
HIGH PEAK BOROUGH COUNCIL
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE

Date 11th March 2019 

Application 
No: HPK/2018/0109

Location St Phillip Howard Catholic School, Glossop
Proposal Construction of synthetic turf pitch with associated 

floodlighting, fencing, car parking and ancillary features
Applicant St Phillip Howard School, Glossop
Agent Geraint John Planning
Parish/ward N/A / Howard Town Date registered 30th April 2018
If you have a question about this report please contact: James Stannard, 
Tel. 01298 28400 extension 4298, james.stannard@highpeak.gov.uk 

1. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION

Refuse

1. REASON FOR COMMITTEE DETERMINATION

1.1 This application has been brought before the Development Control 
Committee because of its contentious nature and the number of 
objections received from members of the public.

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS

2.1 The application site is within the grounds of St Phillip Howard School, 
Glossop. The site encompasses a large playground area and adjacent 
car park, accessed from a single access from St Mary’s Road.

2.2 The playground and car park stand to the north and east of the school 
buildings. To the east of the car park is a small wooded area, whilst to 
the southern and eastern boundary is shared with the St James 
Conservation Area and Grade II Listed St Mary’s Catholic Church. 

2.3 To the east of the site are the rear elevations and rear amenity areas of 
a row of two storey terraced properties (Nos.2-20) on Shaw Street and 
to the north east properties in St Marys Road. The northern boundary 
is formed with Pendlebury Court, a nursing home, whist to the west is 
St James C.E Primary School.

3. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL 



3.1 The application seeks consent for the construction of a synthetic turf 
pitch with associated floodlighting, fencing, car parking and ancillary 
features, made up of the following:

 Synthetic all weather 3G Pitch (61m x 43m) with football markings in 
line with Football Associated guidance

 3m high rolled mesh powder coated green fencing 

 4 x 10m high A3 Maxi Sports Floodlights

 Car parking provision for 46 x vehicles replacing the existing number of 
spaces

3.2 The new pitches would be positioned on the existing playground area 
and car park.  The proposal would be utilised by the school along with 
other community groups which would be subject to a management 
regime. The Planning Statement confirms that the pitches and 
associated floodlighting would be in operation between 09:00am and 
10:00pm.

3.3 The following Plans and Documents listed below are the subject of the 
assessment in this report:

Plans

- Boundary Location Plan (Ref: NSSPHA007D)
- Proposed Floodlighting Plan (Ref: HLS01616 Rev1B)
- Tree Mitigation Plan (Ref: AW0008-LSC-001)
- Google Pitch Overlay (Ref: NSSPHA001E)
- Line Marking Plan (Ref: NSSPHA002E)
- Revised Car Parking Layout (Ref: NSSPHA004F)
- Drainage Layout (Ref: NSSPHA005B)
- Fencing Layout (Ref: NSSPHA006B)

Documents

- Planning Statement
- Sport England Response Feb 2018
- Ecology Report and Lighting Strategy
- Arboricultural Impact Assessment
- Arboricultural Method Statement
- Amended Tree Protection Plan
- Updated Acoustic Noise Report

4. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

4.1 The site has been subject to the following planning history:



HPK/2002/0035 Extension to form additional teaching areas 
(Approved 12/03/2002)

HPK/2003/0374 Extension to existing toilets (Approved 10/06/2003)

HPK/2010/0255 Infilling to form additional classrooms, administration area 
and disability access works (Approved 21/07/10)

HPK/2011/0150 Extension to form staff room and remodelling of 
administration area (Approved 26/05/11)

5. PLANNING POLICIES RELEVANT TO THE DECISION

High Peak Local Plan 2016

S1 Sustainable Development Principles
S1a Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
S5 Glossopdale Sub-area Strategy
EQ6 Design and Place Making
EQ9 Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows
CF3 Local Infrastructure Provision
CF4 Open Space, Sports and Recreation Facilities
CF5 Provision and Retention of Local Community Services and Facilities
CF6 Accessibility and Transport

National Planning Policy Framework

Achieving Sustainable Development Chapter 2
Promoting Healthy and Safe Communities Chapter 8
Promoting Sustainable Transport Chapter 9
Achieving Well Designed Places Chapter 12
Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment Chapter 15

6. CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT

Site notice Expiry date for comments: 11th June 2018

Neighbour letters Expiry date for comments: 25th May 2018

Press Notice N/A

Neighbours

6.1 At the time of writing, 45 x letters of objection have been received in 
connection with this application. A petition with 57 signatures has also 
been received objecting to the application.

