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REFERRAL 

 

The application is referred to committee as the preceding outline permission 
was also determined by the committee. 

 
1. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 

 
 

Approve,  subject to conditions. 

 
 

 
2. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS 

 

2.1. The application site is located within the built-up area boundary of 
Glossop and is approximately 750m to the south west of the town centre. 

The site is accessed by Longclough Drive which ends in a cul-de-sac a 
short distance to the west. 
 

2.2. The site is enclosed at the south side by Longclough Drive which 
becomes Brookside at the east side. The site extends to Primrose 

Crescent at the north, where it is also enclosed by 44A Primose Lane, a 
detached dwelling.  The site is bounded at the west by 2 to 12 (evens) 

Longclough Drive, a row of semi-detached houses, and by the side 
boundary of the rear garden of 42 Primrose Lane. 

 

2.3. The site occupies the southern side of a small, narrow and wooded valley 
where levels fall steeply from Longclough Drive and Primrose Lane to the 

level of the brook. 
 

2.4. Eight mature trees along the Longclough Drive frontage are subject to 

Tree Preservation Orders. Two trees at the north-west corner of the site 
are also protected.  



 

 

2.5. A stream runs along part of the northern boundary of the site.  Generally, 
the corridor adjacent to the brook is located within Flood Zone 2 whilst the 

remainder of the site falls within Flood Zone 3.   
 

2.6. The application site is generally surrounded by residential development. 
 

2.7. The immediate houses on Longclough Drive consist of 1970s 2-storey 

linked properties.  To the east on Brookside there are three 2-storey 
detached properties of a later style, 3 pairs of semi-detached houses are 

located immediately to the west and the dwelling 44a Primrose Lane is 
sited to the north of the brook. 
 

2.8. A previous application (HPK/2016/0416) for the following development 
was refused by the planning committee on 19/12/2016 but approved on 

appeal to the Planning Inspectorate: 
 
Outline application with all matters reserved (except access) for the 

erection of 6 dwellings and the provision of an area of public open space. 
 

2.9. The outline approval was subject to S106 agreement for the approval, 
implementation and future management and maintenance of the public 
open space, which will come into effect upon implementation of the 

permission. 
  

 
3. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL 

 

3.1. The application is for approval of the reserved matters, being layout, 
scale, appearance and landscaping for the development of six dwellings. 

 
3.2. The scheme would comprise  

 

- Two pairs of three-bedroom semi-detached houses (plots 1 to 4) 
positioned at the west side of the site 

- One three-bedroom detached house (plot 5) and one four-bedroom 
detached house (plot 6) located as a pair at the east side of the site.   

- A public open space at the centre of the site, and wildlife refuges at the 

north of the site adjacent to the stream 
 

3.3. All of the houses would be accessed directly onto Longclough Drive.  All 
of the plots would slope to the rear and as such the houses would be two 
storey in height at the front, and three-storey in height at the rear. Each 

plot would include stepped access down to gardens at rear. 
 

3.4. The applicant has indicated that facing materials for the houses would be 
as follows: facing natural gritstone, gritstone cills and lintels, blue natural 
roof slates, black UPVC windows. Hard surfacing materials would include 

grey stone patios and black macadam driveways. 
 



 

 

3.5. Plots 1-5 would include two off-street parking spaces at the front of each 
unit. Plot 6 would have three off-street spaces and an integrated garage.  

 
3.6. Plot 1 would be positioned to the immediate east of the row of houses at 

2-12 (evens) Longclough Drive. Plots 1-4 would face onto houses on the 
opposite side of Longclough Drive at nos 31-39 (odds).  

 

3.7. Plots 5 and 6 would face onto houses on the far side of Brookside, at nos 
1 to 3. 

 
3.8. The submitted details also indicate the formation of a publicly accessible 

open space at the centre of the site positioned between the two groups of 

houses, as well as two ‘wildlife refuge’ areas closer to the river where 
ecological enhancements would be undertaken. 

 
3.9. The application was accompanied by the following supporting 

documents:- 

 

 Proposed plans and elevations 

 Proposed layout plan 

 Landscaping details 

 Planning Statement 

 Ecology Report 

 Flood Risk Assessment 

 Tree Report 

 Covering Letter 
 
3.10. Additional and revised information has been submitted during 

determination, as follows:- 
 

 Revised elevations, site plan and landscaping details 

 Updated Tree Report dated 02.07.2021 

 Drainage Design Information provided by WML Consulting 

 Updated Biodiversity Management Plan document by Avian Ecology, 
plus updated site plan indicating biodiversity measures 

 
 

3.11. The application and details attached to it, including the plans, 
supporting documents, representations made by residents and the 
responses from consultees - can be found on the Council’s website at:- 

 
http://planning.highpeak.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKI

D=245870 
 
 
4. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

 

http://planning.highpeak.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKID=245870
http://planning.highpeak.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKID=245870


 

 

HPK/2016/0416 - Outline application with all matters reserved (except access) 
for the erection of 6 dwellings and the provision of an area of public open 

space. Refused, 19/12/2016.  Appeal allowed, 22/02/2018 
 

HPK/0003/0130 – 12 semi-detached houses and 3 detached houses with 
integral garages – Refused. 
 

HPK/0003/0844 – Erection of 3 detached houses with integral garages – 
Refused and appeal dismissed. 

 
HPK/2001/0240 – 3 detached houses – Refused and appeal dismissed. 
 

GLO/373/9 – Proposed two storey residential development and landscaping 
at the South West of Primrose Lane – Granted. 

 
PLANNING POLICIES RELEVANT TO THE DECISION 
 

Adopted High Peak Local Plan 2016 
 

Policy S1 Sustainable Development Principles 
Policy S1a Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
Policy S2 Settlement Hierarchy 

Policy S3 Strategic Housing Development 
Policy S5 Glossopdale Sub-area Strategy 

Policy EQ1 Climate Change 
Policy EQ5 Biodiversity 
Policy EQ6 Design and Place Making 

Policy EQ7 Built and Historic Environment 
Policy EQ8 Green Infrastructure 

Policy EQ9 Trees, Woodlands and Hedgerows 
Policy EQ10 Pollution Control and Unstable Land 
Policy EQ11 Flood Risk Management 

Policy H1 Location of Housing Development 
Policy H3 New Housing Development 

Policy H4 Affordable Housing 
Policy CF3 Local Infrastructure Provision 
Policy CF4 Open Space, Sports and Recreation Facilities 

Policy CF6 Accessibility and Transport 
Policy CF7 Planning Obligations and Community Infrastructure Levy 

 
Supplementary Planning Guidance 

 

 High Peak Design Guide 

 Residential Design 

 Landscape Character 

 Housing Needs Survey 

 Planning Obligations 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2012 
 



 

 

Paragraph 11 The Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
Section 5  Delivering a sufficient supply of homes 

Section 9  Promoting Sustainable Transport 
Section 12 Achieving well-designed places 

Section 14 Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding & coastal 
change 
Section 15 Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 

 
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 

 

 
5. CONSULTATIONS 

 

Site notice  15.04.2021 
Press notice 18.03.2021 
Neighbours 01.04.21 
 
Neighbours 

 

5.1. Representations have been received from a total of eight addresses, 

details of which can be read on the public file. These comprised four 
objections and four neutral representations making observations or raising 
queries.  No supportive representations were received. 

