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Planning 

Growth & Development 

Delegated officer report for planning application 

Application no. 140638/FH/2024 

Date registered valid: 12 August 2024 

Proposal: Erection of a two-storey side extension, a single storey rear extension 
and installation of rear dormer 

Address: 2 Longford Place, Manchester, M14 5QR 

Ward(s): Rusholme Ward 

Applicant: Muhammad Waqas Nazam   

Agent (if any): Tomislav Vuletic, Flocc Studio Ltd  

Case officer: Joshua Lee 
Tel: 0161 219 2851 
Email: joshua.lee@manchester.gov.uk

Recommendation:     Refuse 

Date of recommendation:  03/10/2024

mailto:joshua.lee@manchester.gov.uk
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Application details 

Type of application: Full Householder Application 

Development type: Householder 

Date of site visit: 22/08/2024 

Standard consultations: 
No consultations have been printed and sent.  

Neighbour notifications 
Printed: 16 August 2024  Expired: 7 September 2024 

Site notice 
No site notice has been produced  

Press advert 
No press advert had been published  

Departure from Development Plan:  No 

Environmental Statement: Not required  

Description of site/building 

The proposal relates to a two-storey semidetached dwellinghouse on Longford Place. The property 
features an existing single storey rear outrigger and small detached garage. The property has 
hardstanding to the front and side for off street vehicle parking and a hardstanding yard to the rear.  

Listed building:  Not applicable  

Conservation area: Not applicable 

Tree Preservation Order:  Not applicable

Figure 1. Street scene 
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Description of area 

The property is located in a mostly residential part of the Rusholme ward of Manchester. The Victoria 
Park Christian Fellowship building is immediately adjacent the site. 
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Description of development 

The applicant is proposing the erection of a two-storey side extension, a single storey rear extension 
and installation of rear dormer.  

Two storey side extension. 

The proposed two storey side extension projects 3131mm from the existing side elevation at the front 
and runs 7720mm to the rear expanding to a 4493mm projection in line with the existing rear 
elevation. The side extension is set back 1300mm from the principal elevation. The side extension 
features a gable end to match existing and new glazing to front and rear. 

Single storey rear extension 

The proposed single storey rear projects 3000mm from the existing rear elevation and spans the full 
6155mm width of the existing rear elevation leaving a 150mm gap to the shared boundary. The rear 
extension features a sloping roof with 3no rooflights and full-length sliding glass doors. It is of note 
that the existing outbuilding is to be demolished as part of the works. 

Installation of rear dormer.  

The proposed rear dormer spans the full 6105mm of the rear roof slope leave 200mm gap to the sides 
and eaves and sits at the ridge height. The new dormer adds glazing to the rear 

Figure 2. Proposed front and rear elevations 
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Planning History 

There is no planning history at the address. 

Consultation, notification & publicity responses 

Notifications 

Local Residents 
As stated in Appendix 1, people who live near the area were told about the proposal. 

1no comment was received objecting to the proposal with concerns regarding. 

 Overlooking concerns of roof dormer 

 Concerns on effect to local light 

The comments have been taken into consideration and discussed within the policy section of this 
report. 

Negotiations 

Issues have arisen in the consultation phase.  

Officers raised concerns on the massing of the two-storey side extension along the boundary of the 
property and its interaction with the adjacent church.  

Updated proposed development. 

The updated scheme amended the scheme by squaring off the proposed side extension and 
introducing the set back to the boundary.  
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Figure 3. Updated floor plan 

The officer and the applicant tried to work out a scheme that would resolve the initial issues however 
a resolution was unable to be found and the applicant expresses their wish to proceed to decision 
based on the revised drawings.  

Relevant policies & the principle of development 

After careful consideration, it is concluded that the proposal is unacceptable and opposes with the 
following policies. 

 The Manchester Core Strategy Development Plan Document 2012-2027
o Development Management and Planning Obligations 

 DM 1 - Development Management  
o Objective 1 - Spatial Principles 

 SP 1 - Spatial Principles (partially superseded) 
o Objective 6 Environment 

 EN 1 - Design Principles and Strategic Character Areas 

 Extant Unitary Development Plan (UDP) -  
o DC1 - Residential Extensions 

 Places for Everyone Plan Joint Development Plan Document 2022-2039- 
o Strategy 

 JP-Strat5: Inner Areas 
o Places for People 

 JP-P1 Sustainable Places 

https://www.manchester.gov.uk/info/200074/planning/6573/core_strategy_2012-2027
https://www.manchester.gov.uk/downloads/download/4975/extant_udp_policies
https://www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning-and-housing/places-for-everyone/
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 The National Planning Policy Framework (The NPPF) – 
o Section 4 – Decision-making 
o Section 12 – Achieving well-designed places 

The Manchester Core Strategy Development Plan (2012-2027) 

We have assessed the proposal against the following policies of the Core Strategy. 