6.2 The key material grounds of objection within these objections are 
summarised below:



 Significant harm to neighbouring residential amenity by virtue of:

o Noise arising from the proposed development
o Intrusive Lighting and Light Pollution
o Intensification of the levels of activity on site
o Operating hours into the late evening (10pm)
o Impact on privacy

 Impacts to Trees and Wildlife
 Drainage
 Insufficient Parking Provision
 Increase in traffic generation

 
6.3 The table below sets out the consultation responses received in 

relation to this application:

Consultee Comment

Sport England The development would involve the creation of a 7 v 7  
under 9 and under 10 football pitch on an existing 
outdoor playground/car parking area, that would be 
floodlit and enclosed with weldmesh fencing. The facility 
would be used for curricular purposes and some wider 
community access would also be made available, 
although based on the current submission, the detail of 
the of level of community access and associated 
management arrangements is currently unclear.
 
In assessing the proposal, Sport England has taken into 
account the recently prepared Playing Pitch Strategy 
(PPS) for the High Peak area, together with feedback 
obtained directly from the Football Foundation (FF) on 
behalf of the Football Association (FA) specifically in 
respect of the current application. 
 
The High Peak PPS identifies a shortfall of one full sized 
artificial grass football pitch in the Glossopdale locality, 
and a shortfall of two full sized artificial grass football 
pitches across High Peak as a whole, something that 
the FF has also acknowledged in its comments on the 
application.
 
In the light of this the FF, on behalf of The FA and 
Derbyshire FA, has confirmed ‘in principle’ support for 
the proposal, but has also pointed out that the FF and 
Derbyshire FA are currently seeking opportunities to 
deliver a full sized artificial grass pitch (measuring 106 
metres x 70 metres) in the Glossopdale area rather than 
a small sided artificial pitch facility.  In particular, it 
advises that the Football FF and Derbyshire FA are 



working with Glossop North End Juniors to develop 
plans that would include the construction of a full sized 
artificial grass pitch in 2019 at their Cemetery Road site, 
and that strategically, the construction of full sized 
artificial grass pitches (as opposed to small sided 
artificial grass pitches) remains a priority for the FF, The 
FA and Derbyshire FA given the wide range of flexible 
outputs that a facility of that size can offer.
 
In terms of detailed design points, the FF, on behalf of 
The FA, has confirmed that the proposed pitch size 
meets the FA recommended size for U9 and U10 / 7v7 
football. However, in respect of the pitch specification, 
the FF advises that it is unable to confirm its suitability 
against The FA’s ‘Guide to Football Turf Pitch Design 
Principles and Layouts’ as the applicant has not 
provided sufficient detail. Specifically, it notes that the 
submission refers to the surface being of ‘similar 
appearance to amenity grass’, but requests further 
clarity on the detailed technical specification so that it 
can confirm the suitability or otherwise of the proposed 
surface.
 
The FF has confirmed that the LUX levels of the 
proposed floodlights meet the FA’s recommendations, 
but queries the proposed height of the floodlights, given 
that the applicant is proposing 10 metre high floodlights 
whereas typically the FA requires floodlights to be 15 
metres high for an artificial grass pitch. In view of this, 
the FF has stated that the applicant should clarify the 
rationale for 10 metre high floodlights, and in particular 
whether this has been driven by the close proximity of 
residential properties to the planned facility.
 
The FF has provided further comment on the fact that 
the facility would be situated close to residential 
dwellings, identifying that whilst spillage from floodlights 
can typically be managed, there could be a potential risk 
of concerns from residents over noise pollution and 
increased usage, especially in connection with 
community use of the pitch outside of school hours. It 
has additionally stated that in the absence of sufficient 
information about the proposed hours of use, and how 
the facility would be operated and managed, it is difficult 
to ascertain what community use there would be and 
how this would translate into wider sports benefits for 
the local community and grassroots clubs and leagues 
in particular.
 
You will be aware that Sport England has previously 



provided comment on the importance of considering any 
potential constraints on the usage of artificial grass pitch 
facilities associated with the proximity of residential 
properties when responding to unrelated planning 
proposals elsewhere. This point is judged to be 
particularly valid in the context of the current planning 
application given that the distance between the 
proposed facility and the nearest residential curtilage 
appears to be just 15 metres. 
 
