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Development Control Committee 16th July 2018 
 
Updates Sheet 
 
HPK/2017/0694 – Land at Linglongs Road, Whaley Bridge  
 
Revision C of the Development Framework Plan shows the removal of the 
Macclesfield Road access but as  originally submitted contained a typographical 
referring to this access. A corrected version removing this erroneous reference has 
been received. However there is no substantive change to the drawing under 
consideration by the Committee.  

 
14 letters of objection has been received from local residents stating:  
 

• The red line boundary still incorporates existing properties and is not 
consistent with other applications.  

• The amended Development Framework Plan Rev C should form the red line 
boundary for the application and isn’t the same for the discharge of 
conditions. 

• The plans contradict one another for the reserved matters application 
HPK/2017/0247, relating to the proposed accesses. 

• The sole means of access from Linglongs Road is inadequate. The junction 
with Macclesfield Road serve 181 dwellings, greater than the 6c’s guidance 
recommends. The Council should not allow the use of a substandard access, 
which will give rise to danger to pedestrians and cyclists. 

• Independent reports have shown considerable failings in the traffic flow and 
impacts assessments carried out by the developer.   

• The developer has still not acknowledged the existence of a field drain, culvert 
and surface water drain. 

• Applaud the removal of the second access point onto Macclesfield Road.  
• If all pedestrians are to use the footpath entrance opposite Reddish Lane and 

a pelican crossing is installed this will lead to stationary vehicles on the 
steepest part of Macclesfield Road, in winter this will be difficult.  

• More trees are to be removed, including tree 74. 
• The access road still appears to run outside the original land that was granted 

outline consent.  
• The development will appear cramped and will have a negative impact on the 

landscape, who will be responsible for the large areas around the residential 
blocks.  

• The car parking provided for residents on Macclesfield Road will not serve all 
of those affected on Macclesfield Road, particularly those near the Linglongs 
Road junction.  

• The Travel Plan provided should be rejected by the Council, the reality is that 
new residents will use cars which will cause congestion and road traffic 
collisions. It is ridiculous to think that the footpaths could accommodate new 
bus shelters.  

• The plans have not been updated to reflect the changes made following the 
removal of the second access point, including the landscaping of this area.  
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• The land where the second access point was original posed could be come 
an informal pedestrian access point with consequential safety concerns, and a 
target for antisocial behaviour. Mitigation of these matters has not been 
considered.   

• Whaley Bridge does not have the facilities or amenities needed to support 
such a development. 

• The Council have refused two applications (HPK/2010/0277 & HPK/2010/491) 
to redevelop the former Taxal Lodge School into apartments on the ground of 
access.   

• The committee have previously deemed the access along Linglongs Road as 
unsuitable.  

• The development will cause flooding downstream and in the main village. This 
is unacceptable. 

• The applications are confusing, muddled and misleading.  
• Further public consultation should be carried out in respect of this application 

and HPK/2017/0247.  
• Macclesfield Road is unsafe during the winter months when the Council has 

failed to keep the road open, therefore additional vehicles will not assist in this 
situation. 

• Article 5(3) of the Town and County Planning (Development Management 
Procedure) (England) Order 2015 states that where access is reserved , the 
application for outline consent must state the area or areas where access 
points to the development will be situated. The applicant is now removing the 
in-only access from Macclesfield Road, when the outline consent showed two 
points. The outline permission does not allow for this. Therefore a fresh 
outline application is required.  

• The combination of the changes previously proposed and the changes now 
proposed to the access arrangements means that the plans bear very little 
resemblance to the original outline consent.  

• The Council is therefore misusing a statutory provision (section 73) intended 
for the making of minor material amendments to planning conditions to 
effectively re-write the outline consent. This is unlawful. 

• The Councils conduct in relation to this site has been shockingly poor. The 
LGO recognised this, no lessons appear to have been learnt. It is clear that 
official need to say yes to development to meet their housing quota.  

• There is no evidence for HPK/2017/0247 & HPK/2017/0694 that support a 
one access approach to this development. All supporting documents are 
based on two entrances.  

