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ID Consultee Name Company / 
Organisation 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisation 

Support/Object/General 
Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO47 Mr P Rushton       General comment Disappointed that the SMDC do not seem able to 
follow through on their initial innovative plans for 
the development of Leek into a market town to rival 
Derbyshire and Cheshire centres; for the 
development of a Churnet Valley tourism corridor; 
for a railway link with Stoke-on-Trent and Alton 
Towers; and for the tourism potential of a canal 
basin. 

Comment noted. The Preferred Options consultation 
only sought views on the extent of new development 
boundaries for Leek and other identified settlements, 
and regarding proposed site allocations. The earlier 
adopted 2014 Core Strategy and Leek Town Centre 
Masterplan already set out Policy to guide the future 
development of the town and also the Churnet Valley 
(in conjunction with adopted Churnet Valley 
Masterplan). Both also contain references to the 
potential railway link/canal basin. Development 
proposals will continue to be assessed against these 
policy documents. 

PO188 
 
PO381 

Mr John Pigott 
 
Mrs Brenda Pigott 

      Object The town boundary on the east side of Leek 
should remain basically as it is at present. The 
proposal to build along both sides of Mount Road 
should be removed as the Mount is a very 
important open space close to the town centre and 
is a very popular route for walking, jogging and 
cycling. It is also the route of the Staffordshire 
Moorlands Walk giving panoramic views over the 
centre of Leek and the hills beyond. Instead of 
building along Mount Road, the brownfield sites 
and other sites within the town boundary should be 
developed first. These include the following sites 
which were shown on the original plans but now 
taken out : LE 219, LE073, LE067, LE147, LE037 
and LE063. 

Page 25 of the Preferred Options consultation 
document sets out the residual housing requirement for 
Leek to 2031 (pursuant to Policy SS3 of the adopted 
Core Strategy). The Council must demonstrate that it 
will fully meet residual housing requirements for Leek to 
have a sound Local Plan in place. This requirement 
does not have to be met 100% from land allocations – 
unanticipated development of other urban 
brownfield/greenfield sites counts too – Table 4.1 
factors in assumptions about future windfall housing 
(resulting in a lower residual requirement). This windfall 
would include urban sites not formally identified on the 
map.  As there is insufficient capacity to meet this 
residual need entirely from sites within the Leek town 
boundary, the remaining requirement is to be met from 
a combination of urban (brownfield and greenfield) 
sites, and peripheral “urban extensions” around Leek 
as set out in Tables 4.2 and 4.3. 
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its selection of 
‘Preferred’ allocation sites from wider sites. This 
includes landspace impact evidence and a Green Belt 
Review [refer to the “Options Sites Assessments” on 
the site allocations portal]. The western edge of Leek is 
covered by Green Belt (requiring more onerous 
justification to allocate compared to non-Green Belt). 
The most recent 2016 landscape impact study study 
assessed impacts from the Peak Park, and concluded 
that the various Mount sites exhibited low- through to 
high- landscape sensitivity; it also provided 
recommendations regarding mitigatory measures. Note 
that landscape evidence must be weighed against all 
other relevant evidence when the Council selects 
‘Preferred’ sites. 

PO114 Mrs Alison Campion       Object I do not think the boundary of the town should be 
extended just to allow housing to be built on green 
spaces. 

• See first para response to PO188 
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Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO225 Miss Alicia Guy       Object Building nearly 400 houses in the Mount area will 
totally ruin the lovely breathtaking scenery and 
peace and quiet that you get up there, increased 
traffic will spoil the area also 

• See second para response to PO188 

PO187 Mrs Shirley Barlow         Not my town cannot comment  Comments noted. 
PO634 Ms Alison 

Conybeare 
      General comment I have no comments other than why is there a 

need to change the boundary? 
• See first para response to PO188 

PO407 Mr David John Allen       Support Leek town boundary looks fine.   Comments noted. 
PO3912 Mr R Duncan Rob Duncan 

Planning 
Consultancy 

    Object On behalf of my client I wish to object to the 
continued exclusion of my client’s land from the 
proposed residential infill boundary for 
Ladderedge. [Representation Report and site plan 
attached]. 

Comments noted 
 
The site lies in the Green Belt. Note that the Council’s 
2015 Green Belt Review concluded that land parcel 
‘C3’ which includes this land, overall makes a 
‘contribution’ to the function of the Green Belt, when 
measured against the five Green Belt purposes 
(including a ‘significant contribution’ to checking 
unrestricted sprawl). 
 
Site is not immediately adjacent to the Leek town 
boundary. 
 
The site appears to have on-site trees, that would be 
the subject of protection (or compensation) under the 
Council’s emerging Local Plan Policy NE2. 

PO3919   Hourigan 
Connolly 

    Object Hourigan Connolly is promoting land at Buxton 
Road, Leek for inclusion in the Staffordshire 
Moorlands District Local Plan as a housing 
allocation. [Refer to Report attached to Question 1 
which includes response to Question 6]. 

Comments and confirmation of owner position, noted. 
 
The emerging Local Plan sets out how the residual 
housing requirement for Leek will be achieved by a 
combination of allocations within the urban area, and 
along the Mount (making allowance for windfall/small 
sites allowances). Additional housing sites around Leek 
are not required. 
 
The broad justification for the Council’s selection of 
‘preferred’ sites over other sites, is site out in the 
‘Options Site Assessments’ on the website. A 
sustainability appraisal report is being published for 
consultation alongside the Preferred Options Local Plan 
July 2017. The SA Report considers the economic, 
social and environmental effects of proposed 
development site allocations including access to 
services and facilities.    
 

PO3917 Ms Linda Tweats Leek Cricket Club     Object The cricket club would wish for the town boundary 
to be amended to include that area at the extreme 
south of its land (on the map shown in white with 
the name of Bank Farm in it) We would like the 
town boundary to be extended to include this 
area.  

The emerging Local Plan now includes SHLAA site 
LE102 as a housing allocation, with a consequent 
amendment to the town boundary to include the site 
within the town. 
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PO4394 Mr Andy Frost       Object Boundary should be redefined to include ALL land 
within our client's ownership and thereby create a 
more logical and defensible new urban boundary. 
[Refer to Supporting Statement attached to 
Question 1]. 

• See response to POPO3919 

PO3913 Ms Mairead Kiely       Object We note that planning permission (ref. 
10/00042/OMAJEI) was granted on Churnet 
Works, Macclesfield Road, Leek back in 2011. 
This granted full planning permission for a new 
superstore, retail units, employment units and a 
petrol filling station as well as outline permission 
for residential development. This permission has 
been part implemented, for example the foodstore 
has been built out and is now occupied by 
Sainsbury’s. Although the residential permission 
has now lapsed, other elements of the scheme 
such as the retail units could still be implemented 
under this permission. We note that the red line 
boundary for this planning permission extends 
beyond the town settlement boundary proposed in 
Map 4.1 ‘Leek West’. We also note that the 
Churnet Works site is not allocated for 
development. We consider that the town 
settlement boundary proposed in Map 4.1 should 
be extended to include the land contained within 
the Churnet Works planning permission. We also 
consider that the site should be allocated for mixed 
use development, having regard to its planning 
history and ability to meet planning needs. Given 
its previously proven acceptability we would 
suggest this allocation should encompass a range 
of uses including retail, employment and 
residential (as previously permitted and considered 
acceptable at this location) but also to include hotel 
and leisure uses. 

Comments noted. The emerging Local Plan includes an 
amendment to the Leek town boundary to include all 
that land covered by the original Sainsburys approval 
SMD/2010/0201. 
 
This consent is still extant (with later approvals on site, 
eg pub) so could still be completed. Alternative 
schemes for mixed uses arising on the site would be 
assessed against relevant Local Plan and NPPF Policy. 

PO3929 Mr Phil Bamford Gladman 
Developments 

    Object This submission provides Gladman Development’s 
written representations on the Staffordshire 
Moorlands Preferred Option Sites and Boundaries 
Consultation.  These representations concern the 
following matters. Duty to Cooperate Sustainability 
Appraisal Objectively Assessed Housing Need 
Development Requirements and Distribution 
Green Belt Review Preferred Option Sites and 
Boundaries - Leek. [Refer to 2 submitted 
attachments to Question 1]. 

• Refer to Council response to Q1 
• See response to PO3919 above 

PO9365 Mr David & Ros 
Barnes & Tyrrell 

      Object Response form submitted [attached] that objects to 
proposed town boundary amendment at ADD01. 

• Refer to response to PO9367 under Question 
11 Table 
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PO9111 Mr Robert Barker       Object I do not believe that it is necessary to extend the 
town boundary into farmland as there are still 
many available brownfield sites within the 
locality.  It is also important to note that TOURISM 
is a significant driver to the local Economy! 
Therefore the Town Gateway, especially from the 
PEAK PARK Buxton Road A53, needs rigorous 
protection from urban sprawl in order to maintain 
the 'Queen of The Moorlands' identity. The point of 
entry into Leek from A53 Buxton Road is the most 
attractive and picturesque and is a key Tourist 
route.   The proposal area, particularly as it 
approaches the A53 Buxton Road junction with 
Thorncliffe Road and The Mount, is immediately 
adjacent to the SPECIAL LANDSCAPE AREA 
which presumes against intrusive developments in 
order to protect its Historic Landscape nature. I 
would personally feel that the Special Landscape 
Area and environs ought to receive the highest 
priority in its protection.   The designation 
encompasses the fact that it is 'Special' in nature 
and cannot therefore be replaced once lost or 
damaged.    There are a number of 'brown' sites 
within the town which could be very effectively 
used for housing development. [Question 
why]  for  some reason these are not shown on the 
accompanying Consultation Maps.  However from 
attending a consultation meeting the existence of 
several sites is a matter of common knowledge 
along with the fact that these would be "The 
Preferred Option Housing Sites" in the view of the 
residents of Leek.    The proposal is completely 
unbalanced as it places virtually all the "housing 
requirement"[queried as unjustified] along 1 narrow 
lane at the most Flagship side of Leek renowned 
for its visual beauty and recreational 
amenity.    Please utilise the "brown sites" and 
protect Leek's Heritage and inheritance! 

• See first para response to PO188 
• See second para response to PO188 
• Note that since adoption of the 2014 Core 

Strategy, there is no longer a ‘special 
landscape area’ designation. 

• The Council consults with its own Heritage 
Conservation Officer, and with Heritage 
England, during Local Plan preparation. 

 

PO9363 Mr and Mrs David 
and Rosalind Barnes 
and Tyrrell 

      Object Response form submitted [attached] that objects to 
proposed town boundary amendment at ADD01. 

• Refer to response to PO9367 under Question 
11 Table 
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PO9548 Mr J Grindley       Object Letter submitted [attached] objecting to proposed 
town boundary amendment [to the draft shown in 
2015 Options consultation] that now includes 
'Westwood Field' [LE126A]: Aesthetically the field 
matches/complements the grazing and mowing 
fields above Ladderedge Country Park and 
Longsdon Wood on the opposite side of the 
Churnet Valley. The field is owned by 12 x 
'frontagers' to the field and Bluebell Wood is 
owned by a ..farm. The frontagers have a right of 
way to the field access road at all times. Because 
of steep gradients, access to the wood (if needed) 
would need to be from its south side. substantial 
housing development could substantially increase 
the flooding at the bottom of Ladderedge, River 
Churnet, Westwood Golf Course. A 65 dwelling 
development might generate 150 cars etc. This 
could turn current traffic congestion during school 
times, into gridlock [on certain streets].   

 The land described as Westwood Field currently lies 
within the development boundary of Leek and is 
unallocated (Blue Bell wood lies in the Green Belt). The 
emerging Local Plan proposed boundary shows no 
change at this location.  The Council is only proposing 
Green Belt amendments where exceptional 
circumstances are considered to apply. 
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its ‘Preferred’ 
development boundaries. This includes landspace 
impact evidence and a Green Belt Review. Note that 
landscape evidence must beweighed against all other 
relevant evidence when the Council considers 
boundary amendments. This evidence may also be 
used in the determination of planning applications. In 
the event of development proposals upon this site, the 
Council would need to be satisfied that adequate 
access to the public highway could be achieved and 
schemes having significant transport impacts would be 
assessed against relevant NPPF policy. Major schemes 
would also need to incorporate appropriate sustainable 
drainage features.  
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PO382 
 
PO189 

Mrs Brenda Pigott 
 
Mr John Pigott 

      Mount Road as an 
open space 

Object 
 
General comment 

The proposal to build along both sides of 
Mount Road should be removed as the 
Mount is a very important open space 
close to the town centre and is a very 
popular route for walking, jogging and 
cycling. It is also the route of the 9 mile 
circular walk created by SMDC - the 
Staffordshire Moorlands Walk. Groups of 
walkers come to Leek in order to walk this 
rural route. Walking along Mount Road 
with many new houses obliterating any 
views and fumes from increased traffic will 
not encourage this activity. Panoramic 
views over the centre of Leek and the hills 
beyond - including one of the highest hills 
in Cheshire - 500 m high Shuttlingsloe 
known as the 'Matterhorn of Cheshire'. 
Also, the Cloud hill which is seen behind 
Leek towards Congleton/Cheshire. The 
rare phenomenen of a 'double sunset' on 
days around midsummers day is viewed 
by hundreds of people from Mount Road. 
The Mount is a very important local 
amenity which the planners have 
completely underestimated and simply do 
not understand. A local resident carried 
out a head count on Sun 8 th May 
between 0700 and 2000 and counted a 
total of 217 people using the road for 
recreation : 190 walkers (44 with dogs, 8 
with prams), 12 cyclists, 12 joggers and 3 
horse riders. These were not in organised 
groups but simply people enjoying the 
exercise, the views and the fresh air in a 
safe and sustainable way – no need to get 
the car out. If the developments proceed 
then inevitably Mount Road which is now a 
country lane would be widened and 
become a busy estate road and people 
would not want to use it for 
recreation.               

The public/visual open spaces proposed 
by the Council are those mapped in the 
Preferred Options consultation document. 
The Council’s Local Plan policies seek to 
improve public access to open 
spaces/recreation generally where this is 
consistent with other policies. 
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its 
selection of ‘Preferred’ allocation sites 
from wider sites. This includes landspace 
impact evidence [refer to the “Options 
Sites Assessments” on the Council 
website]. The most recent 2016 
landscape impact study assessed 
impacts from the Peak Park, and 
concluded that the various Mount sites 
exhibited low- through to high- landscape 
sensitivity; also providing 
recommendations regarding mitigatory 
measures. Note that landscape evidence 
must be weighed against all other 
relevant evidence when the Council 
selects ‘Preferred’ sites.  
 
Development proposals affecting the 
routes of recognised public rights of way 
would need to make allowance for them. 
The Council would assess schemes 
having significant transport impacts 
against relevant NPPF and Local Plan 
policy (including requirement to submit 
transport statements, and provide 
highways improvements where deemed 
appropriate). 

PO121 Mrs Alison 
Campion 

      The Mount General comment By building hundreds of new houses in the 
Mount Road area, views and public 
spaces will be spoilt, more traffic will be 
created on an already narrow road.  Leave 
this space alone for walkers and cyclists to 
enjoy. 

• See first para response to PO382 
• See second para response to 

PO382 
• See third para response to PO382 
• Development proposals affecting 

the routes of recognised public 
rights of way would need to make 
allowance for them.  
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PO635 Ms Alison 
Conybeare 

      General General comment The comments related to Leek should be 
restricted to those more knowledgable of 
the area, in the local residents.  

 Comments noted. The Council considers 
all comments received during public 
consultations. 

PO696 Mr John Burnett       The Land currently 
in use by Leek 
High school above 
Springfield Road 

General comment Is this really Public Open Space? As far as 
Im aware this is land used by the High 
school and is not available for use by the 
general public  in the same way a public 
park would be. Listing it as so inaccurately 
defines the public open space available to 
the East of the town. 

Not all the open spaces marked on the 
map are accessible to the public and 
should be indicated as ‘open space’ 
rather than ‘public  open space’.   
 

PO409 Mr David John 
Allen 

      General - all General comment non- at present  Comments noted. 

PO1287 Justin Milward Woodland Trust     All sites Support Support provision of Open Space in the 
Local Plan. (Further detail in the attached 
comments). 

 Support noted. 

PO2039 Mrs Taylor Leek Town 
Council 

    Leek Cricket Club General comment Not all the areas marked green are "public 
open spaces" e.g. Leek Cricket Club is a 
recreational space.  

• See response to PO696 above 

PO2042 Mrs Taylor Leek Town 
Council 

    Ball Haye Green 
Club 

General comment This site needs to be retained for 
recreational use. 

 Comments noted. The Preferred Options 
map currently displays this site as public 
open space. All public open space is 
protected by virtue of Local Plan policies 
and Section 8 NPPF.  

PO2566 Mrs Maggie Taylor Sport England     All Object I note some of the open space 
designations are formal sports facilities 
(which is supported) but it is very important 
that all sports sites are captured otherwise 
those excluded will have lesser 
protection.  I note that the Football Ground 
off Orchard Court/Grace Street for 
example is not designated whereas the 
cricket club site just to the north is - why?  I 
also note that the playing fields associated 
with the secondary school are not 
designated – should they not be?  It will be 
important to clarify what is designated and 
why (or why not) and to ensure all playing 
fields are clearly protected (as it is a 
defined function/use of open space), 
whether it is in Council ownership or not 
(Birchhall Playing Fields appears to be 
included?) so there is a consistent level of 
protect for all open space, whatever its 
use.   This principle applies across ALL 
THE PROPOSED PLANS. 

 The Council is undertaking a review of  
open space, sport and recreation facilties 
which includes an updated playing pitch 
strategy.  Any inconsistencies will be 
investigated as part of this updated work. 
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PO2861 James Chadwick Staffordshire 
County Council 

    All Object In relation to the areas of Open Space 
identified throughout the site options 
document it is noted that all school playing 
fields have been categorised as open 
space, some in their entirety and others 
appear to only include certain parts. There 
is no definition in the plan as to what 
‘Open Space’ constitutes or whether it 
needs to be accessible to the general 
public. As the Plan progresses it is unclear 
what policy restrictions may be imposed to 
such land. We therefore reserve out 
position on ‘Open Space’ at school fields 
and suggest that further discussion is 
required on whether the identification of 
school playing fields as ‘Open Space’ is 
required given the protection afforded to 
playing fields already through National 
Planning legislation and school premises 
legislation? 

• See response to PO2566 

PO3916 Ms Linda Tweats Leek Cricket 
Club 

    Leek Cricket Club Object On the draft site allocations map the 
cricket club is shown coloured green i.e. 
public open space. Strictly speaking this is 
not the case. The cricket club is owned by 
its members, though membership is of 
course open to the general public. 
However it is privately owned and not in 
public ownership. Should it therefore be 
shown on the allocations map as public 
open space? 

• See response to PO696 
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PO190 Mr John Pigott       General comment The Local Authority is considering the release of Green 
Belt sites in Biddulph because “the town is heavily 
constrained by the Green Belt so identification of a 
suitable site is not straightforward”. The same can be 
said of Leek. Foker Grange  and Home Farm on the 
western side of Leek  are Green Belt sites which could 
be developed. Whilst the Green Belt Review identifies 
them as being important to the Green Belt the council 
has to make tough decisions about the location of new 
development. Foker Grange and Home Farm do not 
have the high public amenity value of The Mount and 
would provide balance to the future development of 
Leek.   

Green Belt is a long established designation 
that serves a number of important functions in 
separating settlements, and preserving 
‘openness’. Whilst Councils can allocate within 
the Green Belt National Planning policy is 
clear that this requires exceptional 
circumstances to justify (as compared to non-
Green Belt). Biddulph differs from Leek in that 
it is entirely surrounded by Green Belt, 
whereas Leek is not. Both towns attract a 
housing requirement pursuant to Policy SS3 of 
the adopted Core Strategy Spatial Strategy. 
The Council’s landscape evidence considers 
landscape impacts across both non-Green 
Belt, and Green Belt land.  Note that 
landscape evidence must beweighed against 
all other relevant evidence when the Council 
selects ‘Preferred’ sites. 
 
Note that Home Farm does not lie within the 
Green Belt. 

PO383 mrs Brenda pigott       Object The Local Authority is considering the release of Green 
Belt sites in Biddulph because “the town is heavily 
constrained by the Green Belt so identification of a 
suitable site is not straightforward”. The same can be 
said of Leek. The Peak District National Park is only a 
few miles away from Mount Road so people walking on 
the Roaches and Ramshaw Rocks looking towards 
Leek do not want to see housing estates between 
Morridge ridge and Mount Road ridge. Foker Grange ia 
a Green Belt site which could be developed. It is 
adjacent to the main Leek to Macclesfield road so a 
small estate could easily be built there.   Whilst the 
Green Belt Review identifies them as being important to 
the Green Belt the council has to make tough decisions 
about the location of new development. Foker Grange 
does not have the high public amenity value of The 
Mount and would provide balance to the future 
development of Leek. We can't have all the houses 
being built on the East side of Leek.   

 See response to PO190 
 
The most recent 2016 landscape impact study 
took into account views from the Peak Park/ 
eastern approaches to the town, and 
concluded that the various Mount sites 
exhibited low- through to high- landscape 
sensitivity; and provided accompanying 
recommendations regarding mitigatory 
measures. Note that landscape evidence must 
beweighed against all other relevant evidence 
when the Council selects ‘Preferred’ sites. 

PO637 Ms Alison 
Conybeare 

      Object The greenbelt boundary should not be altered. No Green Belt amendments are proposed for 
Leek. 

PO697 Mr John Burnett       General comment The lack of Green belt definition to the East of Leek 
Town Boundary severly restricts the notion that this 
area is beneficial to the comunity for its open space and 
leisure uses. 

The broad extent of the Green Belt is 
established nationally (however local 
authorities can propose at Examination 
alterations to their boundaries for allocations or 
minor amendments). The east of Leek has 
never been covered by Green Belt.  
 
Green Belt is a long established designation 
that serves a number of important functions in 
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separating settlements, and preserving 
‘openness’. Note that landscape 
quality/character, and public access 
characteristics,  are not in themselves 
‘purposes’ of Green Belt laid out in national 
guidance. However authorities should consider 
scope for improving access/recreation in the 
Green Belt. The Council’s Local Plan policies 
seek to improve public access to open 
spaces/recreation generally where this is 
consistent with other policies. 

PO410 Mr David John Allen       Object I feel the Greenbelt boundary should be maintained and 
full advantage taken with regards to infill site, with the 
relaxation on the overall development boundary  

 Page 25 of the Preferred Options consultation 
document sets out the residual housing 
requirement for Leek to 2031 (pursuant to 
Policy SS3 of the adopted Core Strategy). The 
Council must demonstrate that it will fully meet 
residual housing requirements for Leek to 
have a sound Local Plan in place. However 
there is insufficient capacity to meet this need 
entirely from sites within the Leek town 
boundary alone resulting in proposed sites 
both within the urban area, and peripheral 
“urban extensions”. Note that Table 4.1 makes 
allowance for unanticipated “windfall” 
development within the town (resulting in a 
lower residual requirement). The Council 
would still require exceptional circumstances 
to justify allocating land in the Green Belt. 

PO961 Mr Alistair 
McLoughlin 

      Object Do not build on the Mount. More suitable sites are 
available. 

 See response to PO410 
 See response to PO190 
 See response to PO383 

PO4396 Mr Andy Frost Frost Planning     General comment Green Belt boundary around Leek should not be 
altered. Opportunities for urban extensions in non-
Green Belt locations should be maximised and 
priorirtised. [Refer to Supporting Statement attached to 
Question 1]. 

Comments noted. Note the Preferred Options 
did not propose any amendments at all to the 
Green Belt boundary of Leek.  
 

  See response to PO410 
 See response to PO190 
 See response to PO383 

PO9114 Mr Robert Barker       Object   There are..pockets of greenbelt land (designated such 
primarily for the purposes of town separation and quite 
often having no other particular beauty or amenity), 
which in common with other Towns in the country could 
be effectively utilised to expand the town boundary with 
selective use and sensitivity to the environment.  This 
would be better than destroying the areas which are 
highly valued by the Leek Community for beauty and 
recreation [at the Mount] and which give the Town of 
Leek its identity.  

 See response to PO190 
 
Note that landscape quality/character, and 
public access characteristics,  are not in 
themselves ‘purposes’ of Green Belt laid out in 
national guidance. The NPPF allows for 
consideration of development proposals upon 
‘brownfield’ Green Belt sites. 
 

 See response to PO383 
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PO9125 Mr Richard Pigott       Object Letter submitted [attached] objecting to Mount sites: 
Mount Rd is local amenity LE128 is the most elevated 
of the sites being considered LE066 is a brownfield site 
and should be considered ahead of LE128 
Concentrating housing allocations on east side of town 
would raise deliverability problems compared to other 
areas of town Some western Leek sites in the Green 
Belt are nevertheless preferable to allocate for housing, 
than sites at the Mount. 

