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HIGH PEAK BOROUGH COUNCIL
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE

Date 9th November 2020

Application 
No:

HPK/2020/0222

Location Windy Harbour Caravan Site, Woodhead Road, Glossop
Proposal Application for two additional movable shepherd huts to be 

used as visitor accommodation within the same site as four 
existing approved huts

Applicant Mr Graham Caesar
Agent Mr Charles Bryant, Randfield Associates
Parish/ward Padfield ward Date registered 30th June 2020
If you have a question about this report please contact: Mark 
Ollerenshaw Mark.Ollerenshaw@highpeak.gov.uk  01538 395400 ext. 4921

1. REASON FOR REFERRAL:  

The application has been referred to committee because it is a major development.

2. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION

REFUSE

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS

2.1 The application site comprises approximately 1.15 ha of land and is part of Windy 
Harbour Farm, which is an hotel, event venue and restaurant and has a caravan and 
camping park.  It is located on Woodhead Road and at the closest point is approx.. 
90m away from the boundary of the Peak District National Park (to the east).  The 
site lies within an area of open countryside and also within the North West 
Derbyshire Green Belt as designated within the High Peak Local Plan.  Footpath no. 
HP12 runs from the south of the hotel to the west.

2.2 The site area consists of a field which is currently occupied by 4 no. shepherds 
huts used as visitor accommodation. The site is accessed via an existing gated 
entrance off Woodhead Road.

3. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL 

3.1 The application seeks full planning approval for the siting of two additional 
movable shepherds huts to be used as visitor accommodation within the same site 
as the four existing approved huts.
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3.2 The proposed huts will be positioned within the southern end of the site adjacent 
to the western boundary which comprises a hedge and drystone wall. This part of the 
site is currently fenced off from the remainder of the site. The huts will be of the same 
design and appearance as the existing and will be accessed from the existing access 
off Woodhead Road.

3.3 Full details of the proposal can be found at:

http://planning.highpeak.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKID=2405
70

4. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

HPK/2008/0427 – car parking, access, 9 touring pitches and change of use to 
construct 11 holiday lodges – refused September 2008.

http://planning.highpeak.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKID=1
04314

HPK/2009/0142 – Resubmission of HPK/2008/0427, 9 upgraded touring pitches, 
parking for 24 cars relating to the hotel, 8 Holiday Lodges within landscaped 
grounds and a new access, and provision of a borehole.  Refused June 2009.  
Appeal lodged and dismissed.

http://planning.highpeak.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKID=1
09324

HPK/2010/0261 - Change of use to create an informal recreation area, new and 
safer highway entrance and sinking of borehole, all for the existing caravan park 
and hotel.  Approved October 2010.

HPK/2016/0105 - Proposed Change of Use of Informal Recreation Area to 
include Siting of Four Movable Shepherds Huts to be used as Visitor 
Accommodation. Approved 8th August 2016.

http://planning.highpeak.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKID=2
05767

5. PLANNING POLICIES RELEVANT TO THE DECISION

Adopted High Peak Local Plan 

S1 – Sustainable Development Principles
S1a – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
S2 – Settlement Hierarchy
S4 – Maintaining an Economic Base
S5 – Glossopdale Sub-Area Strategy
EQ1 – Climate Change
EQ2 – Landscape Character

http://planning.highpeak.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKID=240570
http://planning.highpeak.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKID=240570
http://planning.highpeak.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKID=104314
http://planning.highpeak.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKID=104314
http://planning.highpeak.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKID=109324
http://planning.highpeak.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKID=109324
http://planning.highpeak.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKID=205767
http://planning.highpeak.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKID=205767
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EQ3 – Rural Development
EQ4 – Green Belt Development
EQ5 – Biodiversity
EQ6 – Design and Place Making
EQ9 – Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows
EQ10 – Pollution Control and Unstable Land
EQ11 – Flood Risk Management
E6 – Promoting Peak District Tourism and Culture
E7 – Chalet Accommodation, Caravan and Camp Site Developments
CF4 – Open Space, Sports and Recreation Facilities
CF6 – Accessibility and Transport

