UDP Policy H2/3 seek to achieve a high standard of design that compliments
the original building, and does not have a detrimental impact on the character and
appearance of neighbouring properties and the general street scene.

The proposed side extension would have a pitched, gable style roof replicating the shape
and style of the original dwelling. The single storey extension to the rear would have a flat
roof, with parapet wall detailing however this would not be visible from Longsight Road and
is therefore considered to be acceptable. In relation to the new roof to the existing two
storey side/rear extension SPD 6 confirms that the conversion of existing flat roofs is
generally considered to be acceptable and the proposed roof would respect the shape and
style of the original property and is therefore acceptable in this instance.

The alterations to the proposed window arrangements are located to the rear of the rear
and side of the property and would not detract from the overall character of the dwelling.
Windows, and doors within the proposed extensions are considered to be suitably aligned.
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The gable detailing, and existing bay windows to the front of the property would be retained.
The use of render for the external elevations is considered to be acceptable. The overall
scale of development is appropriate and would not overwhelm the original dwelling or result
in over development of the associated residential amenity space.

It is therefore considered that the proposal complies with UDP Policy H2/3 and SPD 6.

Residential Amenity
SPD 6 and H2/3 seek to reduce the impact of proposals on the residential amenity of
neighbouring properties.

The proposed single storey rear extension would not project more than 3 metres beyond
the rear of No. 22 as extended, and is sited approximately 7.4 metres off the shared
boundary. The proposed single storey side extension would be located adjacent to the
access road and blank ground floor side elevation of the flats at Valley Court. The proposed
new pitched roof would be sited above an existing two storey rear/side extension. Due to
the locations of the proposed extensions, it is considered that the proposal would comply
with guidance as set out within SPD 6 and would not be unduly overbearing.

The proposed first floor habitable room windows would be located approximately 32.6
metres from the directly facing rear boundary exceeding the 7 metres required by SPD 6.
No balcony is proposed, with the flat roof of the proposed single storey extension broken up
by the insertion of roof lights/lanterns to prevent use of this area. Due to the nature of
rooflights no overlooking foreseen. Side window within the proposed single storey rear
extension would be a secondary window, screened by the side boundary fence with No. 22.
Proposed rear ground floor windows would be partially screened by the existing rear
boundary fencing and are located a minimum of approximately 29.6 metres from this
boundary. Whilst noted that screening provided by trees and planting has been removed
from the site the proposal complies with aspect standards as set out within SPD 6 and as
such the requirement for further screening is not supported by policy.

It is therefore considered that the proposal complies with UDP Policy H2/3 and SPD 6.

Response to Neighbours
Concerns in relation to residential amenity have been addressed within the main body of
the report.

The trees on site were not protected by means of a TPO and as such the landowner did not
need permission to remove.

Comments in relation to the proposed dwelling/bungalow will be dealt with under application
69119.

Statement in accordance with Article 35(2) Town and Country Planning (Development
Management Procedure) (England) (Amendment) Order 2015

The proposal complies with the development plan and would improve the economic, social
and environmental conditions of the area. It therefore comprises sustainable development
and the Local Planning Authority worked proactively and positively to issue the decision
without delay. The Local Planning Authority has therefore implemented the requirement in
Paragraph 38 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

Conditions and Reasons:

1 The development must be begun not later than three years beginning with the date
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of this permission.
Reason. Required to be imposed by Section 91 Town & Country Planning Act 1990.

2 This decision relates to drawings numbered 000 Rev A, 001, 002, 003 received 19th
January 2023 and 004 received 19th January 2023 and the development shall not
be carried out except in accordance with the drawings hereby approved.
Reason.  For the avoidance of doubt and to ensure a satisfactory standard of design
pursuant to the policies of the Bury Unitary Development Plan listed.

Case Officer  Date   

Helen Pressley 25/01/2023

Sign off Officer    Date