• The Council are receiving a worryingly biased view from DCC. The correct 
position would be to return to the drawing board and consider the sites 
development for residential purposes with all of the applicant’s changes in 
place. DCC have concluded that the highway proposals once the second 
access is removed is acceptable based on evidence but has failed to explain 
what this evidence is.  

• The DCC response does not involve an critique of the plans which have now 
been put forward by the applicant for one entrance. An update view should be 
obtained.  
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• Highways have previously rejected one access point on suitability and safety 
grounds at the outline stage and during the consideration of the draft Local 
Plan in October 2012. The Council should now challenge why one is now ok.  

• The independent highway consultant for the objectors has update his report 
and confirms that the proposals will have a sever impact both in terms of 
highway safety and in terms of queues and delays and should therefore be 
refused in accordance with paragraph 32 of the NPPF.  

• Your approach to consultation with the public is inconsistent. You are now on 
your fourth period of consultation for HPK/2017/0247 and yet have chosen not 
to consult on the most important matter of the Development Framework Plan 
based on one access only. Your statement of Community Involvement 
requires a 10 days re-notification where significant alterations are proposed. 
This is contrary to the advice in the PPG.  

• In respect of HPK/2017/0247 the list of documents is woeful which forms part 
of the current consultation.  

• Consultation with the public should have taken place on HPK/2017/0694 as 
with HPK/2017/0247. 

• In respect of the committee report for HPK/2017/0694: 
o  You have chosen to print in full DCC comments but not those of 

Whaley Bridge Matters which is prejudicial to the committee and public.  
o You refer to only one letter of objection, you have not consulted with 

the public therefore this is disingenuous. 
o You need to make clear that you have presented your report based on 

an out of date assessment by DCC and without the valuable view of 
the community.  

o You refer to potential accesses. The outline application has, by law 
(DMPO 2010 and 2015) to show places where access points to the 
development will be situated. If this application is approved the 
Committee will have no power to refuse a one access arrangement as 
the principle of development based on just one access will have been 
approved.  

o You allege “The existing outline permission did not grant approval of 
the access and under this matter was reserved for a later date. Once 
again access is not a matter for determination under this Section 73 
application and is to be determined pursuant to the reserved matters 
application HPK/2017/0247, which will be brought before the 
committee at a later date” (paragraph 5.12). These comments are 
misleading and incorrect, the section 73 application will approved 
where the access points will be situated. The reserved matters 
application will deal with the details.  

o The comments at paragraph 5.16 of the report are completely untrue. 
What is your authority for alleging that plans at outline stage, where 
access is reserved, only show potential access points. I have told you 
repeatedly what my legislative authority is for the fact that access 
points are set and agreed at the outline stage (Article 5(3) DMPO 
2015). 

o You are misdirecting the committee in law by presenting a report in this 
way. What you have is a substantially different proposed development 
and a new outline application is required. This is the only legally sound 
route to follow. 
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Whaley Bridge matters have also submitted a further response, which can be 
summarised as follows:  

1. The Councils approach to this application and its related application has been 
unacceptable from the very start, and is completely unsupportable under legislation. 

2. Those members of public who responded to HPK/2017/0694 have been left out of 
loop, you have not informed then that you are putting this application back before the 
committee. This sort of behaviour is undemocratic and reprehensible.  

3. You have not responded to our email of the 28th June 2018. This is a section 73 
application.  Section 73 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 can only be 
used to make minor material amendments to outline permission.  It cannot be used 
to make changes which substantially change the development; in such cases a new 
outline application is required.  A change from two access points down to one is 
absolutely fundamental.  The only course for you is to require the developer to make 
a fresh outline application. 

4. We submit an updated report by our highway expert in relation to highway issues 
at the site, whereby he states that using only one access would lead to sever harm, 
contrary to paragraph 32m of the NPPF. We note your poor handling of the 
applications at this site.  