Assessment of noise is clearly a matter for the Local 
Planning Authority, and Sport England is not seeking to 
suggest a need for any restriction, but rather the need to 
have a full understanding of the scope and hours of use 
that could be delivered at the site. The following link 
provides access to recent Sport England guidance on 
noise and ATPs that may be of interest: 
https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/design-
and-cost-guidance/artificial-sports-surfaces/
 
Overall, in light of the above, Sport England does not 
object to the proposal, and could be in a position to offer 
its supports subject to more detail being provided in 
relation to the detailed surface specification for the pitch 
and the proposed community use arrangements.

HPBC 
Operational 
Services 

Fully supportive of creating new facilities which help 
increase access to and improve, health and physical 
activities.  

I have noted that it is proposed that the new facility will 
have community access, which I would strongly 
recommend, and this should be through the 
establishment of a Community use Agreement.  

There is not much detail provided within the application 
on community use, so I would suggest this detail is 
provided.  Similarly, more detail on how the proposed 
facility will be linked into the wider sports development 
network, and the creation of a Sports Development Plan 
for the facility, which may well be a requirement of Sport 
England.  

HPBC 
Conservation 
Officer

No objection. Site sits in close proximity to the 
Conservation Area and Grade II Listed Church. The 
pitch is well within the school grounds and from the 
information submitted would appear to have a minimal 
visual impact on the designated heritage assets. 

https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/design-and-cost-guidance/artificial-sports-surfaces/
https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/design-and-cost-guidance/artificial-sports-surfaces/


DCC Highways Subject to replacement parking being available prior to 
development being brought into use and maintained 
clear of any obstructions to its designated use, it is 
unlikely that any objections on highway grounds would 
prove sustainable 

Derbyshire 
Wildlife Trust

No objection subject to conditions relating to Bat 
Mitigation, Invasive Species, and Nesting Birds.

Construction works are considered unlikely to result in 
any significant ecological impacts, being focused on 
hard standing and amenity grassland. We advise that if 
any scattered trees require removal, these should be 
replaced elsewhere in the school grounds to ensure no 
nett loss of biodiversity.

The Trust welcome the early consultation between the 
ecological consultants and the lighting engineers. Based 
on the current lighting proposals, the adjacent woodland 
will be subject to lux levels of between 5 and 15 lux. 
Typically lux levels of 1 or less are considered 
acceptable in terms of impacts to bats, as this is similar 
to moonlight. Section 5 of the Ecology Report provides 
mitigation measures to minimise the impacts of the 
lighting on bats using the woodland, all of which are 
supported by the Trust and should be implemented in 
full.

HPBC Tree 
Officer (Initial 
Response)

Objections relating to (i) the car parking layout and 
impacts on tree rooting area (ii) lack of landscaping 
mitigation measures (iii) lack of detail as to how the 
conflict between the trees and the playing surface can 
be sensitively managed.

HPBC Tree 
Officer (Revised 
Response)

1. The car parking issue has been overcome as it has 
been moved further from the trees.  But there is still 
potential for an impact on the trees – an arboricultural 
method statement was submitted with the application 
but this is now out of date as the scheme has changed.  
I consider that the plan accompanying this should be 
updated so that the tree protection scheme reflects the 
revised proposal.  In relation the car parking this must 
show the extent of the proposed hard surfacing and 
confirm how the distance between the trees and the 
hardsurface / protective fencing location. If the hard 
surface encroaches within the RPA  of the trees a no dig 
solution may be required.   This detail would normally be 
detail with as a pre commencement conditions but this is 
now not an option.

2. A landscaping scheme has been provided is 
adequate and complies with the Local Plan policy EQ9. 



 It is very reliant on tree species from one family 
(Rosaceae) this is not ideal but not in this case a reason 
to refuse the application 

3. I note the comments made by their arboricultural 
consultant with regards to maintenance of the surface -  
I still have some concerns about the juxtaposition of the 
copse of trees and  the impact it will have. This is based 
on my experience of similar situations in our Parks 
where issue have arisen.  He states that the surface will 
be regular maintained. 

Given the above I do not consider that there is an 
overriding objection on arboricultural grounds. 

United Utilities No objections subject to standard drainage conditions

HBPC 
Environmental 
Health (Initial 
Response)

The development could lead to an increase in light 
pollution experienced at sensitive domestic premises, 
and subsequent loss of amenity. Therefore conditions 
relating to Lighting should be applied.

HPBC 
Environmental 
Health (Further 
Response 1)

Further to previous correspondence, given proximity to 
nearby residential properties, a noise impact 
assessment at the application stage is desirable

HBPC 
Environmental 
Health (Further 
Response 2)

Following the submission of Acoustic Noise Assessment 
dated 30th August 2018:

The Acoustic Noise Assessment should not be accepted 
at this time.