 
5.2. The following is a summary of the objections and issues raised from each 

address. 
 
4 Longclough Drive –  

 
Plots 1 and 2 - the upper rear windows may overlook our front bedroom 

windows and vice-versa reducing privacy for us and the owner/occupiers of 
these plots. 
The pathway at the rear of the plots - this may encourage anti-social 

behaviour or may cause a nuisance for residents. 
Displaced parking from the front of the site, if owners have more than 2 cars 

or have visitors. Impact on emergency vehicles. 
How will wildflower areas be maintained? 
Will residents have opportunity to view and comment upon the Construction 

Management Plan that is to be submitted? 
 

1 Brookside – 
 
Issues to do with Japanese Knotweed on the site – mortgages and 

conveyancing. 
Footpath behind the property contrary to the recommendations of Derbyshire 

Police 
Landscaping maintenance in future?  
Ground Preparation Notes do not account for the removal of Japanese 

Knotweed (Fallopia Japonica) 



 

 

The proposed footpath at the Primrose Lane end of the development passes 
very close to the water under pass below Longclough Drive. There is a 

significant drop to Longclough Brook at this point which creates a significant 
danger. 

Queries about removal of tree T16. T15 has an active bird’s nest, protected by 
the Wildlife and Countryside Act. 
 

7 Longclough Drive –  
 

The outline planning permission was only obtained after three Tribunals over 
the course of the last 20 years. The planning permission for our own house 
was only given with the proviso that the land would never be sold for housing 

and would be handed over for the use of the residents of Longclough Drive. 
That is why we and many of our fellow residents bought our homes. The 

current outline permission was granted with the proviso that the land between 
the proposed houses would be for the use of the residents. The current 
application, with plans for larger houses and detached houses rather than 

semi-detached on the original outline plan reduces the land, yet again, 
available for public use. 

Parking – problems parking at existing houses, gardens can’t be converted to 
parking spaces and garages are too small. This means both sides of the road 
are used for parking by existing residents. 

Query regarding restrictions on the outline permission – will these be 
monitored and enforced? 

There are a large number of springs in the back gardens of the existing 
houses. The builder did not adequately ensure that spring water was safely 
diverted and many of those springs run under the houses toward the 

Longclough River which runs through the land which is the subject of the 
application. Should more of the land be used up for larger and more detached 

housing can the applicant and Council ensure that should the course of any of 
these springs be blocked by the new proposed development thus causing  
issues for the existing properties on the Drive that they will make good any 

damage to those existing properties and pay compensation for any 
inconvenience and damage caused. 

 
2  Longclough Drive -  
 

On-street parking is already a problem on Longclough Drive, with the majority 
of the road being double parked at most times.  The addition of these new 

houses will remove on-street parking for approximately 8 or 10 cars to allow 
for access to the driveways to these new properties. Where will these 8/10 
residents park?  

These trees and ground are home to nesting piegeons and jays. We regularly 
see bats, herons, and squirrels, and even the occasional badger. There is a 

lack of immediate green spaces, so what will happen to them when this land 
is paved over? 
We are already affected by flooding at the corner of Longclough Drive 

countless times each year -standing water, inches deep has to be regularly 
navigated. This building work, and removal of natural drainage can only 

exacerbate this problem. 



 

 

Why, when a lot of the world seems to be finally acting on climate change 
fears by planting more trees, would we even consider chopping down trees 

and removing this green space? Surely there must be better alternatives. 
 

10 Longclough Drive –  
 
The value of this green space as a visual amenity to the community cannot be 

overstated. The green space and the structural trees provide a pleasing visual 
element that merges into the view of the hills beyond. The space acts as a 

buffer from the busy main road (Primrose Lane) and prevents Longclough 
Drive from appearing too heavily urbanised. It adds enormously to the unique 
character and appearance of Longclough Drive.  

Policy CF4 of the local plan is intended to “seek to protect, maintain and 
where possible enhance existing open spaces, sport and recreational 

buildings and land including playing fields in order to ensure their continued 
contribution to the health and wellbeing of local communities”. 
We do not believe that the proposed development meets these requirements 

in any way. 
The proposed area of publicly accessible open space on the site does not 

adequately enhance or compensate for the loss of the visual amenity the 
space currently provides. 
Footpath provides unobserved access to the rear of the new houses and 

unnecessary access to the front of houses 2-12. The proposed footpath 
serves no useful purpose. It will attract antisocial behaviour and criminality 

whilst providing absolutely no benefit to the community.  
The proposed footpath at the rear of the new houses links up to the current 
footpath that only serves as access to houses 2-12.  Our path was never 

intended to be a public thoroughfare and was only ever meant as access for 
the occupiers. We are concerned about the impact of the general public being 

routed directly past the front of our houses for no good reason. 
Due to the topography of the land, we have concerns that if it was built, this 
path would not be particularly accessible, especially from the main frontage 

on Longclough Drive. The land drops off very steeply from the level of the 
road.  

We are concerned that even more trees are going to be removed than in the 
original application. 
No details for the or provision for the long term/ongoing management and 

maintenance of the open space.  The path and landscaping proposals appear 
to be a complete afterthought by the developers, using the leftover part of the 

site that is unsuitable for residential development to do the absolute bare 
minimum to provide a public accessible space. The majority of the 
landscaping will not even be visible from the street frontage. It is behind the 

new houses and below street level. It will be of little to no use to the residents 
of the street.  

We have no details of what material will be used or any images of what the 
final buildings will look like within the street. We are concerned they will stick 
out unpleasantly from the rest of the street. 