National Planning Policy Framework

Para. 11 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
Section 6 Building a strong, competitive economy
Section 9 Promoting sustainable transport
Section 12 Achieving well-designed places
Section 13 Protecting Green Belt land
Section 14 Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change
Section 15 Conserving and enhancing the natural environment

6. CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT

Site notice Expiry date for comments: 07/08/2020
Neighbours Expiry date for comments: 28/07/2020

Public comments

A letter of support has been submitted by the proprietors of the Queens Arms and Bulls 
Head, Old Glossop, who support the application on the basis that the additional income 
derived from visitors to the site is beneficial to their business and other local 
businesses, which is particularly welcome during this difficult time for businesses.

Consultations

Consultee Comment Officer 
response

Environmental 
Health

Comments to be reported. Para 7.33

Arboricultural 
Officer

Agrees with the comments made by the Peak 
Park.

Paras 7.26 – 
7.30

Peak District 
National Park 
Authority

Given the presence of the existing huts the Peak 
District National Park Authority has no objections 
in principle to two more huts. However, from a 
landscape impact perspective we would urge the 
Council to secure the relocation of the proposed 
huts to within the area to the east of the existing 

Paras 7.26 – 
7.30
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huts. In this way the development would be better 
screened by the existing, maturing boundary 
planting and the wider landscape impact would be 
much reduced. Removal of the 'ranch style'
post and rail fencing around the access and car 
parking area and its replacement by hedging and 
additional tree planting would further improve the 
setting and boost biodiversity.

DCC 
Highways

No objection to additional development being 
served via the access arrangements made a 
Condition of the earlier application 
HPK/2016/0105.

Para 7.31

7. POLICY AND MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS AND PLANNING BALANCE 

Policy Context

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 adopted High Peak Local Plan 
2016.

7.3 A key issue for the adopted local plan is to enhance tourism and visitor 
management.  Tourism is a potential growth sector across the Plan Area because of 
the proximity of and accessibility to the Peak District National Park and the 
opportunities this offers.  Development across the plan area that benefits the local 
tourism economy should be supported.  Policy S1 expects that all new development 
makes a positive contribution towards the sustainability of communities and to 
protecting, where possible enhancing the environment.  This will be achieved by 
taking account of the landscape, supporting local economy and businesses by 
providing for a range of economic development.

7.4 Policy S4 seeks to maintain and enhance the economic base of the plan area. It 
proposed to encourage and make provision for small scale business and support the 
appropriate improvement, enhancement and expansion of existing businesses.  It will 
also support visitor-based service sector jobs within the local tourism industry.  It 
supports other rural development that accords with Policy EQ3.

7.5 Policy S5 seeks to promote sustainable growth of Glossopdale including the 
growth of a sustainable tourist economy.  It ensures protection and/or enhances 
landscape and the setting of the Peak District National Park.  The policy encourages 
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local employment opportunities and supports the diversification and growth of local 
business by encouraging the growth of tourism. 

7.6 Policy E6 promotes Peak District tourism and culture and it will support 
development by the provision for visitors which is appropriate to the settlements and 
countryside and consistent with environmental objectives.  Retain and enhance 
existing serviced accommodation and encourage the provision of new accommodation 
to encourage overnight visitors.  The policy aims to support proposals Glossop and 
proposals which accord with Policy EQ3.  It requires that caravan, camping and chalet 
sites are sited in locations so as not to be prominent in the landscape and can be 
accommodated without adverse impact upon the character or appearance of the 
landscape.