Env Health was consulted on the requirements for the 
acoustic report, and it was recommended that a phased 
approach was utilised based on BS4142:2014. This was 
to incorporate an assessment of background sound 
compared to specific sound, whilst including the 
principle of adjustment (rating) to take into account 
characteristic features of the specific sound.

This initial screen would inform as to whether further 
assessment was required with respect to other 
recognised standards (WHO Guidelines for Community 
Noise, Sport England AGP Guidance, Noise Policy 
Statement for England). It is accepted that BS4142 is 
not intended for use for recreational activities; however it 
provides a basic framework for a ‘rated’ assessment, 
and should allow for suitable protection of local amenity.



Following comments are made with respect to this 
report:

- Assessment is made for 09:00-18:00 however the 
applicant wishes to utilise the facilities until 21:30

- The report does not properly assess noise at the 
nearest critical receptors. The chosen monitoring 
location is not representative of nearby receptors so 
background noise levels established cannot be relied 
upon

- Background levels at critical receptors are not 
established for evenings (18:30 to 21:30) or weekends.

- Assessment does not apply adjustment to take into 
account features of specific sound, to define the rating 
level. An adjustment of +3 for impulsive and +4 for tonal 
characteristics would be appropriate

Recommendation:

Application should be refused. In its current form the 
development would give rise to a significant loss of 
amenity due to the intensification of use at weekends 
and evenings. At other times it is likely that the 
development would lead to noise levels exceeding 
recognised criteria.

The applicant has failed to demonstrate that the 
development would not have a significant impact on 
amenity at nearby domestic premises due to noise, 
particularly during early to mid evening (16:00 to 21:30) 
and at weekends. Even taking the above comments into 
account, the information contained within the report 
suggests that there are reasonable ground to suspect a 
significant impact on amenity.

With proposed mitigation, there is still uncertainty 
regarding the application demonstrating that there will 
not be a significant loss of amenity (evenings and 
weekends). In addition, there is a question of visual 
amenity with 3m high fencing covered in acoustic quilt, 
and the long term visual impact in an area exposed to 
reasonably high wind.



HPBC 
Environmental 
Health (Further 
Response 3)

Following submission of updated Acoustic Noise Report:

Assessment Methodology:

The noise impact assessment (NIA) makes considerable 
mention of the use of BS4142 to assess the site, and 
correctly identifies that BS4142 is not intended for use to 
assess recreational activities. I’m entirely in agreement 
with this statement; however it’s rather disingenuous to 
claim that the Local Authority required that the 
assessment be made in accordance with BS4142.

Rather it was requested that any assessment includes 
an initial screen that incorporates the following 
elements:

- Margin of exceedance above background noise;
- Allowance for acoustic features.

The aim of the noise impact assessment is to determine 
the likely effect of the development upon the 
surrounding amenity particularly at residential premises.  
It was requested that the assessment give an initial 
measure of the likely increase of noise above existing 
background, and to rate the noise to take into account 
any intrinsically annoying features (shouts, whistles 
etc.). BS4142 also makes use of these elements to 
make an assessment of likely impact.

Consultation was undertaken with the acoustic 
consultant in November 2018, and it was further 
reiterated that assessment would include consideration 
of Sport England Guidance (Artificial Grass Pitch (AGP) 
Acoustics – Planning Implications (2015)), with an initial 
screen incorporating assessment of rated noise against 
background noise.

Section 1.1.6 makes mention of Building  Regulations 
2010 Document E

“Any approved noise scheme and measurements should 
pay due regard to British Standard BS8233: 2014 Sound 
insulation and noise reduction for buildings (Guidance 
Document), BS4142 Methods for rating and assessing 
industrial and commercial sound and the Building 
Regulations 2010 Document E or other appropriate 
guidance.”

This is a standard informative attached to all 
consultation responses, and the key phrase is “pay due 



regard”. Part E is not applicable with regard to this 
development.

Report – Impact Assessment (Dec 2018)

The submitted NIA (December 2018) is based on Sport 
England Guidance , but also includes an assessment 
comparison of  the likely increase of noise above 
existing background, and a rating of the noise to take 
into account any intrinsically annoying features.

The report may be accepted.

The report demonstrates a considerable and 
unacceptable loss of amenity at nearby residential 
properties without noise mitigation measures. The 
development represents a significant intensification of 
use, with operation during evenings and weekends 
requested.