We are particularly concerned about plots 1-4. These houses will destroy all 
benefits we currently gain from the green space as a visual amenity. We 

believe that this development will be visually intrusive and overbearing. For 



 

 

numbers 2-12 the current visual amenity will be lost and replaced with views 
of staggered three storey buildings and extensive retaining walls, in stark 

contrast to the existing street scene. Our front ground floor window provides a 
slightly elevated view over the green space and objects in that space appear 

to be extremely close to our front window. We are concerned that this trick of 
perspective will make any houses on the site appear to be immediately 
outside our front window.  

 
Comments related to conditions 8 (construction management plan) and 11 

(sustainable drainage) on outline permission: We believe there are several 
important points that need to be considered from the outset. Requirements of 
CMP appear impossible to satisfy in site constraints.   We are concerned 

about what engineering works, especially in the TPO area, would be required 
to deal with the surface water drainage as proposed in the flood risk report. 

The corner of Longclough Drive near to plots 5 and 6 has frequent flooding 
problems in wet weather despite the drains being regularly cleaned. The 
details of the surface water drainage for the site need to be considered at an 

early stage to avoid exacerbating the current problems. 
How would existing telegraph poles in front of plots 4 and 6 be 

accommodated. What disruption would this cause to the telephone and 
internet service for the street? 
 

Longclough Drive –  
 

The local community will be losing this valued green space without a sufficient 
alternative being offered. 
Furthermore the loss of this green space and the construction of the proposed 

houses, will have a detrimental visual effect for the numerous residents who's 
properties currently overlook it. 

Parking is already difficult and will be greatly exacerbated.  
 
 

Most of the issues raised above are considered in the following sections of the 
report. Comments on other matters raised above are noted and responded to 

as follows: 
 

 Comments and queries about conditions on the outline permission are 

noted. The earlier conditions will be subject to the normal planning 
enforcement regime. 

 Comments in relation to the footpaths across the open space joining 
the existing footpath at the front of 2-12 Longclough Drive are noted. 
As the modified layout of footpaths no longer includes this extent, this 

matter has been resolved. 

 Some comments appear to relate to private views enjoyed from 

adjacent houses. Whilst planning decisions should seek to maintain 
outlook and avoid visual intrusion to the occupants of existing 

buildings, private views are not a material planning consideration. 

 Impacts on telegraph poles are outside the scope of a planning 
determination. 

 



 

 

 
 
 Consultees 

 
DCC Highways 

29.03.21: 

 
From the planning statement, I note that the planning application is for the 

purification of highway-related planning conditions 6 (details of the access 
arrangements for each individual plot) and planning condition 7(details of the 
parking spaces for each individual plot). 

I am aware that the site already has an outline planning permission reference 
HPK/2016/0416, which was granted at a planning appeal in February 2018. 

The outline planning consent was granted for all matters were reserved for 
future consideration except for access. 
 

The Highway Authority for the outline planning consent has requested that 
each access should be provided with exit vehicular visibility splays of 2.4m 

x43m to the nearside carriageway channel in each direction, the areas in 
advance of the splays being maintained clear of all obstructions greater than 
1.0m in height (600mm in the case of vegetation) relative to the same 

channel level. The visibility splays at each access need to be demonstrated 
on the revised plan. 
 

Furthermore, pedestrian intervisibility of 2.0m x 2.0m x 45deg should also be 
demonstrated on the revised plan. Additionally, the highway authority has 

requested that the parking /driveway must have a dimension of a minimum of 
2.4m x 5.5m and parking in front of the garage door must have a dimension 
of 2.4m x 6.5m with an additional 0.5m added with physical side barriers such 

as retaining wall or fence. 
 

However, I note from the proposed site layout plan that this information is still 
outstanding, and I will request that the applicant address my above 
comments and a revised drawing to this effect be submitted. 

 
I am satisfied that each house has provided with a minimum of 2 car parking 

spaces/driveways. The proposed driveways must be internally drained, and I 
would request that the applicant confirm the drainage proposal for the 
proposed site. Furthermore, details of the proposed driveway slope and 

refuse collection arrangement should be provided for approval. 
 

A revised drawing incorporating the above comments should be submitted for 
review before the final consent is granted for this application. 
 
05.08.21 (responding to revised details sent 22.07.21 and 04.06.21) 

 

Parking appears ok with 2 parking each for 3 bedroom plots and 3 parking for 
4 bedroom plot. No visitor parking has been proposed. Has any arrangement 
made for visitors parking? 

 



 

 

Regarding visibility splays, it appears that the proposed trees will be within 
visibility splay zone. Could applicant confirm about the height of these trees. 
 
13.05.21: 
 

In term of visibility splays we usually request that the area in advance of the 
sightlines being maintained throughout the life of the development clear of 
any object greater than 1m in height (0.6m in the case of vegetation) relative 

to adjoining nearside carriageway channel level.  
 

The overgrown vegetation up to 600mm could be trimmed or maintained to 
keep clear visibility envelop. However in case of tree if the branches starting 
above this height, the leaves on them will not be within splay and I don’t think 

could obscure visibility in my view. The trees you have shown appears 
branches starting after 1.5m height? 
 
19.05.22 
 

The emerging visibility splays are also covered due to the frontage footway. 
Therefore any condition for landscaping to maintain overgrown of low lateral 

and sub-lateral branches for this to be retained will be sufficient here. 
 

HPBC Arboricultural  and Landscape Officer 

07.06.21 

 
AIA / MS 
An updated arboricultural implication assessment has been provided with the 

application and this provides detailed information on the existing trees and 
some indication of suitable tree protection.  

 
The survey for this report was last undertaken in August last year. I visited 
the site in May and it was clear that a number of the Ash trees shown to be 

retained had ash dieback disease and their condition had deteriorated.  
These trees will probably not be suitable for long term retention.  

 
T1 in particular is a prominent mature tree near plot 1. Also T14 a semi 
mature trees in the frontage has signs of the disease.  

I consider that the proposals on the site need to take to account the potential 
removal and replacement of these teres.  

As such I suggest that the applicant has a review of the trees on site and an 
arboricultural method statement for the site  
 

Landscaping 
The landscape proposals could be improved and need to be considered 

along with the biodiversity enhancements. 
The proposal should include some provision of larger growing species such 
as Oak particularly towards the frontage of the site.  

 
The planting along the buffer zone to the stream is quite sparse and I 

consider should be more dense in this location.  Derbyshire Wildlife Trust will 



 

 

be able to advise on this and whether the ecology report dated 2016 needs to 
be revised. 
 