5. We urge you to avoid escalation of this by removing this application from the 
meeting next Monday.  

 

Officer response 

Re-consultation Comments 

The revised Development Framework before the Committee showing the removal of 
the second access point onto Macclesfield Road has not been the subject of re-
consultation with local residents and it is noted that a number of objectors consider 
that this plan should have been the subject of re-consultation with local residents. 
The details of the access are for later determination at the reserved matters stage 
and are subject to a reconsultation exercise as part of the consideration of that 
application.  As with all committee reports a summary of all  representations received 
at the time of writing are included in the report. Committee members can review the 
full comments in full using the following link:  

http://planning.highpeak.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKID=2213
09  

The Council’s Statement of Community Involvement states that “Re-notification is not 
undertaken for minor changes to plans, however significant alterations may require 
additional consultation.” – paragraph 7.12. 

Upon the advice from Highway Authority that the number of vehicle movements 
which would use the Macclesfield Road in-only access were “not particularly large” it 
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was concluded that the removal of this access from the Development Framework 
Plan would not be a significant alteration and as such consultation was not required 
pursuant to the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement. 

National Planning Practice Guidance at paragraph 26 set out guidance for Local 
Planning authorities on the factors which should be taken into account in determining 
whether re-consultation should take place. It advises that: 

“Where an application has been amended it is up to the local planning authority to 
decide whether further publicity and consultation is necessary. In deciding whether 
this is necessary the following considerations may be relevant: 

• were objections or reservations raised in the original consultation stage 
substantial and, in the view of the local planning authority, enough to justify 
further publicity? 

• are the proposed changes significant? 
• did earlier views cover the issues raised by the proposed changes? 
• are the issues raised by the proposed changes likely to be of concern to 

parties not previously notified?” 

Taking each point in turn, officers consider that:  

1. Whilst there were substantial objections and reservations in respect of the original 
consultation on the plan approved by the Committee, the majority of these related to 
other aspects of the development.  Whilst there were objections relating to the 
Linglongs Road access, the position of this has not changed since the consultation 
response was received. Objections were also received regarding the Macclesfield 
Road access but this has now been omitted removing those objections.  

2. As set out in the report Officers do not consider the proposed changes to be 
significant due to the reference to “potential access” on the Development Framework 
Plan and the Highway Authority’s judgment that the number of vehicle movements 
which would use the Macclesfield Road access “are not particularly large”. 

3. Given that amenity concerns were raised regarding the Linglongs Road access 
when the application was originally consulted upon, these matters have already been 
considered by committee and no new issues are raised by the further changes now 
proposed. 

4. Officers do not consider that the change in access is likely to raise concerns with 
any party not already notified. 

Officers therefore concluded that applying National Planning Policy Guidance, re-
consultation in respect of this section 73 application was not necessary.  

Procedural Matters 

Article 5(3) of the Town and County Planning (Development Management 
Procedure) (England) Order 2015  requires that an outline application indicates the 
area or areas where access points to the development will be situated, even if 
access has been reserved.   
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Objectors consider that with the removal of the second access point, the original 
outline consent does not allow for this as two access point were shown on the 
approved Development Plan Framework and thus a fresh outline application is 
required. In this case, the type of development remains the same (i.e the quantum of 
development) and the changes only relate to the layout of the road network and the 
removal of one of the proposed accesses.  In the context that the Highway Authority 
have judged that the predicted number of movements that would use the secondary 
access off Macclesfield Road “are not particularly large” officers do not consider the 
proposed changes, even cumulatively, constitute a “fundamental” or a substantial 
change to the development proposed when judged against the development 
approved pursuant to outline application HPK/2014/0119 and therefore consider that 
the application can be determined pursuant to s73 of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990.  

Specific points raised by objectors: 

A number of the objections relate to specific matters which will be addressed by the 
reserved matters application HPK/2017/0247. However, in response to a number of 
points:  

1. The Location Plan approved pursuant to a planning application sets out the 
boundary of the planning permission.  No development is authorised by the planning 
permission outside of this area.  As such whilst the previously approved 
Development Framework Plan (original plan) shows land outside of the boundary of 
the Location Plan, no development would be authorised outside of the red edge on 
the Location Plan.  The revised red edge on the proposed Development Framework 
Plan regularises the position. 