Development Management and Planning Obligations 

DM 1 – Development Management 
New developments must adhere to the 'Development Principles' and design guidance in the 
Supplementary Planning Documents. 

We have assessed the proposal against the following issues. 

Appropriate siting, layout, scale, form, massing, materials, and detail 
The new addition is designed to match the style and features of the current building. This includes 
the windows. 

The proposal uses brick and tile to match the existing property (according to the application form).  

The rear extension is subservient to the existing dwelling being entirely at ground floor level and 
would likely be PD. It is also of note that the rear dormer would likely be permitted development.  

The issues arise in the proposed two storey side extension and its interaction with the adjacent 
church. The relationship between the two buildings would remove the space afforded between the 
buildings and create a visually dominant effect. 

On balance, officers consider the new development to be unacceptable in its siting, layout, scale, 
form, massing, materials, and detail. 

Impact on the surrounding areas in terms of the design, scale, and appearance of the proposed 
development. Development should have regard to the character of the surrounding area. 
The proposal as viewed from the street, with a large two storey extension would reduce the sense of 
separation within the street scene.  

When seen in context within the street it is important to maintain the sense of open space between 
the Church building and residential properties with a clear delineation between these properties. 
The proposed two storey extension would close the gap between the two buildings and reduce this 
sense of openness which would be visually obtrusive and harmful to the character of the area.  

Therefore, it cannot fit on the property site as it would disrupt the area's existing features. 

In general, the proposed development has harmful impact on the surrounding areas. The design, 
scale, and appearance oppose the development management principle. 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework
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Effects on amenity, including privacy, light, noise, vibration, air quality, odours, litter, vermin, birds, 
road safety and traffic generation. 
The proposal adds 1no window in the front of the building. It doesn't unduly affect privacy because 
there are other windows to this elevation. 

The proposal includes adding large glass doors at the back of the building. These doors face the 
garden of 33 Daisy Bank Road. The design of the boundary and its distance help reduce privacy 
concerns. It is likely that the rear extension would be PD so the harm would be minimal. 

The proposal adds a dormer loft conversion and associated rear windows. The dormer loft 
conversion would likely be permitted development, so the harm associated with the additional 
windows is minimal. 

There are ground floor windows in the church building adjacent. The distance between the proposed 
extension and these windows could potentially block direct sunlight into these windows, having a 
harmful effect on local light. 

The proposal in of itself has a negligible effect on local noise levels or vibration.  

The proposal is expected to have a negligible effect on air quality or odours. 

The proposal is expected to have a negligible effect on litter, vermin, or birds. 

The proposal is expected to have a negligible effect on road safety and traffic generation. 

Accessibility: buildings and neighbourhoods fully accessible to disabled people, access to new 
development by sustainable transport modes. 
The proposal does not change how people can get in and out of the building. 

The proposal is therefore in accordance with this development management principle. 

Adequacy of internal accommodation and external amenity space. 
The proposal adds space inside the property with minimal effect to the outdoor area. In this case the 
issue is not with the balance of internal and external space but the effect of the proposal on the visual 
amenity of the street scene and character of the area.  

This follows the development management principle. 

Refuse storage and collection. 
The proposal itself has little impact on waste from the site. It uses the current storage and collection 
methods on site. The applicant has confirmed bins are to be wheeled through the store from the rear 
garden on collection days.  

The proposal is in accordance with this development management principle. 

Vehicular access and car parking 
The proposal has minimal effect on the existing vehicle access and car parking at the property. 

The proposal eliminates some hardstanding to the side for parking but keeps off-street parking in 
front of the property. 
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The proposal is in accordance with this development management principle. 

Effects relating to biodiversity, landscape, archaeological or built heritage 
The applicant and consultees did not find any contamination or stability issues at the site. 

The proposal does not sit within a Conservation Area or near a designated heritage asset. 

The proposal is exempt from biodiversity net gain rules.  

On balance the proposal has minimal effect on local biodiversity, landscape, archaeological or built 
heritage and is therefore in accordance with this development management principle. 

Green Infrastructure including open space, both public and private 
The proposal would have a negligible affect green infrastructure (with the existing front side and rear 
paved) and would balance new development with existing green space. 

The proposal is therefore in accordance with this development management principle. 

Flood risk and drainage. 
The site is not located in a flood risk area and therefore does not require a flood statement or 
assessment. 

The proposal has a negligible impact on drainage using the existing drainage on site. 

The proposal is therefore in accordance with this development management principle. 