Management  
I couldn’t find any details about the proposed future management of the POS 

area. I would expect a report which clearly states who will own and be 
managing the land going forward and  details the proposed management, the 
standard to which it will be undertaken and the frequency of the works 

 
19.08.21: 

 
4 Trees previously to be retained have been removed from this plan. The Ash 
trees T1 and T14 but also a willow T9 which not a specimen of high amenity 

was to be retained and managed as part of the biodiversity of the site.  
 

Also a Hawthorn to the rear left of plot 1 was also to be retained and now 
removed.  
 

The additional tree removals shown haven’t been addressed in the 
replacement planting.  

There are still only 16 standard trees to be planted and each of the trees to 
be removed should be replaced on a 2:1 (in accordance with EQ 8) Basis so 
there should be an addition 8 standard trees  

 
The Ash should be replaced with English Oaks (Quercus robur) and the 

willow and hawthorn on a like for like basis.  
I note the changes to the paths and note that it passes very close to T15 and 
is within the Root Protection Areas of this tree. I am not entirely sure of type 

of the construction of this path. The arboricultural report outlines a suitable 
construction approach as follows : 

 
Sections of new footpath within the RPA of any retained tree shall be installed to an 
engineer-designed construction specification and method statement to be agreed with the 

LPA and in compliance with the requirements of section 7.4 of BS5837. The specification 
shall include details of existing and proposed ground levels, final format ion levels, depth of 
construction and final surface levels 

e. New footpaths within RPAs shall be constructed over the existing ground without 
excavation other than the removal, by hand, using hand tools, under the supervision of the 
'project 

arboriculturist' of surface vegetation and minor (<100mm high) surface irregularities or loose 
soil to a depth of not more than 100mm. Any excavation of ground within RPAs shall be 
carried out in accordance with the requirements of section 7.2 of BS5837 

f. The new footpaths within RPAs shall be constructed using the 'Cellweb' 3-dimensional 
cellular confinement system (or equivalent)  
g. All aggregates used in the construction shall be no-fines, crushed gritstone or sandstone 

 
but I still consider that the path is too close to the tree to make this a practical 
solution and therefore it should be realigned further from the stem of the tree 

 
Finally I note the loss of some landscaped garden at the front of plots 1 and 2 

to allow the realignment the car parking. The parking is now side by side 
rather than nose to tail.  



 

 

 
I understand that this may be a more practical arrangement, but it reduces 
the soft landscape area for the tree which replaces T1. This design forces the 

tree to be planted hard up against the driveway and due to the easement, the 
tree cannot be located further away from the plot. Unfortunately this will 

create a difficult environment within which to establish a replacement tree.  
 
Rather than be ambiguously located on the boundary of the plot I would like 

to see this tree in the open space to ensure that the tree is retained and its 
future management can be assured. Also if the landscape are around the tree 

could be increased with would be beneficial 
 
DCC Lead Local Flood Authority 

No comment.  

Advisory notes on SuDS adoption, watercourse consent, construction near 
watercourses, drainage and surface water management 
HPBC Service Commissioning 

We are concerned about the extent of the wildflower grassland proposed 

within the scheme. Unless managed to a specific annual regime these areas 
can become very unsightly, untidy and litter traps which will not be welcomed 
by the residents, especially as these are very close to properties. It may be 

more prudent to limit these sections to the eastern and western edges of the 
development, with the central 3 sections being maintained as close mown 
amenity grass. 

 
We are also not sure what benefit the pathways add to the scheme. Whilst 

we appreciate this is POS, do we want to be encouraging public access onto 
such a small site? The pathways appear to lead no-where except around the 
small site and would these residents really want people wandering so close 

their back gardens for no reason i.e. it’s not a link to elsewhere. There would 
be concerns about nuisance and ASB for these properties. We would 

consider removing the pathways altogether as they serve no purpose. If 
some sort of access is still deemed necessary, possibly include a small semi-
circle loop section at the front of the site off Longclough Drive. 

DCC Policy and 
Monitoring 

No comments 

HPBC 
Environmental 

Health 

No additional observations to make concerning this 
application. 

United Utilities Reiterate comments from outline application.  
Advice notes on sustainable drainage, water supply 

and United Utilities assets. 
Environment 
Agency 

No comment 
 

 
 

Derbyshire Wildlife Trust 

04.06.21:  

 

I have reviewed the Biodiversity Management Plan prepared by Avian 



 

 

Ecology in 2016. We consider the enhancement proposals to be acceptable 
and recommend they are implemented in full. Details of the methods to be 
used and the subsequent management of the habitats is fairly limited and we 

would advise that a more detailed schedule of management operations might 
be beneficial. 

We support the recommendations set out in the arboricultural statement 
prepared by Cheshire 
Woodlands February 2021. 

 
Condition 13 relates to a precautionary working method for reptiles and I 

assume that this has not been discharged.  
 
Given that it is now 3 years since the appeal (and longer since the ecology 

work was done) it would be prudent to ask for a walkover survey to update 
the ecology work and make sure nothing has changed. 

 
12.05.22:  
 

I have reviewed the Biodiversity Management Plan prepared by Avian 
Ecology (updated in March 2021).  

 
We consider the enhancement proposals to be acceptable and recommend 
they are implemented in full. Details of the methods to be used and the 

subsequent management of the habitats are fairly short, but should be 
sufficient and I have no concerns with the proposals 

 
The length of time that the management plan is operation for is not provided. 
It is assumed that it is at least 10 years. On this basis the plan should be 

reviewed after 5 years. 
 

The only slight concern I have is that the duration of the plan is not clear – I’m 
assuming 10 years? Apart from that it looks O.K. 
 

Are you able to ask for confirmation of enhancements once they have been 
implemented i.e. for the bird, bat boxes and hibernacula? 
 

Alliance 
Environmental 
Services 

No issues regarding waste collections. 
Note: No bin storage identified. 

 
 
6. POLICY AND MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS AND PLANNING 

BALANCE 
 

Policy context 
 

6.1. 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.  



 

 

 
6.2. Section 38(6) requires the Local Planning Authority to determine planning 

applications in accordance with the development plan, unless there are 
material considerations 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 currently consists of the High Peak Local Plan Policies Adopted April 
2016.  

 
6.3. Paragraph 10 of the National Planning Policy Framework (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; or 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. 

 
6.4. Local Plan policy S1a establishes a presumption in favour of sustainable 

development as contained within the NPPF. 