With a 3m high acoustic barrier surrounding the sports 
pitch, and 6m acoustic barrier at the boundary of noise 
affected premise noise can be reduced to below 55dB, 
but not below the desired criteria of 50dB for external 
living space. With mitigation in place noise from the 
sports pitch is predicted to give rise to a considerable 
increase above background levels, likely to give rise to 
significant adverse impact upon amenity and associated 
health impacts upon effected residents.

To protect local amenity with regard to nuisance noise it 
is recommended that the application is refused.

7. POLICY AND PLANNING BALANCE 

Planning Policies

7.1 The determination of a planning application is to be made pursuant to 
section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, 
which is to be read in conjunction with section 70(2) of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990. 

7.2 Section 38(6) requires the local planning authority to determine 
planning applications in accordance with the development plan, unless 
there are material circumstances which 'indicate otherwise'. Section 
70(2) provides that in determining applications the local planning 
authority "shall have regard to the provisions of the Development Plan, 
so far as material to the application and to any other material 



considerations." The Development Plan consists of the High Peak 
Local Plan Policies Adopted April 2016.

7.3 Other material considerations include the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) and National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG). 
Paragraph 11 of the NPPF explains that at the heart of the Framework 
is the presumption in favour of sustainable development.  For decision 
makers this means that when considering development proposals 
which accord with the development plan, they should be approved 
without delay, but where the development plan is absent, silent or 
relevant policies are out of date, grant planning permission unless any 
adverse impacts would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits when assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken as a 
whole.

7.4 Local Plan policy S1a establishes a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development as contained within the NPPF.

Principle of Development

7.5 The proposal seeks to construct a 3G Sports Pitch in the grounds of 
the existing School. The High Peak Playing Pitch Strategy & Action 
Plan (January 2018) confirms that there is a shortfall of two full-sized 
3G pitches in the Borough – one in the Glossopdale Area and on in the 
Central Area. 

7.6 Since this Strategy has been published, Buxton Football Club have 
implemented a 4G playing surface which is utilised by local community 
groups. However, this means that there is still a shortfall of a 3G sports 
facility in Glossopdale. The current proposals involve the construction 
of two smaller pitches, whereas the Playing Pitch Strategy for High 
Peak requires two full size pitches, therefore whilst providing improved 
facilities for the school and other community groups, it would not meet 
the recognised need for larger pitches in the Borough.  

7.7 Policy CF4 seeks to protect, maintain and where possible enhance 
existing sport and recreational land, in order to ensure their continued 
contribution to the health and well being of local communities. The 
proposal would provide a new 3G Sports Facility in a central location 
within a large settlement (Glossop), supporting the objectives of Policy 
CF4 of the High Peak Local Plan, and the Playing Pitch Strategy and 
Action Plan. 

7.8 In light of the planning policy context set out above, the general 
principle of development supported subject to all relevant technical and 
material considerations, which are listed below.

Key Material Considerations:

 Amenity



 Design
 Trees
 Ecology
 Heritage and Conservation
 Highway Safety and Parking Provision
 Other Matters

Amenity

7.9 Local Plan Policy EQ6 outlines that developments should achieve a 
satisfactory relationship to adjacent development and not cause 
unacceptable effects including light pollution, noise and other adverse 
impacts on local amenity. Paragraph 127 of the NPPF requires all 
developments to secure a high standard of amenity for all existing and 
future occupants of land and buildings.

7.10 There have been a significant number of objections raised by local 
residents and members of the general public in relation to the potential 
harm to the amenity and living conditions of neighbouring properties. 
Aspects of amenity that objections refer to include noise, light pollution 
and intrusion and loss of privacy, as a result of the proposed use being 
open to community groups outside of school hours and up until 10pm 
each day.

7.11 The Floodlighting Impact Study produced by Halliday Lighting 
concludes that the proposed lighting system meets the relevant specific 
lighting standards for recreational playing pitches, and as such would 
not result in any harm to residential amenity of neighbouring residents. 
The Environmental Health Officer has been asked to comment further 
on this matter, additional comments will be provided on the update 
sheet.  

7.12 The proposed sports pitch would be surrounded by a 3m high fence, 
which would be positioned at its closest point 15 from the rear garden 
boundaries of properties on Shaw Street. As such it is not considered 
that the surrounding residential properties would be adversely affected 
in relation to privacy.