Objective 1 - Spatial Principles 

SP 1 - Spatial Principles 
This policy outlines the guiding spatial principles and core development principles of Manchester 
City Council.  

Most notably the core development principles highlight development should ‘make a positive 
contribution to neighbourhoods of choice’. 

We consider this proposal to oppose with the principles of this policy.

Objective 6 Environment 

EN 1 – Design Principles and Strategic Character Areas 
This policy outlines the key design principles for development in Manchester. All development in 
Manchester will be expected to follow the seven principles of urban design.  

This proposal sits within the ‘Central Arc Character Area’. 

We consider this proposal to oppose with the principles of this policy. 
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Extant Unitary Development Plan (UDP) 

The Core Strategy replaced most of the UDP, but some UDP policies still apply to this proposal. 

DC1 - Residential Extensions 

This policy outlines the key issues when considering proposed residential extensions.  

We consider this proposal to oppose with the principles of this policy. 

Places for Everyone Plan (2022 – 2039) 

We have assessed the proposal against the following policies of the Places for Everyone Plan. 

Strategy 

JP-Strat5: Inner Areas 
This policy outlines the spatial strategy for the Inner Areas of the City Region which includes the 
urban fringe around the City Centre. 

We consider this proposal to oppose with the principles of this policy. 

Places for People 

JP-P1 Sustainable Places 
This policy outlines how we aim to become one of the most liveable city regions in the world, 
consisting of a series of beautiful, healthy, and varied places.  

We consider this proposal to oppose with the principles of this policy. 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

The National Planning Policy Framework explains the government's planning policies for England. It 
also explains how to use these policies. 

 At all stages of the application, we have adhered to and considered the NPPF. 

Section 4 - Decision-making 

Section 4 of the NPPF outlines how local planning authorities should approach decisions on 
proposed development in a positive and creative way.  

Section 4 of the NPPF has been adhered to and considered at all stages of the proposal.  

Section 12 - Achieving well-designed places 

Section 12 of the NPPF outlines the need to achieve well-designed places.  

We consider this proposal to oppose with the principles of this policy. 
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Other Material Considerations 

Other material considerations & policy may be relevant to the proposal as follows: 

 Guide to Development in Manchester Supplementary Planning Document and Planning 
Guidance (April 2007)

 Manchester Residential Quality Guide (July 2016) (MRQG)

 Manchester, Salford, and Trafford Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

 Manchester City Council Highways Developer Design Guidance – Sustainable Drainage 
Systems

 Manchester City Council Planning and Noise Technical Guidance (2022)

 Air Quality & Planning Technical Guidance (2022)

 Planning and Contaminated Land Technical Guidance (2021) 

 Greater Manchester Joint Waste Development Plan Document (GMJWDPD)

 Waste Storage and Collection Guidance for New Developments (2017)

 Hot Food Takeaway Supplementary Planning Document (2017)

 Manchester City Council Houses in Multiple Occupation Guidance and Amenity Standards 
(2020) 

 Manchester Tree and Woodland Action Plan 2024-2034

 Manual for Streets (2007)

 National design guide & National Model Design Code (2021) 

 Outdoor advertisements and signs: a guide for advertisers (2007)

Other Legislative Requirements 

Equality Act 2010 

Section 149 (Public Sector Equality Duty) of the Equality Act 2010 requires due regard to the need to: 
Eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation and other conduct prohibited by 
the Act and; Advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a protected characteristic 
and persons who do not share it. The Equality Duty does not impose a legal requirement to conduct 
an Equality Impact Assessment. Compliance with the Equality Duty involves consciously thinking 
about the aims of the Equality Duty as part of the process of decision-making. 

Human Rights Act 1998 considerations 

This application needs to be considered against the provisions of the Human Rights Act 1998. Under 
Article 6, the applicants (and those third parties, including local residents, who have made 
representations) have a right to a fair hearing and to this end the local planning authority must give 
full consideration to their comments. 

Protocol 1 Article 1, and Article 8 where appropriate, confer(s) a right of respect for a person’s home, 
other land and business assets. In taking account of all material considerations, including Council 
policy as set out in the Core Strategy and saved polices of the Unitary Development Plan, the Director 
of Planning, Building Control & Licensing has concluded that some rights conferred by these articles 
on the applicant(s)/objector(s)/resident(s) and other occupiers and owners of nearby land that might 
be affected may be interfered with but that that interference is in accordance with the law and 
justified by being in the public interest and on the basis of the planning merits of the development 
proposal. She believes that any restriction on these rights posed by the recommendation given is 