 
6.5. The principles of the NPPF include, amongst others, seeking to 

proactively drive and support sustainable economic development to 
deliver the homes, business and industrial units, infrastructure and 
thriving local places that the country needs. High quality design should be 

sought and a good standard of amenity provided for all existing and future 
occupants of land and buildings. 

 
6.6. A list of key policies, guidance and other material considerations is 

provided above. 

 
 

Principle of development 

 
6.7. The principle of residential development on the site has already been 

established by the granting of outline consent (HPK/2016/0416) and this 
application for the remaining reserved matters does not present an 

opportunity to revisit that principle. This reserved matters application 
therefore seeks to agree matters of layout, appearance, landscaping and 
scale. 

 
Layout, Scale and Appearance 

 
6.8. Section 12 of the NPPF outlines that the creation of high quality buildings 

and places is fundamental to what planning and the development process 

should achieve. Design is a key aspect of sustainable development. 
Paragraph 130 seeks to ensure development; 

 



 

 

a) functions well and adds to overall qualities of the area over the lifetime 
of the development, 

 
b) are visually attractive as a result of good design, 

 
c) are sympathetic to local character and history, including the 
surrounding built environment and landscape setting whilst not 

discouraging innovation, 
 

d) establish a strong sense of place using the arrangement of streets, 
spaces, building types and materials to create attractive, welcoming and 
distinctive places to live, work and visit; 

 
e) Optimise the potential of the site to accommodate and sustain an 

appropriate amount of mix of development and support local facilities and 
transport networks. 

 

f) Create places that are safe, inclusive, and accessible and which 
promote health and well-bring with a high standard of amenity of existing 

and future users and where crime and disorder, including the fear of 
crime, do not undermine the quality of life or community cohesion and 
resilience.  

 
6.9. Policies S1 and EQ6 of the adopted Local Plan seek to ensure that 

development is well designed and of a high quality that responds 
positively to its environment whilst contributing towards local 
distinctiveness and a sense of place. New development should take 

account of the distinct character, townscape and setting of the area and 
secure high quality and locally distinctive design and amenity. 

Developments should be easy to move through and around and 
incorporate well integrated car parking, pedestrian and cycle routes.  

 

6.10. The High Peak Design Guide 2018 requires the setting of any building 
to be carefully considered. New development should be guided by the 

existing character and context.  The National Design Guide 2019 explains 
that the underlying purpose for design quality is to create well-designed 
and well-built places that benefit people and communities.  

 
6.11. The layout of the scheme accords with that shown in the illustrative site 

plan submitted with the outline permission.  
 
6.12. The proposed house would take the form of two storeys to the front 

and three storeys to the rear, reflecting the existing ground level changes 
across the site. The two pairs of semis would form a small coherent block 

and would reflect setback distances typical of the area, including the 
existing houses on the far side of Longclough Drive. The two detached 
houses on the other side of the site would likewise reflect the staggered 

layout of houses facing onto this area of the scheme. When viewed from 
Longclough Drive the houses would appear as two storeys in height, 

reflecting the character of surrounding development.  



 

 

 
6.13. The indicative materials noted by the applicant are considered to be 

appropriate to the form of the buildings and the general character of the 
area. 

 
6.14. Following amendments to the proposed layout and house type designs 

(particular to plots 1 and 2, which would be located adjacent to the row of 

houses located to the immediate west of the site), it is considered that the 
layout would be acceptable in terms of impacts on the residential amenity 

of neighbouring occupants, including in terms of effects on privacy, 
outlook, natural light and daylight, and avoiding overshadowing, 
overbearing and overlooking effects. 

 
6.15. All of the proposed dwellings would be set far enough away from the 

existing dwellings to the south (on the far side of the road) and east of the 
site to avoid giving rise to any material impacts on these aspects of 
residential amenity.  

 
6.16. As originally proposed, the proposed scheme was considered to be 

unacceptable in terms of several design matters, including layout of the 
units (specifically plot 4), fenestration, and use of high retaining walls at 
the sides of plots 4, 5 and 6.  Amended proposals were submitted to 

address these concerns, with fenestration being simplified, retaining walls 
softened with landscaping, and the layout of plot 4 adjusted to achieve a 

continuous frontage across plots 1 to 4, whilst retaining the protected tree 
at the front of the plot and providing two parking spaces. 
 

6.17. Generally, the proposed units are considered to be acceptable in 
overall appearance relative to the character of the surrounding area, 

which comprises a variety of housetypes, styles and forms.  
 

6.18. Houses in the immediate surroundings are mainly characterised by buff 

brick, brown roof tiles, and simple building forms, typical 1970s 
residences. The detached houses to the east of the site on Brookside are 

somewhat more elaborate in form but from a similar period. Houses on 
Primrose Lane at the north are typical mid C20th terraces, semis and 
bungalows in redbrick and slate. To the west on Primrose Lane are 

traditional stone and slate terraces.  Overall, the character of residential 
development surrounding the site comprises a small number of well-

defined pockets but there is not a single dominant style. 
 

6.19. Within this context, it is considered that the form and character of the 

individual buildings, and the overall layout of the scheme (including in 
terms of setbacks from the street and orientation of the houses to it) 

would mean that the development would respond positively to the 
character of the local area and contribute to its distinctiveness.  It is 
therefore considered that the development would serve the design 

objectives of policy S1 and EQ6, the High Peak Design Guide, and 
paragraph 130 of the NPPF. 



 

 

Landscape and Arboricultural Issues 

 

6.20. Section 15 of the NPPF requires decisions to contribute to and 
enhance the natural and local environment. Paragraph 130 of the NPPF 

states that planning decisions should ensure that development is 
sympathetic to local character, history, including the surrounding built 
environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging 

appropriate innovation or change. 
 

6.21. Policy EQ2 of the adopted Local Plan seeks to protect, enhance and 
restore the landscape character of the Plan Area for its own intrinsic 
beauty and for its benefit to the economic, environmental and social well-

being of the District.  Amongst a number of criteria, development should 
be informed by and sympathetic to the distinctive landscape character as 

identified in the Landscape Character Supplementary Planning.  
 
6.22. Policy EQ3 requires that all development is of a high quality design and 

protects or enhances landscape character and the setting of the Peak 
District National Park. 

 
6.23. Policy EQ6 identifies that development should contribute positively to 

an areas character, and consider the relationship between buildings and 

landscape features. Local Plan policy EQ9 seeks to protect existing trees, 
woodland and hedgerows. 

 
6.24. The site lies within an area designated by the Landscape Character 

SPD as ‘Urban’. 