7.13 With regards to noise impacts, following an initial consultation 
response, the Council’s Environmental Health Officer considered that 
an Acoustic Noise Report was needed, in line with relevant guidance, 
to confirm whether or not the proposals would lead to an unacceptable 
level of noise disturbance for neighbouring properties. 

 
7.14 An Acoustic Noise Report was submitted by Noise Air dated 30th 

August 2018, which in turn led to local residents commissioning and 
submitting their own Acoustic Noise Report in response, contesting the 
conclusions which stated that no mitigation measures would be 
required.



7.15 In light of updated comments from the Environmental Health Officer, 
who rejected the noise report due to issues relating to the methodology 
of the assessment, Noise Air carried out a further Acoustic Assessment 
dated 14th December 2018. This report concludes that the proposed 
development would only be acceptable with regards to noise, if 
mitigation measures consisting of a 6m high fence was erected 
between the residential properties and the proposed car park along the 
boundary with the properties in Shaw Street.

7.16 The Environmental Health Officer has commented on the updated 
report and rejects the notion that the adverse harm to amenity caused 
by noise could be satisfactorily mitigated by the installation of an 
acoustic fence, as it would fail to reduce the noise levels below the 
acceptable level of 50 decibels. As such even with the presence of the 
acoustic fence, it is considered that it would be insufficient to prevent 
noise transmission. Moreover the erection of a 6m high acoustic fence 
along the rear garden boundary of properties on Shaw Street, would 
have an significant and oppressive impact on the outlook from those 
properties.   

7.17 The pitches and the associated flood lighting would be used until 10pm 
in the evenings and at weekends. It is considered that the proximity of 
the proposed pitches to neighbouring properties and the measures 
required mitigating the noise effects would significantly harm to the 
residential amenities of neighbouring properties, contrary to Policy EQ6 
of the Local Plan and paragraph 127 of the NPPF.

Design 

7.18 Local Plan Policy S1 of the adopted local plan sets out a number of 
sustainability principles which all new development proposals should 
incorporate in order to make a positive contribution towards the 
sustainability of communities and to protect, and where possible 
enhance the environment.

7.19 Local Plan Policy EQ6 of the adopted local plan states that all 
development should be well designed to respect and contribute 
positively to the character, identity and context of High Peak’s 
townscapes, in terms of scale, height, density, and layout.

7.20 Paragraph 127 states that decisions should ensure that developments 
will function well and add to the overall quality of the area, not just for 
the short term but over the lifetime of development; are visually 
attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and appropriate and 
effective landscaping; and are sympathetic to local character and 
history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape 
setting

7.21 The proposed pitch would sit within an area currently occupied by hard 
standing. The provision of this artificial pitch with associated 3m high 



fencing and 4 x 10m high floodlights is a typical design for this type of 
development. It would not be widely visible from the surrounding area 
as it is contained wholly within the built envelope of the school site. 
Accordingly it is not considered to result in any adverse harm to the 
character and appearance of the existing site or wider surroundings.

Trees

7.22 Policy EQ9 of the Local Plan highlights the Council’s commitment to 
protecting trees, woodlands and hedgerows, requiring that all new 
development retains healthy mature trees, and where appropriate, to 
provide tree planting and soft landscaping, reflecting the aims of 
national policy contained within Chapter 15 of the NPPF

7.23 As referred to by the Council’s Tree Officer in her initial response of 
16th May 2018, the application shows that 19 trees would be required 
to be removed to accommodate the proposed car parking along the 
rear garden boundaries of properties in Shaw Street and within the site 
itself. In mitigation the applicant has proposed 38 replacement trees to 
meeting the requirements of Policy EQ9. Concerns were raised with 
regards to the layout of the car parking provision and how this would 
affect the Root Protection Areas of third party trees contained within 
the grounds of the neighbouring Church.

7.24 Subsequent plans have been submitted which show a revised car 
parking layout, a Tree Mitigation Plan and an amended Tree Protection 
Plan; all of which have been considered by the Tree Officer to have 
addressed previous concerns subject to conditions.

7.25 Accordingly, subject to imposition of conditions to ensure any 
remaining trees are protected during the construction works and to 
secure replacement planning, it is considered that the loss of trees is 
acceptable and the development would meet the requirements of 
Policy EQ9 of the Local Plan and relevant policies within Chapter 15 of 
the NPPF.

Ecology

7.26 Policy EQ5 of the Local Plan sets out the Council’s policies with 
regards to nature and biodiversity conservation and enhancement, in 
line with national policy contained within Chapter 15 of the NPPF.