2. Although objectors consider that a single access point from Linglongs Road is 
inadequate and substandard, the advice from the Highway Authority in response to 
the reserved matters application and as presented in the committee report is that the 
conclusion of the Transport Assessment that the development would not have a 
significant effect on capacity or safety is incorrect. Indeed the Highway Authority 
consider that there is no data to support a reason for refusal on the basis that the 
development would cause severe harm to the highway network with reference to 
paragraph 32 of the NPPF.  Although objectors consider that the Transport 
Assessment should be updated to reflect the current position, it should be noted that 
the quantum of development has not changed since the original outline consent and 
that considered at the 19th March 2018 meeting. Moreover, they consider that as the 
predicted number of movement using the secondary access as initially suggested, 
would not be particularly large and that having a single point of access from 
Linglongs Road would not give rise to objection.      

3. The location of existence of field drains, culverts and surface water drains have 
been noted by the applicant and will be presented in more detail during the 
consideration of the reserved matters application.  It should be noted that conditions 
11-13 imposed under HPK/2014/0119, which relate to such matters would also be 
carried forward into any new consent.    

4. Whilst an objector considers that a new pedestrian crossing facility would lead to 
stationary traffic along Macclesfield Road, there is presently no crossing facilities on 
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Macclesfield Road and therefore this aspects is considered to be an important and 
beneficial element of the scheme.  

5. The revised Development Framework Plan does not show the removal of any 
trees.  

6. Matters relating to the impact on the landscape are considered in the committee 
report at paragraphs 7.23 – 7.30 at Appendix A. Any open spaces outside of an 
individual dwelling would be the subject of a management plan, to be maintained by 
the developer, which is secured in the legal agreement. 

7. On site parking for residents in Macclesfield Road is provided for on the layout 
plan submitted for the reserved matters application HPK/2017/0247, and therefore 
will be addressed under this application.  

8. In respect of the comment concerning the Travel Plan (TP), condition 25 of the 
original outline consent required the submission of a TP, this condition would be 
carried forward in any new consent. To suggest it should be rejected at this stage 
prior to any conditional submission would be unreasonable.   

9. With the removal of the second in only access point, details relating to the 
landscaping of this area will be considered at the reserved matters stage when 
considering discharge of the landscaping reserved matter. 

10. Lack of amenities and facilities are addressed at paragraph 7.13 of the 
committee report attached at Appendix A.     

11. In respect of applications HPK/2010/0277 and HPK/2010/491, these applications 
were refused planning permission solely on the ground of lack of affordable housing 
and not related to access matters.  

12. Matters relating to icy conditions on surrounding roads are addressed at 7.35 of 
the committee report at Appendix A.  

13. Comments have been made that this application is only being supported to meet 
housing quotas, it should be noted that part of the site is allocated in the adopted 
Local Plan for housing and that the principal of development of the site for housing 
has therefore been accepted.   

14. Although an objector considers that the development will cause flooding 
elsewhere, condition 11 of the original outline consent required the development to 
limit the surface water run-off to existing greenfield rates, and to be agreed by an 
appropriate scheme. Again this condition would be carried forward in any new 
consent.    

 
HPK/2017/0590 – Foxlow Farm, Harpur Hill Road, Buxton 

Withdrawn from the agenda by officers for further negotiations.  
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HPK/2018/0125 – Former Bottling Plant, Station Road, Buxton 

Additional Developer Comments: 
 
We have discussed the matter with DCC Flood Risk Officers. Our discussions were 
not conclusive, and it is difficult to understand exactly what the County Council 
requires and how we can provide it. 
 
As no design had yet been carried out, and as all design issues are reserved, there 
is no basis on which to formulate the answers requested. 
 
The County have stated stated that as the issues had already been raised, it would 
not be possible for DCC to change their position as they could not justify making 
such a change part way through the process. As such the information requested was 
required before they could produce a suitable condition. The County advised if we 
had difficulty providing the information, we should take this up with yourselves. 
 
Our difficulty is as described below – see italic comments on the questions raised. 
 