7.7 Policy EQ2 seeks to protect, enhance and restore the landscape character of the 
Borough for its intrinsic beauty and for its benefit to the economic, environmental and 
social well-being of the area. This will be achieved by requiring development to 
respect landscape features such as trees and woodlands, rivers and other 
topographical features. Development proposals must also be informed by and be 
sympathetic to the distinctive landscape character areas as identified in the 
Landscape Character SPD and take account of landscape sensitivity and the setting 
of the Peak District National Park. Where appropriate, landscape mitigation measures 
should be incorporated. Development which would harm or be detrimental to the 
character of the local and wider landscape setting of a settlement as defined in the 
Landscape Impact Assessment will be resisted.

7.8 The aim of Policies EQ3 – Rural Development and EQ4 – Green Belt 
Development is to ensure that new development outside the settlement boundaries as 
defined on the Policies Map, including the Green Belt, is strictly controlled in order to 
protect the landscape’s intrinsic character and distinctiveness and the setting of the 
Peak District National Park.

7.9 The site lies within the Green Belt where, as outlined in Policy EQ4 – Green Belt 
Development, approval will not be given unless it complies with the NPPF. With 
respect to the construction of new buildings in the Green Belt, paragraph 145 of the 
NPPF identifies the circumstances where new buildings will be permitted. These 
include; buildings for forestry or agriculture, appropriate facilities for sport and 
recreation, limited extension or replacement buildings and limited infilling or 
redevelopment of previously developed sites. Other development, including changes 
of use of land, will only be permitted where it maintains the openness of the Green 
Belt and does not compromise Green Belt purposes.  

7.10  The site also falls within the open countryside, whereby Policy EQ3 – Rural 
Development permits development which is an integral part of the rural economy such 
as supporting the provision and expansion of tourist and visitor facilities in sustainable 
locations where identified needs are not met by existing facilities and supporting 
development associated with recreational and open space uses in accessible and 
least environmentally sensitive locations subject to other relevant policies within the 
adopted Local Plan. 

Main Issues
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7.11 There are a number of planning considerations which arise from this application 
including; the principle of the development having regard to its location in the Green 
Belt; landscape impact; access and highway matters. It is necessary to consider 
whether the proposed development complies with the relevant policies of the 
development plan and any other material planning considerations. 

Principle of development / Green Belt

7.12 The key planning consideration concerns the location of the proposed 
development, being within the designated North Derbyshire Green Belt and open 
countryside. Accordingly the development proposal needs to be considered against 
Policies EQ3 and EQ4 of the Adopted Local Plan and the provisions of the NPPF.   

7.13 Policy EQ3 of the Local Plan support supports the provision and expansion of 
tourist and visitor facilities within a rural location.  

7.14 Policy EQ4 – Green Belt Development of the adopted Local Plan outlines that 
approval will not be granted for development unless it is in accordance with national 
planning policy. 

7.15 The NPPF states at paragraph 144 that: “When considering any planning 
application, local planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given
to any harm to the Green Belt.”

7.16 The fundamental aim of the Green Belt is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping 
land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness
and their permanence. The Government identifies five purposes of the Green Belt:
- To prevent the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas;
- To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another;
- To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;
- To preserve the setting and special character of historic market towns and
- To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and
other urban land.

7.17 Inappropriate development is by definition harmful to the Green Belt and should 
not be approved except in very special circumstances (NPPF Para 143). ‘Very special
circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of 
inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations 
(NPPF Para 144).

7.18 NPPF paragraphs 145 and 146 set out specific exceptions by which certain 
forms of development can be considered as being not inappropriate in the Green Belt. 
One of these exceptions is at Para 145 (b): new buildings for “the provision of 
appropriate facilities (in connection with the existing use of land or a change of use) 
for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation, cemeteries and burial grounds and allotments; 
as long as the facilities preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict 
with the purposes of including land within it”. The description of the development 
explains that the huts are moveable and therefore could fall within the definition of a 
caravan rather than a building. In which case, the proposal relates to the use of land 
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rather than operational development, although, it is noted that the existing huts do not 
appear readily moveable. Notwithstanding this latter point given that the application 
site edged red is the same as that which was granted change of use in 2016, arguably 
the principle of the change of use has been established. However, that permission 
was limited to 4 no. huts. This application seeks to increase that number. NPPF 
paragraph 146 permits material changes in the use of land (such as changes of use 
for outdoor sport or recreation, or for cemeteries and burial grounds) provided they 
preserve its openness and do not conflict with the purposes of including land within it. 
Therefore, regardless of whether it is considered to be operational development or a 
change of use, the application turns on the impact on the openness of the Green Belt 
and whether or not it conflicts with its purposes. 