 
6.25. The submitted scheme (as amended during determination) indicates 

the following landscaping arrangements: 
 

 Close-mown grass in the open space between the two groups of 

houses 

 Areas of wildflower grassland to the west side and rear of plots 1-4 and 

to the east side of plot 6 

 Additional tree planting (including oak, hawthorn and cherry) in the 

open space and to the rear of plots 1-4 

 Native shrub planting along the rear of the open space near to the bank 
of the stream 

 Native hedge planting along the west boundary of the site, and the side 
boundaries of plots 1, 4 and 6 

 
6.26. Two areas of the site beyond the public open space would be retained 

as existing without additional planting. 
 

6.27. No details of hard or soft landscaping at the individual plots are 

provided in the submission. 
 

 
 



 

 

 
6.28. The comments from the Arboricultural Officer relating to additional tree 

removals and compensatory planting are noted.  A revised landscaping 
plan and updated arboricultural statement has been submitted in 

response. 
 

6.29. The updated details provide for an additional eight trees, comprising 

two additional oaks, four hawthorns, and two willow, reflecting the 
Arboricultural Officer’s request to compensate for the additional removals 

and those required to be removed due to Ash dieback. 
 

6.30. The officer’s comments in relation to tree T15 are noted and it is 

considered that the optimal solution is for the proposed leg of the footpath 
between this tree and plot 5 to be removed from the proposal, eliminating 

the need for a complex engineering solution and groundworks near to the 
protected tree.  The applicant has agreed to provide an updated site plan  
showing these amended details and this is anticipated to be received 

ahead of the committee meeting. 
 

6.31. The point regarding the tree to replace T1 at the front of plot 1 and 2 
has been resolved by repositioning the replacement tree elsewhere on the 
site instead of at the front of the site, as suggested. 

 
6.32. The comments from the Arboricultural Officer relating to landscaping 

and future management of the open space are noted.   
 

6.33. The revised landscape plan provides brief details on maintenance of 

the public open space and refers to the separate Biodiversity 
Management Plan (BMP). Details in the BMP mainly relate to the 

development and management of the wildlife refuse areas, rather than the 
public open space. Further details of the standards and frequency of 
maintenance of the open space have been requested from the applicant 

and it is anticipated that these details will be received and assessed prior 
to the committee meeting. An update will be provided in the update sheet.  

 
6.34. Members of the committee are reminded that the management of the 

open space is subject to a separate s106 agreement which was secured 

at outline stage, which allows for either the landowner to be compelled to 
maintain and manage the open space, or for it to be transferred to a 

management company for maintenance. Either party would be bound to 
the maintenance and management details currently being sought. 

 

6.35. The comments from the Service Commissioning officer regarding the 
open space are noted. The suggested reduction to the extent of wildflower 

grassland has been addressed by the revised landscaping proposals.  
 

6.36. It is considered that the provision of footpaths as proposed is 

appropriate and necessary in terms of making the open space useful to 
local residents and members of the public, and in urban design terms that 

they would provide a slight improvement in permeability in this area.  



 

 

Whilst it is understood that the position of the footpath to the rear of plots 
5 and 6 may give rise to some concern by the future occupants of these 

units, it is considered that this is outweighed by the public utility and urban 
design benefits of its inclusion. Notwithstanding this, it is reiterated that an 

amendment to the footpath layout is anticipated removing the part running 
to the side of unit 5. 

 

6.37. Public comments on these matters are noted and are considered to 
have been addressed. 

 
6.38. Further details of soft and hard landscaping at the individual plots can 

be secured by condition. 

 
6.39. For these reasons the development is considered to be acceptable in 

terms of the landscape requirements of policies EQ2, EQ3, EQ6 and 
EQ9. The proposed development would make a positive contribution to 
the character of the area through a high quality design and the proposal is 

in accordance with Section 15 of the NPPF and local plan policies EQ2 
and EQ6. 

 
Ecology and Biodiversity  

 

6.40. Section 15 of the NPPF seeks to conserve and enhance the natural 
environment by protecting and enhancing biodiversity.  When determining 

applications paragraph 180 states if significant harm to biodiversity 
resulting from development cannot be avoided (through locating to an 
alternative site), adequately mitigated for or as a loss resort compensated 

for then planning permission should be refused.  
 

6.41. Policy EQ5 of the Local Plan seeks to conserve and enhance the 
biodiversity and geological resources of the area by ensuring that 
development proposals will not result in significant harm to biodiversity or 

geodiversity interests. 
 

6.42. The application is supported by a detailed Biodiversity Management 
Plan which sets out a range of measures to enhance biodiversity within 
the areas of the site not proposed for development, including enhancing 

the biodiversity value of existing areas through management measures, 
additional planting, and providing bird and bat boxes and refuge habitats 

for reptiles and small mammals. An updated version of this documents 
was submitted during determination, reflecting refreshed surveys of the 
site. 

 
6.43. These proposals have been reviewed by Derbyshire Wildlife Trust and 

their comments are noted. They advise that the enhancement proposals 
are acceptable and recommend that they are implemented in full. 

 

6.44. The DWT comments raise two minor queries and clarification on the 
maintenance period, which has been requested and is awaited and will be 

provided in an update note. 



 

 

 
6.45. Subject to clarification of these matters (and any further details 

required from the applicant), it appears that the proposed enhancement 
proposals would be satisfactory in terms of conserving and enhancing 

biodiversity on-site, and for mitigating any harm.  Subject to 
implementation of the proposed details, it is therefore considered that the 
development would comply with paragraph 180 of the NPPF and local 

plan policy EQ5 in this regard.   
 

6.46. Public comments relating to Japanese knotweed are noted. The 
Biodiversity Management Plan identifies the presence of this invasive 
species and proposes that it be eradicated from the site. Comments 

relating to other wildlife are noted.  
 
Public Open Space 
 

6.47. The preamble to Adopted Local Plan Policy CF4 ‘Open Space, Sports 

and Recreation Facilities’ sets out that access to high quality open spaces 
and sports facilities can make an important contribution to the health and 

wellbeing of communities, providing a range of benefits including 
biodiversity, visual amenity and opportunities for sport and recreation. 
 

6.48. This will be achieved by ‘Resisting any development that involves the 
loss of a sport, recreation, play facility or amenity green-space except 

where it can be demonstrated that alternative facilities of equal or better 
quality will be provided in an equally accessible location as part of the 
development or the loss is associated with an alternative sports provision 

that would deliver benefits that would clearly outweigh the loss, or an 
assessment has been undertaken to demonstrate the facility is surplus to 

requirements’. 
 