https://www.manchester.gov.uk/info/200074/planning/1528/the_guide_to_development_in_manchester
https://www.manchester.gov.uk/info/200074/planning/1528/the_guide_to_development_in_manchester
https://www.manchester.gov.uk/downloads/download/6682/residential_quality_guide
https://www.manchester.gov.uk/info/500207/planning_and_regeneration/4700/strategic_flood_risk_assessment/2
https://www.manchester.gov.uk/downloads/download/7569/highways_developer_design_guidance_%E2%80%93_sustainable_drainage_systems
https://www.manchester.gov.uk/downloads/download/7569/highways_developer_design_guidance_%E2%80%93_sustainable_drainage_systems
https://www.manchester.gov.uk/downloads/download/5199/information_for_developers
https://www.manchester.gov.uk/downloads/download/5199/environmental_and_public_protection_information_for_developers
https://www.manchester.gov.uk/downloads/download/1460/contaminated_land
https://www.manchester.gov.uk/downloads/download/4804/greater_manchester_joint_waste_development_plan_documents
https://www.manchester.gov.uk/downloads/download/6048/waste_management_strategy
https://www.manchester.gov.uk/downloads/download/6651/hot_food_takeaway_supplementary_planning_documents
https://www.manchester.gov.uk/downloads/download/5357/hmo-policy_standards_and_conditions
https://www.manchester.gov.uk/downloads/download/5357/hmo-policy_standards_and_conditions
https://www.bing.com/ck/a?!&&p=e7529e337aac6e62JmltdHM9MTcxMjYyMDgwMCZpZ3VpZD0zMzU2MDQ2OC0wMDk2LTY5ZTQtMTVhNi0xMDQ2MDFjZTY4NmUmaW5zaWQ9NTIwNg&ptn=3&ver=2&hsh=3&fclid=33560468-0096-69e4-15a6-104601ce686e&psq=manchester+tree+and+woodlans+staretgy&u=a1aHR0cHM6Ly93d3cubWFuY2hlc3Rlci5nb3YudWsvZG93bmxvYWQvZG93bmxvYWRzL2lkLzI5MTM2L2FwcGVuZGl4X29uZV8tX3RyZWVfYW5kX3dvb2RsYW5kX2FjdGlvbl9wbGFuLnBkZg&ntb=1
https://www.manchester.gov.uk/downloads/download/5357/hmo-policy_standards_and_conditions
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-design-guide
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-model-design-code
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/outdoor-advertisements-and-signs-a-guide-for-advertisers
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proportionate to the wider benefits of and that such a decision falls within the margin of discretion 
afforded to the Council under the Town and Country Planning Acts. 

Conclusion 

We find the proposal's design, size, and appearance unacceptable for this location. The main issue 
lies in the effect of the two-storey side extension on the visual amenity of the street scene and wider 
character of the area. On balance, due to these reasons, the proposal is likely to have a negative 
impact. It opposes with the relevant Core Strategy, Extant UDP, NPPF policies, and other material 
considerations. 

Recommendation: Refusal 

Article 35 Declaration 

Officers have collaborated with the applicant in a positive and proactive manner. We assessed the 
proposal with regards to policies outlined in the National Planning Policy Framework, Unitary 
Development Plan Saved Policies, Local Development Framework Core Strategy Development Plan, 
and other material considerations. During the assessment of the proposal there was meaningful 
dialogue and an effort to resolve issues however a solution was unable to be found with an amicable 
resolution to proceed to refusal. 

Reasons for Refusal 

1. Harm to visual amenity  

The proposal would, by reason of the scale, position and massing of the two-storey side 
extension, be detrimental to the street scene and thereby to the visual amenity of the area: 
in particular because of the potential harmful relationship between the extension and the 
adjacent Church and as such the proposal is contrary to the City Council’s Planning Policies 
SP 1, DM 1 and EN 1 of the Core Strategy and DC1 of the Extant UDP. 

Appendix 1 – List of consultees & neighbours notified 

Flat 1, 21 Longford Place, Manchester, M14 5QQ 
Flat 2, 21 Longford Place, Manchester, M14 5QQ 
The Chapel, 31A Daisy Bank Road, Manchester, M14 5GP 
6 Longford Place, Manchester, M14 5QR 
4 Longford Place, Manchester, M14 5QR 
17 Longford Place, Manchester, M14 5QQ 
3 Pine Grove, Manchester, M14 5QG 
19 Longford Place, Manchester, M14 5QQ 
33 Daisy Bank Road, Manchester, M14 5GP 

Appendix 2 – Planning constraints 

Article 4 Direction - Removal Of PD Rights Change Of Use From Class C3 To Class C4 
Coal Authority - Development Low Risk - Name: DEVELOPMENT_LOW_RISK_AREA 
Area Team Boundary - Name: NORTH AREA 