The broad justification for the Council’s 
selection of ‘preferred’ sites over other sites, is 
site out in the ‘Options Site Assessments’ on 
the website. This includes consideration of 
landscape, highways etc impacts. All proposed 
sites must also be the subject of sustainability 
appraisal. A sustainability appraisal report is 
being published for consultation alongside the 
Preferred Options Local Plan July 2017. The 
SA Report considers the economic, social and 
environmental effects of proposed 
development site allocations including access 
to services and facilities.    
 
Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included as 
a residential allocation in the Local Plan. 
 
Note that LE128b is included alongside 
LE128A, as a residential allocation in the Local 
Plan. 
 
The Council consults with SCC Highways 
during Local Plan preparation. SCC did not 
raise any objections to Preferred Options sites 
LE022/LE127/LE128/LE140/LE142A/LE142B 
subject to development in this area 
contributing to the improvement of Mount 
Road including provision of footways and 
pedestrian links. Also Kniveden Lane should 
be brought up to adoptable standard with the 
implementation of footways. Further junction 
improvements at Mount Road/Ashbourne 
Road may also be appropriate. The Council 
would assess schemes having significant 
transport impacts against relevant NPPF and 
Local Plan policy (including requirement to 
submit transport statements, and provide 
highways improvements where deemed 
appropriate). 
 

 See response to PO190 
 See response to PO383 
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Organisation 

Support/Object/General 
Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO9231 MRS KAREN 
BARKER 

      Object SITES LE142a  LE142b  LE140  LE128a  LE127 
OBJECTION I do not believe that it is necessary to 
extend the town boundary into farmland as there are 
still many available brownfield sites within the 
locality.    There are also pockets of greenbelt land 
(designated such primarily for the purposes of town 
separation and quite often having no other particular 
beauty or amenity), which in common with other Towns 
in the country could be effectively utilised to expand the 
town boundary with selective use and sensitivity to the 
environment.  This would be better than destroying the 
areas which are highly valued by the Leek Community 
for beauty and recreation and which give the Town of 
Leek its identity.  

 See para response to PO9114 
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PO870 
 
 
PO461 

Mr Steven Hugh 
Proffitt 
 
 

      ADD09 
(Leekbrook) 

Object 
 
 
Object 

I strongly object to the proposal to include 
site ADD09 (land off Basford Lane, 
Leekbrook) in the local plan for 
employment land/industrial development 
as… 
…it be damaging to a beautiful part of the 
Staffordshire Moorlands countryside and 
the wildlife habitats contained therein,  
 
…given the elevated position of the site, 
the creation of a hardstanding area of 
development will greatly contribute to the 
risk of flash flooding via the brook below 
and shortly downstream to the new 
residential development adjacent to the 
A520 which has been built on the natural 
flood plain, previously occupied by Joshua 
Wardles textiles factory. N.B. this area has 
previous history of flooding.  
 
…due to it being outside the existing 
development boundary for Leekbrook; 
being adjacent to the ancient heathland 
and mature woodland of Cheddleton Heath 
- I believe development would have an 
adverse impact on the natural wildlife 
habitats contained within the heathland, 
and would serve as a visual intrusion into 
the green open space currently observed 
on the rise towards Cheddleton Heath, 
which would be highly visible to travellers 
along the A520 from Leek;  
 
…furthermore access to the site would be 
highly impracticable due to the narrow road 
bridge crossing the brook, which sits just 
above the current industrial estate, on 
Basford Lane. The bridge is single track 
and is just wide enough to allow access 
from an average sized van, it would 
certainly not accommodate heavy road 
transport. 

The Council uses evidence to justify its 
selection of ‘Preferred’ allocation sites 
from wider sites. This includes landspace 
impact evidence, ecological evidence, 
and a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
for the District.  
 
The most recent 2016 landscape impact 
study concluded the site is of medium 
landscape sensitivity; it also provided 
recommendations regarding mitigatory 
measures including restricted 
development and building heights on the 
higher ground.  
 
All current Preferred Options sites were 
subject to Phase I ecological surveys 
between 2014 and 2016; a 2016 ecology 
study also considered the scope for ‘local 
wildlife site’ (ie.SBI) designation for all of 
these preferred options. These studies set 
out ecological evaluations of the sites 
followed by recommended further 
surveys/actions in the event of future 
development.  The Council would expect 
subsequent schemes to take account of 
this evidence; further Core Strategy Policy 
NE1 allows for the Council to require 
ecological mitigatory or compensatory 
measures where appropriate. The 2016 
survey concluded that most of the site 
(improved grassland) was of ‘site level’ 
nature conservation value only; however 
the perimeter hedgerow habitat was of 
higher nature conservation importance 
(and may qualify as a local-level nature 
designation, subject to further survey). A 
number of pre-development 
surveys/actions are also recommended in 
relation to badgers, bats and birds. Note 
that ecology evidence must beweighed 
against all other relevant evidence when 
the Council selects ‘Preferred’ sites. 
According to the 2006 NERC Act, the 
Council must in its Planmaking, have 
regard to the purpose of conserving 
biodiversity. 
 
The SFRA provides an overview of flood 
risk from all sources across the District, 
and will be used alongside formal EA 
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Consultee Comments Officer Response 

responses regarding proposed 
allocations. Local Plan Policy will require 
that, wherever possible, development will 
promote the reduction of flood risk by the 
use of sustainable drainage techniques. 
 
Note that all evidence must be weighed 
against all other relevant evidence when 
the Council selects ‘Preferred’ sites. 
 
Vehicular access to the site is anticipated 
via the Dockseys haulage company to the 
west, onto the A520, not from Basford 
Lane. The SCC Highways comments to 
the consultation are based upon this. 

PO374 
 
 
 
 
 
PO3911 

Mr William Battersby Cheddleton 
Estates Ltd. 

    ADD09 
(Leekbrook) 

Support 
 
 
 
 
 
Support 

I am a Director of the company which owns 
this site.  We support this change of use 
and will be delighted to support the 
community in using it to provide 
employment. 
 
Cheddleton Estates Ltd wish to confirm our 
agreement to the proposed designation of 
ADD09, which we own. We would have 
preferred the land to be designated for 
housing, and in lieu of this, we would like to 
renew our previous offer to gift 
14.85hectares of heathland in return for 
residential permission [Letter 
correspondence with District Council to 
2008 attached].  

 Comments noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
The Council’s Spatial Strategy in its 
emerging Local Plan sets out the more 
limited scope for expansion in ‘smaller 
villages’ such as Leekbrook, given their 
scale. Therefore it would be inappropriate 
to pursue the allocation of this 1.67ha site 
for housing. However the site (in 
combination with Leek EM2 nearby) is 
considered appropriate to contribute to a 
range of employment sites across the 
Leek Wards to provide choice, responding 
to the residual employment land 
requirements for the town to 2031. 
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PO2623 Consultation Service Natural England     ADD09 
(Leekbrook) 

General comment With regard to preferred site ADD 09 
please refer to our generic representation 
on local wildlife Sites and related 
information.  We advise that the Council 
checks on this site’s status accordingly. 
Our ‘priority habitat’ records (Ref – Section 
41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006) show the adjoining 
land to the west and south of this site as a 
block of deciduous woodland and lowland 
grassland of good quality. Given the site's 
close proximity to lowland deciduous 
woodland the local plan process should 
seek to ensure that the provisions of 
policies NE1 Biodiversity and Geological 
Resources and C3 Green Infrastructure 
are implemented. 

Comments noted. Note this site was the 
subject of a Phase I survey 
incorporating LWS Assessment, as 
part of the Council’s 2016 Ecological 
Study. The site report concludes that: 
 
“The hedgerow habitat on site was 
considered of nature conservation value 
at the local level. Furthermore, there is 
reasonable potential that it may qualify as 
an SBI or a BAS dependent on further 
survey following the hedgerow evaluation 
and grading system outlined in the 
Staffordshire SBI guidelines. The 
improved grassland habitat on site was 
considered of nature conservation value 
at the site level only. This habitat is not 
listed as an important habitat in the 
Staffordshire SBI guidelines. 
 
Species recorded on site were common 
and widespread both at a county and 
national level and it is considered unlikely 
that the site significantly supported any 
notable protected species. No species 
listed as important in the Staffordshire SBI 
guidelines were recorded and therefore 
no part of the site currently qualifies for 
consideration as an SBI or as a BAS 
under these criteria. However, badger 
may use the site and further survey for 
badger should be undertaken prior to any 
future development. Similarly, bats may 
also use the site and bat activity surveys 
should be undertaken prior to any future 
development. Mature trees should be 
further investigated to determine whether 
they host bat roosts.” In addition, a 
number of pre-development surveys are 
recommended. 
 
The Council will weigh the ecological 
evidence against all other relevant 
evidence when it selects ‘preferred sites’. 
Note that Local Plan policies will set out 
for any appropriate ecological protection 
measures across site allocations. 

PO2910 James Chadwick Staffordshire 
County Council 

    ADD09 
(Leekbrook) 

General comment In Leekbrook site ADD09 should be 
required to take access off the A520. 

 Comments noted. The Council 
anticipates that development would be 
accessed off the A520 -  this expectation 
may be set out in a site-specific policy. 
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PO3924 Mr John Coxon Emery Planning 
Partnership 

    ADD09 
(Leekbrook) 

Support Emery Planning is instructed by 
Wainhomes (North West) Limited to submit 
representations to the Preferred Option 
Site and Boundaries Consultation Booklet. 
The representations are made specifically 
with regard to our client ’ s site adjacent to 
Wardle Gardens, Leekbrook. [Refer 
to Report attached to Question 1 which 
also covers this question]. 

 Comments noted. 

PO1356 Ms Rosamund 
Worrall 

Heritage 
England 

    Broad Area EM2 
(Leekbrook) 

Object Map 4.3 Leekbrook (and also Map 4.34 in 
Rural Areas) - It is not clear how the impact 
of the proposed LEEK EM2 site on the 
Grade II* Listed Building Fynneylane Farm 
and its setting has been assessed.  Further 
information on this is required. 

The maps in the consultation booklet are 
intended to provide summary information 
only; more detailed consultee responses 
(concerning heritage etc) are set out on 
the Council’s Site Allocations portal, 
including within the ‘Site Options 
Assessment’ tables.  
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its 
selection of ‘Preferred’ allocation sites 
from wider sites. This includes a 2016 
landspace and heritage impact study. 
This concluded that development of this 
site would not affect the setting of the 
listed building, and development of the 
site would be suitable in heritage terms. 
Note that heritage evidence must 
beweighed against all other relevant 
evidence when the Council selects 
‘Preferred’ sites. 

PO2622 Consultation Service Natural England     Broad Area EM2 
(Leekbrook) 

General comment Our previous advice letter dated 14.9.15 
refers regarding preferred site allocation 
EM2. However please refer to our generic 
representation on local wildlife Sites and 
related information. We also note that the 
allocation would overlay a public footpath 
and refer the Council to our previous 
advice regarding NPPF para 75 dealing 
with public rights of way and access. Given 
the site's close proximity to lowland 
deciduous woodland the local plan process 
should seek to ensure that the provisions 
of policies NE1 Biodiversity and Geological 
Resources and C3 Green Infrastructure 
are implemented. 

 [Refer to response to comment PO2623 
above]. 
 
The site was subject to a Phase I 
ecological survey in 2014. The site report 
acknowledges the site’s SBI status (and 
surrounding features etc); and factors this 
status into subsequent evaluation 
/conclusions, recommending the site be 
considered regionally important, and 
recommending a number of further 
surveys/actions would be appropriate 
prior to development. 
 
Note that the site was the subject of LWS 
Assessment in 2017. The study 
concluded that: 
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“The site has low ecological value in its 
potential to support protected species. 
The site habitats are considered to be of 
nature conservation value at site level 
only. However, more information is 
required regarding the scattered trees on 
site in order to establish their ecological 
importance.” A number of further surveys 
are recommended to establish SBI status. 
 
The Council would ensure development 
proposals respect the routes of public 
rights of way; stating this in site 
allocations policies, where relevant. Note 
that Policies NE1 and  C3 already seek to 
enhance public access to the countryside 
(subject to landowner agreeement, where 
relevant). 
 
Development proposals affecting the 
routes of recognised public rights of way 
would need to make allowance for them. 
 
Note there is a resolution to approve 
outline planning application 
SMD/2014/0678 in August 2016 (awaiting 
legal agreement) for the erection of B2 
and B8 units on this site. 

PO2711 Mr Martin Ross Environment 
Agency 

    Broad Area EM2 
(Leekbrook) 

General comment Contrary to our previous advice, a Level 2 
SFRA will not be required for Leekbrook 
EM2. This is due to the size of the site and 
the fact that any floodplain is unlikely to 
impact on its deliverability. The 
watercourse running along the majority of 
the northern edge will still need to be 
modelled in detail at the application stage 
and the site is still subject to the Sequential 
Test. 

 Comments noted.  
 
Note there is a resolution to approve 
outline planning application 
SMD/2014/0678 in August 2016 (awaiting 
legal agreement) for the erection of B2 
and B8 units on this site. This included 
the submission of an FRA. 
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PO2885 James Chadwick Staffordshire 
County Council 

    Broad Area EM2 
(Leekbrook) 

General comment Leek EM2 is mainly within a Site of 
Biological Importance.  This SBI supports 
several habitats of principal 
importance.  The site has added value due 
to the diversity of habitats.  In regard of 
NPPF biodiversity policy this site should 
not be included as a preferred option.  If 
this site is taken forward the Local Plan 
should include policy requirement for off-
site mitigation meeting Defra biodiversity 
offsetting requirements with replacement 
habitats demonstrating similar ecological 
connectivity. 

• See response PO2622 above 
 
Note that ecological evidence must 
beweighed against all other relevant 
evidence when the Council selects 
‘Preferred’ sites. 
 
Note there is a resolution to approve 
outline planning application 
SMD/2014/0678 in August 2016 (awaiting 
legal agreement) for the erection of B2 
and B8 units on this site. The committee 
report refers to the applicant’s proposed 
ecological compensatory measures and 
submitted Habitat Management Plan in 
response to Pol NE1; which were material 
factors in determination, as were the 
area’s prior identification as a ‘broad 
location for employment’ in the Core 
Strategy, and the District’s general 
residual employment alnd requirements 
for Leek.  
 
For the above reasons the site is 
proposed as an employment allocation in 
the emerging Local Plan. The site-specific 
policy will require schemes include 
appropriate ecological impact 
mitigation/compensation measures. 

PO3923 Mr John Coxon Emery Planning 
Partnership 

    Broad Area EM2 
(Leekbrook) 

Support Emery Planning is instructed by 
Wainhomes (North West) Limited to submit 
representations to the Preferred Option 
Site and Boundaries Consultation Booklet. 
The representations are made specifically 
with regard to our client ’ s site adjacent to 
Wardle Gardens, Leekbrook. [Refer 
to Report attached to Question 1 which 
also covers this question]. 

 Comments noted.  

PO698 Mr John Burnett       LE150 
(Newtown 
House) 

Support This area appears suitable for this 
purpose. 

 Comments noted. 

PO906 Mrs Tracy McMullen       LE150 
(Newtown 
House) 

Object This is indicated as being a mixed- use or 
employment site yet has a housing 
allocation of 180 dwellings.The congestion 
of traffic on this road with the Co-op head 
office and All Saints school is very 
heavy.Even crossing the road at a non 
peak time is difficult, impossible in the rush 
hours.Add to that another 180 houses?? 
What are the proposals to address this and 

 The emerging Local Plan anticpates that 
around 1.5ha of the site is anticipated for 
employment use; the remaining site area 
could accommodate approximately 179 
dwellings, based on realistic housing 
density assumptions.  
 
The Council consults SCC Highways 
during every stage of Local Plan 
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why is it down as mixed use when the plan 
says 179 dwellings? 

preparation; you can view their responses 
over proposed allocations on the 
Council’s Site Allocations portal, including 
the ‘Site Options Assessment’ tables.  
 
SCC Highways did not object to mixed 
use development of this site subject to 
upgrading of access road to adoptable 
standard, submission of transport 
assessment, and further pedestrian/cycle 
links. In the event of development 
proposals upon this site, the Council 
would need to be satisfied that adequate 
and safe access to the public highway 
could be achieved and schemes having 
significant transport impacts would be 
assessed against relevant NPPF policy 
(including scope for contributions for 
highway improvements, where 
appropriate). 
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PO1296 Justin Milward Woodland Trust     LE150 
(Newtown 
House) 

Object (Summary - please see attached document 
for full version) ASNW - Ballington Wood at 
Grid Ref SJ989553 is adjacent.  We are 
concerned that proposed development 
adjacent or in proximity to the wood will 
have negative impacts on it, causing 
damage and potential loss. Ancient 
woodland is defined as an irreplaceable 
natural resource that has remained 
constantly wooded since at least AD1600. 
The length at which ancient woodland 
takes to develop and evolve (centuries, 
even millennia), coupled with the vital links 
it creates between plants, animals and 
soils accentuate its irreplaceable status. 
The varied and unique habitats ancient 
woodland sites provide for many of the 
UK's most important and threatened fauna 
and flora species cannot be re-created and 
cannot afford to be lost. With Staffordshire 
Moorlands District Council showing a 
valuable above average ancient woodland 
resource at 3.09% of land area compared 
to a UK average of 2.5%, it is critical that 
this irreplaceable natural resource is 
absolutely protected in this Document and 
highlighted appropriately. Development 
impacts on ancient woodland in a number 
of ways: Chemically through acidification, 
eutrophication and toxic pollution, 
Disturbance by noise, light, trampling and 
other human activity, Fragmentation as a 
result of the destruction of adjacent semi-
natural habitats, Development provides a 
source of non-native plants and aids their 
colonisation, Any effect of development 
can impact cumulatively on ancient 
woodland - this is much more damaging 
than individual effects. We would 
recommend a buffer zone of at least 50 
metres of semi-natural vegetation would be 
required to protect the woodland from the 
change in land use on the site for each 
allocation.  This 50m should be included as 
part of the policy for each site.  

According to the 2006 NERC Act, the 
Council must in its Planmaking, have 
regard to the purpose of conserving 
biodiversity. 
 
The site was subject to a Phase I 
ecological survey in 2014. The site report 
acknowledges the site’s proximity to this 
ancient woodland (and Ladydale SBI etc); 
and factors this into subsequent 
evaluation/conclusions, recommending a 
number of further surveys/actions would 
be appropriate prior to development, 
including the creation of a buffer zone 
with the woodland given its AWI status.  
 
Also the Council’s 2016 ecology study 
considers the scope for ‘local wildlife 
site’ (ie.SBI) designation for all preferred 
option sites, concluding that LE150 “has 
medium ecological value in its potential to 
support protected species. The site 
habitats are considered to be of nature 
conservation value at district level only. 
However, more information is required 
regarding the scattered trees on site in 
order to establish their ecological 
importance, and the potential to support a 
population of reptiles and badgers.” 
 
Development proposals will need to 
consider the findings of these reports and 
will be assessed against relevant Local 
Plan and NPPF ecological policy including 
Pol NE1. Note that the emerging Local 
Plan will contain policies specific to 
tree/foliage protection and already cover 
ancient woodland protection.  
 
The site-specific policy fro LE150 will 
require schemes incorporate an eastern 
buffer.  
 
 

PO2043 Mrs Taylor Leek Town 
Council 

    LE150 
(Newtown 
House) 

Object It's not an industrial location and the area 
would be spoilt if used for industrial 
purposes - it should be used for housing 
only. 

Leek has residual general employment 
land requirement (of around 8ha to 2031) 
and the Council must demonstrate that it 
will fully meet this to have a sound Local 
Plan in place.  
 



Question 9 Do you have any comments on the proposed mixed-use or employment sites in Leek? 
 

    9 
 

ID Consultee Name Company / 
Organisation 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisation 

Allocation Support/Object/General 
Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

General employment purposes 
encompasses light industry/officing 
through to general industry and 
warehousing. Government Policy 
promotes mixed land uses and 
sustainable development patterns, subject 
to proper consideration of amenity 
impacts (such as noise). The site will 
attract a dedicated Local Plan policy, and 
subsequent proposals will be assessed 
this and the NPPF. Strategic Policy SS4 
in the emerging Local Plan provides an 
indication of the split between office and 
other industrial land requirements 
generally. 

PO2572 Mrs Maggie Taylor Sport England     LE150 
(Newtown 
House) 

Object This mixed use allocation will involve the 
loss of tennis courts.  This needs to be 
justified in terms of NPPF Par 74 or the 
tennis courts replaced by the developer 
and required by supporting text in the 
allocations document. 

The tennis courts were not included on 
the map as open space as they were a 
private facility associated with the nearby 
office complex.  They are now disused 
and in poor condition.  
 

PO2884 James Chadwick Staffordshire 
County Council 

    LE150 
(Newtown 
House) 

General comment LE150 is immediately adjacent to a Site of 
Biological Importance which is also Ancient 
Woodland and supports a habitat of 
principal importance.  Appropriate layout 
and design will be required to avoid 
impacts on this woodland. 

• See response to PO1296 
 

PO3927 Mr Jon Power       LE150 
(Newtown 
House) 

Support HOW Planning has been instructed by the 
Co-operative Bank to submit 
representations to the Preferred Options in 
relation to its land ownership at Newton 
House in Leek (Draft Site Reference: 
LE150).  This submission seeks to promote 
the exceptional opportunity at Newton 
House, a highly sustainable brownfield site 
that is suitable for a residential-led mix of 
uses; and to provide detailed information to 
the Council which can be accurately 
reflected in the emerging Local Plan. [The 
following 4 attachments are submitted: A 
completed Preferred Options Sites and 
Development Boundaries Consultation 
Response Form A summary letter which 
outlines the basis for these representations 
A Development Statement (prepared by 
HOW Planning and Masterplanners 
3DReid) that fully demonstrates the 
development capacity of land at Newton 
House and the exceptional opportunity it 
presents to utilise a site that is suitable, 

 Support and attachments noted. 
 
The emerging Local Plan will contain a 
site-specific policy for LE150 which will 
provide for at least 1.5ha employment 
land alongside housing land; and will 
require incorporation of eastern wildlife 
buffer. 
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available and deliverable for a mix of uses 
An executive summary of an Employment 
Market Demand Review (undertaken by 
Cushman and Wakefield) which assesses 
the redevelopment potential of the site in 
terms of suitable land uses (bearing in 
mind its historic use for employment 
purposes), taking into account market 
considerations and supply and demand 
factors. 

PO3933 Mr Mike O Brien WYG     LE150 
(Newtown 
House) 

General comment [Refer to submitted Representations 
Report attached to Question 1 which 
states]: This is a prominent existing 
employment site located within a viable 
employment location and the site is 
considered to be more appropriate for 
employment expansion than for housing. 
Additionally, the development of the 
agricultural land to the south of Newton 
House would result in the merging of Leek 
with Birchall to the south. [Report 
questions the stated housing yield/density 
on this site; and the %age split between 
housing and employment uses]. The over-
optimistic density is likely to result in further 
under delivery of housing in Leek and 
across the district as a whole, further 
increasing the shortfall. 

Leek has both residual housing-  and 
general employment- land requirements 
and the Council must demonstrate that it 
will fully meet these to have a sound 
Local Plan in place. Government Policy 
promotes mixed land uses, subject to 
proper consideration of amenity impacts. 
The site only encompasses curtilage to 
Newton House, so is not agricultural 
land,and already falls within the town 
development boundary (as does Birchall). 
 
The housing yield is based on a 34.1/ha 
density. However the yield in the 
emerging Local Plan is intended as a 
guide and future proposals must have 
regard to landscape (and other) evidence 
– the Council’s 2016 landscape impact 
study concluded that the site is of low 
landscape sensitivity however the high 
point in the SE of the site should not be 
developed. The Council will also require 
the incorporation of eastern wildlife buffer 
within schemes. 
 
The Council must demonstrate to an 
inspector that the sites contained in the 
Local Plan are likely to come forward and 
viability is a key issue. 

PO411 Mr David John Allen       LE235 (Cornhill) Object Better all empolyment natural extension to 
Leek Brook and Barnfield areas.  