1. The LLFA seek clarification to understand which method has been used to 
calculate the brownfield run-off rates and to see the calculations used for 
discharge rates. With no building or landscape design, the actual run-off rates 
cannot be defined.  An indicative scheme could be designed but this would 
only be approximate and have to be re-designed and agreed as part of the 
reserved matters process. 

 
2. Confirmation letter from STW that the combined sewer is in a condition that 

can still accept discharge of both surface and foul water from this site and for 
them to suggest a maximum discharge rate that the combined sewer will be 
safe to cope with.  This could be obtained and our advice from Lees Roxburgh 
is that discharge rates will ultimately be constrained by STW’s view on 
available capacity within their system.  We believe this is being dealt with by 
McCarthy & Stone although we also believe that they have also asked for this 
matter to be conditioned.  However, the capacity in the system is what it is 
and until a finite design is in focus, there seems no advantage in knowing 
what that capacity may be. 

 
3. For brownfield sites, the peak runoff rate from the development to any drain, 

sewer or surface water body for the 1 in 1 year rainfall event to the 1 in 100 
year rainfall event must be as close as reasonably practicable to the 
greenfield runoff rate from the development for the same rainfall 
event.  Again, this could be calculated and mitigated against with a finite 
design but until we have that it is just a theoretical consideration. 

 
4. When submitting the application, the applicant should provide calculations of 

the greenfield rate for the site and demonstrate that the proposed discharge 
rate is as close as practically achievable.  We could provide calculations for 
the greenfield run-off rate, but we have no means of providing the proposed 
run-off rate and cannot therefore make a comparison. 
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5. Surface water run-off attenuation storage should be provided to accommodate 
the difference between the allowable discharge rate and all rainfall events up 
to the 100 year plus 40% climate change.  This is simply a design requirement 
which can be designed to in due course. 
 

May we therefore suggest that a condition, along the following lines is included. 
 

1. The methodology used to calculate the brownfield run-off rates is to be agreed 
with DCC.  Calculations used for discharge rates are to be submitted for 
approval. 

 
2. Confirmation is to be obtained from STW – 

• that the combined sewer is in a condition that can still accept discharge of 
both surface and foul water from this site 

• of the maximum discharge rate that the combined sewer will be safe to 
cope with 

 
3. The peak runoff rate from the development to any drain, sewer or surface 

water body for the 1 in 1 year rainfall event to the 1 in 100 year rainfall event 
must be as close as reasonably practicable to the greenfield runoff rate from 
the development for the same rainfall event.  Calculations of the greenfield 
rate for the site are to be provided for agreement which must demonstrate that 
the proposed discharge rate is as close as practically achievable to the 
greenfield rate.  

 
4. Surface water run-off attenuation storage should be provided to accommodate 

the difference between the allowable discharge rate and all rainfall events up 
to the 100 year plus 40% climate change.   

 
Officer Comment 
 
Given that the scheme is in outline only with all matters reserved, it is considered 
that the developer’s argument that a detailed assessment of run-off cannot be 
calculated and the drainage scheme cannot be designed at this stage is 
understandable. Furthermore, in the absence of the DCC Flood Risk team being 
able to suggest a way to resolve the problem the condition suggested by the 
developer appears to be a reasonable way forward. This conclusion is reached in the 
light of the fact that the site is previously developed and was largely covered by 
existing buildings, hardstanding etc., all of which adequately drained from the site 
without causing any known flooding issues. This is not a case whereby greenfield 
land is being replaced by built development which would have a significantly different 
and potentially unknown impact in terms of run-off.  
 
Amended Recommendation 
 
Approve as per the detail in the report with the addition of the condition above.  
 

 

HPK/2017/0254 – Land off Bingswood Road, Whaley Bridge 
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Withdrawn from the agenda at the request of the applicant for further negotiations. 

 

HPK/2017/0692 – Land off Simmondley Lane, Simmondley, Glossop 

Consultations: 

DCC Highway Authority 

Following receipt of additional information. 
 
The speed survey has resulted in 85%ile approaching vehicle speeds of 28mph. This 
can be adjusted to allow for wet weather which brings the vehicle speed reading 
down to 25.5mph. In accordance with current guidance, the recommended emerging 
visibility sightline in this direction is now 2.4m x 34m. 
 