7.27 A number of objections refer to the potential harm to local wildlife as a 
result of the development. 

7.28 Derbyshire Wildlife Trust (DWT) have commented on the proposals, 
stating that there would be no harm to ecological assets given that the 
site comprises an existing area of hard standing, and that any 
replacement trees should be planted within the school grounds to 
ensure no net loss of biodiversity. 



7.29 The Lux levels generated by the proposed floodlighting is considered to 
be acceptable to DWT with regards to the impact on protected bat 
species, and subject to conditions, they raise no objection.

7.30 In light of these comments, it is considered that the proposed 
development would not result in any adverse harm to ecological assets 
or protected species in line with Policy EQ5 of the Local Plan and 
Chapter 15 of the NPPF.

Heritage Conservation

7.31 Policy EQ7 of the Local Plan refers to the Historic Environment and 
sets out how the Council will conserve and enhance statutory and non-
statutory assets in the Borough, in line with national policies contained 
within Chapter 16 of the NPPF.

7.32 Paragraph 190 of the NPPF requires Local Planning Authorities to 
assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that may be 
affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting 
of a heritage asset). In determining applications, local planning 
authorities should take account of:

a) the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of 
heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their 
conservation;
b) the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can 
make to sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and
c) the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to 
local character and distinctiveness.

7.33 The site borders the St James Conservation Area to the east and to the 
south. The southern border is also shared with the Grade II Listed St 
Mary’s Church. The pitches, flood lights and the 3m high mesh fencing 
would be contained wholly within the school site and at its closest point 
be located 15m from the boundary with the Conservation Area. The 
proposed 6m high acoustic fence would be positioned on the boundary 
with the conservation area. 

7.34 Although the boundary of the school shares a boundary with the 
Conservation Area and the boundary of St Marys Church, a Grade II 
listed building, the proposed pitches, flood lights and mesh fencing 
would have no direct impact on the setting of the heritage assets given 
the distance to the relevant boundaries.  However, the erection of a 6m 
high acoustic fence along the boundary with the conservation area 
would adversely affect the setting of the conservation area, due to its 
substantial height, although having a less than substantial harm. The 
fence would be visible from the views within the conservation area, 
particularly when viewed from Shaw St. 



7.35 In accordance with paragraph 196 of the NPPF where a proposal 
would have less than substantial harm to the significance of the 
heritage asset, this should be weighed against the public benefits of 
the proposal.  In this case, the public benefits associated with the 
development would include the provision of the new sports pitches for 
the school and other community groups. However the fence would be a 
permanent and substantial form of boundary treatment which is needed 
to mitigate the harm to surrounding residential properties. As a feature 
which would appear, alien, incongruous and visually prominent from 
within the conservation area, this harm is considered to outweigh any 
public benefits.   

7.36 It is considered that the proposed acoustic fence would fail to sustain 
and enhance the setting of the conservation area. Although the harm 
would be less than substantial, the public benefits associated with the 
development would not outweigh the permanent environmental harm. 
Accordingly the development fails to comply with Policy EQ7 of the 
Local Plan and Chapter 16 of the NPPF. 

Highway Safety & Parking Provision

7.37 Local Plan Policy CF6 of the adopted local plan seeks to ensure that 
development can be safely accessed in a sustainable manner and that 
all new development is located where it can satisfactorily be 
accommodated within the existing highway network.

7.38 Paragraph 108 states that in assessing applications for development, a 
safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users.  
Paragraph 109 states that development should only be prevented or 
refused on highway grounds if there would be unacceptable impacts on 
highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network 
would be severe.

7.39 Many representations received in relation to this application cite an 
increase in traffic generation, congestion, and an insufficient amount of 
parking provision as material grounds of objection. There are no 
proposals to amend or revise the existing vehicular access from St 
Marys Road. Whilst objectors consider that there would be an increase 
in traffic generation, it is likely that during any school day the facilities 
would be used mainly by the school, whereas use by community 
groups would take place in the evening or at weekends, when the 
school is not in operation. Therefore, in terms of traffic movement and 
generation, it would be distributed throughout the week, and when the 
school is closed.  As such it is not considered that any increase in 
traffic would compromise highway safety or harm the safe operation of 
the highway.     

7.40 The proposed development would be positioned on the existing car 
park which comprises 46 parking spaces. The applicant would replace 
the existing amount of car parking with a total of 20 spaces along the 



common boundary with properties on Shaw St, a further 14 spaces 
adjacent to the common boundary with number 20 Shaw St and the 
remaining spaces immediately adjacent to the sports pitches. This 
provision is considered to be adequate for the proposed use, and there 
would be no overall net loss of parking provision. 