Leek has a residual general employment 
land requirement (of around 8ha to 2031) 
and the Council must demonstrate that it 
will fully meet this to have a sound Local 
Plan in place. Whilst the Council is 
proposing an allocation at Leekbrook 
(Leek EM2) it is considered more 
appropriate to ‘spread’ provision for the 
town across the Leek wards (along good 
road links) to better serve the market. 
Also LE150 would benefit from proximity 
to a southern link road at Cornhill. 
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PO2583 Consultation Service Natural England     LE235 (Cornhill) General comment Natural England notes the proposed 
preferred site for allocation in Leek. We 
note that it is located close to and/or 
adjoining existing areas of open space and 
green infrastructure. Suitable 
enhancements of existing open spaces’ 
may be required together with appropriate 
management (and funding thereof) in order 
to allow these open spaces to function 
effectively during the local plan period. 
Similarly the development of these 
preferred sites (if progressed) will need to 
include suitable multi-functional green 
infrastructure. Adopted local plan spatial 
objectives SO8 & 9 refer together with 
policies such as DC1 Design 
Considerations, DC3 landscape and 
settlement setting, and C3 Green 
Infrastructure. 

The Council has produced a Draft Green 
Infrastructure Strategy for consultation 
alongside the next draft version of the 
Local Plan.  The strategy identifies green 
infrastructure corridors around the towns 
and lists particular issues in relation to 
that corridor which can be addressed as 
part of the relevant site policy and / or at 
the planning application stage.  Similarly, 
a public open space study is underway 
covering all designated public open 
spaces in the Staffordshire Moorlands.  
One of the areas this will advise on is 
where improvements are needed to these 
spaces and new development in the 
vicinity could contribute towards this.  The 
Council has also designated Local Green 
Spaces in line with criteria set out in the 
NPPF and the Council will seek to 
facilitate improvements to these areas 
where required. 
 

PO2900 James Chadwick Staffordshire 
County Council 

    LE235 (Cornhill) General comment Site LE235 has no obvious access route 
that can be determined from the plan. This 
should not be through the existing 
residential streets. 

SCC Highways advise that access to the 
site should (whether or not via link road) 
be onto the existing roundabout junction 
onto A520, not via Sandon Street. 
Connectivity measures for pedestrians 
and cyclists into the town centre may also 
be appropriate. The 2016 Council 
Masterplan for the site similarly shows 
vehicular access onto this roundabout 
only.  

PO2883 James Chadwick Staffordshire 
County Council 

    LE235 (Cornhill) General comment LE235 includes a Biodiversity Alert Site 
supporting a habitat of principal 
importance.  Off-site mitigation of loss of 
this habitat would be required to meet 
NPPF biodiversity policy guidance. 

 The Council’s Core Strategy Policy NE1 
(Biodiversity and Geological Resources) 
sets out the circumstances when 
mitigatory or compensatory measures 
would be required for development 
proposals affecting regional/local 
designated sites. 
 
The Council commissioned ecological 
consultants in 2016 to carry out a detailed 
phase I ecological survey for the Cornhill 
site, including LWS assessment of the 
western BAS. It concluded that 
connecting habitat should be maintained 
as much as possible along the southern 
and western boundaries of LE235; and 
that the BAS area continues to support 
diverse grassland of sufficient value to 
qualify as an SBI. Therefore  
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compensation for development of the 
BAS should be made (alternative habitat 
area). The study also made 
recommendations for further 
actions/survey work in the event of future 
development. 
 
The site-specific policy in the emerging 
Local Plan will require that appropriate 
mitigatory/compensatory measures apply 
to development of the BAS. Proposals 
would also have to conform to the 
Biodiversity and Geological Resources 
policy in the emerging Local Plan, Cornhill 
masterplan, and ecological report for the 
site. 
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PO77 MR 
DARREN 
HOOLEY 

      Support This site is ideally situated next to new and existing housing and 
is in a sustainable location, a short walk from Leek town centre 
and less than 200m from a bus stop. Development of this site will 
ease the pressure to build on more sensitive sites. Staffordshire 
highways have been consulted and raise no issues with the 
development of this site. 

 Support from the owner of the site noted.  

PO142
4 

Mrs A 
Williams 

      Support This site is ideal for both the school expansion and a new housing 
development. In addition the development of this site would 
reduce pressure to build on more sensitive sites elsewhere. The 
site is less than 200 metres from  a bus stop and also a very short 
walk from the amenities of Leek which would restrict the need/use 
of vehicles. 

 Comments noted.  The Council considers 
the sustainability/accessibility of all 
potential housing sites. A sustainability 
appraisal report is being published for 
consultation alongside the Preferred 
Options Local Plan July 2017. The SA 
Report considers the economic, social 
and environmental effects of proposed 
development site allocations including 
access to services and facilities.    
 
If additional middle school space within 
Leek is required it is considered this site 
could be suitable to expand the existing 
Churnet View Middle School. 
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its 
selection of ‘Preferred’ allocation sites 
from wider sites. This includes landspace 
impact evidence and other studies. The 
Council must balance all relevant 
evidence when deciding over preferred 
allocations.  
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PO936
6 

Mr David & 
Ros 
Barnes & 
Tyrrell 

      Object Response form submitted [attached] that objects to 
proposed housing allocation at ADD01: access via Ball Haye 
Road already full to capacity any further development would 
worsen traffic levels The re-drafting of the town boundary to 
encompass ADD01 is taking away more greenfield site from the 
town perimeter, an unacceptable encroachment on public 
countryside there is a right of way to enable access for 
agricultural vehicles and livestock which runs across ADD01 from 
the track to Wardle Barn Farm to land owned by Horsecroft Farm. 
Question how will vehicles access land associated with 
Horsecroft Farm Nightingale Estate mostly unoccupied.  This 
questions the need for further development in this area, 
particularly when open countryside is being used instead of the 
many brownfield sites. 

The Council consults SCC Highways 
during every stage of Local Plan 
preparation; you can view their responses 
over proposed allocations on the 
Council’s Site Allocations portal, including 
the ‘Site Options Assessment’ tables. 
They raise no objection to allocation of 
this site.  In the event of development 
proposals upon this site, the Council 
would need to be satisfied that adequate 
and safe access to the public highway 
could be achieved and schemes having 
significant transport impacts would be 
assessed against relevant NPPF policy 
(including scope for contributions for 
highway improvements, where 
appropriate). 
 
The Council must demonstrate that it will 
fully meet residual housing (and 
education) requirements for Leek to have 
a sound Local Plan in place. However this 
requirement does not have to be met 
100% from land allocations – 
unanticipated development of other urban 
brownfield/greenfield sites counts too – 
the Local Plan explains how assumptions 
about future windfall housing are factored 
in (resulting in a lower requirement). 
However there is insufficient capacity to 
meet this requirement  entirely from sites 
within the Leek town boundary alone 
resulting in proposed sites both within the 
urban area, and greenfield peripheral 
“urban extensions”. The Council would 
ensure development proposals respect 
the routes of public rights of way; stating 
this in site allocations policies, where 
relevant. 
 
Local Plan Policy T2 supports and 
promotes the development of a network of 
safe walking, horse riding and cycling 
routes,  linking communities and 
recreational/tourist areas; and requires 
that all legally recognised public rights of 
way affected by development are 
protected (or diverted where necessary) 
and, where possible, enhanced. 
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PO115 Mrs Alison 
Campion 

      Object No reason for new houses on green space that should be 
available for all to enjoy. 

 The Council must demonstrate that it will 
fully meet residual housing (and 
education) requirements for Leek to have 
a sound Local Plan in place. However this 
requirement does not have to be met 
100% from land allocations – 
unanticipated development of other urban 
brownfield/greenfield sites counts too – 
The emerging Local Plan explains how 
assumptions about future windfall housing 
have been factored in (resulting in a lower 
requirement). However there is insufficient 
capacity to meet this requirement  entirely 
from sites within the Leek town boundary 
alone resulting in proposed sites both 
within the urban area, and greenfield 
peripheral “urban extensions”. The 
Council uses evidence to justify its 
selection of ‘Preferred’ allocation sites 
from wider sites including landspace 
impact evidence). The Council must 
balance all relevant evidence when 
deciding over preferred allocations. 
 
The public/visual open spaces proposed 
by the Council are those mapped in the 
emerging Local Plan. Local Plan policies 
seek to improve public access to open 
spaces/recreation generally where this is 
consistent with other policies. Note there 
is no automatic public right to cross 
privately owned land beyond public rights 
of way. 
 
The Council is undertaking a review of 
open space, sport and recreation facilties 
which includes an updated playing pitch 
strategy. Any inconsistencies will be 
investigated as part of this updated work. 

PO1679 
 
 
PO1673 
 
 
PO1649 
 
 
PO1643 
 
 

Mr N A 
Brundrett 
 
MRS A 
Staton 
 
Mrs G 
Webster 
 
Mrs J 
Lownds 
 

      Object I am writing to protest against the latest version of the site 
allocation plan for the SMDC. The site references of particular 
interest are: LE022, LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142A, LE142B. 
The grounds for that are:  
 
Loss of important local amenity – The Mount is a very important 
open space close to the town.  
 
Visual impact – restrict important skyline and further afield. The 
proposed sites are near or run on particularly at night with street 
lighting.  
 

 See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 
The Council consults with SCC Education 
during Local Plan preparation, and SCC 
have indicated a need for additional first- 
and middle- school land provision in Leek 
resulting from the town’s development 
requirements. These are laid out in the 
emerging Local Plan.  
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PO1638 
 
 
PO1667 
 
PO1661 
 
PO1655 
 
 
PO4766 
 
 
PO4755 
 
 
 
PO4750 

Mr W 
Johnson 
 
Mr S Panek 
 
Mr A Panek 
 
Miss J 
Panek 
 
Mrs A 
Lomas 
 
Mr & Mrs P 
& J 
Whitehurst 
 
Miss L 
Whitehurst 
 
 

Impact for infrastructure – primary schools in particular (Leek 1 st 
school and Beresford Memorial School) will struggle to keep up 
demand and the situation where some children already have to 
school in the west of leek will become more common.  
 
Mount Road is a route of Staffordshire  Moorlands Walk a very 
popular route for Leisure activities such as running, cycling and 
walking.  
 
High quality Landscape – unsympathetic to landscape and the 
character and quality of the area. Urbanisation of the country lane 
that is mount road – if all 6 developments procede then the 500 
houses would be constructed.  
 
Mount Road would be linking the Ashbourne and Buxton Roads. 
The spatial distribution of the proposed access sites across leek 
is unbalance – there will not be sufficient demand to build all of 
these houses on one side of the town so the council will not meet 
its housing needs in any event.  
 
The Mount is, and has been a great source of pleasure for many 
people over years. It needs to stay that way in order that the 
future generations have as much enjoyment out of this as our 
generation has. 
 
  
 

 
The Council uses evidence to justify its 
selection of ‘Preferred’ allocation sites 
from wider sites. This includes landspace 
impact evidence. The most recent 2016 
landscape impact study assessed impacts 
from the Peak Park, and concluded that 
the various Mount sites exhibited low- 
through to high- landscape sensitivity; 
also providing recommendations 
regarding mitigatory measures. Site 
LE022: the site fits well within the existing 
settlement pattern, as it is adjacent to 
existing development and enclosed by 
these tree belts to the south. 
Development of the site could potentially 
improve the approach to Leek on 
Ashbourne Road, as it could screen 
existing views of the service station to the 
north. Site is of low landscape sensitivity. 
Note that landscape evidence must be 
weighed against all other relevant 
evidence when the Council selects 
‘Preferred’ sites.  
 
Issues such as external lighting in 
schemes can be controlled by the 
Council’s amenity policies. Streetlighting 
is a matter controlled by SCC Highways. 
 
Development proposals affecting the 
routes of recognised public rights of way 
would need to make allowance for them.  
 
The Council consults with SCC Highways 
during Local Plan preparation. SCC did 
not raise any objections to Preferred 
Options sites 
LE022/LE127/LE128/LE140/LE142A/LE1
42B subject to development in this area 
contributing to the improvement of Mount 
Road including provision of footways and 
pedestrian links. Also Kniveden Lane 
should be brought up to adoptable 
standard with the implementation of 
footways. Further junction improvements 
at Mount Road/Ashbourne Road may also 
be appropriate. The Council would assess 
schemes having significant transport 
impacts against relevant NPPF and Local 
Plan policy (including requirement to 
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provide highways improvements where 
deemed appropriate).  
 
The Council is undertaking Local Plan 
viablity work which will consider the 
viability of preferred option sites. 

PO1746 Mr Anthony 
Clark 

      Object LE142b, le142a, le140, Le128a, Le022, Le127 I write to object to 
the proposal to all the building of housed along mount road as set 
out in the preferred options doc. My 2 main objections are based 
on the implications for the environment and the traffic. 
 
Environment – For generations Mount Road has been a favourite 
walking/cycling/horse riding route for many residents of Leek. It is 
easily accessible (not requiring a car to reach it) and is quiet safe 
place by way which can be used by all people of all ages in all 
weathers. The major attraction is walkers are the outstanding 
vista the road provides both town and county. The proposed 
building at the north would destroy the turn the road into a noisy, 
busy thoroughfare, that would be unsafe and unpleasant for 
walkers and all over leisure users. The proposed housing at the 
southern end of the road would mean the views of the town would 
be lost. At a time when all our members of society are being 
encouraged to take more exercise the destruction of the mount is 
free, natural gym, seems very short sighted. Immediate area 
Mount road is not a wide enough area to safely take a major 
increase in traffic. The existing access points to this area off 
Buxton Road and Ashbourne Road are adequate for the present 
level of traffic but are wholly inadequate and dangerous for the 
high volume of vehicles. If as is most likely, Kniveden Lane was 
upgraded at its top end to allow access by vehicles the 
consequences for its junction with Ashbourne Road causes 
minimal amount of problems. An increase in traffic will queues will 
lead to frustration and rash decisions by drivers. This in turn 
would lead to calls for the removal of the trees and the 
destruction of a wonderful entrance to the town. Town Residents 
living in the proposed housing development will need to work and 
shop. Where will they go to do these activities? Traffic The 
consequences of the traffic of building many houses both in the 
immediate area and the town as whole will be very marked. Work 
Very few work in Buxton or Ashbourne which re easily accessible 
from the mount. The vast majority work in the town centre, the 
barn field’s industrial estate or on Cheadle road. Those 
commuting out of the town centre will be heading mostly to stoke 
Macclesfield/Manchester. All these people will have to drive 
through the town centre. One look at the map would tell anyone 
that the major building works to the east of leek will cause major 
traffic problems. If building must take place on the mount, though 
I doubt there is a need, the least environmentally damaging site 
LE142b and LE140. Is there not a possibility of the building on 
the site existing site of Kniveden Hall (which is screened of by 

 See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 
The Council’s emerging Local Plan 
already contains a policy (T2) protecting 
existing railway lines from development; 
and supporting recreational re-use etc. 
The Mount does not contain any such 
routes. 
 
The Council consults with SCC Highways 
during Local Plan preparation. SCC did 
not raise any objections to Preferred 
Options sites 
LE022/LE127/LE128/LE140/LE142A/LE1
42B subject to development in this area 
contributing to the improvement of Mount 
Road including provision of footways and 
pedestrian links. Also Kniveden Lane 
should be brought up to adoptable 
standard with the implementation of 
footways. Further junction improvements 
at Mount Road/Ashbourne Road may also 
be appropriate. The Council would assess 
schemes having significant transport 
impacts against relevant NPPF and Local 
Plan policy (including requirement to 
provide highways improvements where 
deemed appropriate).  
 
The Preferred Options also set out the 
Council’s proposals for additional retail 
floorspace, and employment land across 
the District, where there is an identified 
need for these. 
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its 
selection of ‘Preferred’ allocation sites 
from wider sites. This includes landspace 
impact evidence and a Green Belt 
Review. The western edge of Leek is 
covered by Green Belt (requiring more 
onerous justification to allocate compared 
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trees) and the old Social Services building? These sites would be 
the least invasive environmentally but would still generate major 
traffic problems both locally and still generate a lot more traffic 
throughout the town. In 2006 New York took the far sighted 
decision to turn a disused elevated railway in a linear park (the 
high lane). Would that Leek had planners and leader of similar 
vision to develop mount road into a high lane for the benefit all off 
the community   

to non-Green Belt land). The most recent 
2016 landscape impact study concluded 
that the various Mount sites exhibited low- 
through to high- landscape sensitivity; it 
also provided recommendations regarding 
mitigatory measures. They concluded Site 
LE066: is located beyond the ridge of 
Mount Road, which currently screens 
views of Leek from the PDNP. The 
woodland within the site provides 
screening of existing development within 
Leek. Development within the site would 
be visually prominent and could 
potentially affect the setting of the PDNP. 
Site is of high landscape sensitivity. Note 
that landscape and Green Belt evidence 
must beweighed against all other relevant 
evidence when the Council selects 
‘Preferred’ sites. All proposed sites must 
also be the subject of sustainability 
appraisal (the Council’s S.A. will be 
published as part of its evidence base). 
 
• Note that Kniveden Hall LE066, is 
included as a residential allocation in the 
Local Plan. 

PO1600 Mrs J Smith       Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount 
as this is a natural beauty spot with open views into the 
countryside and it should need to be protected 

 See para response to PO115 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 
The Council uses evidence to justify its 
selection of ‘Preferred’ allocation sites 
from wider sites. This includes landspace 
impact evidence. The most recent 2016 
landscape impact study assessed impacts 
from the Peak Park, and concluded that 
the various Mount sites exhibited low- 
through to high- landscape sensitivity; 
also providing recommendations 
regarding mitigatory measures. Note that 
landscape evidence must be weighed 
against all other relevant evidence when 
the Council selects ‘Preferred’ sites. 
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PO4824 Mrs L 
Scragg 

      Object I would like for to make it known that I oppose the above on 
numerous grounds. The Mount in Leek has always been 
somewhere for the people of Leek to walk, cycle, jog, ride around 
not just people up end of the Town but people from all areas, 
young and old and in-between. The views, the Countryside is 
there for all to enjoy and appreciate, and we do. The road is not 
big enough now for all the extra traffic that is using it never mind 
more homes and a school. The Government wants to be 
healthier, do more exercise, get out and move, where will the 
joggers, cyclist go? If you sat up there for 24hours you would 
understand how used The Mount is used for recreation, pleasure 
and socializing, it’s a free beautiful gymnasium – its where the 
children go to see their 1 st lamb or donkey walkers go to 
remember their youth and reflect on their lives, it’s a place that 
puts lives into prospective and brings the troubled some peace. 
Please let we and our children’s children keep the mount 

 See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

  See para response to P1600 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways 

 
 
 
 

PO9161 Mrs Kath 
Fernyhough 

      Object Please note that this email is an objection to the following site 
references regarding the development of Mount Road 
Leek.,  LE142b, LE142a, LE140, LE128a, LE127, LE022 We are 
residents of Kniveden Lane leek, and so we feel that we are well 
qualified to tell you why this development would be so disastrous 
for Leek.  The Mount is an area of natural beauty which is used 
every single day of the year, by walkers, joggers, sightseers, 
cyclists, and people who enjoy it just for the sheer pleasure of the 
calm, peaceful area it provides us with. It is used by our senior 
citizens, who use the Mount as a daily walk to help keep them fit, 
and they enjoy sitting on one of the benches that have been left 
by the people of Leek for the people of Leek, to sit and chat or 
pass the time of day with other walkers. Good for the body and 
soul. It is an area that we, our parents, grandparents and children 
have enjoyed for many years, and if this development goes 
ahead our grandchildren and future generations will be denied 
this.  It is an area of natural beauty that is home to a wide 
selection of wildlife. From hearing the owls hooting late evening 
and into the night, to the woodpeckers tapping away in the 
woods. From the bats swooping past in search of food to the 
kestrels that hover over the ground looking for their next meal. 
And the home of badgers and foxes. To name but a few. If this 
development goes ahead the homes of these beautiful animals 
and birds will be lost. Another loss for future generations and the 
townspeople of Leek, who you are supposed to represent the 
views of, so please take the time to read this and understand how 
passionate the people of Leek are about our beautiful green open 
space.  As well as the above losses, the development will cause 
many problems. Namely access to and from Mount road. If 
planning permission is granted for all these new homes, imagine 
how many extra cars, delivery vans, school buses and refuse 
collectors will have to use Mount Road. If in excess of 400 homes 
are built, that will mean that there will probably be in excess of 
800 extra cars on a daily basis. Mount road can not deal with this. 

  See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

  See para response to P1600 
about landscape evidence 

 
Note that none of the Mount sites falls 
within the Green Belt, whereas the 
western edge of Leek has Green Belt 
status. Whilst Councils can allocate within 
the Green Belt National Planning policy is 
clear that this requires exceptional 
circumstances to justify (as compared to 
non-Green Belt). The Council recently 
completed a Green Belt Review which 
assessed the suitability for retention of all 
areas of Green Belt in the District, against 
the five Green Belt ‘purposes’ set out in 
the NPPF. This will be used by the 
Council alongside other evidence 
inprogressing its Local Plan.  The NPPF 
also allows for consideration of 
development proposals that would 
represent ‘limited infilling’, or in some 
cases redevelopment of ‘brownfield’  sites 
in the Green Belt. 
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its 
selection of ‘Preferred’ allocation sites 
from wider sites, including ecological 
evidence: The Mount sites LE022/ LE127/ 
LE128/ LE140/ LE142A/ LE142B were 
subject to a Phase I ecological survey in 
2014 and a later 2017 ecology study 
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Our worries are as follows :- The exit from Mount road onto 
Buxton Road goes straight out into a 40mph area, opposite 
another junction with Novi Lane.  The exit and entry from 
Ashbourne Road is even worse.  To exit from the Mount onto 
Ashbourne Road you again have to exit into a 40mph area If you 
want to travel to Ashbourne you have to negotiate a 30% bend 
onto a very busy road If you want to exit Mount Road onto 
Ashbourne Road and travel down into town, you still have to join 
the traffic that is traveling at speed around Lowe Hill bends.  This 
plan is dangerous, foolhardy and beyond belief. As the majority of 
people who will purchase property on Mount road will work in 
Stoke on Trent or Macclesfield, this will bring even more traffic 
that has to negotiate the town centre, which is often gridlocked 
now, let alone with a further 800 cars a day travelling through 
Leek town centre.  The only other access to Mount Road is from 
Kniveden Lane, via the unadopted road at the top of the lane. If 
this road is adopted to improve access onto the Mount, Kniveden 
Lane will become a rat run, along with Moorland Road. And it will 
not only be used by the new developments on the Mount, but by 
the estate accessed from Novi Lane, known as the Haregate 
estate. Kniveden Lane and Moorland road are residential roads in 
a residential area, and have not been built for vast amounts of 
traffic. The noise and level of traffic if this should happen would 
be very detrimental to a beautiful residential area, not to mention 
the dangers of traffic moving at speed to residents. Also the exit 
from Kniveden Lane is notoriously difficult due to the trees which 
line both sides of the junction reducing visibility to less than 50 
yards in either direction. What will you do then, cut down the trees 
to improve visibility and in the process removing more natural 
vegetation along with the fields on Mount Road that you are 
proposing to develop. As an alternative site, why do you not look 
at Macclesfield Road, the area around Foker Grange. Or develop 
some of the derelict mills that are lying empty and are nothing but 
eyesores. This way you would rid the area of the derelict 
buildings and build new more pleasing structures. We ask you to 
do the job you were voted in to do, which is to represent the 
views of the people of Leek. 

considered the scope for ‘local wildlife 
site’ (ie.SBI) designation for all preferred 
option sites. These studies set out 
evaluations of the sites followed by 
recommended further surveys/actions in 
the event of future development.  The 
Council would expect subsequent 
schemes to take account of this evidence; 
further Policy NE1 allows for the Council 
to require ecological mitigatory or 
compensatory measures where 
appropriate. Site LE022 was deemed 
mostly low biodiversity value overall in 
terms of the species poor grassland area 
but has some fairly biodiverse areas 
connected by hedgerows to the south and 
north [Some predevelopment species 
surveys recommended]. Note that ecology 
evidence must be weighed against all 
other relevant evidence when the Council 
selects ‘Preferred’ sites. 
 
Note that landscape, ecology and Green 
Belt evidence must beweighed against all 
other relevant evidence when the Council 
selects ‘Preferred’ sites. 
 

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways 

 
The Preferred Options also set out the 
Council’s proposals for additional retail 
floorspace, and employment land across 
the District, where there is an identified 
need for these. All proposed sites must 
also be the subject of sustainability 
appraisal (the Council’s S.A. will be 
published as part of its evidence base). 
 

 See para response to PO115 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 
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PO9076 Mr Simon 
Tansley 

      Object I am registering my objection to the leek plan proposals for 
building anywhere along the mount (le 
142a,b,140,128a,022,127.  To destroy this public amenity would 
be an outrageous and nigh on irreparable act of vandalism.  Any 
one who is even considering this to be a way forwards for leek 
town should walk from ashbourne road to buxton road to see 
precisely what we would lose in terms of beauty and nature.  This 
is an asset that Leek should be celebrating not destroying. 