Although the level of (already conditioned) emerging visibility in this direction is 2.4m 
x 30m, this has been measured to the nearside carriageway edge; whereas current 
guidance allows the visibility sightline to be measured to 1m out into the 
carriageway. Although I have no drawing in my possession illustrating what the 
available emerging visibility sightline would be if measured to 1m out into the road, it 
will be very close to the recommended 34m (give or take 1m). 
 
Therefore, as a result of the speed reading, the Highway Authority now considers 
adequate emerging visibility can be achieved from the access to serve 3 dwellings (1 
more than already permitted). 
 
If your Authority is minded to permit the application, it iss recommended the following 
conditions are included in any consent in the interest of highway safety:- 
 
1.       Before any other operations are commenced, space shall be provided within 
the site for storage of plant and materials, site accommodation, loading, unloading 
and manoeuvring of goods vehicles, parking and manoeuvring of employees and 
visitors vehicles, laid out and constructed in accordance with detailed designs first 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Once 
implemented the facilities shall be retained free from any impediment to their 
designated use throughout the construction period. 
 
2.       Throughout the period of development vehicle wheel cleaning facilities shall be 
provided and retained within the site. All construction vehicles shall have their 
wheels cleaned before leaving the site in order to prevent the deposition of mud and 
other extraneous material on the public highway. 
 
3.       Before any other operations are commenced the site’s existing vehicular 
access to Simmondley Lane shall be modified to achieve a visibility sightline 
extending from a point 2.4 metres from the carriageway edge, measured along the 
centreline of the access, for a distance of 30 metres in the southern direction to the 
nearside carriageway edge in accordance with a scheme first submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The area in advance of the 
visibility sightlines shall be retained throughout the life of the development free of any 
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object greater than 1m in height (0.6m in the case of vegetation) relative to adjoining 
nearside carriageway channel level. 
 
4.       No dwelling shall be occupied until space has been laid out within the site in 
accordance with drawing No. 401 for cars to be parked and for vehicles to turn so 
that they may enter and leave the site in forward gear. These facilities shall 
thereafter be retained for use at all times. 
 
5.       Prior to any works commencing the applicant shall submit a detailed scheme 
for the retaining wall reduction fronting Simmondley Lane for the prior written 
approval of the Local Planning Authority; the details shall include cross section, 
design calculations and details of construction and materials etc.  The approved 
scheme shall be implemented in full in a timescale to be agreed with the Local 
Planning Authority. 
 
In addition to a number of informatives are recommended relating to measures for 
surface water run off, ensuring no mud is deposited on the public highway and the 
possible need for traffic management measures.  
 

NB. Please note, I have not re-visited the site so I am not aware if the wall fronting 
Simmondley Lane has been lowered yet or not. If it has and your Authority is 
satisfied with the works, then Condition No. 5 above can be removed.  

Representations 

1 No. additional representation has been submitted. Details can be read on file. In 
summary, the author objects to the proposal on the grounds of highway safety 
(pedestrians, motorists, riders and livestock). 

Officer comments 

The additional representation is noted, which reiterates a concern expressed in other 
representations outlined in the Officer Report. 

In light of additional information that has been submitted (i.e. a speed survey has 
been undertaken and the results submitted) the Highway Authority are satisfied that 
the increase of the number of dwellings on the site from the previously approved 2 
No. to 3 No. will not result in a ‘sever’ highway safety issue that would warrant a 
refusal. As such the objection of the Highway Authority is lifted, subject to conditions 
and informatives as outlined. 

The Officer Report recommends refusal of the application on the grounds of Highway 
Safety. However, in light of the additional information that has been submitted and 
the up-dated Highway Authority comments it is now considered that the impact of the 
proposed development on highway safety would not result in highway safety issues 
that would warrant a refusal. As such, the proposal now accords with Local Plan 
policy CF6 and section 4 of the NPPF. 