7.19 The proposed two additional huts would be located in the southern part of the 
site to the south of the existing huts. The proposals would effectively elongate the 
existing development further into the field which, given the nature of the development 
and associated car parking, would clearly affect the openness of this part of the Green 
Belt. There is an existing hedge and dry stone wall to the rear (western) site boundary 
and an opportunity to provide further landscaping, however, due to the elevated 
position of this part of the site and its prominence from Woodhead Road and from 
nearby public footpaths, together with longer range views, the scheme would be 
harmful to the openness of the Green Belt and therefore represents inappropriate 
development. It should not be allowed unless very special circumstances are 
demonstrated that are considered to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt.

7.20 In support of the application proposal, the applicant wishes to highlight the 
following matters:

“1. It is noted that the Peak Park was against the original application 
(HPK/2016/0105); but it was approved by officers and committee, so wider 
considerations must have been taken into account.
2. The wider implications are relevant. Tourism is important to the Glossop economy 
(Gateway to the High Peak) and this was likely a plus factor in favour of the recent 
camp site approval down the road. Here the Peak Park was not consulted and yet the 
aspect of the site is similar. There are permanent structures on that site. The 
economic element would be a consideration for HPBC’s Growth Strategy/ Economic 
Development Plan.
3. The councillors who visited the existing hut site said that they were a great idea and 
would bring much needed money into the town.
4. The councillors questioned why the applicant had not applied for 6 huts. He only 
applied for 4 as uncertain of popularity. As it happens they are booked all through the 
year. He kind of feels that he is being penalised for not applying for the full 6, 
originally.
5. On the matter of local economy, he has found, through questions to his visitors, that 
they invariably eat out at various places all through their stay and one pub, at least, 
has expressed gratitude for the additional trade.
6. The additional huts will attract more staff.
7. If the huts are close to the main road they would be less desirable due to noise
and lack of view.
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8. The permission for the original 4 never stipulated where they should be sited and if 
6 had been applied for then they would be where they are wanted now. the proposed 
huts are within the original approval site area.
9. It is felt that on balance the two additional huts are a win win situation for the 
applicant and the town. There is considerable cost to installing them so a serious 
decision for the applicant”.

7.21 It is also noted that a letter of support has been received from the proprietors of 
two public houses in the local area, who support the application due to the additional 
income derived from spending by visitors to the development. 

7.22 The proposal may provide some local economic benefits. However, this is likely 
to be limited given the scale of the development proposed. New tourist 
accommodation uses can contribute to local businesses such as pubs, restaurants 
and shops/supermarkets.   The provision of two additional huts may help to boost 
trade to pubs, particularly which serve food but there are no shops locally other than 
those in Glossop and Hadfield. Furthermore, it could be said that any tourism 
development would provide these types of economic benefits and had Government 
intended that they should be an exemption to Green Belt policy, they would have 
included them within the exceptions in the NPPF.