 See para response to PO115 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

  See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 See para response to P1600 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO9161 
about western Green Belt 

 
PO9085 Mr Simon 

Halliday 
Eclipse 
Broadcast 
Ltd 

    Object I'm writing to you to let you know about my concerns for the 
proposed house building scheme. I live [near] LE022, a small field 
which is earmarked for development. Our house is a little strange 
in that we only have a small front garden, and no windows on the 
rear, meaning our only outlook is on this field, which provides us 
with some privacy and a buffer from the main Ashbourne road. 
We derive a great deal of pleasure from our view, we also spend 
a lot of time watching birds in our garden, a large proportion of 
which live in the trees bordering the field.  Theres also a few 
goats and pigs in the field, which are very popular with all the 
local residents, every day there are people feeding them, looking 
at them and bringing children to see them, my partner in 
particular has a great affinity with them, treating them like pets. 
We moved to this house from Ball Green where we were living in 
an estate, and have really enjoyed the quiet country aspect to the 
location. Another aspect to this is the top of Ashbourne Road 
where the field entrance is, is where the speed limit reduces from 
50 to 30, meaning this is a fast section of road as cars either 
accelerate towards the 50 sign, or are still travelling at speed past 
the field.  If this site is developed, it will make this section even 
more dangerous. If this site is developed, it means we will lose 
our privacy and our house/garden will be completely overlooked, 
we lose our view, noise levels will increase and the animals will 
have to either be moved or put down. We feel this will completely 
destroy our quality of life. [Photograph submitted showing the 
view out of rear garden to LE022]. 

The Council’s design and amenity Policies 
and standards will be applied to 
subsequent planning schemes across 
allocated sites. 
 

 See para response to PO9161 on 
ecology evidence 
 

The ecological evidence deemed LE022 
to be of ‘local’ importance only, and of low 
biodivesity value.   
 

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways 
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PO9129 Mr Richard 
Harding 

      Object It is shocking to think that a much valued area of Leek, enjoyed 
by many thousands of people each year that gives stunning views 
over many hundreds of acres of Moorland, is a valued place for 
recreation by the people to walk, hike, cycle, enjoy or just to rest 
with the freedom of a tranquil setting over the land of the 
Moorlands will be destroyed forever and what for, the offer of 
cash to the Council for each new house to be built to be spent by 
the Council that we all know will be wasted in ways only 
Councils inimitably can do whilst the result will be a beauty spot 
for Leek people will be destroyed forever.  The Council can sit 
back and think the money was worth it yet they sit in splendid 
isolation allowing the areas they are elected to protect be 
destroyed. I wonder how the local and Staffs Council can think 
that the huge increase in housing is necessary bearing in 
mind  that the shameful destruction of a much loved part of Leek 
will be replaced by huge housing estates on The Mount making it 
appear like a mini version of the Berlin Wall. I regularly see 
hundreds of people on weekends and on summer days, walking, 
dog walking, jogging and horse riding along Mount Road and if 
these awful plans are put in place The Mount will be a danger to 
all road users and will take on an ugly factor that is part and 
parcel of building on rural fields loved by so many people and all 
imposed without once allowing the voters of Leek the change to 
have their say on the planning issues that have secretly been 
imposed. Where is the democratic right of the people of Leek int 
his issue? Sold out to building firms who look on greedily at the 
profits they can make with help from a submissive Council who 
dare not fight for Leek people. It is worrying is that all the planning 
proposals for the Leek Moorlands were taken in secrecy denying 
people of the Moorland the chance to put forward their views and 
objections for all these houses to be built without ever once 
considering that there is not sufficient employment in the town to 
employ even 1 in 100 of people who might live in these imposed 
properties  and there clearly seems to be a total the lack of 
schools to educate the huge increase in children and a the lack of 
Health Care provision in respect to GP services and hospital care 
for the area. There is also the huge impact on the roads and the 
congestion that is already a great problem in Leek. It is as if the 
Council is blind or inept at seeing the problems that all these 
extra houses will cause but it seems that everything will be 
decided in the same manner as the destruction of the old town 
centre round about we were informed would ease traffic but 
contrary to all Council ideas the reverse is true. I cannot have any 
faith in a system that has denied us the vote on these extra 6000 
houses or that the much loved Mount will be destroyed in the 
same cavalier and unthinking way as many planning issues have 
been allowed to go ahead even when so many Leek people do 
not want or need these homes to destroy The Mount. I therefore 
wish to state that I am against the building on any land along 
Mount Road AKA The Mount, so please register my objection. 

  See para response to PO115 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

  See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 
All Planning Authorities are eligible to 
receive New Homes Bonus which was 
introduced by the Government to reflect 
and incentivise housing growth in their 
areas. It is based on the amount of extra 
Council Tax revenue raised for new 
homes and is payable annually over a 6 
year period.  
 

 See para response to P1600 
about landscape evidence 
 

New development is the main way to 
deliver new or improved 
infrastructure/local facilities e.g. more 
residents may support more local 
facilities, shops and services. Some 
infrastructure needs specifically related to 
a new development will be provided as 
part of that development e.g. children’s 
play areas. National planning guidance 
states that the Council should assess the 
quality and capacity of infrastructure to 
meet forecast demands. An Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan is being prepared which will 
identify the infrastructure necessary to 
support the Local Plan proposals. It builds 
on the findings of the Development 
Capacity Study for the Core Strategy.  
Consultation and work with infrastructure 
providers is ongoing and their feedback 
will inform the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
and the Local Plan. The Council is 
working with the Staffordshire County 
Council to assess the impact proposed 
development on school capacity, what 
additional capacity is needed and how this 
can be delivered.  
 

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways 

 See para response to PO1746 
about additional retail and 
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employment land requirements 
 See para response to PO1679 

about educational requirements 
 
The Council must conduct public 
consultation concerning its emerging 
Local Plan as set out in the Local Plan 
regulations (or exceeding these 
requirements); and in also in accordance 
with the Council’s adopted Statement of 
Community Involvement.  All stages of the 
local Plan (including consultations) must 
be agreed by the elected Council 
Assembly; and all meetings of the Council 
Assembly are open to the public. 

PO9402 
 
 
PO9311 
 
 
PO9403 

 Carla 
Hodgkinson 
 
Ms Emily 
Hodgkinson 
 
Ms and Mr 
Carla and 
Anthony 
Hodgkinson 
and Bury 

      Object I would like to register my opposition to the plans for development 
along The Mount. I was born and raised in Leek as are most of 
my family. I remember being taken for long walks as child, and 
now take my nephew for those same walks; only having so much 
more appreciation for the stunning views and wildlife to be found 
in this area. As an adult, I love going round the mount. I 
appreciate the openness, the air and the views and as I have 
grown up have learnt to value and cherish this local area. I know 
it is valued by many local people for similar reasons. It is a 
wonderful asset to Leek which cannot be found elsewhere. In this 
age of government encouraging activity and reduction of 
population obesity, locals can walk their dog, go for a run or 
walk whilst savouring the views and see nature on the doorstep. 
Something to be encouraged and supported. Leek is very lucky to 
have such a wonderful asset as part of its town and councillors 
would be well advised to recognise its importance to their locality. 
If councillors wish to see houses, roads and urbanisation as part 
of their tenure, I suggest they visit 'The Potteries' or move to the 
nearest loss of urban space to understand the impact of building 
for the short-term gain. As well as the benefits to Leek having 
such a widely used and accessible area, one should consider the 
risks and very real hazards to creating such estates in a position 
where traffic flow, at both access points to the Mount, is at best, 
difficult. On exiting Mount Road, on to Ashbourne Road and 
Buxton Road, there is extremely limited vision in both directions. 
Whilst currently the traffic flow is steady, and reasonably quiet, 
my concerns lie with the difficulties which will only grow with 
increased cars, placing those increased pedestrians walking to 
the proposed development, at a genuine risk. I am not against the 
development of affordable housing; what I am against is the 
travesty of those decisions, by councillors which we elect, to take 
green belt land, before brown belt land, for potential profit, before 
the views of their constituency and the future of generations to 
come. I understand that I am far from alone in my views- I feel 
they should be taken into deep consideration before this gem in 

 See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 See para response to P1600 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways 

 See para response to PO115 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 
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the town is lost forever. 

PO9192 Mrs M 
Motum 

      Object I would like to strongly object to more houses being built on The 
Mount.   This very popular location is just a short walk from the 
town centre where you are in the countryside with far reaching 
views.  The beautiful location will command high prices, therefore 
no affordable houses will be built.  It would be a travesty of justice 
to build in such a well-loved area, used by dog walkers, walkers, 
courting couples, and car drivers.  I don't think the infrastructure 
could sustain the number of houses envisaged.  Please do not 
include this area in the local plan. 

 See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 See para response to P1600 
about landscape evidence 

 
An element of affordable housing will be 
required for all major housing schemes in 
the District, as set out in Local Plan 
Policies. The Council may also require an 
element of starter homes, and self-build 
plots on such sites. The Council’s 
housing/design policies and the NPPF 
expect that housing schemes provide for 
variegation in design; and a mix of house 
types to meet difffering socio-economic 
needs, including affordable housing. 
 
National planning guidance states that the 
Council should assess the quality and 
capacity of infrastructure to meet forecast 
demands. An Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
is being prepared which will identify the 
infrastructure necessary to support the 
Local Plan proposals. It builds on the 
findings of the Development Capacity 
Study for the Core Strategy.  Consultation 
and work with infrastructure providers is 
ongoing and their feedback will inform the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and the Local 
Plan. The Council is working with the 
Staffordshire County Council to assess 
the impact  proposed development on 
school capacity, what additional capacity 
is needed and how this can be delivered. 
A sustainability appraisal report is being 
published for consultation alongside the 
Preferred Options Local Plan July 2017. 
The SA Report considers the economic, 
social and environmental effects of 
proposed development site allocations 
including access to services and facilities.    
 

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways 
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PO9298 Mr and Ms 
Gary and 
Elaine 
Turner 

      Object I wish to object to the proposed housing development at 
the mount (all of the sites) as this is a high quality amenity area 
enjoyed by all for its views, indeed, if ever Leek is featured on  TV 
programmes the cameras usually end up doing a view of the town 
from the mount, which says it all. 

 See para response to PO115 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to P1600 
about landscape evidence 

PO9235 Mr John 
Burnett 

      Object I wish to formally object to the plans currently in consultation to 
allocate land for housing around the Mount Road in Leek. S ome 
background. I have lived in Leek all my life, as have my parents 
and Grandparents. Throughout my life I have always viewed the 
Mount as the 'Countryside' and the border between Leek and the 
Peak district.  Since I can remember I have spent many happy 
hours walking the Mount as it is an accessible area of natural 
beauty.  What makes this area important to me and to anyone 
who lives in the East end of town. There are very few circular 
walks that take in such a wide variety of terrain and views as the 
Mount does. Whichever way its walked theres uphill and down 
dale terrain that has to be completed. What makes this worth 
while for many people is the wide open vista that is presented to 
the walker as you reach the top of the Mount. I complete this walk 
most days in the Summer, and every week in the Winter, and 
strongly believe it has added to my health and well being in 
immeasurable ways. I know and speak to the many others who 
also make this part of their leisure and health routines and know 
that a large proportion of the residents of both Haregate and 
Moorland Road estates rely on this open space as much as I do. 
So - my main objection is the destruction of some beautiful 
greenfield leisure location on the outskirts of our town. However I 
have other concerns about the wider impact to others who may 
not view this as important. Leeks infrastructure is already at 
breaking point. In particular the road system is literally not fit for 
purpose. Since the short sighted decision to alter the traffic flow 
through our town was taken, the flow of traffic particularly from 
West to East has been severely curtailed resulting in large traffic 
build ups through a normal working day. I can only imagine the 
building of 100's of new houses on the East End of Leeks existing 
boundary will at best double the misery already experienced by 
hundreds of travellers each day and cause untold economic and 
environmental damage to our market town.  Additionally, I have 
serious concerns about the effects on the water run off if large 
areas of the Mount are built upon. The Mount is the highest point 
in our town, and huge amounts of water drain off it down towards 
Leek on a daily basis. Without the ground to soak up this water 
Im concerned the water table may be affected causing flooding 
and other damage to residents and infrastructure further down 
towards Leek centre. The first part of the consultation document 
says the following: They should, as far as possible, reflect the 
aspirations of local communities and should strive to contribute 
towards their wider social, economic and environmental 
objectives. Based on what I have seen of the document, I don't 
believe it succeeds in any of these fundamental objectives. Our 

 See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 See para response to P1600 
about landscape evidence  

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways  
 

The Council consults with utilities 
providers, the Environment Agency, and 
the SCC Lead Local Flood Risk Officer 
during Local Plan preparation. These 
bodies did not object to any of the Mount 
sites.  The SFRA provides an overview of 
flood risk from all sources across the 
District, and will be used alongside formal 
EA responses regarding proposed 
allocations.  
 
Note that Local Plan Policy will require 
that, wherever possible, development will 
promote the reduction of flood risk by the 
use of sustainable drainage techniques as 
per the Flood and Water Management 
Act., as well as taking opportunities to 
contribute to wider Council objectives 
such as its emerging Green infrastructure 
Network; to enhancing biodiversity and 
recreation opportunities etc. 
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local community want a town that is prosperous but also one in 
which people want to live and work. We should strive to be better 
than what we are but not to the detriment of what makes people 
want to live in Leek in the first place. I hope you seriously take on 
board my views as well as the views of 
other community members. We live in a democracy and as such I 
genuinely believe that if a decision doesn't have the backing of 
the community it shouldn't be pushed through. 

PO9211 Mrs E 
Adams 

      Object I wish to place my strong objections to the proposals to build 
house on the mount, leek.  It would devastate this beautiful area 
which benefits  tourists and residents alike.  Objections also 
relate to roads, schools, doctors etc. Please please rethink your 
plans. 

 See para response to PO115 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways  

 See para response to PO1679 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO9129 
about infrastrure delivery plan 

PO9178 Mrs E 
Adams 

      Object We would like to object to the developments proposed around 
The Mount.  This is a very popular safe area to walk.  It has a 
high quality landscape which would be restricted by the 
developments and traffic would increase significantly on the roads 
linking Buxton road and Ashbourne road. Visitors to the area also 
like this walk. 

 See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 See para response to P1600 
about landscape evidence  

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways  
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PO9249 Ms Joan 
Hobster 

      Object I am writing to plead for the preservation of Mount Road, Leek, as 
an undeveloped open space and public amenity, available to all 
residents of the town. Any building on the farmland that borders 
this road will destroy the ambience and far-reaching views of this 
delightful area. It has been shown by a headcount (see Leek Post 
letters May 11 2016 ) how well used it is by walkers, joggers, 
horse-riders etc and I would like to add to that, the small but 
regular number of cars that are parked on Mount Road by elderly 
residents. They may no longer be physically able to walk far but 
can still take a short stroll, sit on a bench, enjoy the fresh air and 
admire the views. I understand that Mount Road is part of the 
Staffordshire Moorland 's Way and is walked regularly by 
individuals and organised groups. Surely a designated “Way” 
cannot be allowed to pass through a housing estate. In addition I 
see on the Council website, a leaflet suggesting a walk entitled 
“Leek Landscapes, A Country Walk“ which includes Mount Road. 
I quote from this leaflet “The route passes through attractive 
farmland and offers many interesting views of Leek and its 
setting.” If the proposed houses are built, this leaflet will have to 
be amended. I suggest, “The route passes through a new 
housing estate which obscures many interesting views of Leek 
and its setting” If building does take place, Mount Road itself 
would have to be upgraded and widened, to accommodate 
increased traffic use. An estimated 600 extra cars daily has been 
suggested. No doubt street lighting would be installed and this 
would destroy one of the few “dark sky” areas in the town. I have 
observed the night sky regularly from this location on winter 
evenings and enjoyed seeing the eastern constellations, planet 
alignments, meteor showers, the occasional comet and the 
monthly spectacle of the full moon rising. All this would be lost by 
light pollution. I understand that planners did take note of 
objections raised about the development of Mount Road in 2015 
and have reduced the proposed site allocations to either end of 
the road, thus preserving some of the views. For example, the 
field referenced LE128 will be split in two and only half of it built 
on. While appreciating this gesture to public opinion it would 
surely be only a matter of time before the inevitable “infill” would 
take place and the whole area would be lost for ever. PLEASE 
PLEASE PLEASE – SAVE THE MOUNT for future generations to 
enjoy. 

 See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 See para response to P1600 
about landscape evidence  

 See para response to PO1679 
about public rights of way 

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways  

 See para response to PO1679 
about streetlighting 

 
The Council must demonstrate to 
Planning inspector that it proposes to 
allocate sufficient land to meet its 
objectively assessed housing needs for 
the town. 
 
Note that LE128b is included alongside 
LE128A, as a residential allocation in the 
Local Plan. 

PO9086 Ms Sarah 
Griffiths 

      Object I am objecting to the planning of new housing at Mount rd, Leek. 
The area is enjoyed by young and old alike for generations. We 
do not need new housing in this peaceful wonderful area. [2015 
Options consultation representation also submited with email]. 

 See para response to PO115 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to P1600 
about landscape evidence  
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PO9375 Cllr Dani 
Ogden 

      Object An area of natural beauty should never have been considered for 
planning application in the local plan. The outrage this has 
caused with local people has been overwhelming. The Mount is 
an area accessible to open countryside for local people, it is used 
for recreational purpose and attracts visitors coming to Leek. One 
lady told me that she could walk safely with a group of people 
with learning difficulties, the volume of traffic from four hundred 
dwellings would have a severe impact on those using The Mount 
for recreation, the infrastructure alone would not only cause a 
dramatic difference to the landscape it would also affect the 
wildlife in this area. That said, LE142a [landowner] are against 
development on this land, also there appears to be no indication 
on the map as to where the boundary is belonging to [the 
landowner]. LE127 and LE128a is not suitably distributed to 
urban infrastructure. It has been suggested LE066 where 
Kniveden Hall is, Folker Grange and Holme Farm on the west 
side of Leek are developable. 

 See para response to PO115 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways  

 See para response to PO9161 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO9121 
about development capacity study 
 

The Council communicates with 
landowners of affected sites to ensure 
they are available, prior to selection. Note 
that the owner of site LE142A, as 
indicated on the Local Plan proposals 
map, has confirmed site availability.  
 

 Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is 
included as a residential allocation 
in the Local Plan. 

 
The broad justification for the Council’s 
selection of ‘preferred’ sites over other 
sites, is set out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. 
 

 See para response to PO9161 
about western Green Belt 
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PO9092 Ms Sarah 
Bishop 

      Object I would like to register my opposition to the plans for development 
along The Mount. I was born and raised in Leek as are all my 
family. I remember being dragged "round the mount" as a child 
and hated every minute of it. I left Leek in 1986 to pursue my 
career in nursing and I still return to Leek every weekend and 
Public Holiday. As an adult, I love going round the mount! I 
appreciate the openness, the air and the local views. I know it is 
valued by many local people for similar reasons. It is a wonderful 
asset to Leek which cannot be found elsewhere. In this age of 
government encouraging activity and reduction of population 
obesity, I can walk my dog, savour the views and see nature on 
the doorstep. Something to be encouraged and supported. Leek 
is very lucky indeed to have such a wonderful asset as part of its 
town and councillors would be well advised to recognise its 
importance to their locality. If councillors wish to see houses, 
roads and urbanisation as part of their tenure, I suggest they visit 
"The Potteries" or move to the nearest loss of urban space to 
understand the impact of building for the short term gain. I live still 
in the city I came to all those years ago. Back then, it was a new 
city with limits. Now, every route I can take from the centre is 
urbanised and each area is stuck "in its time" as architecture and 
design move on creating areas of decline and disrepair bringing 
new problems with the passing of time. For the love of Leek and 
its title of "Queen of the Staffordshire Moorlands" , Councillors 
need to appreciate what qualities give Leek that title and do their 
utmost to maintain them. Councillors have the opportunity to do 
the right thing for the future of Leek, not to bring in a fast buck for 
a short term gain. I hope the people of Leek are listened to when 
they say "Save The Mount"! 

 See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 See para response to P1600 
about landscape evidence  

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways  

 See para response to PO115 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 

PO9263 Mr Jeff 
Davies 

      Object I am writing to object to the designation of land on Mount Road, 
Leek as “Preferred Housing Allocation’. There are a number of 
problems with this intended designation:  

1) Overlook from the National Park - building as designated 
will adversely affect the view from the National Park   

2) Access - to increase traffic along the Mount would cause 
significant traffic problems and hazard at its junctions with 
both the Buxton and Ashbourne Roads. If Knivden Lane is 
paved then this would also cause problems with access to 
the hospital and cause a hazard at its junction with 
Ashbourne Road where there is poor visibility. Improving 
Mount Road is likely to be self-defeating as it will then 
become a rat-run between Ashbourne and Buxton Roads 
further  increasing the traffic load.  

3)  Services - there would be a significant cost to put in 
mains services as the existing water and drainage up 
Mount Road towards Padwick Farm are unlikely to 
adequate to service the proposed housing  

4)  Amenity - the Mount is a much loved local resource, 
heavily used by walkers (including dog-walkers) and 
runners.  

1. See para response to P1600 
about landscape evidence  

2. See para response to PO1746 
about  highways 

3. See para response in PO9235 
about utilities and flood risk 

4. See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

5. Notwithstanding current 
commuting patterns, the District 
as a whole has residual general 
employment land requirement, 
and Leek has a requirement (of 
around 8ha to 2031) and the 
Council must demonstrate that it 
will fully meet these along with its 
housing requirements, to have a 
sound Local Plan in place. 
Government Policy promotes 
mixed land uses, subject to proper 
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5) Location - the bulk of working residents would probably 
work in Stoke or Maccesfield and the development is on 
the wrong side of Leek as it would then increase the traffic 
‘flow’ through the centre of town 

6)  Brownfield first - development on green fields should only 
occur when all the available brownfield sites have been 
used. There are multiple opportunities for in-fill housing 
developments within Leek (e.g. Prince St) as well as 
numerous mills that are currently eyesores (e.g. both 
Maccesfield & Ashbourne Roads)   

7) Size of housing allocation - there is a significant 
discrepancy between between SMDC & Government 
figures for required housing. I believe you are seriously 
over-estimating the local housing need. By doing this you 
are making it easier for developers to cherry-pick which 
bits they want to develop rather than encouraging 
development where it would be most beneficial to and 
have the least adverse impact on the town  

8) Unnecessary blight - by over-allocating housing 
designation you will have an unnecessary adverse impact 
on the value of properties which may not in practice be 
affected by  housing development throughout the life of 
the plan 

consideration of amenity impacts 
(such as noise). The Council 
works with neighbouring planning 
authorities under its duty to 
cooperate, to explore 
opportunities for the meeting of 
development requirements cross-
border. However neighbouring 
authorities must also address their 
own development requirements. 
The Council consults with SCC 
Transport (regarding strategic 
impacts) during Local Plan 
preparation; and has regard to 
SCC’s Local Transport Plan 
Integrated Transport Strategy for 
the District. 

 See para response to PO9161 
about western Green Belt 

6. See para response to PO115 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance.  

7. Need for additional housing stems 
from a number of factors, for 
example household formation, in-
migration, linkages with future 
workforce, and other factors.The 
NPPF makes clear that housing 
projections are the starting point 
for assessing housing needs; 
however these additional factors 
should also be taken in to account 
in Council SHMAs. The Council’s 
own housing need assessments 
are set out in its evidence base on 
the website. Note that this already 
takes into consideration  empty 
properties in the Moorlands.  

8. The Council would not seek to 
over-allocate. In any event, the 
property values are not a matter 
covered by the Planning Acts. 
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ID Consultee 
Name 

Company  
/ 
Organisat
ion 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisation 

Support/Object/Ge
neral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO9170 Mr and Mrs 
S A 
Hodkinson 

      Object We are writing as a young couple concerned about the prospect 
of many more houses being built on good quality farming green 
field sites in Leek and throughout the Staffordshire Moorlands, 
especially over the Mount Road  in Leek. We use the Mount as 
many people of all ages do on a regular basis, whether it’s to 
walk the dog or to go out for a run. The Mount is used by many 
and if lost would be greatly missed. The main issue that concerns 
me with the proposed building of houses over the Mount is that 
the council & planners feel it is acceptable to potentially build 
houses on what is good quality farming green field sites. We need 
to protect our green spaces and farming land that is producing us 
with our food and local food at that. Another point to make is 
there are hundreds of empty properties throughout the 
Staffordshire Moorlands therefore if there is really a great need 
for additional housing which there is no evidence to suggest this. 
Also in this day and age we as a country are very conscious 
trying to reduce our carbon footprint and recycling everything 
possible. Therefore question why does this not apply to housing. 
There are all these properties sitting empty and you are wanting 
to build more, do we really need more if we already have so many 
empty. This includes new builds that have being built in the past 
twelve months that are vacant. Also question who are you 
expecting to buy these properties or live in them. There is 
obviously no jobs or prospects for people to want to move into 
Leek otherwise they would be here now. You only need to open 
the local paper or look on the internet there are always hundreds 
of properties at all prices for sale and up for rent in Leek. If you by 
some miracle find hundreds of families to live in these houses 
then question how do you propose to improve the infrastructure. It 
already takes up to twenty minutes to drive from one end of Leek 
town to the other and this isn’t even in ‘rush hour’. We certainly 
don’t have enough schools and the GP’s are already stretched to 
capacity. I also have a worry over the wildlife over the Mount 
there are many different species of birds and animals that are 
present around the Mount and the building of houses would 
interrupt them and significantly reduce the numbers of some 
already endangered species. Finally I urge you think very 
carefully before allowing these houses to be built in Leek, with a 
special thought to the Mount, once you have let properties be 
built there Leek as a lovely small market town will be spoilt and 
the beautiful uninterrupted views will be gone forever. 