6.49. The principle of the adaption of the site to provide residential 

development and formalised public open space was established at outline 
stage, and this principle cannot be reconsidered. 

 
6.50. The details now under consideration are considered to be acceptable 

in terms of serving the objectives of CF4, in that it they would provide for 

the formalisation of the space and the commitment of the land owner to 
allow the space to be accessible to the public, and for the future 

management of the space as a public area.  The proposed details for the 
improvement of the space and public access through it are considered to 
be positive in this regard, subject to further details for its management 

regime.  The public comments on the value of the proposed space are 
noted. 

 
6.51. Accordingly, it is considered that the proposed open space would be 

acceptable in terms of policy CF4. 
 
Highways and Access 

 



 

 

6.52. Section 9 of the NPPF states that transport issues should be 
considered from the earliest stages of development proposals so that, 

amongst other things, opportunities from existing or proposed 
infrastructure are realised, opportunities to promote walking, cycling and 

public transport are identified and pursued, and patterns of movement, 
streets, parking and other transport considerations are integral to the 
design or schemes and contribute to making high quality places.  

 
6.53. Paragraph 110 of the NPPF identifies that in assessing an application 

for development, it should be ensured that:  
 
a) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be – 

or have been – taken up, given the type of development and its location;  
 

b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users; and  
 
c) any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in 

terms of capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost 
effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree.  

 
6.54. Paragraph 111 of the NPPF states that development should only be 

prevented or refused on highway grounds if there would be an 

unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative 
impacts on the road network would be severe. Para 112 goes on to state 

development should give priority first to pedestrian and cycle movements 
within the scheme and with neighbouring areas.  

 

6.55. Policy CF6 of the adopted Local Plan sets out the need to ensure that 
development can be safely accessed in a sustainable manner, whilst 

minimising the need to travel particularly by unsustainable modes of 
transport.   

 

6.56. Access matters were considered in general terms at outline stage, but 
it is necessary to consider matters relating to parking provision and 

access to the individual plots.  The proposed site plan indicates visibility 
splays for each plot. 

 

6.57. The Highways Authority’s comments in terms of access arrangements, 
vehicle visibility and parking provision are noted. The highways officer has 

raised no specific objection in terms of these matters, subject to the 
matter noted in relation to the retained tree at the front of plot 3 (T10).  

 

6.58. Drainage matters (as referred to by the Highways Officer) are subject 
of a condition on the outline permission. Driveway gradients and  

provisional drainage details have been provided and forwarded to the 
Highways Officer who raised no objection to these details. 

 

6.59. Following the advice of the highways officer it is suggested that 
acceptable visibility for vehicles emerging from plots 2 and 3 could be 

secured by a suitable worded condition requiring the visibility splay be 



 

 

maintained clear of any lateral branches and ground vegetation at the 
appropriate height. Given the particular form of the tree, with no existing 

lateral branches below at around 1.5m in height, it does not appear that 
this would require any significant or intrusive pruning to the protected tree. 

 
6.60. Public comments on matters relating to on-street parking provision and 

general highways matters along Longclough Drive are noted. These 

matters were largely considered and addressed at appeal stage. The 
Inspector concluded (on the basis of the indicative scheme, of the same 

scale as that now under consideration) that the reduction in on-street 
parking resulting from the outline proposal would not lead to any harmful 
highway safety implications. 

 
6.61. For these reasons it is considered that the details now under 

consideration do not give rise to any additional implications for highways 
safety beyond those considered at outline stage or at the appeal. The 
reserved matters scheme is considered to accord with local policy CF6 

and paragraph 110 of the NPPF. 
 

Impact on neighbouring residential amenity 

 
6.62. The NPPF at paragraph 130 (f) seeks to ensure that planning decisions 

deliver, amongst a number of factors, a high standard of amenity for 
existing and future users. Policy EQ6 requires new development 

proposals to achieve a satisfactory relationship to adjacent development 
taking into account matters such as overlooking, shadowing, overbearing 
effects, noise and light pollution. 

 
6.63. From the neighbouring existing houses to the south and east of the site 

the proposed units would appear two storey in height and would be 
placed at a similar or lower elevation. 
 

6.64. The houses at plots 1-4 would be positioned a minimum of around 28m 
from the main front elevations of the closest houses on the south side of 

Longclough Drive, and as such it is not considered that any material 
amenity impacts would arise to the occupants of these existing houses, 
including in terms of visual intrusion, loss of privacy, loss of light or 

overshadowing. 
 

6.65. The houses at plot 5 and 6 would be set similar and at greater 
separations distances from the houses they would face onto at 1 to 3 
Brookside and the impact in amenity terms would be similarly negligible in 

terms of effects on material amenity considerations.  The side elevations 
of plots 5 and 6 would be placed at least 37m from the front elevations of 

the nearest houses at 1 to 11 (odds) Longclough Drive, likewise avoiding 
any harmful impacts on the occupants on these existing houses.  These 
separation distances would exceed the minimum window-to-window 

guideline figure of 21m noted in the Residential Design Guide SPD. 
 



 

 

6.66. Public comments from the occupants of some of these houses are 
noted but it is considered the impacts of the revised scheme would be 

acceptable. References to impacts on views from some of these 
residences are noted, however such impacts are not a material planning 

consideration and cannot be taken into account in the assessment of the 
proposal. 

 

6.67. As originally proposed it was considered that the height, size and 
proximity of the units at plots 1 and 2 would have an excessively 

overbearing effect on the occupants of the existing houses at no 6 and 8 
and Longclough Drive (at the immediate west of the site), in part due to 
the size of the side elevation of the unit at plot 1 resulting from the house 

being staggered over sloping ground and thus two-storey in height, and 
due to the ground level of the existing houses being at a lower elevation 

than that indicated for the proposed units (approximately the same level 
as Longclough Road). 

 

6.68. The design and layout of these units has been modified to address 
these concerns: 

 

 Units 1 and 2 have been shifted further forward in the plot, so that they 
would be positioned closer to the houses at 8 and 10, which are at a 

slightly higher elevation, thus reducing the relative height difference 
between the proposed units and those which they will be placed 

adjacent to and reducing the overbearing impact. 
 

 The form of the house types has been modified to rotate the 

roofslopes, meaning that the neighbouring houses will face onto a roof 
sloping away, rather than the gable elevation extending to 2/3 storey 

height. 
 