7.41 There are no objections from the Highways Authority with regards to 
highway safety or technical matters, which include issues relating to 
traffic volume and impacts on the wider highway network. As such, the 
application is considered to accord with Policy CF6 of the Local Plan 
and paragraph 108 of the NPPF.

Other Technical Matters

7.42 Other material grounds of objection which have been raised in relation 
to this application relate to drainage. A drainage layout has been 
submitted which shows that the pitch would be complimented by 
carried drains positioned outside of the pitch footprint. It is considered 
that given the site is already hard surfaced, that drainage problems 
would occur that could not be dealt with by a suitably worded planning 
condition.

Planning balance & Conclusion

7.43 The application seeks permission for a 3G synthetic sports pitch with 
associated floodlighting, mesh fencing, replacement car parking and  
within the grounds of St Philip Howard School, Glossop. The site is 
located within the development boundary of a Glossop and is not 
directly constrained by any sensitive designation. The presumption in 
favour of sustainable development set out at Policy S1a of the Local 
Plan and paragraph 11 of the NPPF therefore applies. 

7.44 The application has been found to be acceptable in matters relating to 
Trees, Ecology and Highway Safety, meeting the requirements of the 
relevant Local Plan Policies. 

7.45 In terms of benefits, it is recognised that the facilities would improve 
sports facilities at the school and for other community groups, in 
accordance with the aims and objectives of Policy CF4 and Chapter 8 
of the NPPF.  

7.46 In order to mitigate the noise impacts of the development a 6m high 
acoustic fence would need to be erected along the common boundary 
with properties in Shaw St, although it is doubtful whether this would 
reduce the noise levels to an acceptable level. Not only would this fail 
to minimise noise disturbance, it would significantly harm the living 
conditions of residents in Shaw St, having an overbearing and 
oppressive impact. Accordingly the development would be contrary to 
Policy EQ6 of the Local Plan and paragraph 127 of the NPPF.



7.47 Moreover the acoustic fence by virtue of its siting and height would fail 
to sustain and enhance the setting of the St James Conservation Area. 
Although the harm would be less than substantial, the public benefits 
associated with the development would not outweigh the permanent 
environmental harm. Accordingly the development fails to comply with 
Policy EQ7 of the Local Plan and Chapter 16 of the NPPF. 

 
7.48 In conclusion, it is considered that the development would adversely 

affect residential amenity and fails to sustain and enhance the setting 
of the conservation area, contrary to Policies EQ6 and EQ7 of the 
adopted Local Plan. As such the application is considered to constitute 
an unsustainable form of development and therefore in line with Policy 
S1a of the High Peak Local Plan and paragraph 11 of the NPPF, the 
application is recommended for refusal. 

       
        8. RECOMMENDATIONS

A. REFUSE for the following reasons:

1.       By virtue of the unacceptable levels of noise and the required 6m 
high acoustic fence, the proposed development would result in 
significant adverse harm to the residential amenities of 
surrounding neighbouring properties. Accordingly the 
development is unsustainable and contrary to Policies, S1, S1a 
and EQ6 of the High Peak Local Plan 2016 and paragraphs 11 and  
127 of the NPPF.

2. The proposed 6m high acoustic fence by virtue of it siting and 
height would fail to sustain and enhance the setting of the St 
James Conservation Area. Although the harm would be less than 
substantial, the public benefits associated with the development 
would not outweigh the environmental harm. Accordingly the 
development is unsustainable and fails to comply with Policies, 
S1, S1a and EQ7 of the Local Plan and Chapter 16 of the NPPF.

B. In the event of any changes being needed to the wording of the 
Committee’s decision (such as to delete, vary or add 
conditions/informatives/planning obligations or reasons for 
approval/refusal) prior to the decision being issued, the Operations 
Manager – Development Services has delegated authority to do so in 
consultation with the Chairman of the Committee, provided that the 
changes do not exceed the substantive nature of the Committee’s 
decision.

This recommendation is made following careful consideration of all the issues 
raised through the application process and thorough discussion with the 
applicants. In accordance with paragraph 38 of the revised NPPF the Case 
Officer has sought solutions where possible to secure a development that 
improves the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area, 



however it has not been possible to secure a form of development which 
would not harm surrounding residential properties. 

Site Plan