 See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 
The NPPF directs that where 
development is necessary, lower grade 
agricultural land be used ahead of higher 
grade. Note that the various site options 
around Leek appear to fall within the 
same ALC (Grade 4 ‘poor’). Agricultural 
land quality must be weighed against all 
other relevant evidence when the Council 
selects ‘Preferred’ sites. 
 

 See para response to PO9263 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO115 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO1746 
about additional retail and 
employment land requirements 

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways  

 See para response to PO1679 
about educational requirements 

 
The Council consults with service 
providers including Regional Clinical 
Commissioning Groups during Plan 
preparation; and is also preparing a 
Development Capacity Study, which 
considers the extent of public services 
across the District. Note that this evidence 
must beweighed against all other relevant 
evidence when the Council selects 
‘Preferred’ sites. 
 

 See para response to PO9161 on 
ecology evidence 
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ID Consultee 
Name 

Company  
/ 
Organisat
ion 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisation 

Support/Object/Ge
neral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO9185 Ms Michele 
Rushton 

      Object I wish to register my disapproval re the above development and 
quite the following points. Loss of an important local amenity – 
the Mount is a very important open space close to the town 
centre which is enjoyed by people across the town. Visual impact 
- restricting important and highly valued panoramic views across 
the Leek skyline and further afield. Impact on infrastructure - 
primary schools in particular (East Street, Beresford) will struggle 
to keep up with demand and the situation where some children 
already have to travel to schools in the west of Leek will become 
more and more common Mount Road is on the route of the 
Staffordshire Moorlands Walk – a very popular route for leisure 
activities such as walking, cycling and jogging High quality 
landscape – unsympathetic to the landscape character and 
quality of  the area Urbanisation of the country lane that is Mount 
Road – if all the 6 developments proceed then in excess of 500 
houses would be constructed. Mount Road would likely become a 
main road linking the Ashbourne and Buxton roads. The spatial 
distribution of proposed sites across Leek is unbalanced - there 
will not be sufficient demand to build all of these houses on one 
side of town so the council will not meet its housing needs in any 
event The volume and speed of traffic is likely to increase on 
Kniveden Lane where my family have been residents for over 
25years. Please for the sake of Leek and her people, review your 
proposal. 

 See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 See para response to PO1679 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to P1600 
about landscape evidence  

 See para response to PO1679 
about streetlighting 

 See para response to PO1679 
about public rights of way 

 See para response to PO1679 
about viability study 

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways  

PO9217 Ms Lisa 
Milward 

      Object I wish to register my disapproval to the above development My 
objection has little to do with extra traffic and infrastructure but a 
lot to do with losing a place that is very dear to people's hearts. 
The Mount has always been a favourite short walk of mine and 
my family's. It is peaceful, has beautiful views and friendly people 
of all ages make a point of speaking. The Mount is somewhere 
that I spend a lot of time walking each week, a place that has 
been a part of my life since childhood. I have very fond memories 
of spending time walking over The Mount with family when we 
didn't have a car and little money to take buses elsewhere. The 
Mount is perfect for a short walk, it's somewhere that I have 
always felt safe to walk alone and not too far for a morning walk 
before work and for those people who perhaps struggle to walk 
longer distances. By developing housing on this land I believe 
that it will take away one of the town's best assets, one that 
people of Leek have enjoyed for many, many generations. So as 
councillors and planners who are in office for a relatively short 
period of time in comparison making a decision that will remove 
this for everyone who loves to walk here, I hope that you really 
consider how much The Mount means to people like me. It will be 
a huge shame if this goes ahead. 

 See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 See para response to P1600 
about landscape evidence  

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways  
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ID Consultee 
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Company  
/ 
Organisat
ion 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisation 

Support/Object/Ge
neral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO9277 Mr Ian 
McFaul 

      Object i am writing to protest against the latest version of the site 
allocations plan for th Staffs Moorlands, in particular the mount 
area of Leek. the following objections should be considered    
a)maintaining the individuality of our market town rather than 
going down the homogenisation route  
b)I’m not sure where the demand for these house is coming from 
- where is the research on households forecasted to require this  
c)The area of most concern to myself is particularly LE127 and 
the terrible prospect of houses being built on the town horizon, 
the entrance to Buxton makes me shudder and we should not go 
down that route  
d)there are lots of brownfield sites ripe for development in town 
that should be exhausted first rather than taking the easy option 
short term option.  
e)where i the visionary leader on the council who can set out a 
plan for the town not driven by short termism 

 a) The Council’s housing/design policies 
and the NPPF expect that housing 
schemes provide for variegation in design; 
and a mix of house types to meet 
difffering socio-economic needs, including 
affordable housing. The Council may also 
require an element of starter homes, and 
self-build plots on such sites. 
 
b) / d) 

 See para response to PO9263 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO115 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 
c) See para response to P1600 about 
landscape evidence  
 
e) Each stage of Local Plan preparation 
must be agreed by Full Council Assembly. 
The Council must demonstrate to a 
Planning inspector that have produced a 
Local Plan preferably covering a 15-year 
time horizon, to take account of longer 
term requirements. 
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ID Consultee 
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Company  
/ 
Organisat
ion 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisation 

Support/Object/Ge
neral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO9320 Ms 
Elizabeth 
Stretton 

      Object I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed housing 
development on the |Mount Road, Leek - ie Plots lE140, LE128a, 
LE127, LE142a, LE142b, and LEO22. On the edge of the Peak 
District, this area of Leek can only be described as an extension 
of this National Park and one which holds a special place in the 
hearts of Leek residents.  The number of walkers and cyclists 
using this area each week must be in the hundreds with many, 
like myself, enjoying the walk over The Mount on a daily basis. 
This walk commands beautiful views of the surrounding 
countryside, providing a "country" experience for so many 
walkers, cyclists and drivers, as well as a place to sit and 
watch,  for example,the sunsets, weather conditions unfold, or 
simply just to sit and ponder.  For years it has provided a walk 
within a few minutes walking distance, for families, courting 
couples, dog walkers and anyone else who wants to escape from 
the town and enjoy the views and the experience pleasures of a 
"country " walk without having to travel by car and park in an 
over-priced car park!  There are even opportunities for people to 
drive from anywhere in Leek within minutes to the Mount and 
then enjoy all the attractions described above.  The loss of this 
walk and seats would deprive many people of the opportunity to 
enjoy panoramic views across the town and the surrounding 
skyline: these vistas would be lost and replaced with houses 
instead - reducing the area to just another street of the kind to 
found anywhere and out of character with the landscape.  It also 
seems that all the attention has been focused on this area and 
side of Leek, when there are other areas around Leek which 
could be made use of. One of the most important problems, as I 
see it, is the strain on the local infrastructure.  Up to, or in excess 
of, 500 houses could be built along this road and all these new 
residents will need employment - already a problem in Leek and 
the surrounding areas and towns - as well as schools for their 
children.  Leek primary schools are already experiencing 
problems and some children are already having to travel across 
Leek to receive their education. Recently trees have been cut 
down on the top field of the High School - now work has started 
on fencing this area, apparently towards the building of a new 
primary school on this site.  I cannot remember being made 
aware of this possibility, although it may have been mentioned 
somewhere, but it seems that the building of this school means 
that councillors are confident that the housing development will 
take place and they will be able to wave aside any objections 
pertaining to education and say that a school is already being 
built . There are many houses in Leek which are empty, as there 
are many sites which could be used to provide areas for new 
homes, and it would make more sense to utilize these 
possibilities before taking away an important , local amenity which 
is used every day by so many people and which is our own area 
of "outstanding natural beauty" and which is available to 
everyone. 

 See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 See para response to P1600 
about landscape evidence  

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways  

 See para response to PO1746 
about additional retail and 
employment land requirements 

 See para response to PO1679 
about educational requirements 

 
All proposed sites in the Preferred 
Options consultation, will require approval 
from Government planning inspector 
following examination, before the Council 
can formally adopt them as part of its 
replacement Local Plan. 
 

 See para response to PO115 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 
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Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO9329 Dr Tracey 
Cole 

      Object I would like to hereby object to the areas of local interest around 
The Mount being developed (LE142b; LE142a; LE140; LE128a; 
LE127; LE022). As I am sure you are aware, there is 
considerable public opposition to the proposed building of 400 
houses on these sites. The area is well used, at all times of day 
for cyclists, walkers and horse-riders. It is an quiet oasis for the 
people of Leek to experience the calm of the countryside and look 
down on the splendid views of the town and further afield. As 
such, it is an extremely highly valued area in the town of Leek.  A 
s a resident of Pitcher Lane..building on The Mount would 
seriously impact on me and my neighbours. The building of so 
many houses will bring at least 400-800 cars with it. Access for 
these vehicles will no doubt run straight past my house, causing 
noise and air pollution. I moved to Leek from Cheshire for exactly 
the same reasons: the road I lived on became unbearably busy. I 
noticed that sitting in the garden was impossible with the constant 
noise of the cars and the smell of the fumes, not to mention the 
health consequences of nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide and 
particulate matter. I am also concerned that with so many 
vehicles, the junctions of Kniveden/Ashbourne Rd and The 
Mount/Buxton Rd will easily generate queues during rush hours. 
Getting off my estate will be far more tricky and the increased risk 
of traffic and pedestrian accidents is not a pleasant thought.  A 
town like Leek is quite a jewel, but it could so easily be ruined 
forever if we don't seriously consider all the consequences of our 
actions.  

 See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 See para response to P1600 
about landscape evidence  

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways  

 

PO9368 Councillor 
Rebecca 
Done 

      Object On the proposed planning for the Mount in Leek..I do not agree 
with and my reasons are stated below:  The Mount is a very 
important open space close to the town centre which is enjoyed 
by a lot of people across the town including myself. There will be 
a massive impact on infrastructure, I think primary schools in 
particular would suffer  (East Street, Beresford) and will struggle 
to keep up with demand. Mount Road is on the route of the 
Staffordshire Moorlands Walk – a very popular route for leisure 
activities such as walking, cycling and jogging` If all the 6 
developments proceed then in excess of 500 houses would be 
constructed. Mount Road would likely become a main road linking 
the Ashbourne and Buxton roads. The proposed sites across 
Leek are unbalanced - there will not be sufficient demand to build 
all of these houses on one side of town. 

 See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 See para response to PO9129 
about infrastrure delivery plan  

 See para response to PO1679 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways  

 See para response to PO1679 
about viability study 
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PO9417 Mr Anthony 
Clark 

      Object I am writing to make you aware of the concerns I have over the 
housing proposals for the Mount Road area, Leek, set out in 
Staffordshire Moorlands Preferred Options and Development 
Boundaries Consultation. The consequence on traffic of building 
many houses in the Mount Road area will be very marked both in 
the immediate area and the town as a whole . Immediate 
area   Mount Road is not wide enough to safely take a major 
increase in traffic. The road is very popular with walkers, horse 
riders and cyclists.  Increased trafic will discourage such use and 
be a danger to those leisure users who do continue to use the 
road. The existing access points to the area off Buxton Road and 
Ashbourne Road are adequate for the present level of traffic but 
are woefully inadequate and dangerous for high volumes of 
vehicles. If, as is most likely ,Kniveden Lane was upgraded at its 
top end to allow access by vehicles the consequences for its 
junction with Ashbourne Road would be great.  At present the 
limited amount of traffic means that the restricted visibility due to 
the trees on Ashbourne Road causes minimal problems.  An 
increase in traffic queues  would lead to frustration and rash 
decisions by drivers.  This in turn would lead to calls for the 
removal of the trees and the consequent destruction of a 
wonderful entrance to the town.   Town Residents living in the 
proposed housing development will need to work and 
shop.  Question where will they go to do these two 
activities.   Work     Very few will work in Buxton or Ashbourne 
which are easily accessible from Mount Road.  The vast majority 
will work in the  town centre, the Barnfields industrial estate or on 
Cheadle Road.  Those commuting out of town will be mostly 
heading for Stoke or Macclesfield/Manchester.  All these people 
will have to drive through the centre of town at least twice a day 
at peak times as there are no alternative routes they can 
use.   Shopping To reach the two large supermarkets in Leek 
(Morrisons and Sainsbury’s) residents of the Mount Road area 
would be forced, by the road system, to travel through the centre 
of town.  Those shopping further afield will, in the main, be 
heading for Stoke and Macclesfield and again will need to travel 
through the town centre.   One look at the map would tell anyone 
that major building to the east of Leek will cause major traffic 
problems.   If building must take place on the Mount, though I 
doubt there is a need, the least environmentally damaging sites 
are LE142b and LE140.  Question is there not a possibility of 
building on the existing sites of Kniveden Hall (which is well 
screened by trees) and the old Social Services site.  These sites 
would be the least invasive environmentally but would still 
generate major traffic problems both locally and in town. In 2006 
New York took the far sighted decision to turn a disused  elevated 
railway into an linear park (The High Line).  Would that Leek had 
planners and leaders of similar vision to develop Mount Road into 
The High Lane for the benefit of all the community. 

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways  

 See para response to PO1746 
about additional retail and 
employment land requirements 

 See para response to P1600 
about landscape evidence  

 See para response to PO9161 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO1746 
about Council’s railway line 
protection policy  

 
• Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is 
included as a residential allocation in the 
Local Plan. 
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PO9383 Councillor 
Charlotte 
Atkins 

      Object I am writing to object to the four development sites on The Mount 
as identified in the proposed SMDC Local Plan.  My reasons for 
doing so are: The Mount provides unique and much valued 
panoramic views over Leek and its skyline as well as over parts 
of the National Peak Park The openess of The Mount makes it a 
hugely important local asset for public recreation and for 
biodiversity. This is particularly important at present when lack of 
physical exercise is creating a public health crisis. The Mount is 
very popular among walkers, cyclists, horse riders and joggers as 
well encouraging families to be active and enjoy the natural 
attractions of the area. The roads up to The Mount are totally 
unsuited to increased traffic. But if they were improved, that 
would encourage rat running between the Ashbourne and Buxton 
Roads totally destroying the quiet rural nature of the area. With 
increased traffic, the junctions at either end of Mount Road would 
be highly dangerous.  The Mount is a developer's dream and 
would attract developers who want to build expensive executive 
homes. These would attract buyers from outside Leek rather than 
providing the affordable homes we need for both local young and 
older residents. If 400 houses are built on the Mount, they could 
potentially generate 800 cars driving through the centre of Leek 
as the prevailing flow of traffic out of Leek is to Stoke on Trent 
and Macclesfield. That would create even more gridlock than we 
experience already. More suitable development sites exist within 
Leek eg along the Macclesfield Road. But they have not been 
identified or consulted 
upon.                                                                                               
                                                              I urge the Council to drop 
its plans to destroy The Mount  and look elsewhere to develop 
affordable homes for local 
residents.                                                                                         
                                                                                 

 See para response to P1600 
about landscape evidence  

 See para response to PO9161 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO1746 
about highways  

 
An element of affordable housing will be 
required for all major housing schemes in 
the District, as set out in Local Plan 
Policies. The Council may also require an 
element of starter homes, and self-build 
plots on such sites. The Council’s 
housing/design policies and the NPPF 
expect that housing schemes provide for 
variegation in design; and a mix of house 
types to meet difffering socio-economic 
needs, including affordable housing. 
 
The Council consulted upon all potential 
sites (of a minimum size) deemed 
deliverable for housing, as part of the Site 
Options consultation in July 2015. The 
results of this consultation (including the 
call for sites), aongside other relevant 
evidence, has informed the subsequent 
Preferred Options.  
 

 See para response to PO115 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO9161 
about western Green Belt 

 
PO9409 Mr Alan 

Percival 
      Object I wish to object to the proposed house building on The Mount. 

Along with many other people I walk along Mount Road several 
times a week winter and summer. It is a lovely country walk and 
the only one on the eastern side of the town that is away from 
traffic fumes. There are many other reasons why building should 
not be allowed on The Mount which I am sure you have been 
made aware of. 

 See para response to PO115 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 
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 Petition 
from Mount 
residents 
(1092 
signatures) 

   Object Dear Miss Ralphs, 
 
Building four hundred plus houses on the area known by 
everyone in Leek as The Mount and used by countless 
generations as a gateway to the countryside would be against 
everything that ‘Localism’ intended to bring. 
The enclosed petition goes some way to demonstrate the 
strength of feeling that there is against the proposed building 
plots as set out in the Local Plan. 
The area is mainly agricultural and offers amazing views of the 
town and its surrounding countryside. Indeed the views of Leek’s 
conservation area is unrivalled and the area as a whole acts as a 
buffer between the town the Peak District National Park.  
The road itself could not cope with the estimated 600 to 800 extra 
cars that the proposed housing would generate. The Mount is a 
narrow road with no footpaths and the junctions at either end of 
the Mount would become even more dangerous. 
Historically people travelling out of Leek to work use the Stoke on 
Trent and Macclesfield roads with few travelling to Buxton or 
Ashbourne. This would mean that the roads in Leek’s Town 
centre would become even more congested at peak times as 
these people make their way through town. 
We urge the Council to think again and produce alternative sites 
for the houses thereby saving this precious area for the future 
generations to enjoy. 
 

 See para response to PO1679 
about landscape evidence 

 
The broad justification for the Council’s 
selection of ‘preferred’ sites over other 
sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This 
includes consideration of heritage 
impacts, following consultation with the 
Council’s Conservation Officer, and the 
heritage impact recommendations of the 
most recent 2016 landscape impact study. 
All proposed sites must also be the 
subject of sustainability appraisal (the 
Council’s S.A. will be published as part of 
its evidence base). 
 

 See para response to PO1679 on 
highways 

 
 See para response to PO9129 

about Council Assembly and 
statement of community 
involvement 

 
 See para response to PO9263 

about Leek employment land 
requirements  
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Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO412 Mr David 
John Allen 

      General comment Care needs to be given to number of properties and access to 
main road. Also, potential to flooding.  Consider more linear 
development and the potential slight expansion of the 
development boundary for infill sites such as Highfield / Lowfield 
and around the cricket club should be added without encroaching 
the green belt. 

Site ref LE064 was recently granted 
outline planning permission for 11x 
dwellings (SMD/2013/1201). Note that the 
apllicant submitted a site-specific flood 
risk assessment; and the permission 
contained a number of conditions 
requiring flood measures be designed into 
the scheme, including sustainable 
drainage (SuDS). 
 
Any boundary alterations involving loss of 
Green Belt (even if just for infill) would 
require demonstration of exceptional 
circumstances to Planning Inspector. The 
NPPF allows for consideration of ‘limited 
infilling’ in villages and development 
proposals upon ‘brownfield’ sites, in the 
Green Belt. 
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PO89 Mr Bill Reid       Object This area is a most popular area for walkers, runners, drivers and 
strollers. It has been, for as long as I can remember, an area 
that provides views over Leek town and the surrounding area 
which cannot be equalled. It is a beautiful peaceful part of Leek 
which should not be spoilt by housing estates and the disruption 
that goes with it. The top of Kniveden Lane has a piece of 
unadopted road which deters motorists from using it as a 
thoroughfare and I am sure that this would become adopted if the 
proposed plans go ahead causing untold traffic, noise and 
pollution, as well as the dangers to residents from the 
traffic. There are many areas around Leek which would be far 
more suitable. 

The public/visual open spaces proposed by the Council 
are those mapped in the emerging Local Plan. Local 
Plan policies seek to improve public access to open 
spaces/recreation generally where this is consistent 
with other policies. Note there is no automatic public 
right to cross privately owned land beyond public rights 
of way. 
 
Page 25 of the Preferred Options consultation 
document sets out the residual housing requirement for 
Leek to 2031 (pursuant to Policy SS3 of the adopted 
Core Strategy). The Council must demonstrate that it 
will fully meet residual housing requirements for Leek 
to have a sound Local Plan in place. This requirement 
does not have to be met 100% from land allocations – 
unanticipated development of other urban 
brownfield/greenfield sites counts too – explains how 
assumptions about future windfall housing have been 
factored in (resulting in a lower residual requirement). 
This windfall would include urban sites not formally 
identified on the map. Applications for residential uses 
arising on such sites would be assessed on their merits 
against NPPF and Council Policies. As there is 
insufficient capacity to meet this residual need entirely 
from sites within the Leek town boundary, the 
remaining requirement is to be met from a combination 
of urban (brownfield and greenfield) sites, and 
peripheral “urban extensions” around Leek as set out in 
Tables 4.2 and 4.3. 
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its selection of 
‘Preferred’ allocation sites from wider sites. This 
includes landspace impact evidence. The most recent 
2016 landscape impact study assessed impacts from 
the Peak Park, and and concluded that the various 
Mount sites exhibited low- through to high- landscape 
sensitivity; it also provided recommendations regarding 
mitigatory measures. It concluded LE127 to be of high 
landscape sensitivity; development within the site 
would likely be visible from the PDNP and could 
therefore affect its setting. Note that landscape 
evidence must be weighed against all other relevant 
evidence when the Council selects ‘Preferred’ sites. 
 
The Council consults with SCC Highways during Local 
Plan preparation. SCC did not raise any objections to 
Preferred Options sites 
LE022/LE127/LE128/LE140/LE142A/LE142B subject 
to development in this area contributing to the 
improvement of Mount Road including provision of 
footways and pedestrian links. Also Kniveden Lane 
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should be brought up to adoptable standard with the 
implementation of footways. Further junction 
improvements at Mount Road/Ashbourne Road may 
also be appropriate. The Council would assess 
schemes having significant transport impacts against 
relevant NPPF and Local Plan policy (including 
requirement to submit transport statements, and 
provide highways improvements where deemed 
appropriate). 
 
The broad justification for the Council’s selection of 
‘preferred’ sites over other sites, is site out in the 
‘Options Site Assessments’ on the website. This 
includes consideration of heritage impacts, following 
consultation with the Council’s Conservation Officer, 
and the heritage impact recommendations of the most 
recent 2016 landscape impact study. All proposed sites 
must also be the subject of sustainability appraisal (the 
Council’s S.A. will be published as part of its evidence 
base). 

PO116 Mrs Alison 
Campion 

      Object New houses will spoil view for residents of Moorland Road Extra 
traffic will be using Mount Road which is very narrow in places 
Why can't old mills be converted for residential use? 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO89 about Leek 

housing requirements and windfall allowance 
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PO384 
 
 
PO191 

Mrs Brenda 
pigott 
 
Mr John 
Pigott 

      Object The following comments apply to three areas allocated for 
housing development on Mount Road: LE127, LE128a and 
LE142a  
 
The proposal to build in these three blocks along both sides of 
Mount Road should be removed as the Mount is a very important 
open space close to the town centre and is a very popular route 
for walking with or without dogs, jogging and cycling. It is also on 
the route of the Staffordshire Moorlands Walk giving panoramic 
views over the centre of Leek and the hills beyond. The Mount is 
a very important local amenity which has been  completely 
underestimated and its value not understood.. A local resident 
carried out a head count on Sun 8 th May between 0700 and 
2000 and counted a total of 217 people using the road for 
recreation : 190 walkers (44 with dogs, 8 with prams), 12 cyclists, 
12 joggers and 3 horse riders. These were not in organised 
groups but simply people enjoying the exercise, the views and the 
fresh air in a safe and sustainable way – no need to get the car 
out. If the developments proceed then inevitably Mount Road, 
which is now a country lane, would be widened and become a 
busy estate road and people would not want to use it for 
recreation.  Instead of building along Mount Road, the brownfield 
sites and other sites within the town boundary should be 
developed first. These include the following sites which were 
shown on the original plans but now taken out : LE 219, LE220, 
LE070, LE073, LE067, LE147, LE037 and LE063.  The release of 
brown field sites ahead of green field sites cannot be justified. 