6.69. As revised, the side elevation of plot 1 would be placed around (at 
minimum) 14m from the windows at the front elevations of the 
neighbouring houses at 8 and 10 Longclough Drive.   

 
6.70. Whilst the Residential Design Guide does not suggested minimum 

separation distances for this ‘front to side’ arrangement, the separation 
distance is considered to be acceptable in terms of effects on outlook, 
natural light, visual intrusion and overbearing effects. 

 
6.71. The side elevation of plot 1 would include side-facing windows at lower 

ground and ground floor which (due to the nature or layout of the rooms 

they would serve) can be obscured-glazed, and as such the proposed 
proximity would not give rise to particular concerns in terms of mutual 

privacy and overlooking.  
 
6.72. It is not considered that the development would give rise to substantial 

concerns in terms of nuisance arising from noise, disruption and light 
sources. 

 



 

 

6.73. In conclusion, the proposals are considered to maintain the amenities 
of existing neighbouring residential properties. The proposals are 

therefore considered to meet the requirements of local plan policy EQ6 
and para 130 (f) of the NPPF in this regard. 

 
 
House sizes and density  

 
6.74. Paragraph 50 of the NPPF seeks to deliver a wide choice of high 

quality homes, widen opportunities for home ownership and create 
sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities.  This policy advises that 
authorities should plan for a mix of housing based on current and future 

demographic trends, market trends and the needs of different groups in 
the community. They should also identify the size, type, tenure and range 

of housing that is required in particular locations reflecting local demand 
and where they have identified that affordable housing is needed, set 
policies for meeting this on site, unless offsite provision or a financial 

contribution can be broadly justified. 
 

6.75. Local Plan Policy H3 (New Housing Development) requires new 
residential development to provide a range of market and affordable 
housing types and sizes that can reasonably meet the requirements and 

future needs of a wide range of household types.  The policy discusses 
that the mix should contribute positively to the promotion of a sustainable 

and inclusive community taking into account the characteristics of the 
existing housing stock in the surrounding locality.   

 

6.76. The proposal would comprise five three-bedroom dwellings and one 
four-bedroom dwelling, set across two pairs of semis and two detached 

houses of two different sizes and configurations (as detailed below).  
 

6.77. Given the overall scale of the development, the character of the 

surrounding area and the size and constraints of the site, it is considered 
that the limited mix of dwelling types and sizes proposed is appropriate 

and acceptable in terms of the expectations of policy H3.  
 

 
Affordable Housing 

 

6.78. Local Plan Policy H4 (Affordable Housing) requires all new residential 
development to meet the requirements of local people by seeking to 
achieve 20% of affordable housing provision on sites between 5-24 units 

that are 0.16ha or larger.  The affordable housing provision should seek to 
achieve a target of 80% rented accommodation with the balance being 

provided as intermediate housing.  Affordable housing provision should 
normally be provided within the development site itself and in perpetuity.  

 

6.79. As noted in the appeal decision, the National Planning Practice 
Guidance indicate that affordable housing should only be sought on 

residential schemes which comprise major development, being 10 or 



 

 

more units or with a floorspace of over 1000 square metres. The scheme 
would comprise 6 units with a total floorspace of 996 square metres and 

therefore would not be considered major development. 
 

6.80. The Inspector’s appeal decision confirmed the position that, in general, 
national policy on these matters outweighs the adopted local plan, and 
that there are no relevant circumstances in this particular case that an 

exception should be made to this position, and as such that the necessity 
of an affordable housing contribution was not established. 

 
6.81. For these reasons, it is considered that seeking on-site provision of 

affordable housing, or contributions towards off-site provision, cannot be 

justified in policy terms in this case. 
 

 
Flooding & drainage 

 

6.82. Policy EQ11 of the Local Plan seeks to support development which 
avoids areas of current or future flood risk. Paragraph 155 of the NPPF 

states that development in areas at risk of flooding, should be avoided by 
directing development away from areas at highest risk.  

 

6.83. Public comments on drainage and local springs in the vicinity of the site 
are noted. Matters of flood risk and drainage were addressed and 

assessed in the outline application, and approval was granted at appeal 
subject to a condition requiring approval of drainage details, to be in 
accordance with the Non-Statutory Technical Standards for Sustainable 

Drainage Systems, prior to commencement. 
 

6.84. Therefore, it is considered that reserved matters details raise no 
additional issues in terms of flood risk and drainage, and therefore that 
the proposal accords with Local Plan policy EQ11 and section 14 of the 

NPPF in this regard. 
 
PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSION 

 

 

6.85. The development of the site has been accepted by the granting of the 
outline planning permission at appeal in February 2018. 

 
6.86. The scheme submitted in the reserved matters application is closely in 

accordance with that indicated in the outline approval. 

 
6.87. The further details now submitted are considered to be acceptable in 

terms of the reserved matters of layout, appearance, landscaping and 
scale, and it is considered that the proposed scheme would comprise 
good quality design. 

 



 

 

6.88. The details now under consideration would not give rise to any 
additional issues in terms of impacts on residential amenity, highways 

safety, ecology and biodiversity or trees. 
 

6.89. The proposed scheme would be a sustainable form of development in 
accordance with sections 12 and 15 of the NPPF and policies S1, EQ6 
and H3 of the High Peak Local Plan, and the provisions of the National 

Design Guide 2019 and High Peak Design Guide 2018 in this regard. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 

A. It is recommended that planning permission be APPROVED, subject 
to the following conditions;  

 

Condition ref number Brief description 

AP01 Development in accordance with approved 
plans. 

NSTD Obscure glazing to side facing windows to 

plot 1  

NSTD Visibility splays to be kept free of vegetation 

NSTD Driveway gradients to accord with those 
indicated in drainage drawings 

NSTD Approval and implementation of domestic 

hard and soft landscaping details  

NSTD Approval of footpath construction and 
surfacing details including levels and retaining 
details 

NSTD Bin stores locations and design 

NSTD Approval of details or samples of facing 
materials 

NSTD Submission and approval of updated tree 
protection details and arboricultural method 

statement 

NSTD Implementation of all measures proposed in 
Biodiversity Management Plan 

NSTD Confirmation of implementation of bird and 

bat boxes and hibernaculum 
 
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 

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 NPPF the 
Case Officer has sought solutions where possible to secure a 

development that improves the economic, social and environmental 
conditions of the area. 
 

Site Plan 
 

 
 
 

 



 

 

 
 

 
 


