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14th February 2022 
 

HPBC DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 

UPDATE SHEET 
 
HPK/2020/0180 – Bridgemont, Furness Vale 

 
CONSULTATIONS 

 
Neighbours (1 objection):   
 

“With regards to the email I have received today I cannot believe that you have only 
given people a very short period of time to act on it. Also as you are probably aware 

most people will be at work at the time of the meeting.  I want you to know that I 
cannot attend the meeting because I will be at work. Also I want to point out that I am 
against this development for all the reasons I have already pointed out on your 

website for this application.  If the Council allows this development to go ahead it will 
totally devastate Bridgemont, all the residents and the Green Belt”. 

 
Derbyshire County Council Highways (06.02.22) 
 

P8 Proposed Site Assess: 
 

The Highway Authority has no objections to the proposals and should The Planning 
Authority be minded to permit the application, its recommended the following 

conditions and informative notes are included in any consent:- 
 

Refer to the public file for the full consutlation response detailing recommend 
conditions and informatives. 
 

P18 Proposed Site Plan: 
 

Although there are no major objections to the proposals, the submitted drawing does 
not show enough information to fully assess the access road, so the following 

comments apply: 
 

1. Notwithstanding the submitted information a subsequent reserved matters or 
full application shall include design of the internal layout of the site in 
accordance with the guidance contained in the Delivering Streets and Places 

Design Guide. 
2. The previous information showed a gradient from 1:20 to 1:12 and the layout 

beyond the access did not form a part of the current application and it’s 
recognised that gradients beyond the initial 10m of new access road are likely 
to be revised as the detailed scheme evolves. It’s was requested that the 

access layout, for the purposes of this application, is terminated 10m into the 
site and recognised that allaying the major level differences beyond this may 

prejudice any potential future adoption of the road to be maintained in future 
at public expense, so can you confirm that this is still the case and the 
gradients will remain as previously proposed? 
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3. The proposed access drives to the proposed development road shall be no 
steeper than 1 in 12 for the first 6m from the rear of footway and 1 in 6 

thereafter. 
4. It is  noted that the Transport Assessment states that a review of levels, 

retaining solutions and highway boundary issues will be required, so suitable 
details will need to be submitted to demonstrate that acceptable access 
arrangements can be delivered. 

5. The proposed main site access does not comply with current design criteria. 
The gradient of the initial 10m of the access road should be no greater than 1 

in 30 and 1 in 20 thereafter. Consideration may be given for steeper gradients 
beyond the initial 10m, however, these should be of short length and 
demonstrated as being necessary due to existing constraints e.g. topography.  

6. Suitability of the layout for use by a Large Refuse Vehicle of 11.6m length 
should be demonstrated by means of appropriate swept paths.  

7. Without benefit of details printed to scale, it isn’t possible to ascertain the 
width of the proposed road widths, so carriageways and footways should be 
shown and annotated to be a minimum of 5.5m and 2.0m width respectively. 

8. Off-street parking should be provided at a level to satisfy your own Authority’s 
standards, each space being of 2.4m x 5.5m minimum dimension with an 

additional 0.5m of width to any side adjacent to a physical barrier e.g. wall, 
hedge, fence, etc.  

9. Measures to prevent surface water run-off from entering the public highway 

from any areas at a higher level will need to be shown. 
10. Areas of appropriate dimension should be provided for standing of waste bins 

on collection days adjacent to, but clear of, the highway. It is recommended 
that the views of the local collection service are sought with respect to 
entering the site if the internal layout is to remain private. In the event that 

collections aren’t to be made from within the site, or any part of it, all premises 
should be located within the recommended maximum carry distance of 25m of 

a turning facility demonstrated as being suitable for use by a typical 
supermarket delivery type vehicle. 

11. The Highway Authority no longer accept shared surfaces within the highway 

because of the impact that this has on the blind and partially sighted.  
12. On street residential parking within the highway is no longer allowed by the 

Highway Authority. Wherever possible, the parking spaces should be provided 
within the curtilage of the property. 

13. Adoption of the estate streets is a purely voluntary act between the developer 

and the Highway Authority and acceptance of the proposals for planning 
purposes does not in any way compel the Highway Authority to enter into an 

adoption Agreement at a future date. In the absence of any further 
amendments to the gradients and for the avoidance of doubt, it is unlikely the 
streets would be eligible for adoption and they would need to remain privately 

maintained by the road owner or street frontagers where applicable.  
14. Any redundant vehicular and pedestrian accesses shall be permanently 

closed with a physical barrier and the existing crossovers reinstated as 
footway. 