 See para response to PO89 about open spaces 
and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO89 about Leek 

housing requirements and windfall allowance 
(note sites LE219 /LE067/LE147/LE037A and 
LE063 would already be covered by this 
windfall allowance; and LE073 is now a 
residential commitment) 

 

PO123 
 
 
PO124 

B & M 
Bentley 
 
B & M 
Bentley 

      Object Urban extension for New Housing is opposed on Mount Road. 
The relevant issues are  
 
1. Landscape & historic character  
2. Health & quality of life ‘The Mount’ is a known cultural and 
unique feature for Leek folk and visitors gained over many 
generations. Offering: Visual beauty, health and community 
amenity. The many attractions of a ‘trip around the mount’ would 
be largely lost.  
 
These comments refer to LE127, LE128a and LE140. 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about open spaces 
and countryside access 

 

PO226 
 
 
PO231 

Miss Alicia 
Guy  
 
Mr Daniel 
Frith 

      Object Building nearly 400 houses in the Mount area will totally ruin the 
lovely breathtaking scenery and peace and quiet that you get up 
there, increased traffic will spoil the area also. It could bring 
house prices down as at the moment it is such a lovely peaceful 
area and this no doubt will change 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 Property values are not considered as material 

considerations under the Planning Acts.  

PO256 Rachel 
Fairbanks 

      Object This objection applies to proposed sites LE127, LE128a, LE140, 
LE142a and LE142b. The Mount is a beautiful area and deserves 
to be protected from development. Many people from across 
Leek regularly use it for walking and enjoying the views of the 
surrounding moorland and hills - there is nowhere else like it in 
Leek, and it's important for towns to have such green areas that 
are easily accessible. Building the proposed number of houses 

 See para response to PO89 about open spaces 
and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 
 

The Council uses evidence to justify its selection of 
‘Preferred’ allocation sites from wider sites, including 
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(or indeed any number of houses) along Mount Road would lead 
to the loss of a valued and much loved area of countryside and a 
loss of habitat for wildlife, not to mention the inevitable increase in 
traffic, pollution and litter.  
 
I also question what the projected number of required new 
houses for the Staffordshire Moorlands is based on. Does the 
area really need 6000 new houses? I f recent articles in the Leek 
Post & Times are correct, there are already nearly 4000 houses 
in the Moorlands area that are for sale or lying empty.  
 
If new developments are required, brownfield sites should be 
redeveloped first such as the old army camp at Blackshaw Moor, 
the derelict mill on Mill Street, and the area next to Sainsbury's, 
the planning application for which was supposed to include 
provision for new houses. We can't keep building on fields and 
other green areas - we need to protect valuable spaces such as 
The Mount for future generations as once they've been built on, 
we'll never get them back.  

ecological evidence: the Mount sites LE022/ LE127/ 
LE128/ LE140/ LE142A/ LE142B were subject to a 
Phase I ecological survey in 2014 and a later 2017 
ecology study considered the scope for ‘local wildlife 
site’ (ie.SBI) designation for all preferred option sites. 
These studies set out ecological evaluations of the 
sites followed by recommended further surveys/actions 
in the event of future development.  The Council would 
expect subsequent schemes to take account of this 
evidence; further Policy NE1 allows for the Council to 
require ecological mitigatory or compensatory 
measures where appropriate. Note that ecology 
evidence must beweighed against all other relevant 
evidence when the Council selects ‘Preferred’ sites. 
According to the 2006 NERC Act, the Council must in 
its Planmaking, have regard to the purpose of 
conserving biodiversity. 
 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 
If the Council considered that a development may 
adversely impact on local air quality then the applicant 
is required to undertake air quality assessments to 
identify these issues and develop options to mitigate 
these impacts. In addition the Council continually 
monitors air quality across the District and regularly 
undertakes review and assessments of this data to 
identify areas where the traffic could have an 
unacceptable impact on local air quality. Policy SD4 in 
the emerging Local Plan covers controls of all forms of 
pollution arising from development. 
 
Need for additional housing stems from a number of 
factors, for example household formation, in-migration, 
linkages with future workforce, and other factors.The 
NPPF makes clear that housing projections are the 
starting point for assessing housing needs; however 
these additional factors should also be taken in to 
account in Council SHMAs. The Council’s own housing 
need assessments are set out in its evidence base on 
the website. Note that this already takes into 
consideration  empty properties in the Moorlands. 
 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 
Note that Anzio Camp received planning consent for 
erection of extra care housing, live work units, ancillary 
social centre and facilities building and change of use 
to holiday park in November 2015. 
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PO222 Mr Andrew 
Bodiam 

      Object Like many others I have enjoyed walking on the Mount for 12 
years and the planned housing site allocations in this area will 
completely destroy one of Leek's most valuable assets. Just take 
a walk along Mount Road and imagine what it would be like with 
the planned housing in place. I appreciate the Governments 
requirements but I am far from convinced that Leek's rural 
countryside should be sacrificed to their cause when there are so 
many brown field sites available. Furthermore, Leek is not a 
commuter town and I wonder if there is really the demand for 600 
houses especially when those that are for sale take forever to do 
so. I would therefore ask you to think again. 

 See para response to PO89 about open spaces 
and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO256 on housing needs 
evidence 

 

PO1012 Mrs Sue 
Paulukiewic
z 

      Object My objection is to the developments planned on The Mount. This 
is a local beauty spot, and the number of houses planned will 
significantly harm the enviornment and spoil what is for many a 
delightful spot for walking. The number of cars that such a 
development would add to an already congested town is also a 
significant concern. The access at either end of The Mount is 
poor, and without substantial road alterations, either end could 
not be used safely in such numbers.   There are plenty of empty 
mills and business accomodation that could be earmarked for 
development, so please leave this greenfield site as what it shoud 
be.....green fields! 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO89 about Leek 

housing requirements and windfall allowance 
 

PO679 Andy 
McGraw 

      Object Extension of the Town Boundary into the Natural Zone The 
following blocks identified as, potentially suitable housing sites, all 
appear to be outside the town boundary on the maps supplied by 
the Staffordshire Moorlands District Council, on this second 
housing consultation June 2016 Block numbers; LE 127, LE128a, 
LE140, LE142a, LE142b All the above mentioned blocks are 
therefore proposed to be constructed on the Natural Zone land 
surrounding the town of Leek.    
 
Public Amenity The small narrow lane known as Mount Road 
which travels between the A53 Leek/ Buxton road and A523 
Leek/ Ashbourne road along which the following blocks appear, 
LE127, LE128a, LE140 and LE142a, are used on a daily basis as 
a public amenity. The lane is constantly used by locals and 
visitors to walk, ride and enjoy the views in relative safety at 
present. If the proposed housing goes ahead, with the number of 
houses planned on these sites, this road will undoubtedly suffer a 
dramatic increase in the number of vehicles using it, by averaging 
2 cars per household, thus reducing its safety and relative quiet 
enjoyment. The views over the town of Leek and its surrounding 
countryside will also be affected detrimentally.  
 
I also note that the lane is included as part of the Staffordshire 
Moorlands Walks, advertised and mapped by the Ordnance 
Survey as a recreational path but not highlighted as such on the 
SMDC consultation map. Surely the increase in vehicular traffic 
would compromise this route. Other public rights of way, public 
footpaths, are either not shown or seem now to stop at the new 

 Note that there is not a ‘natural zone’ 
designation for open countryside in the 
Staffordshire Moorlands. 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 Development proposals affecting the routes of 

recognised public rights of way would need to 
make allowance for them.  

 The consultation map is intended to depict 
summary information only; it does not for 
example illustrate public rights of way. 

 See para response to PO256 on ecology 
evidence 

 
National planning guidance states that the Council 
should assess the quality and capacity of infrastructure 
to meet forecast demands. An Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan is being prepared which will identify the 
infrastructure necessary to support the Local Plan 
proposals. It builds on the findings of the Development 
Capacity Study for the Core Strategy.  Consultation 
and work with infrastructure providers is ongoing and 
their feedback will inform the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan and the Local Plan. The Council is working with 
the Staffordshire County Council to assess the impact  
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development. When I raised the question of this fact at 
consultation the officer was unable to answer my query. In these 
times of austerity and the constant cut backs to local government, 
areas of free enjoyment and recreational use which also merit 
health benefits need to be conserved.  
 
Wildlife Concerns The blocks shown as, LE127, LE128a, LE140 
and LE142a are frequently used by several bird species, 
especially during the winter months, as important feeding 
grounds. Some of these bird species are afforded special 
protection under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 
(W&CA81) as Schedule 1 protected species, identified by BirdLife 
International as Globally Threatened species and are listed as 
Red List species of birds of conservation concern by 
organisations, the RSPB (Royal Society for the Protection of 
Birds), the British Ornithologists Union, Natural England and the 
British Trust of Ornithology, to name a few. The birds in question 
are; Fieldfare Turdus pilaris, Schedule 1 W&CA 81 and Red List 
species Redwing Turdus iliacus , Schedule 1 W&CA81 and Red 
List Species Starling Sturnus vulgaris, Red List species The small 
block of land between blocks LE127 and LE128a is also 
important to wildlife in particular bird species. Although this land is 
not earmarked for development I feel that the disturbance of the 
development would compromise the species using it. This small 
wooded block is used during the winter months as an important 
winter roost for a small number of Raven Corus corax, a species 
again afforded a certain amount of protection. Species using this 
block to breed include, Little Owl Athene noctua , although not 
afforded any specific protection via acts of Parliament or listed as 
a concern yet, it is a species showing major decline, UK 
population estimated to be down by 24%, as highlighted by the 
RSPB breeding bird data 1995 – 2008. Great Spotted 
Woodpecker Dendrocopos major , Nuthatch Sitta europaea, are 
other examples of regular breeding species in this area. Due to 
disturbance I predict that many of these species will refrain from 
using this important area.  
 
Infrastructure As mentioned previously the numbers of new 
houses proposed in the areas of Mount Road and Thorncliffe 
Road, blocks LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142a and LE142b, will 
put an enormous strain on the local infrastructure and road 
system. We all constantly experience the difficulties whilst 
travelling through the town of Leek caused by any one road 
closure. Both junctions from Mount Road can be difficult to 
negotiate now with the small amount of traffic using it with the 
A523 being particularly dangerous in its present form. Problems 
with access at both these junctions will be severely increased 
with the increased volume of traffic. At the original consultation 
July 2015 there was no mention of increasing employment 
opportunities even when the question was raised. I still feel that 
these concerns have yet to be addressed. It was implied but not 

proposed development on school capacity, what 
additional capacity is needed and how this can be 
delivered.  
 
A sustainability appraisal report is being published for 
consultation alongside the Preferred Options Local 
Plan July 2017. The SA Report considers the 
economic, social and environmental effects of 
proposed development site allocations including 
access to services and facilities.    
 
Both the 2015 site options consultation, and the 2016 
Preferred Options consultation, mapped sites for 
various land uses across the District including housing, 
employment, and mixed uses. 
 
Notwithstanding current commuting patterns, the 
District as a whole has residual general employment 
land requirement, and Leek has a requirement (of 
around 8ha to 2031) and the Council must demonstrate 
that it will fully meet these along with its housing 
requirements, to have a sound Local Plan in place. 
Government Policy promotes mixed land uses, subject 
to proper consideration of amenity impacts (such as 
noise). The Council works with neighbouring planning 
authorities under its duty to cooperate, to explore 
opportunities for the meeting of development 
requirements cross-border. However neighbouring 
authorities must also address their own development 
requirements. The Council consults with SCC 
Transport (regarding strategic impacts) during Local 
Plan preparation; and has regard to SCC’s Local 
Transport Plan Integrated Transport Strategy for the 
District. 
 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 
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confirmed that most of the individuals who would be residing in 
the new development would be commuter based, travelling to 
nearby cities to seek their employment. This surely is contrary to 
most local government policies that are tasked with reducing this 
activity to contribute towards climate change and global warming 
issues.   These planned developments will also have a visual, 
probably a negative impact from the adjoining Peak District 
National Park as it will be observed from the iconic Roaches and 
the boundary road of Morridge.  
 
There seems to be little or no mention of the use of brown field 
sites throughout the proposal. With the relaxation of planning 
rules for developing these sites should the Council look to these 
sites first. Removing deteriorating buildings and areas within the 
town that look unsightly and replacing with new developments 
would surely enhance the town, and, as they are close to 
amenities within the town centre, reduce the need for occupants 
to use their motor vehicles on shopping trips or evening 
entertainment. There are also a number of old mills and factories 
within the existing town boundary that could and should be 
transformed and upgraded into apartment blocks, as they have in 
other towns and cities in the UK, which would save those 
buildings from further degradation, provide perfect housing within 
the town and help to keep the overall feel of the town and its 
history.  
 
Conclusion In conclusion it is my belief that the proposed 
development and size of that development will have a serious 
and negative impact on the market town of Leek and its Natural 
Zone boundary. As a society in general we are loosing touch with 
nature and the great outdoors. There are Government initiatives 
to reverse and combat this trend. Organisations, funded by the 
National Lottery, Government, County and Local councils 
including SMDC, are tasked to promote these initiatives assisting 
people to re-engage with nature. We are also constantly 
reminded these days of heath, well-being and mental heath 
issues that our society is increasingly subject too due to the 
pressures of our modern living and the need for places for people 
to unwind. With this in mind how can we justify increasing the 
urban zone into our countryside.   We have a duty to protect 
iconic landscapes, open spaces and the biodiversity such as can 
be found within the Mount Road area for the future generations of 
this fantastic town, so that they too, can experience quiet and 
peaceful recreation as we have enjoyed over the years . Maybe 
the Officers involved in making the final decisions should take an 
early morning walk along the Mount Road to experience these 
quiet and peaceful surroundings with the only noise being 
provided by the local bird-life with their dawn chorus. Once we 
loose these areas they are lost forever.   
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PO673 Mr Jonathan 
Hulme 

      Object The mount is an important, free, extensively used recreation 
facility for Leek.  The proximity of the mount to the town makes it 
easily accessible, providing a rural escape for walkers, cyclists, 
joggers and families alike. This invaluable resource contributes to 
the physical and mental health and wellbeing of all who use 
it.  The mount provides panoramic views of the town and 
surrounding moor land including the Roches, and housing 
developments should not encroach on this.   The junctions with 
the A53 and the A523 are also quite dangerous and unsuited to 
large amounts of traffic.  Some form of traffic management would 
need to be added to these junctions, increasing congenstion in 
and around the town to even higher levels than currently (which is 
already too high!!).  This deters visitors to the town, reducing the 
amount of tourist trade.    The area is also important ecologically 
and accomodates a variety of species, some of which appear on 
the UK Biodiversity Action Plan.   This excessive allocation of 
sites appears to be national policy implemented at a local level 
without consideration of local needs and demographics.   The 
infrastructure in the east of the town is insufficient to cope with a 
population influx.  For instance, the schools and health facilities 
are already full.   Housing development should be concentrated 
on brownfield sights in the town such as Davenport mill on Mill 
Street and the mill on Ashbourne Road. The developers who own 
these sites should be incentivised to commence 
development.  Redevelop eyesores, don't diminish beauty spots.   

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 Note that there is not a ‘natural zone’ 

designation for open countryside in the 
Staffordshire Moorlands. 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO256 on housing 
needs evidence 

 See para response PO679 about identification 
of sites during 2015 and 2016 public 
consultations 

 
The Council consults with SCC Education during Local 
Plan preparation, and SCC have indicated a need for 
additional first- and middle- school land provision in 
Leek resulting from the town’s development 
requirements. These are laid out in the emerging Local 
Plan. 
 
All Planning Authorities are eligible to receive New 
Homes Bonus which was introduced by the 
Government to reflect and incentivise housing growth 
in their areas. It is based on the amount of extra 
Council Tax revenue raised for new homes and is 
payable annually over a 6 year period. 

PO699 Mr John 
Burnett 

      Object This existing field forms an intrinsic part of the open space known 
as the Mount. As such it provides views over the town out to the 
Macclesfield area and for users of the Mount affords an area of 
outstanding natural beauty. Building on this plot of land would 
severely restrict the views available and would mean that use of 
the Mount Road as an exercise and recreation facllity would be 
severely restricted. I would also object based on my concerns 
that building in this location would have severe impact on both 
existing infrastructure including roads and schools and would 
affect the ground water run off causing issues in other areas of 
the town. Building on this land would demonstrably damage the 
aspirations of the local community and would have severe 
economic and environmental consequences - completely at odds 
with the objectives of the consultation. 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response PO679 about identification 
of sites during 2015 and 2016 public 
consultations 

 See para response to PO673 about 
educational requirements 

 
The Council consults with utilities providers, the 
Environment Agency, and the SCC Lead Local Flood 
Risk Officer during Local Plan preparation. These 
bodies did not object to any of the Mount sites.  The 
SFRA provides an overview of flood risk from all 
sources across the District, and will be used alongside 
formal EA responses regarding proposed allocations. 
Note that subsequent development proposals would be 
required to integrate sustainable drainage features into 
layouts, as required by the Flood and Water 
Management Act.  
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 See para response to PO673 about new homes 

bonus 
 
In relation to comments on economic impact, new 
housing has a proven positive economic benefit to an 
area, generated both by expenditure of construction 
industry and through longer term residential spend. 
 

PO379 Mr Dennis 
Cartlidge 

      Object Eighteen months ago I was a very active sporty person. I could 
provide a quite a long list of sporting activities I was involved with 
back then and found all them to be great 'stress-busters'. This 
changed around last year when I was struck down by a serious 
medical condition. I had to put all my previous activities to one 
side. Dealing with the condition also left me feeling stressed and 
depressed. I would have previously dealt with such issues 
through sport, but this option was no longer available to me. 
About the only thing I could still do was walk and one day a friend 
suggested I take a stroll up 'the mount'. Although I'd lived in Leek 
for nearly twenty years, I'm afraid I have to admit that I'd never 
been up there before so my friend had to give me directions. I am 
so glad I discovered 'the mount'. I take regular walks up there (4-
5 times every week) and it really is no exageration on my part to 
say that it has been a real lifesaver for me. Not only as it given 
me a place where I can exercise, it's proximity to peaceful 
countryside has helped me to deal with the many worries I have 
about my current health. I've been a regular visitor the mount now 
for the last year or so (in all weathers) and I can honestly say that 
I have never been up there and not found myself in the company 
of fellow walkers, dog-walkers, runners, families out for a stroll 
and cyclists. It really does seem to be a special place for 
Leekensians and I can now fully understand why so many people 
value it as a local amenity. For many (including me) 'the mount' is 
a place where they can find superb views and a breath of country 
air, without the need to drive out into the Peaks or moorlands. I 
would like to emphasise that I am not a 'NIMBY'. I agree that 
there is a need for more accomodation locally. However, I cannot 
believe there are not more suitable and accessible potential sites 
that could be used in Leek. The scale of development also makes 
me think we could be stocking up potentially dangerous future 
traffic problems, regards access to both Ashbourne and Buxton 
Road. Before development is considered for such an iconic part 
of Leek's landscape heritage, surely it would make sense for the 
council to conduct a review of brownfield sites WITHIN Leek that 
could solve any housing needs. Some developers have already 
shown the way with the reuse of some of Leek's former mills, but 
even a layman (like me) can see that there are still many of these 
types of building that could still be utilised, for example: the huge 
mill on the Macclesfield Road. If the council was to conduct such 
a review, I am sure there would welcome feedback from a wide 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
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range of constituents. In conclusion, I would like to emphasise 
how many I value Leek's 'green lung'. I know I not alone in hoping 
this great public amenity can be saved. I hope the council will see 
sense and review it's existing plans as soon as possible.  

PO466 Mr Richard 
Wagstaff 

      Object I am appalled at your decision to earmark the Mount as a 
preferred option. The road is used by, and has been used by 
many people of the town over the years as a beautiful leisurely 
walk in the countryside with remarkable views over Leek. We 
have unprecedented views all around Leek. The Roaches, 
Hillswood, Shutlingslow, Bosley Cloud,Ladderedge etc which will 
be lost for ever if this land is developed.We cannot allow such an 
invasion to happen. Apart from the desecration you have to 
consider the road junctions at both ends, Buxton Rd and 
Ashbourne Rd. These are dangerous now so what will it be like 
when vehicles from 400 houses occur. This area must be deleted 
from the plan 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 

PO1324 Mr 
Stapleton 

Leek 
And 
District 
Civic 
Society 

    Object I write on behalf of Leek & District Civic Society to protest in the 
strongest possible terms against the decision to include The 
Mount’ Leek as a preferred option for housing development.  This 
area is heavily used by recreational walkers and is the sort of 
local amenity which would be absolutely spoilt by additional 
building.  Leek has few enough open spaces as it is and the loss 
of The Mount would be completely unjustifiable. Of all the site 
options in the Leek area, The Mount is the one which we feel 
should be absolutely sacrosanct and protected for the present 
populace and future generations. 

  See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 
The Council is undertaking a review of  open space, 
sport and recreation facilities which includes an 
updated playing pitch strategy.   
 
The Council is undertaking a review of open space, 
sport and recreation facilties which includes an 
updated playing pitch strategy. Any inconsistencies will 
be investigated as part of this updated work. 
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PO1353 Mr A Birks       Object This morning whilst taking my constitutional stroll around mount 
road I happened upon a group of people considering the best 
plots to build houses in this beauty spot. One member of the 
group introduced herself as a local councillor. My heart sank as it 
became clear that some minds at least, against the wishes of the 
local people, the decision to build seems to have been taken. It is 
outrageous that the local community is once again to be ignored 
by those elected to serve us. Mount Road is a very important part 
of the social scene of Leek as local people use it daily to enjoy 
the countryside which is within their homes. It would be an 
ecological and social outrage to remove this facility from the 
people of Leek.  This area is more important to the wellbeing of 
residents from across the town than any other area around leek 
as it is their gateway to a relaxed walk in the fresh air in the 
countryside. 
 
 Any development of this area would change the nature of Leek 
as it would necessitate the widening of the road, the installation of 
lighting and the uprooting of that special commodity trees. The 
Mount Road would be a major thoroughfare between the 
Ashbourne Road, and Buxton Road, Kniveden Lane Would be a 
conduit between the same roads meaning heavy traffic rushing 
through the estate and there would be a problems caused by 
necessary construction of major road junctions at each end of the 
Mount Road. Local residents this would be a disaster. There is a 
concern too that, with the addition of a large number of houses in 
this area, the infrastructure at this end of town would be 
challenged beyond its ability to cope. Schools and doctors 
surgeries are already very full and recent queues of vehicles to 
get into town were horrendous during the roadworks in the town. 
Imagine the chaos should we add another 500 families in the 
queue.  
 
In the unlikely event that Leek should actually need extra 
accommodation, consideration should be given to brownfields or 
less intrusive sites first. There are several derelict mills which 
could be utilised for apartments or demolished for housing. The 
infrastructure of drains, electricity and gas is readily available 
near these 2 areas too. I appeal to the council to reflect on the 
wishes of those who elected them to serve their needs and reject 
the idea of developing this area and retain it for enjoyment and 
health of the many people of leek who appreciate it. 

The Council must conduct public consultation 
concerning its emerging Local Plan as set out in the 
Local Plan regulations (or exceeding these 
requirements); and in also in accordance with the 
Council’s adopted Statement of Community 
Involvement.  All stages of the local Plan (including 
consultations) must be agreed by the elected Council 
Assembly; and all meetings of the Council Assembly 
are open to the public. 
 

 See para response to PO89 about open spaces 
and countryside access 

 See para response to PO256 on ecology 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 

Issues such as external lighting in schemes can be 
controlled by the Council’s amenity policies. 
Streetlighting is a matter controlled by SCC Highways. 
 

 See para response to PO5884 about tree 
protection 

 See para response to PO679 about 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO673 about educational 
requirements 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 
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PO1145 Mr R 
Harrison 

      Object I have recently looked at the site plans and talked to one of your 
officers concerning the location: This is a narrow road, used by 
many recreational purposes such as walking, cycling The views 
over leak Conservation area and its surrounding area are 2 nd to 
none both night and day There have been lots of houses built on 
the east side of leek in recent years mainly off Ashbourne road. 
As the majority of people travel to Macclesfield, Manchester and 
Stoke on Trent to work, this means they have to travel thought 
the centre and often Leek is gridlocked at busy times The exits 
from the Mount onto Buxton and the Ashbourne Roads are both 
very narrow and difficult to negotiate. Schools at the end of the 
town are already full to capacity and young children have to be 
taken across Leek early in the morning and collected in the 
evening. Drs Lists are so full. We are told that some of these 
houses are possible affordable housing. What does this mean? 
There are plenty of small terrace house on the market which I 
would consider as affordable. So do we need more? In fact do we 
need a 1000 new houses to in Leek at all anywhere? If so I would 
like to think that there are possible sites in Leek - West End could 
be given consideration before further action is taken. Leek is a 
beautiful small town with easy access to countryside. By allowing 
building on The Mount Road that access will be diminished as 
more of our green fields turned into housing developments and 
country roads become clogged with vehicles. Where will it end? 