Other matters 
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It is noted that the most up-to-date site plan is numbered 401 A. Hence, this plan 
number should be referred to in condition No. 4 recommended by the Highway 
Authority. 

The Highway Authority notes that if the alterations to the wall/sightlines at the access 
previously approved have been implemented then the recommended condition 
(condition 5) would not be required. It is noted that during the Officer’s site visit 
works had been started, but not completed. Therefore it is recommended the 
condition is still attached. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that the application be approved, subject to the following 
conditions and informatives. 

 
Condition 
number 

Brief description Comment 

TL01 The development hereby permitted 
shall be begun before the expiration of 
three years from the date of this 
permission 

 

AP01 Development in accordance with 
approved plans 

 

NON 
STANDARD 

Submission of a written scheme of 
investigation (WSI) for archaeological 
supervision and monitoring  

 

LA10 Tree retention  
LA14 Tree Protection  
NON 
STANDARD 

Works to be carried out in accordance 
with the submitted Arboricultural 
Method Statement 

 

NON 
STANDARD 

Prior to commencement of 
development contaminated land risk 
assessments to be carried out. Details 
to be submitted, approved and 
implemented 

 

NON 
STANDARD 

There shall be no dust emissions 
beyond the site. Dust shall be 
controlled in accordance with the 
Building Research Establishment 
Document ‘Control of Dust from 
Construction and Demolition Activities’ 
(BR456) 

 

NON 
STANDARD 

Any waste material associated with the 
demolition or construction shall not be 
burnt on site and no fires lit 

 

NON 
STANDARD 

Construction working times:  
i. 08:00 - 18:00 hours (Monday 
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to Friday); 
ii. 08:00 - 13:00 hours 

(Saturday) 
iii. No working is permitted on 

Sundays or Bank Holidays. 
NON 
STANDARD 

No piling shall take place outside the 
hours 09:00 hours to 16:00 hours 
Mondays to Fridays 

 

NON 
STANDARD 

Foul and surface water shall be 
drained on separate systems.  

 

NON 
STANDARD 

Submission of a surface water 
drainage scheme. 

 

NON 
STANDARD 

Details of facing materials to be 
submitted. 

 

NON 
STANDARD 

Stone construction details to be 
submitted.  

 

NON 
STANDARD 

Details of rainwater goods to be 
submitted. 

 

NON 
STANDARD 

Joinery details to be submitted.  

NON 
STANDARD 

Details of vents and ducts to be 
submitted, approved and implemented 

 

LA01 Landscaping and boundary treatment 
details to be submitted.  

 

LA02 Landscaping to be carried out and 
maintained 

 

NON 
STANDARD 

Details for the storage of plant and 
materials, site accommodation, 
loading, unloading and manoeuvring of 
goods vehicles, parking and 
manoeuvring of employees and visitors 
vehicles during construction works.,  

 

NON 
STANDARD 

Provision of vehicle wheel cleaning 
facilities.   

 

NON 
STANDARD 

Before any other operations are 
commenced the site’s existing 
vehicular access to Simmondley Lane 
shall be modified to achieve a visibility 
sightlines.  

 

NON 
STANDARD 

No dwelling shall be occupied until 
space has been laid out within the site 
in accordance with drawing No. 401A 
for cars to be parked and for vehicles 
to turn so that they may enter and 
leave the site in forward gear. These 
facilities shall thereafter be retained for 
use at all times 

 

NON 
STANDARD 

Prior to any works commencing the 
applicant shall submit a detailed 
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scheme for the retaining wall reduction 
fronting Simmondley Lane for the prior 
written approval of the Local Planning 
Authority; the details shall include 
cross section, design calculations and 
details of construction and materials 
etc.  The approved scheme shall be 
implemented in full in a timescale to be 
agreed with the Local Planning 
Authority. 

 

Informatives 
 
Paras 186 & 187 of the NPPF have been adhered to 
As required by the Highway Authority 

 

HPK/2018/0266 – Fern Lea, Buxton Road, Chinley 
 
No updates. 
 
HPK/2018/0185 – The Barn, Hobroyd, Glossop SK13 6JW 
 
No updates. 
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