15. No Tactile paving shown within the site. 

16. The access junction to the parking spaces to the rear of proposed dwelling 
No’s 03 to 14 is a concern, generally junction spacing should be 70m, so this 

will need reassessing.  
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17. Until bedroom numbers per dwelling has been provided, parking provision 
cannot be assessed. 

 
Derbyshire County Council (Developer Contributions) (04.02.22) 

 
The above analysis based on current pupil numbers, projections and an analysis of 
recently approved planning applications indicate that the relevant shared normal 

area primary (Whaley Bridge Primary School and Taxal & Fernilee CE Primary 
School) and secondary school (Chapel-en-le-Frith High School) would have 

sufficient capacity within the next five years to accommodate the additional pupi ls 
arising from this development; therefore no request for a contribution would be 
required at this time. 
 

Refer to the public file for the full consultation response. 

 
HPBC Environmental Health Officer: 
 

Awaited. 
 

Network Rail: 
 
Awaited. 

 
United Utilities (08.02.33) 

 
Following our review of the submitted FRA & DRAINAGE STRATEGY REVIEW, 
prepared by HBL, Ref: 9097-HBL-XX-XX-RP-D-0001, Dated Dec 2021, the plans are 

not acceptable to United Utilities. This is because the greenfield discharge rate has 
been calculated at 3l/s but the proposed discharge rate is 10l/s with 5l/s proposed to 

discharge to the least sustainable combined sewer which isn't acceptable to United 
utilities. We have not seen robust evidence that that the drainage hierarchy has been 
thoroughly investigated and the proposals are not in line with the Non-Statutory 

Technical Standards for Sustainable Drainage Systems. We require evidence that 
the indicative culverted watercourse is accessible and can be used to discharge 

surface water for the majority of the site. We require to know the levels of the 
culverted watercourse as the area of the site proposed to drain to the combined 
sewer should also drain to the culverted watercourse via gravity or via pumps if 

required.  
 

Should planning permission be granted we request the following condition is 
attached to any subsequent Decision Notice: 
 

Prior to the commencement of development, details of a sustainable surface water 
drainage scheme and a foul water drainage scheme shall be submitted to and 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The drainage schemes must 
include: 
 

(i) An investigation of the hierarchy of drainage options in the National Planning 
Practice Guidance (or any subsequent amendment thereof). This investigation shall 
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include evidence of an assessment of ground conditions and the potential for 
infiltration of surface water in accordance with BRE365; 

(ii) A restricted rate of discharge of surface water agreed with the local planning 
authority (if it is agreed that infiltration is discounted by the investigations). In the 

event of surface water discharging to the public combined sewer, the rate of 
discharge shall be restricted to 5 l/s and that discharge volume is as low as 
reasonably practicable; 

(iii) Levels of the proposed drainage systems including proposed ground and finished 
floor levels in AOD; 

(iv) Incorporate mitigation measures to manage the risk of sewer surcharge where 
applicable; and 
(v) Foul and surface water shall drain on separate systems. 
 

The approved schemes shall also be in accordance with the Non-Statutory Technical 

Standards for Sustainable Drainage Prior to occupation of the proposed 
development, the drainage schemes shall be completed in accordance with the 
approved details and retained thereafter for the lifetime of the development. 

 
United Utilities (10.02.22): 

 
1. In the current proposals for 2 discharges at 5l/s, one to the culvert and one to 

the combined sewer for the access road due to levels. this is an increase of 

the existing greenfield runoff rate of 3l/s and we would look to resist the 
second connection the combined sewer. In order to remove this connection 

the drainage scheme will have to be revised which could include deeper 
sewers, surface water pumps and greater attenuation which could affect the 
access road.  

 
2. The culverted watercourse to the east of the site is not confirmed and we 

have no evidence it exists and that a surface water connection to this is 
possible due to levels or access as its outside of the red edge in third party 
land.  

 
3. If it is not possible to discharge to the culverted watercourse then they will 

likely propose 2 connections to the combined sewer due to site levels. One at 
the access road and one down the foot path link. We would not permit 2 
connections as this would be 10l/s to the combined sewer which is greater 

than the 3l/s greenfield rate, we would accept a maximum of 5l/s to the 
combined which would have to be deliver through one connection for 

maintenance / blockage risk reasons. We would also want the applicant to 
consider reducing the volume of discharge as any surface water discharge is 
all additional volume compared to the current greenfield discharge volume.  

