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Item:01 7 Whittaker Street, Radcliffe, Manchester, M26 2DT  Application No.  
71228 

 Provide a temporary (4 year period) modular school to accommodate approx. 50 
pupils, with associated car parking, landscaping and boundary treatment  

 
Extension of Time - No  
 
Nothing further to report 
 

 

Item:02 Railway Hotel, 427 Ainsworth Road, Radcliffe, Manchester, M26 4HN  
Application No.  71306 

 Change of use from public house into a 10 bed House in Multiple Occupation (HMO) 
(sui generis) 

 
Extension of Time - Yes 21st February 2025. 
 
Publicity 
Typo in original representations section. Letters sent to 11 neighbouring properties, 
not 1. 
 
9 further representations received in relation to: 

• Increased risk of anti-social behaviour 

• Congestion 

• Loss of property value.  

• Increase in flytipping. 

• Lack of parking. 

• Lack of local services.  

• Vulnerable people live within the vicinity of the site.  

• Lack of access to Wilton Lane if cars are parked on there. 

• HMOs need to comply with all health and safety regulations.  

• Precedent for future applications.  

• Noise. 

• Introduction of HMO would fundamentally alter the character of the 
neighbourhood. 

• The property as is also offers a refuge to some in the local community.  

• Loss of jobs in the area. 

• 10 additional bathrooms will have impact on sewage system. 

• Site surrounded by mature trees and hedgerows how will these be protected? 

• Not a suitable layout. No room for residents to have possessions and the plan 
doesn't even mention kitchen facilities.  

 
Response to representations 
Many of these issues have been assessed within the main body of the committee 
report.  
 
The existing site is in private ownership. The owners of the site can close this site, at 
anytime without the need to re-provide facilities elsewhere. 
 
The previous use of the site was a public house, which would have had several 
patrons using their WC facilities.  
 
The trees within the vicinity of the site are outside of the red edge and would not be 



impacted by the proposed bin and cycle store. 
 

Item:03 66 Rudgwick Drive, Bury, BL8 1YE  Application No.  71366 
 Change of use from Residential Property (C3) to Children's Residential Care (C2) 
 

Extension of Time - Yes 21 February 2025 
 
 
Representation received from Cllr Charlotte Morris, Ward Councillor for Elton raising 
the following concerns: 
 
"My primary concern is the suitability of the operator. As you will be aware, Orchid 
Care, the applicant for 66 Rudgwick Drive, currently operate a children’s home at 78 
Trimingham Drive. In May last year, that facility was rated as Requires Improvement 
across all measures.  
 
Some of the comments in this report are alarming. I would highlight the following in 
particular: 
 

“Outcomes for children vary. Since the home registered, one child left after a short 

time and another child is due to leave. This is due to the provider not being able to 

keep the children safe.” 

“Since the last full inspection, there has been an increase in one child being reported 

as missing from the home. Relevant authorities are notified without delay and the 

provider works well with the police. However, the incident reports lack oversight and 

evaluation from managers and leaders. This means that patterns and trends have 

been missed when this risk has escalated.” 

“Since the home registered, there have been three managers. The responsible 

individual left shortly after registration. The two assistant managers have also left. 

This lack of leadership and management has impacted on the oversight and running 

of the home.  

“At the time of this inspection, there was a new manager in post. They have not yet 

applied to register with Ofsted.” 

“Management oversight is inconsistent and lacks analysis. Managers lack oversight of 

safeguarding incidents. This means that staff do not learn from incidents, which 

results in risks continuing. Inconsistencies in staff practice are not challenged and 

addressed.” 

I believe that there is a safeguarding and duty of care consideration here. We should 

have the same expectations and aspirations for children in care as we would for our 

own families. Quite clearly, Orchid Care is not providing an acceptable level of care 

for the young people at Trimingham Drive and, therefore, I believe it would be totally 

inappropriate for then to be allowed to open another facility just a mile down the road 

before they address the clear problems at the existing facility.  

Children’s care homes are a regulated setting and need to be registered with Ofsted. I 

appreciate that this is a separate process to planning, but clearly the two are 

interlinked. Please could you clarify if, in this instance, Ofsted is a consultee for 

planning and what bearing the rating of other facilities run by the applicant has on this 

planning application.  



The concerns around the operator are not just an issue in respect of the safeguarding 

of the looked after children that are living at 78 Trimingham Drive and would be living 

at 66 Rudgwick Drive, but they are also an issue for local residents. Where 

management and staff do not have full control of children’s care homes, it is likely that 

the problems internally will spill over outwardly.  

I am aware of reports of crime and anti-social behaviour at 78 Trimingham Drive. I am 

liaising with the police to get the full picture and accurate stats relating to this property 

as I believe this should also be a consideration when it comes to making a decision 

on this new application for Rudgwick Drive. A setting where children are in trouble 

and staff are not able to manage the situation is desirable neither for vulnerable 

children in care nor for the neighbouring community.  

Can you confirm if the police have been consulted on this application and, if so, what 
the response has been. If they have been consulted, the response has not been 
published on the planning application portal.  
 
I am aware that the objections from local residents to this planning application are 
numerous and varied. I do not intend to repeat them here, but I will await your report 
to consider further the planning department’s response to these objections."  
 
Officer response 
The majority of matters raised are considered throughout the report, including 
addressing the concerns raised relating to the operator/ applicant.  
 
To confirm; OFSTED were not consulted through this planning application as they are 
not a statutory consultee in the planning process. Greater Manchester Police however 
have been consulted.  They have not provided any comments or representations to 
this planning application. 
 

 