 See para response to PO89 about open spaces 
and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO679 about Leek 

employment land requirements  
 

 See para response to PO89 about option sites 
assessments and sustainability appraisal 

 See para response to PO679 about 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO673 about educational 
requirements 

 
The Council consults with its Housing Officer when 
setting definitions of ‘affordable’ in relation to affordable 
housing. This usually equates to a percentage of open 
market value which represents the upper limit that the 
house can be sold/resold for. 
 

 See para response to PO256 on housing needs 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO1732 about western 
Green Belt 

PO930 Mr Chris 
Clark 

      Object Building houses adjacent to Mount Road would permanently 
destroy the panoramic view of Leek from this location.  Mount 
Road is used every day by walkers, with easy access to those 
living towards the north and east of the town. If houses were to be 
built in this location, most occupants would have employment in 
Stoke-on-Trent (or Macclesfield) and would therefore add to the 
already congested traffic through the town 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO679 about Leek 
employment land requirements  

 

PO1681 
 
 
PO1674 
 
 
PO1650 
 
 
PO9369 
 
 
 
PO9256 
 
 

Mr N A 
Brundrett 
 
MRS A 
Staton 
 
Mrs G 
Webster 
 
Councillor 
Rebecca 
Done 
 
Mrs Jane 
Harrison 
 

      Object I am writing to protest against the latest version of the site 
allocation plan for the SMDC. The site references of particular 
interest are: LE022, LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142A, LE142B.  
 
The grounds for that are: Loss of important local amenity – The 
Mount is a very important open space close to the town.  
 
Visual impact – restrict important skyline and further afield. The 
proposed sites are near or run on particularly at night with street 
lighting.  
 
High quality Landscape – unsympathetic to landscape and the 
character and quality of the area.  
 
Impact for infrastructure – primary schools in particular (Leek 1 st 
school and Beresford Memorial School) will struggle to keep up 

 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 
 See para response to PO89 about landscape 

evidence 
 See para response to PO1353 about 

streetlighting 
 

 
 

 See para response to PO679 about 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
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PO897 
 
 
 
PO4767 
 
 
PO1644 
 
 
PO1668 
 
PO1662 
 
PO1656 
 
 
PO4746 
 
 
 
PO4751 
 
 
PO9186 
 

Miss 
Christina 
Lunn 
 
Mrs A 
Lomas 
 
Mrs J 
Lownds 
 
Mr S Panek 
 
Mr A Panek 
 
Miss J 
Panek 
 
Mr & Mrs P 
& J 
Whitehurst 
 
Miss L 
Whitehurst 
 
Ms Michele 
Rushton 

demand and the situation where some children already have to 
school in the west of leek will become more common.  
 
Mount Road is a route of Staffordshire  Moorlands Walk a very 
popular route for Leisure activities such as running, cycling and 
walking.  
 
 
Urbanisation of the country lane that is mount road – if all 6 
developments procede then the 500 houses would be 
constructed. Mount Road would be linking the Ashbourne and 
Buxton Roads. The spatial distribution of the proposed access 
sites across leek is unbalance – there will not be sufficient 
demand to build all of these houses on one side of the town so 
the council will not meet its housing needs in any event.  
 
Traffic & congestion through & around Leek is already critical 
without the addition of more vehicles. 
 
Noise pollution, air pollution - a potential 1000 new cars. Light 
pollution from a new sprawling estate. 
 
The Mount is, and has been a great source of pleasure for many 
people over years. It needs to stay that way in order that the 
future generations have as much enjoyment out of this as our 
generation has. 
 
Question where are the jobs to support people buying new 
houses  
 
 
 
Question why can't brownfield sites/old mills etc be converted to 
housing ·  I chose to live near Mount Road because I like it as it 
is, please do not change it! 

 See para response to PO673 about 
educational requirements 

 
 Development proposals affecting the routes of 

recognised public rights of way would need to 
make allowance for them. 
 
  

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 
The Council is undertaking Local Plan viablity work 
which will consider the viability of preferred option 
sites.  
 
 

 See para response to PO256 about air pollution 
and environmental health considerations of 
development 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO679 about Leek 
employment land requirements  

 See para response to PO256 on housing 
needs evidence 

 
 See para response to PO89 about Leek 

housing requirements and windfall allowance 
 

PO1580 Mr PJ 
Chauveau 

      Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount. 
It is I icon beauty spot, Leek’s gateway into the open country side 
and has been popular with walkers, joggers, cyclist and horse 
riding for generations and should be protected for future 
generations to I strongly recommend further consideration be 
given to the developing the empty mills, brownfield Sites and 
making use of the many vacant homes in the Moorlands before 
surrendering our precious Greenfields to hungry developers. 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 

PO1701 Mr Michael 
Owen 

      Object My wife and I would like to tender our personal objections to any 
proposed house building along Mount Road Leek. We don’t feel 
that the area has infrastructure to cope with the number of 
houses proposed and would spoil the landscape of a very popular 
and picturesque area used extensively by Leek residents 

 See para response to PO679 about 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO673 about 
educational requirements 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
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spaces and countryside access 
 See para response to PO89 about landscape 

evidence 
 

PO1689 Mr David 
Morgan 

      Object I am writing to express my strong objection to the proposal to 
build houses on the Mount.  I specifically object to the building off 
houses on sites: LE022, LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142A, 
LE142B. When I first heard about the proposal to build in this 
area. I was genuinely shocked and still cannot believe that the 
proposal have been submitted to build on such beautiful 
landscape which has helped to shape leeks identity as Queen Of 
the moorlands. 
 
 I work in the local community and I have not heard a single 
resident of Leek express support for these proposals – they have 
expressed deep anger and concern. I live locally to the Mount 
and regularly take walks there and it is very clearly, a popular 
destination for walkers and cyclist. However, I do not feel that this 
is area that is solely of Leek by these who live in its vicinity. I 
believe that the mount is an area that the people of Leek 
genuinely cherish and it would be a tragedy if a major housing 
development were built along it, The Mount does provide an 
important amenity for local residents including Hargate estate. I 
feel it would be unacceptable to build houses on it, spoiling the 
unspoilt beauty of the area and leading to a huge increase in the 
traffic which would obviously cause a major hazard to walkers 
and cyclist.  
 
I feel it is unacceptable to deprive residents of a very built up area 
such as Haregate estate of the opportunity to enjoy the beautiful 
country side and open space this that the mount offers. If this 
proposal is passed then I feel that the character and identity of 
Leek will be very adversely affected and this will have a very 
detrimental impact on its image in terms of visitors  and attracting 
business 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO699 about economic 

benefits of housebuilding 
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PO1284 Mrs B Ward       Object I write once again to protest against the proposed development of 
housing along and off mount road. We have already had 2 public 
enquires and each time the inspector has upheld the decision not 
to allow these fields to develop along mount road. This is a great 
amenity for the town, especially for residents this side of Leek. I 
feel that we have been left a short stretch off mount road but with 
all the roads going off it Mount Road itself will probably have to be 
widened and will become a bi pass for traffic between Buxton 
Road. Walking along a country lane enjoying the views. Do 
people walk as much on the other side of town? Aren’t there still 
places for the development within the town? Not touching our 
open spaces. Where are 600 new houses on Mount Road going 
to work? 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO89 about Leek 

housing requirements and windfall allowance 
 See para response to PO679 about Leek 

employment land requirements  
 

 

PO1405 Mrs M 
Smith 

      Object With regard to the proposed 400 plus houses to be built on the 
mount, I would like to express my concerns on the matter. I can’t 
help but for see the problems 400 to 800 cars will create, trying to 
leave Mount Road to gain access to the Buxton Road.  They will 
be queuing up! Most families these days have at least one car 
some have two. Mount Road was not built for such traffic 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 

PO1483 Mrs C Lane       Object I object to any housing being built in this area. It is an area used 
by many people for walking etc. – many for health reasons e.g. 
for me. We must keep our open spaces that are in walking 
distance of our town, once lost – gone forever. Don’t let us loose 
it 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

PO1714 Mr G 
Carding 

      Object I would like to object to the proposed housing sites on Mount 
Road Leek. The Mount has been a historic to the people of Leek 
for generations for its 360 degree panoramic views of natural 
beauty. Being born in Leek I have walked over the mount all my 
life and always enjoyed the peace and quiet surrounded by the 
countryside views which are irreplaceable building housing in this 
area would also destroy the wildlife and a result in the loss of 
open space. This road is unsuitable for the large volume of traffic 
which would be generated by all the new houses and is narrow in 
places with dangerous junctions at both end of the road. The 
roads in this part cannot take any more traffic. Please find more 
suitable site within the town, if we keep building out into the 
countryside where will the border of Leek End? Ashbourne 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO256 on ecology 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO89 about option sites 

assessments and sustainability appraisal 
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PO1997 
 
 
PO1991 
 
 
PO2011 
 
 
PO2019 
 
PO4737 
 
 
 

Mr D And L 
Robinson 
 
Mr M 
Turnock 
 
Miss CM 
Hambleton 
 
Mr RP kerr 
 
Mr W 
Trafford 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

      Object I am writing to protest against the latest site allocation plan for the 
SMDC. To build upwards of 4000 house in our beautiful area is 
criminal. It is obvious a Central Government ploy, of threats, then 
offer of £1000.00/house has worked. For the SMDC to deny the 
£1000 donation has no bearing on the decision is pure fantasy. 
The area most concerned is to myself is the site allocated off 
Mount Road, Leek. At present most of the estates west of Mount 
Road are below the crest of the Mount, the proposed sites in 
places near or near to the crest, which will make them highly 
visible over a large area, particularly at night with street lighting. 
The site ref LE127 is of particular interest to me, it is obvious 
access to the site will be through the south end of High View 
Road with services readily available. If we are building approx. 
100 houses on LE127, we can expect a large increase in traffic 
along High View Road and Moorland Road. Sites ref: LE066 & 
LE128 will be close proximity to a 35mtr high wind turbine and the 
plans already approved, which is highly undesirable. The building 
off 800 houses mainly on the eastern flank of the Town does not 
seem logical. There must be other sites in the Southern and 
Western flank of Leek which could be exploited; the advantage of 
this would be to reduce the great impact on schools & amenities 
in the Mount catchment area. Other problems concern electrical 
supply, gas supply, water supply sewage disposal, which can 
create serious problems due to the massive local increase in 
demand. 

All Planning Authorities are eligible to receive New 
Homes Bonus which was introduced by the 
Government to reflect and incentivise housing growth 
in their areas. It is based on the amount of extra 
Council Tax revenue raised for new homes and is 
payable annually over a 6 year period. However 
irrespective of this the Council must demonstrate to 
Government Inspector that it will fully meet residual 
housing and employment requirements for the District 
as a whole, and for Leek, to have a sound Local Plan 
in place. 
 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO1353 about 
streetlighting 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
(these comments are predicated on a Mount 
Road access arrangement) 

 
The Council would assess residential schemes in 
proximity to approved wind turbines in accordance with 
Local Plan and NPPF amenity Policies, and ETSU (as 
amended) noise criteria etc.  
 

 See para response to PO89 about option sites 
assessments and sustainability appraisal 

 See para response to PO679 about 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO673 about educational 
requirements 

 See para response in PO699 about utilities and 
flood risk 
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PO1732 
 
 
PO1722 

Mrs Mary 
Emery 
 
Mr & Mrs V 
and J 
Emery 

      Object LE066, LE067, LE068, LE143a, LE127, LE128, LE140, LE142A, 
LE142B. I wish to register my objection to the proposed 
development of the land on The Mount My reasons are as 
follows. There are sufficient brown field site available, such as 
The former Just juice site on Prince Street is now vacant The 
former Big Mill on Mill Street, ripe for development The former 
Brough, Nicolson and Hall Mill on Ashbourne Road A reasonable 
plot of land on the Organ Ground which was the former East 
Street Nursery which is now vacant. Shortly to become available 
the former Britannia Building Society plot of land on Cheddleton 
Road   Land on Foker Grange on Macclesfield road The Mount is 
a valued area of outstanding beauty and must be kept for future 
generations to enjoy. It is supposed to be green belt land; 
consideration that seems to have been overlooked. I would like to 
point out the impact of the proposed development would have on 
local services i.e. schools, GP services, the road infrastructure 
and employment needs. I am also very concerned about the 
effect on the local wildlife,, the increase in traffic, and noise levels 
this development will bring. I would like to know what happened 
to the housing development at the Sainsbury’s site, which never 
seems to have transpired 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 
 

Residential schemes within the urban area involving 
employment land or buildings not allocated for housing, 
would be assessed against Core Strategy Pol E2, and 
other relevant Core Strategy and NPPF policies 
 
The former Britannia premises on Cheddleton Road 
are earmarked for two sites for mixed alternative uses 
(LE150 and LE235), in response to the town’s residual 
employment land requirements to 2031 [see table 4.4 
consultation document]. 
 
Note that none of the Mount sites falls within the Green 
Belt, whereas the western edge of Leek has Green Belt 
status. Whilst Councils can allocate within the Green 
Belt National Planning policy is clear that this requires 
exceptional circumstances to justify (as compared to 
non-Green Belt). The Council recently completed a 
Green Belt Review which assessed the suitability for 
retention of all areas of Green Belt in the District, 
against the five Green Belt ‘purposes’ set out in the 
NPPF. This will be used by the Council alongside other 
evidence inprogressing its Local Plan.  The NPPF also 
allows for consideration of development proposals that 
would represent ‘limited infilling’, or in some cases 
redevelopment of ‘brownfield’  sites in the Green Belt. 
 

 See para response to PO679 about 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO673 about educational 
requirements 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO679 about Leek 

employment land requirements  
 See para response to PO256 on ecology 

evidence 
 See para response to PO256 about air pollution 

and environmental health considerations of 
development 

 
Part of the Sainsburys site attracted reserved matters 
approval for 39 dwellings as part of SMD/2013/1098. 
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PO1750 
 
 
PO1772 
 
PO1757 
 
PO3641 
 
 
 

Mr and Mrs 
W Lovatt 
 
Mr S Lovatt 
 
Mrs J Lovatt 
 
Mr and Mrs 
Jones 
 
 

      Object LE069, LE143a, LE128, LE140, LE142A, LE142B. We would like 
to submit our comments concerning the above consultations with 
the specific regard to Leek east. These consultations with specific 
regard to Leek East and the area of mount road. This is a semi-
rural area outside the town development boundary. One of the 
attractions of this area of Leek is that the boundaries for 
development are very closely defined. This means that within 
10minutes walk of the town centre you have access to open 
space, which makes the mount area very popular for leisure 
activities such as walking jogging and cycling. This is a important 
when considering what opportunities there are for leisure and 
exercise so close to town. The fields provide a home for various 
types of wildlife and this together with the farm animals that graze 
them, provide access to a nature very close to the heart of leek. 
The views from the mount are spectacular and largely unspoilt. 
Any developments of any of all the listed developments of the 
type proposed would totally alter the area, as it has with the 
Buxton Road end of Mount road. If all the development listed 
above were to proceed. In excess 400 houses would be 
constructed on what is pleasant open countryside. The access 
along Ashbourne Road and Mount road provide a road 
infrastructure that would be totally inadequate with the volume of 
traffic generated by such a development especially on the bad 
junction where mount road meets Ashbourne road near Poplar 
Service Station.. Access via the already existing estate off 
kniveden lane and or High View road and Moorland Road would 
be impossible to sustain, given the narrow nature off the roads in 
question and the cars parked on either side of the roads in what 
is a already busy residential area. Creation of a rat run would 
have serious consequences Public transport via the bus service 
would be totally inadequate. There are significant areas of land 
that would be ideal for development that are presently brown field 
sites within the town centre and the town development boundary. 
Development would be ideal of these sites would not impact on 
local wildlife and leisure activities and would be more sustainable 
as they would result from a increase in traffic in outlying 
areas.   Given to the employment situation in Leek, a large 
proportion of these would inevitably be homes for communities for 
the potteries conurbation and or Macclesfield and greater 
Manchester. This would ruin the character and community feel of 
the area. Given the recent headlines concerning the lack of 
affordable housing in rural locations, more consideration should 
be given this type of development, rather than encouraging urban 
sprawl which would ruin the character of this town. 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about open spaces 
and countryside access  

 See para response to PO256 on ecology 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 
Leek is already served by a number of frequent or less 
frequent bus routes, connecting to centres such as 
Hanley, Cheadle, Buxton and Macclesfield. A number 
of these use main arterial routes such as Buxton 
Road/Ashbourne/Springfield Road. In some 
circumstances, major residential developments may be 
required to contribute to improved bus routes/bus 
facilities in accordance with Core Strategy Pol 
T1/Staffordshire Local Transport Plan. 
 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO679 about Leek 
employment land requirements  

 
An element of affordable housing will be required for all 
major housing schemes in the District, as set out in 
Local Plan Policies. The Council may also require an 
element of starter homes, and self-build plots on such 
sites. The Council’s housing/design policies and the 
NPPF expect that housing schemes provide for 
variegation in design; and a mix of house types to meet 
difffering socio-economic needs, including affordable 
housing. 
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PO1474 Mrs G 
Armstrong 

      Object As a resident of Moorland Road since 1975, I write to you to 
express my concerns over the appalling plan to yet again to 
destroy an area of the town much loved and frequented by its 
residents for countless generations. I can assure you that the 
contents of the letter not only reflect the views of me and the 
residents of moorland road and Kniveden Lane but those of Leek 
in general. The proposal to build 400 houses on the Mount came 
as a shock to the town. Whilst I am not opposed to the idea of 
providing some housing In the Leek area, I cannot equate with 
the requirement for the number your department are planning.  As 
regards the location, how can you say that a beautiful location like 
the Mount is in need of development when there are numerous 
locations that in the area that are an eyesore and would be more 
than fit the bill for re development? If your department were to 
take the time too canvas the people of leek you would find that it 
is considered an asset to this town.  The Mount is an area of 
outstanding rural beauty with great views across the town, 
supporting an abundance of wildlife whose habitat would be 
destroyed if the plan goes ahead.  It has long been a source of 
relaxation, leisure, exercise, and even welcomes retreats for 
courting couples and families with children or people exercising 
their pets can be seen walking the Mount in complete safety 
without the fear of being subjected to danger from large numbers 
of cars. This would change if the whole scheme goes ahead. Is it 
right that future generations should be denied the pleasure their 
forebears derived from this beautiful road, With an average of 
each household owning 2 cars each the paln to build 400 
residents could unleash about 800 vehicles all trying to support 
those numbers. Mount road would be saturated with vehicles al 
trying to leave either via the junction with the A523 Ashbourne 
Road or the A53 Buxton Road.  Both roads are very busy main 
roads.  After frustration of accessing these knock on effect would 
choke the town centre which struggles now at certain times to 
maintain a smooth flow. No doubt the un adapted and unmade 
section of Kniveden Lane would be upgraded encouraging it to be 
used as a short cut between Ashbourne Road and Buxton Road. 
The only thing that stops it being a rat track now is that it is 
unmade and has ruts and pot holes. Also of concern is that with 
this sort of development you re require to provide a proportion for 
social housing. We all know who are housed in these and what 
effect it has on the surrounding area. I need say no more. Can 
you explain why there seems determination within the planning 
bodies to destroy what is beautiful and precious to the people of 
Leek with total disregard to the preservation of the environment 
and wishes of the Leek populace. If they want to improve this 
town why don’t they concentrate on some off those areas in dire 
need of redevelopment and of which there are many in this town. 
I along with the majority of the other house owners in the vicinity, 
share at the lack of the thought the has obviously not being 
thought that has gone into this project. I ask the question; have 
any of the councillors or those on the planning dep actually 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO256 on housing 
needs evidence 

 See para response PO679 about identification 
of sites during 2015 and 2016 public 
consultations 

 See para response to PO256 on ecology 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO1750 about affordable 

housing 
 See para response to PO89 about option sites 

assessments and sustainability appraisal 
 See para response to PO1353 about public 

consultation and Statement of Community 
Involvement 
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bothered to walk to location, to see for themselves what they 
would be destroying and ask residents for their thoughts. No, I 
doubt it very much if this is the case.is it just a figure on the map 
to them? I understand that the majority are not from Leek and so 
don’t really have its best interests at heart. These so called 
councillors were voted in to represent  the towns folk and listen to 
their view. This has not obviously been thought out thoroughly 
and it makes me wonder what sort of people will be running the 
council. Is it yet again something to their advantage and not that 
of the town.  Their priorities do not appear to be the people of 
leek there to represent them. I make this representation not only 
on behalf of those directly affected but also the people of Leek 
who are totally opposed to this desecration of one of the most 
beautiful and well-loved areas.   

PO1520 Ms Angie 
Guest 

      Object Detrimental impact on an important & much valued amenity area. 
The location provides a green space accessible to and used by 
the wider population of Leek for walking cycling and jogging. The 
mount follows part of the route of the Staffs Moorlands walk ‘Leek 
Landscapes’ managed by the SDMC and marked on the OS 
1:25000 map. Described in the leaflet published by the district 
council as offering a walk ‘through attractive farmland with 
interesting views over Leek. This would be compromised by the 
development. The panoramic views from The Mount over the 
skyline of Leek and countryside beyond are 2 nd to none. These 
would be severely restricted. The scale and the unbalanced 
distribution of this development sites, concentrated in this part of 
the town will lead to increase traffic in making the mount a busy 
road between the Ashbourne & Buxton roads as well as loss of a 
rural environment outside the town’s boundary. 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 Development proposals affecting the routes of 
recognised public rights of way would need to 
make allowance for them.  

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
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PO1690 Mrs C 
Wainscott 

      Object We write to reinforce grave concerns regarding the development 
of these 2 sites. LE127 and LE128a Firstly our primary objection 
to these 2 sites being development for housing is the impact of 
the traffic movements along mount road which would inevitably 
result. We have been residents on Mount Road for 47 years and 
during that time I have seen a significant increase in the usage of 
this road which has become somewhat of a rat run linking the 
main A53 Leek to Buxton Road with the A523 to Ashbourne 
Road. It hardly needs us to remind the local authority of the tragic 
road traffic accident a few years ago and this resulted in loss of 
life of a pedestrian following a collision with a vehicle and the 
regular use on the roads for recreational walks by many residents 
of leek coupled with preposterous 60mph speed limit already 
creates a recipe for further incidents. Further to the junctions 
connecting mount road to the A53 and A523 are already of poor 
standard with limited visibility when emerging particularly onto the 
A53 opposite novi lane.  
 
Secondly the area of Mount Road currently provides a buffer 
between existing development and open countryside and 
valuable interface between the 2, which is conveniently located to 
provide a much enjoyed amenity to many local amenities to many 
local residents who enjoy the tranquillity of the area for its beauty. 
From the planning policy perspective we understand that 
Governmental priority is given to brownfield site for future 
development and as Leek still exhibits the remnants of its 
industrial past with numerous redundant mills and industrial site 
still undeveloped it is hard to fathom how the logic that suggests 
the prominent greenfield site on mount road adjacent to open 
countryside should be developed in preference to multiple 
redundant industrial site in the area could ever be defended. We 
respectively request therefore that the above concerns are 
considered by the local authority when deciding on the 
appropriateness for housing development of sites LE127 and 
LE128a for inclusion in the emerging SMDC local plans 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO89 about open 

spaces and countryside access 
 See para response to PO89 about landscape 

evidence 
 See para response to PO89 about Leek 

housing requirements and windfall allowance 
 

PO1561 Miss A 
Hampson 

      Object Any development in the Mount on proposed sites will be visible 
from some distance, thereby impacting not just on leek, but also 
the wider area. The infrastructure is inadequate I am not 
convinced the possibility of infill sites in Leek   

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO679 about 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO673 about 
educational requirements 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 
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PO1569 Miss L 
Sheldon 

      Object I wish to object the proposed development on Mount Road for the 
following reasons: Serious damage to the natural habitat of 
endangered wildlife changing the entire environment forever. 
Increase traffic would cause major traffic issues not only cause 
major issues on the Mount itself but having a knock on effect on 
the town where congestion is already a issues. For generations 
the Mount has been a popular venue for walker’s biker’s families 
in general. It has provided a safe and pleasant environment and 
giving access to some of the finest views across Leek and 
Staffordshire Moorlands. 