 
4. Noting the 5l/s restriction the applicant will have to propose a new strategy 

which could include deeper sewers, surface water pumps and greater 
attenuation which could affect the access road.  

 

Please see attached screenshot of the proposed strategy which states the culvert is 
to be confirmed (not attached). 

 

Page 6



Ideally we would like the details surrounding the culverted watercourse confirming at 
this stage and the second connection to the combined sewer to be designed out. If 

this is not possible we cannot approve the drainage strategy in principle as its 
currently unacceptable to United utilities. If you are minded to approve the 

application on the advice of the LLFA then we would request our previously 
proposed condition with a restricted rate of discharge to the combined sewer at 5 l/s 
and that discharge volume is as low as reasonably practicable 

 
Applicant: 

 
On the 7th February, the Council received further submissions from the applicant 
summarised as follows: 

 

 It has been clearly established through various appeal cases that it is possible 

to separate the consideration of vehicular site access form the fixing of 
internal access routes, reserving the latter as it clearly relates to layout for 
subsequent approval through the use of planning conditions to an outline 

planning permission. 

 Network Rail have provided for a holding objection, but you have queried 

whether it is a pre-determinative issue. 

 Comments are awaited from United Utilities on the latest drainage strategy 

and the holding objection from Network Rail. 

 We understand that Environmental Health have requested an update to the 
noise report for the application. 

 DWT (Derbyshire Wildlife Trust) comments on the ecology report (submitted 
in December 2021) are awaited. 

 You have advised that you have an ‘in principle’ objection to the proposed 
development.  We have provided significant supporting information to 

demonstrate that there is an unmet need for local affordable housing and that 
the proposals comply with national and local planning policy in respect of the 
principle of development. 

 Notwithstanding the LPAs starting point for the assessment of impact is one of 
development being unacceptable as this is a Green Belt location.  We 

consider that this assessment is flawed as the conclusions are unduly 
influenced by the incorrect starting point in that National and policy is clear 
that development can take place in the Green Belt. 

 With a starting point that the development is acceptable in the Green Belt, 
combined with the significant need for affordable housing and the lack of any 

substantive sites coming forward to address that need, we do not consider 
that a landscape objection to affordable housing on this site can be 

maintained. 
 
Refer to the public file for the full applicant correspondence. 

 
These matters are dealt with in relation to further officer comments below. 
 
OFFICER COMMENTS 
 

Access 
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Officers do not agree with the applicant’s interpretation of access matters as sought, 
which appear to disregard access matters beyond the proposed point of access to 

Buxton Road.  Matters of access are clearly defined by the Town and Country  
(General Development Management Procedure) (England Order) 2015 and 

reaffirmed in Planning Policy Guidance as detailed at paragraph 3.1 of the officer 
report. 
 

County Highways have raised significant concerns in relation to access matters 
within the site as shown on the submitted illustrated site plan P18 and is detailed in 

their consultation response above.  As well, United Utilities note that the 5l/s 
restriction the applicant will have to propose a new strategy which could include 
deeper sewers, surface water pumps and greater attenuation which could affect the 

access road.  
 

As a consequence, an additional reason for refusal is proposed given the scheme’s 
clear conflict with LP (Local Plan) Policy CF6 ‘Accessibility and Transport’ and the 
NPPF as follows: 

 
4. Insufficient information has been submitted with the application relating to 

matters of access in order to assess adequately the impacts of the proposed 
development having regard to matters of highway safety and design for the 
development proposal.  In the absence of this information, it has not been 

possible to demonstrate that the proposal would comply with Policies S1, CF6  
and Appendix 1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan 2016 and / or any other 

material considerations. 
 

Flood Risk 

 
UU (United Utilities) have raised significant concerns in relation to the principle 

drainage strategy for the scheme as further explained in additional comments 
received.  In particular, they require evidence that the indicative culverted 
watercourse is accessible and can be used to discharge surface water for the 

majority of the site.  Notwithstanding, no objections from the County Flood Team, UU 
have requested that details surrounding the culverted watercourse be confirmed and 

the second connection to the combined sewer to be designed out.  As a 
consequence, UU have confirmed that they cannot approve the drainage strategy as 
it is unacceptable in principle.  In addition, the removal of the indicative SuDS pond 

would not appear to overcome Network Rail’s objection given the unknowns in 
relation to deeper sewers, surface water pumps and greater onsite attenuation. 