7.23 The applicant has drawn comparisons between his proposal and the recent 
approval of the application for a campsite off Cemetery Road (ref HPK/2019/0436 and 
HPK/2020/0140) which is within close proximity of the site. However, the latter was 
deemed acceptable on the basis that there was a demonstrable lack of campsite 
facilities in the local area as evidenced by letters of support from Pennine National 
Trails Officer, Trans Pennine Trail Officer and Duke of Edinburgh support workers. 
Furthermore a tented campsite is more transient in nature and arguably has 
significantly less impact on openness than the proposed huts

7.24 The applicant states that permission for the original 4 huts never stipulated 
where they should be sited and if 6 had been applied for then they would be where 
they are wanted now. This is not considered to be correct since the approved site plan 
for application HPK/2016/0105 shows the positions of the 4 huts within the site, which 
was not within that part of the site where the applicant now seeks to locate the 2 
additional huts, and the existing huts do not appear to be readily moveable to other 
parts of the site due, for example, to the attached decked areas.

7.25 Overall, it is considered that any benefits to the local economy arising from two 
additional huts will be limited and do not constitute the “very special circumstances” 
that would be required to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and any other harm.

Impact upon the character and appearance of the countryside

7.26 The site lies within the Settled Valley Pastures Landscape Character Type as set 
out in the Council’s Landscape Character SPD. This landscape character type is one 
that defines much of the valley bottoms in the High Peak.  Countryside development is 
controlled to protect the landscapes intrinsic character. Policy EQ2 requires 
development proposals to protect and/or enhance the character, appearance and local 
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distinctiveness of the landscape and landscape setting of the Peak District National 
Park.

7.27 Policy E7 allows chalet accommodation and caravan and camp site 
developments provided that it would not have a prominent and adverse impact on the 
character and appearance of the immediate or wider landscape and the visual impact 
would be well screened by existing landscape features and any permanent structures 
would not be visible even during the winter months.

7.28 The proposal is for the siting of two additional huts to the south of the existing 
huts within a part of the field which is currently fenced off from the remainder of the 
site. This part of the site is elevated relative to the road and is highly visible from the 
surrounding countryside, including from Woodhead Road, from public rights of way 
and from elevated ground within the National Park to the east. The Peak District 
National Park Authority recommend from a landscape impact perspective that the 
additional huts should be relocated to within the area to the east of the existing huts. 
In this way the development would be better screened by the existing, maturing 
boundary planting and the wider landscape impact would be much reduced. In this 
location the huts would also form a cluster of development with the existing huts rather 
than spreading the development further to the south where the site has a more open 
character. However, the applicant is concerned that if the huts are close to the main 
road they would be less desirable due to noise and lack of view. Notwithstanding this, 
in the location proposed the additional huts would be intrusive in the landscape and 
would not preserve the landscape setting of the National Park and thus fail to accord 
with LP Policy EQ2.

7.29 As noted, some soft landscaping does exist around this part of the site, including 
a hedge to the western and southern site boundaries. The proposed site plan 
indicates additional planting. However, such landscaping would not provide sufficient 
screening of the development, particularly when the trees are not in leaf during the 
winter months. Accordingly, the development does not comply with LP Policy E7.

7.30 Therefore it is considered that the proposed development would be detrimental to 
the character and appearance of the landscape, including the Peak District National 
Park.  As such the proposals are considered to be contrary to Local Plan Policies 
EQ2, EQ3, EQ6, and E7.

Highway safety

7.31 The existing vehicular access off Woodhead Road was granted consent in 2010. 
The existing huts are accessed from this entrance and it would also be utilised to 
access the two additional huts. There would be ample car parking provision to serve 
the new development.  The Highway Authority has raised no objections.  As such 
there are no highway safety concerns subject to conditions.  The proposals comply 
with Local Plan Policy CF6.

Flood Risk / Drainage

7.32 The site does not lie within a designated high risk flood area. The Environment 
Agency and Flood Risk Management Team raised no objections/made no comments 
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in relation to the previous application HPK/2016/0105. It is not considered that the 
proposed development would increase flood risk and as such complies with Local 
Plan Policy EQ11.

7.33 As with the previous application, details of the sewerage treatment system and 
water supply could be dealt with by conditions. The Environmental Health Officer has 
been consulted on this matter and their comments will be reported on the Update 
Sheet.