 
As a consequence, an additional reason for refusal is proposed given the scheme’s 
clear conflict with LP Policy EQ11 ‘Flood Risk Management’ and the NPPF as 

follows: 
 

5. Insufficient information has been submitted with the application relating to 
drainage in order to assess adequately the impacts of the proposed 
development having regard to matters of local flood risk of the development 

proposal.  In the absence of this information, it has not been possible to 
demonstrate that the proposal would comply with Policies S1 and EQ11 of the 

Adopted High Peak Local Plan 2016 and / or any other material considerations. 
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Noise 

 
The Council’s Environmental Health Officer received a copy of the revised Noise and 

Vibration Assessment on the 9th February 2022 to consider the revised layout.  
Similarly, Network Rail have been consulted on the comments of United Utilities 
raising significant concerns in relation to the principle drainage strategy as is 

discussed above.  Furthermore, Network Rail require the Council to be satisfied that 
the scheme adequately assess the impacts of noise in relation to the operation of the 

boundary to the western boundary of the site.  It would be reasonable therefore to 
allow adequate time for relevant consultees to assess the submissions, which is not 
possible before the committee meeting.  In addition, no further revisions are sought 

to the scheme given objections raised. 
 

In these circumstances, officers consider that there would be no reason to withdraw 
Refusal Reason no. 2 as requested by the applicant. 
 

Ecology 
 

There are no ecology objections to the scheme as confirmed in paragraph 7.77 of 
the officer report, subject to conditions and a s106 agreement securing offsite 
mitigation should members be minded to recommend approval of the scheme. 

 
Green Belt 

 
Officers have applied their planning judgement to the proposed development as set 
out in the report and reached a different conclusion to the one set out by the 

applicant. 
 

Erratum: Officer report paragraph 7.55 EQ5 should be corrected to EQ4. 
 
Landscape Harm 

 
The applicant has relied on the judgement in Wiltshire in relation to paragraph 72 of 

the NPPF (previously 71) and relevant footnotes, however, the Wiltshire scheme was 
not in the Green Belt and therefore paragraph 72 cannot be engaged in the first 
instance to apply the policy tests to the scheme.   

 
Of note, paragraph 36 of the judgment states: “Mr Parkinson, for the Secretary of 

State, submits that the role of NPPF 71 is to support entry level housing subject to 
meeting the specified criteria. It cannot have been intended that if these criteria are 
met, then other material considerations should not be considered. While he accepts 

that the critical paragraphs of the decision letter could have been better expressed, 
he submits that NPPF 71 recognises that entry level housing sites are inherently 

likely to involve some landscape harm, and that is clear by providing they should not 
be permitted in National Parks, AONB or Green Belt”. 
 

Developer Contributions 
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No financial contributions are sought towards education in relation to the recent 
comments of County confirming sufficient capacity within the next five years to 

accommodate the additional pupils arising from this development. 
 
NO CHANGE TO RECOMMENDATION. 
 
Two additional reasons for refusal are proposed as stated above. 

 
HPK/2020/0064 – Former College Site, Harpur Hill Buxton 

 

Thank you for consulting the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) in relation to the 
revised proposals for the above planning application.  

 
The LLFA does not object to the further raising of ground levels beyond that which 

was already proposed. However, we would like to re-emphasise the importance of 
careful design of the surface water drainage/ soakaways to ensure that there is no 
increase in surface water runoff or in the wetness of the ground in the vicinity of the 

retaining walls, and we are currently awaiting further information from the applicant in 
relation to the discharge of the surface water drainage conditions (DOC/2019/0074). 

 
NO CHANGE TO RECOMMENDATION. 
 

HPK/2021/0478 - Unit 24 Harpur Hill Business Park 
 

Flood Risk 
 
Since the completion of the committee report, the DCC Flood Risk Officer has 

responded confirming that the requested drainage strategy and plan can be 
approved by condition and are not required for assessment at this stage. 

 
NO CHANGE TO RECOMMENDATION. 
 

HPK/2021/0648 – No.1 Royle Avenue 
 

No further updates 
 
NO CHANGE TO RECOMMENDATION 
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