Impact on biodiversity and ecology

7.34 Derbyshire Wildlife Trust raised no objections to the previous application 
HPK/2016/0105 and this authority has no reason to believe that the development 
would impact upon any wildlife interest.  As such the development complies with Local 
Plan Policy EQ5.

Impact on residential amenity

7.35 Policy EQ6 of the adopted High Peak Saved Local Plan requires new 
development to respect the amenities of neighbouring development that may be 
affected. New development should not give rise to loss of amenity in terms of 
overlooking, loss of natural light, overbearing effects, visual intrusion, noise and 
disturbance or other adverse impacts on local character and amenity.

7.36 The location of the additional huts would be over 150 metres from the nearest 
residential occupiers. Access is proposed via the existing access point off Woodhead 
Road and would be unlikely to affect existing occupiers.  There would be a small 
increase in the number of visitors to the site, but given the overall existing use of the 
site for camping and caravanning and as an hotel it is unlikely that two additional huts 
as proposed would have a material impact on the amenities of existing nearby 
occupiers.  As such the proposals would be in accordance with policy EQ6 High Peak 
Local Plan.

8. CONCLUSION & PLANNING BALANCE

8.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 provides that 
where regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any 
determination to be made under the Planning Acts, the determination must be made in 
accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

8.2 In respect of the three dimensions to sustainable development contained in the 
Framework, it is considered that expansion of existing business sectors and promotion 
of tourist accommodation is a contributor to economic growth within rural areas. The 
proposals will fulfil a social role by delivering recreational and outdoor activities. The 
adopted Local Plan supports the expansion of rural businesses and in particular 
encourages the growth of existing tourist facilities. The proposals would provide an 
enhanced business opportunity to the existing tourist sector within Glossopdale. 
Spending in the local area by visitors to the site would benefit local businesses and 
the development would improve the viability of the existing hotel and caravan and 
camping business within its rural location. The applicant also states that the proposal 
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will attract additional staff. However, the benefits as summarised above are likely to be 
limited due to the scale of the proposed development.

8.3 The proposal is located within the open countryside and North West Derbyshire 
Green Belt. The proposal amounts to inappropriate development in the Green Belt 
which is harmful to its openness and there are no very special circumstances, as 
required by policy, to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt.  Although the proposal 
would provide some local economic benefits, these would not outweigh the harm to 
the Green Belt or other harm arising from the visual intrusion in the rural landscape 
and would not be sufficient to constitute “very special circumstances” .

8.4 Accordingly, the proposal does not comply with the Local Plan or government 
planning guidance contained within the NPPF.  For the above reasons, the application 
is recommended for refusal.

9. RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. That planning permission be REFUSED for the following reasons:

1. Green Belt policy contained in paragraphs 145 and 146 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) lists the forms of development 
which are not inappropriate in the Green Belt. The proposed additional 
moveable shepherds huts would adversely affect the openness of the 
Green Belt. The proposal is therefore deemed to be inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt which is harmful to its openness and 
there are considered to be no very special circumstances which would 
provide benefits considered to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt or 
the operation of Green Belt policy. The proposal does not comply with 
Section 13 of the NPPF and in this respect is also contrary to Policy 
EQ4 of the High Peak Local Plan.

2. Due to its siting and scale, the proposed development would appear as 
a prominent and discordant element in the rural landscape. The 
proposed shepherd huts would be clearly visible from the surrounding 
countryside, including in longer distance views from the Peak District 
National Park, and from nearby public rights of way. The proposal 
would therefore appear as a significant intrusion into open countryside 
and be materially detrimental to the character and appearance of the 
surrounding countryside. The proposal is therefore found contrary to 
Policies EQ2, EQ3, EQ6 and E7 of the adopted High Peak Local Plan 
2016 and 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 Head of 
Development Services has delegated authority to do so in consultation 
with the Chairman of the Development Control Committee, provided that 



12

the changes do not exceed the substantive nature of the Committee’s 
decision.

Site Plan
     