 See para response to PO256 on ecology 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO89 about landscape 

evidence 
 See para response to PO89 about open 

spaces and countryside access 
 

PO1557 Mrs G 
Webster 

      Object I have never protested before but I feel compelled to write this let 
reg the proposed developments across the mount. When I was 
young I lived on Haregate Est and many times my parents took 
my siblings and I across the mount it was something we enjoyed 
seeing all the farm animal and wildlife. As I got older I would still 
walk the mount and dream of one day owning one of the houses 
which were only a couple of minutes’ walk away from being in the 
countryside. That dream was realised in 1976. Now I am retired it 
is wonderful to be able to stroll round the mount each day. My 
husband twice a day come rain or shine, and able to do just that 
take in the views or have conversations with people we meet, not 
just from this area but from other parts of town. It is good for the 
soul as well as the mind. It is a marvellous asset for the town for 
young and old alike a great place to relax and exercise. It It is 
precious and should be protected for future generations ’never 
know what you have got till it’s gone’ comes to mind as was  the 
case with what was a beautiful roundabout which stood proud at 
the top off Derby St. Do we need so many more houses in leek if 
so we do not build on the field opposite the cricket club on 
Macclesfield Road which would not have the catastrophic impact 
of hundreds of houses on the  mount or why not build them on 
Blackshaw Moor where there is already a small estate. I hope this 
marvellous asset treasured by so many can be saved for the town 
and the people of Leek. 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO256 on housing 
needs evidence 

 See para response to PO1732 about western 
Green Belt 

 Note that Anzio Camp received planning 
consent for erection of extra care housing, live 
work units, ancillary social centre and facilities 
building and change of use to holiday park in 
November 2015. 
 

 

PO1549 Mr P 
Sinclair 

      Object Would like to object to the development of the 350+homes on 
sites across the Mount. The area is used by lots of people 
walkers, families with young and older children dog walkers, 
cyclist, runners, horse riders, all enjoying the wonderful views 
over the Leek, which has been enjoyed for many years. I’ve been 
coming around the mount since I moved to leek in the late 60’s, 
building more houses will mean the loss of this lovely scenery for 
ever. Also the health & safety factors of all these extra cars 600-
700 trying to get out at either end of the mount, onto the 
Ashbourne Road and Buxton Road which is already busy without 
adding additional traffic. Then pollution of the air 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO256 about air 

pollution and environmental health 
considerations of development 
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PO1538 Mrs C 
Whitehurst 

      Object I am disappointed that local objections to development along 
Mount Road leek have been ignored by those who claim to 
represent us, and I must once again voice my objections. The 
Mount is one of our most beautiful and well-loved amenities for 
local walkers, cyclist, runners and dog walkers. A short walk from 
town which I personally use at least 3 times a week whenever I 
walk around I meet at least 10-12 others. It is also a safe route to 
take children of all ages to appreciate the country side, farm use 
and wonderful views – all of which will disappear. Many habitants 
for small animals and birds will go along the grass verges and lost 
trees, so much for our greener landscapes. Who is going to buy 
these obviously very expensive houses not my children who can 
hardly afford to rent never mind buy? But I’m sure the overspill 
from Macclesfield, Manchester + Buxton will appreciate these 
cheaper houses than they can afford there. Where will all the 
children go to school our local ones are full and have little or no 
space to expand, more Drs and Dentists will be needed. Traffic 
along the mount will be busy. It has already increased during 
times of the road closures repairs etc, and now this new short out 
has been found it will continue to be used. As there are now plans 
in place to convert several old apartments such as old Mills in the 
town a large number of houses will not be needed by local people 
and smaller brown field sites can be found in and around leek for 
a much more acceptable amount rather than such a large 
estate.  If the £1000 per house built is so tempting why not just 
ask us for more council tax – I’m sure most people would be 
willing to pay to save this precious area for our children and 
grandchildren. I would. Please please listen to our objections 
regarding this atrocity in our wonderful town. 

 See para response to PO1353 about public 
consultation and the Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO256 on ecology 
evidence 

 See para response to PO1750 about affordable 
housing 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO679 about 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO673 about 
educational requirements 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO679 about 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
 See para response to PO673 about 

educational requirements 
 
 

PO1547 
 
 
PO1542 

Mrs C 
Keates 
 
Mr B Day 

      Object The Mount is a very important area for the town of Leek. This 
whole area is an important amenity area for the town – it was 
promised a few years ago that there will be no further 
development after the completion of Mountside gardens. Further 
developments will destroy the open views of the Morridge from 
the town. Some of the areas highlighted for development was 
gifted to the town presumably to protect them and for agricultural 
use. Development of the Mount will lead to greatly increased 
traffic on what is basically a country lane. Safety issues at both 
junctions. The importance of the local people who use it. Young 
walkers, runners, joggers, cyclist, horse riding, dog walkers. 
These include singles, couple. Family groups and organised 
walking groups aside. We urge you to look at these plans very 
carefully before you decide to ruin this beautiful area. Surely there 
are other smaller areas which could be utilized for future needs. 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 
The Council communicates with landowners of affected 
sites to ensure they are available, prior to selection. 
 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
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PO1492 Ms Dawn 
Garrett 

      Object I write with reference to the planning proposals along The Mount 
in Leek. I moved to Leek last August, the countryside being one 
of the big draws. I'm dismayed to find that my favourite dog walk 
is earmarked for extensive development. The absolutely 
magnificent views would be lost forever. The birdsong drowned 
out by the inevitable increased traffic load. The wildflowers at the 
side of the road and the sheep peacefully grazing, all gone. The 
creeping urbanisation of such a lovely country town is a big worry. 
Surely it would be better environmental sense to deal with the 
falling-down mills and derelict housing in the town before building 
any further? Regeneration is a much more modern concept and 
would further revitalise the town itself. For me and my family 
access to the views, the fresh air and the wildlife is balm against 
our stressful and hectic working lives. I live on Ashbourne Road 
so this is not NIMBYism at work, it is a genuine plea to save this 
lovely area for everyone. Now and in the future. 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO89 about Leek 

housing requirements and windfall allowance 
 

 

PO1581 Mr C 
Chauveau 

      Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount 
as I love to go running there with my dad and really enjoy the 
view into open countryside. 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 
PO1586 Mr J Jones       Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount 

as I often go there cycling and walking there with my family and I 
think it is very special place and would be completely spoiled by 
houses. 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 
PO1591 Mr L 

Emerick 
      Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount 

as this is a natural beauty spot with open views into the 
countryside and it should need to be protected. My family often 
take our dog for walks there and feel it should be protected 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 
PO1596 Mrs J Smith       Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount 

as this is a natural beauty spot with open views into the 
countryside and it should need to be protected 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 
PO1601 Mr J Mays-

Woodhead 
      Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount 

as I often go there cycling and walking there with my family and I 
think it is very special place and would be completely spoiled by 
houses.                                      

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 
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PO1692 Ms K 
Machin 

      Object I would like to object to the proposed housing sites on the mount 
road, leek as outlined in the preferred options site and boundaries 
of staffs moorlands local plans – sites LE127, LE128a, LE140, 
LE142A, LE142B. This area should not be built on as it will ruin 
the lovely views over Leek and the Horizon and has been enjoyed 
for generations by walker’s cyclist etc, who on a nice day vastly 
outnumber cars on this stretch of road. This road also appears to 
be outside the site boundary. By building approx. 400 houses it 
will no longer be a country walk yet another housing est. The 
council should be committed to maintaining green belt land and 
encouraging people to get fresh air and exercise in an age 
increasing obesity. There are surely plenty of empty mills and 
brownfield or former industrial sites within the town which could 
be developed for housing instead of building on open fields. 
There is also no development proposed in the west end of leek- 
why not? The planners need to go back to their drawing board 
and identify more suitable sites across the whole leek instead of 
concentrating on the one unsuitable area. Please save the mount 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO1732 about western 
Green Belt 

 

PO1706 Mr C 
Hoggarth 

      Object Ref: LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142A I am writing to you with 
regards to you with my objection to the proposed sites above for 
housing development that I consider will result in loss of 
countryside e an recreational amenity to local residents. My 
objections consist of 3 main concerns: The loss of green field 
sites. The enclosure of the open space that is mount road. The 
loss of recreational amenity of Mount Road through the amount of 
additional traffic. The areas of land in question is border Mount 
Road, a low traffic route with broad open views across 
countryside to the east over the town of Leek and beyond to its 
west. Mount Road well known locally for the pleasurable route for 
exercise it provides and is much used by local residents and 
visitors. Enclosure with housing development would turn an open 
country lane into just another urban roadway and would destroy 
the views reducing the attraction of the area. The associated 
increase in the traffic would severely reduce the safety route. I 
consider that the cumulative effect would be to destroy the area 
as a recreational amenity.   Of the area surrounding the current 
town boundaries, I think that this is one that would constitute the 
greatest loss, both with respect to the beauty of the outlook and 
the loss of its use for recreation. Mount Road is a beautiful 
location; visitors jealously comment how lucky I am to have such 
an area on my doorstep. To destroy it would be a disgrace and I 
hope you will reconsider the proposals 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
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PO1705 Mrs J 
McGuiness 

      Object Ref: LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142A. As a local resident in 
objection to the above proposed plans For the Mount in Leek. I 
object to the scale of development for this beautiful country lane 
on the outskirts of our town. It is a area of outstanding beauty, 
boasting much wildlife, flora and fauna. The woodland and 
hedgerows are home to valued wildlife and birds. In addition there 
are farm animals, bats, foxes, stoats, mice all of which inhabit this 
area has been identified over existing brownfield sites in town. 
Could the planners not relax the rules and allow sites in town that 
have been previously been refused for development? Do we 
really need 400 houses? Do we really need another 1 st school, 
at this end of the town? I am dubious as there are as many 
properties in the town already for sale, unoccupied or derelict. 
Where are all the people coming from to buy these 400 houses? 
My main objection is the sheer volume of traffic. The roads are 
totally unsuitable to accommodate the amount of traffic that’s will 
be generated by a school and 400 houses. This development has 
the potential  to create at least 800 cars from the proposed 
housing development (average 2 cars per house hold) and even 
more generated from schools with staff and pupils, including the 
cars school  buses . The lane is already suffers from many 
vehicles using the lane, as a rat run and this will increase. In 
addition to being a resident The Mount I am also a daily dog 
walker and I am concerned for the safety of those using the lane 
for leisure, i.e walker, dog walkers, joggers, mums with little ones, 
cyclists, horse riders and those coming to sit on the seats 
provided to take in the beautiful views. If development goes 
ahead these activities will come to an end and once again our 
green landscape will disappear with the town boundaries being 
pushed out further and further. Where will local people be able to 
go without getting into these cars and causing more traffic 
congestion on the roads, and what about those without transport? 
The road junction at either end of the Mount are not without 
difficulties. The Buxton Road junctions Is a staggered cross roads 
with Novi Lane and needs to be approached with caution. At 
school times It is used by parents/carers/school buses. I cannot 
imagine the chaos that will transpire if another school is permitted 
on the Mount – it will certainly become a lot busier and more 
dangerous. Do we really want to put our children at risk? Walking 
to and from school will not be a solution as it will be to 
dangerous.   Let us not forget that in additions to this road 
junction, a short distance down the same road Churnet View 
transport comes onto the Buxton Road via Abbotts Road, and 
Leek High/The Meadows/East St 1 st School all feed into and use 
Buxton Road via Springfield Road. Each school has buses/taxis 
and cars transporting pupils and the volume using the roads at 
the same time of day has potential to cause bottle necks on this 
busy main road. Another school shall mean 7 school all using the 
same road – local residents will have to keep of the road to the 
volume of traffic down.   The other end of the mount leads to 
Ashbourne road and this junction not only has obscured visual 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO256 on ecology 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO673 about 
educational requirements 

 See para response to PO256 on housing 
needs evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO89 about open 

spaces and countryside access 
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access but a difficult angled junction. Surely this is totally 
unsuitable to transport large volumes of traffic which will be 
generated from 400 houses and a school! If a alternative junction 
is proposed this can only be achieved by sacrificing another 
green field.   The Mount, Ashbourne Road are all used by big 
lorries, buses, tractors, trailers, farm stock to and from stock 
market, farm machinery, lorries transporting goods to and from 
Buxton, Ashbourne, and Surrounding areas. These are very busy 
roads! Can we really add to this without causing major problems? 
I urge the council to consider these proposals very carefully 
giving due time and consideration to alternative sites in town, 
because once the boxes are ticked it will be irreversible and the 
mount will be changed forever. 

PO1738 Mr Martin 
Armstrong 

      Object LE127, LE128A, LE142A, LE142B Why turn a place of beauty 
into an eyesore when the council should be concentrating on 
transforming areas which are an eyesore into places of beauty. 
There are so many alternatives to the proposed sites for housing 
development around leek is without having to take away Leeks 
most cherished leisure route. Mount Road has long been a 
source of relaxation, leisure and exercise to the residents of Leek 
It is used daily by scores of locals who walk, run, cycle, and enjoy 
the tranquillity of this country lane which provides fantastic views 
across Leek and towards the peak district. Where else in the area 
is there such an amenity so conveniently within walking distance 
and safe for people to enjoy. The Mount is also a natural habitat 
for wildlife including many endangered species. The like of owls, 
woodpeckers and many more other birds and small mammals 
would be severely put to risk and their habitat will be seriously 
damaged. This proposed totally unnecessary housing 
development would not only destroy all this but also a place extra 
stress on the town centre already, struggling to cope with 
congestion. The large number of extra stress owns the town 
struggling to cope with congestion. The large number of extra 
vehicles would adversely affect road safety and be a danger to 
the public particularly on both exits from Mount Road. These are 
but a few of the issues generated by this ill thought out scheme 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO256 on ecology 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 

 

PO2905 James 
Chadwick 

Stafford
shire 
County 
Council 

    General comment The allocations proposed around Mount Road will necessitate 
highway improvements for example road widening, provision of 
footways, completing Kniveden Lane to adoptable standard, 
possible (probable) junction improvements at one or both ends. 
The removal of the sites between LE127 and LE128a could make 
the delivery of the required scheme more complicated and 
therefore requires further consideration including the 
reinstatement of sites LE069 & LE128b. 

The emerging Local Plan sets out how the residual 
housing requirement for Leek will be achieved by a 
combination of allocations within the urban area, and 
along the Mount (making allowance for windfall/small 
sites allowances). Additional housing sites along the 
Mount not required. 
 
Note that LE128b is included alongside LE128A, as a 
residential allocation in the Local Plan. 
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PO3658 Mr P Ash       Object My husband and I most strongly oppose the number of sites on 
Mount Road, Leek as preferred option for new homes. Both of us 
have lived in Leek all our lives and for the past 50 years have 
resided on the Moorland Road. Mount Road is acknowledged as 
an area of open space for walking, cycling, and jogging and it is a 
area of free from volumes of traffic? I know my mother exercised, 
pushing me in my pram walking round the Mount. Building 
houses either side of the road would most likely make the Mount 
Road into a main road linking Ashbourne Road to Buxton Road. 
This road is not sustainable not wide enough to take heavy 
vehicles and constant stream of Traffic, if numerous houses were 
to be built either side for Health and Safety reason would require 
pavements, gutters and drainage all of which will narrow, the 
width of the road for vehicles, in all probability each house will 
have 2 cars, which again will increase the flow of traffic. To 
surface the top of Kniveden lane would make this road a rat race 
and a highway leading to an increase of even more traffic may I 
remind the council that when the developers applied for planning 
permission to build homes on the land behind sunny view at the 
end of Ashbourne Road – grave concern was exposed by 
Staffordshire County Council of traffic from the houses 
converging onto a busy main road, would that not also apply to 
traffic from the houses converging onto  2 main roads – 
Ashbourne road,, and at the other end of Buxton road. I would 
like to draw your attention to the fact when Mr William Milnes 
gave the land he owned to the council, land where now stands 
Leek High School, and is playing fields which borders Kniveden 
Lane and extend on the Mount, there was a clause in the gift of 
land that this land would be only used for educational purposes. 
One may also ask the council “where are all families and buyers 
that require these houses? Leek has not the facilities to 
accommodate such a huge increase in its population. The Dr’s 
are already working to their full capacity, which schools primary 
and senior have places for an increase in children of school age? 
And where will the new comers to the area, travelling from the 
Mount to Macclesfield or to the potteries will increase the flow of 
traffic though the centre of the town these were problems with 
planning permission to build house on ??  At Leek brook on the 
site of Joshua Wardens factory, as to the nature of the ground 
and the fact the earth may have become contaminated from 
factory work etc. These problems were overcome and rectified 
and houses were built. Now houses cannot build on this land 
surrounding Sainsbury’s Supermarket because of problems with 
the land – if land at Leekbrook can overcome the problems with 
the land around Sainsbury’s overcome the problem? And houses 
can be built on land previously occupied and accommodating 
buildings.   

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 
The Council is not aware of any legal encumbrances 
upon this site. 
 

 See para response to PO256 on housing needs 
evidence 

 See para response to PO679 about 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO673 about educational 
requirements 

 See para response to PO679 about Leek 
employment land requirements  

 
The Sainsburys site as part of its mixed use consent 
SMD/2013/1098 still enjoys residential consent on part 
of the site. Note Environmental Health Officer did not 
object to that scheme (subject to conditions). The 
Council would assess residential schemes on sites 
affected by contamination in line with its adopted Policy 
SD4 and NPPF paras 120-121 NPPF. The 
responsibility of funding remediation rests with the 
developer. 
 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 
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PO3692 Mrs C Ryan       Object I am writing to express my objection to recently published plans to 
build on a large area of the Mount in Leek. Whilst understanding 
there is a need for some new housing, I feel this area is the 
wrong place and definitely too extensive. A few points I would like 
to share which may not take into account the professional opinion 
but a certainly take a common sense view. The Sainsbury’s site 
was passed as a area for retail and business development with a 
to build on a small housing estate. This has not been fully 
developed and I understand it may because there are issues with 
asbestos and or some other contamination. Yet it seems it is fit 
for a pub selling food, a children’s party play area and a 
supermarket selling some other consumable goods. If it is the 
case that there have been some bad decisions made around this 
site, the council officers responsible for passing this plan should 
own up and ensure this site Is cleaned up. Enabling the plans 
many locals objected to, be completed. Of course this will mean a 
cost to the taxpayers whom are left carrying he financial burden 
of bad decisions made. I have no objection Education Land 
boarding Mount Road being to extend or build a primary school 
as have a shortage of places, the concern would be of increased 
traffic and the requirement for good provision of off road parking 
at the school if there were to be an entrance on that road. There 
is a site on the Buxton road Blackshaw Moor which has stood 
unused for many years since the Army ceased training there. It 
must have drainage, electrics and water on this site. This would 
be ideal for a small scale affordable housing site. It would also 
benefit the local school which has a small numbers of pupils and 
probably in danger of being closed in years to come Transport 
should not be a issue because there some buses to Buxton and 
local bus companies can benefit by providing peak time services. 
There must be other sites within Leek area suitable for 
developing. I tried to locate brownfield site on SMDC website but 
it shows many wordy documents but nothing is clearly stating 
where these sites lie. This could be my ineptitude but there could 
be more clarity for the lay person on these issues Building in such 
a large scale on The Mount would devalue housing already there. 
This may be viewed as a narrow minded but many people have 
worked hard and taken out huge loans to secure there desired 
homes. To effect there in such a drastic way I think is unfair and 
unnecessary. Most of the housing is currently at the higher end of 
the market and build social or low cost housing amongst his could 
be problematic from all prospective. If housing is built at the 
current level at these sites then who shall benefit those on low 
paid jobs, where I understand the most need is there are many 
units built as affordable part share homes unsold and many more 
privately owed sites of apartments etc. standing empty in Leek. 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO3658 about 
Sainsburys consent 

 See para response to PO673 about 
educational requirements 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO256 about Anzio 

Camp 
 See para response to PO89 about Leek 

housing requirements and windfall allowance 
 Property values are not considered material in 

planning law. 
 See para response to PO1750 about affordable 

housing 
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PO3942 Mr Alan 
Knott 

Knights 
LLP 

    Support [See Location Plan attached to Question 1]. [Letter attached to 
representation, stating:] Land at Mount Road, Leek Firstly, it 
should be noted that Renew Land Developments Limited are 
aware of third party opposition to potential housing development 
of land at Mount Road, Leek. Many objections to the proposed 
allocations object to the principle of development, in addition to 
other site specific matters such as visual impact, highways, 
drainage, biodiversity, etc. This representation comments on 
these various matters in turn. Principle of Allocating Land to the 
East of Leek for Housing Development The bulk of housing 
allocations suggested for Leek are proposed to the east of the 
town. The principle of allocating sites in this general area is 
supported for a number of reasons as set out below.  
 
Firstly, with regard to the principle of such an allocation, the LPA, 
in  accordance with national policy, has to allocate a sufficient 
number of suitable, available and deliverable housing sites in 
order to ensure that objectively assessed housing needs can be 
addressed over the plan period. Failure to do so would render the 
Local Plan unsound at examination.  
 
Secondly, Leek is one of the largest towns across the District, so 
should be taking a significant proportion of the overall housing 
requirement because it already has significant infrastructure, 
services and facilities to meet the needs of additional 
development.  
 
Thirdly, if development needs are to be met, then sites outside of 
the existing settlement boundaries will be required to meet 
additional housing needs. The LPA has already confirmed that it 
will be conducting a Green Belt Review as part of the current 
Local Plan process. If the LPA is having to review its Green Belt 
boundaries around rural settlements and other towns, then Leek 
cannot be excluded from that process.  
 
Fourthly, much opposition to the proposed allocation of land 
currently designated as open countryside to the east of Leek is 
founded on the assumption that other previously developed sites 
are available. The site options consultation does identify a 
number of infill sites within the boundary of Leek, and many of 
these are former mill buildings or other vacant industrial or 
employment sites. However, these sites would not be sufficient 
on their own to meet the overall development requirements for 
Leek.  
 
Fifthly, land to the west of Leek is currently designated as Green 
Belt, and land to the north and west of the town is constrained as 
a result of them being located in areas at risk of flooding. Land to 
the south of the town is also covered by public open spaces / 
playing fields, as well as a large golf course, which limits 
development opportunities in these areas further. The above 

Comments in support of this site, and clarification of 
landowner position, noted. 
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views are supported by the LPA, who state that: The Council has 
recently completed a Green Belt Review in order to assess parts 
of the Green Belt where minor adjustments can be made without 
having an impact on the function of the Green Belt as a whole (as 
defined in government planning guidance). The west side of Leek 
is Green Belt and the study recommends that housing 
development should not take place on this side of the town to 
avoid adverse impacts. This means that sites at the eastern side 
of the town (which is not within the Green Belt) require 
consideration to meet Leek’s future development needs. The 
Council is required to meet its housing needs to 2031 and there 
are not enough brown field sites in Leek to achieve this so the 
Council needs to consider both brownfield and green field sites. 
In light of the above considerations, it is considered that land to 
the east of Leek, including land at Mount Road, is considered to 
be a suitable location for housing development. Visual Impact 
The Landscape and Settlement Character Assessment identifies 
land to the west of Mount Road to sit below the ridge line that is 
situated further to the east of the town and outside of any area 
identified as having an “important landscape setting to the 
settlement”. The sites at Mount Road otherwise adjoin the urban 
area and would be viewed in the context of the built form of the 
town, rather than as an isolated residential 
development.   Highways The four parcels of land proposed as 
Draft Potential Allocations and Draft Reserve Sites are located to 
the west of Mount Road, and each site could be accessed directly 
off Mount Road. Site LE128A could also be potentially accessed 
off Kniveden Lane to the north (subject to further detailed 
investigations, and a secondary access to site LE127 could 
potentially be provided off Thornfield Avenue / High View Road. 
Any development of this site could facilitate the wider 
improvement of the local highway network as a result of 
developer contributions. Mount Road is part of a longer distance 
walking route and the site is located within 500 metres of local 
bus stops and is within a reasonable distance to primary and 
secondary education, such as Leek First School and Leek High 
School. Otherwise, the site is considered to be located in an 
accessible location. The supporting documentation provided with 
the current consultation states that “  County Highways do not 
raise any issues which would prevent development of this site ”. It 
is therefore concluded that access is achievable, and subject to 
further detailed design work, would not be a constraint to 
delivering housing on this site. Drainage The site is located within 
flood zone 1, and has a low risk of fluvial flooding compared with 
land to the north and west of Leek, which has a much higher risk 
of flooding. There have also been few recorded incidents of 
sewer flooding in the surrounding area as confirmed by the 
Council’s own Strategic Flood Risk Assessment. In light of the 
above conclusions, drainage or flood risk is unlikely to be a 
constraint to the development of this site. Biodiversity As part of 
the evidence base, the Council has commissioned a phase 1 
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ecological study of the district. Within this study, the sites have 
been studied and have been grouped into three parcels. The 
three land parcels in the study are identified as 35, 39, and 
40.  All three sites were identified as having very low biodiversity 
value overall, comprising of species poor improved grassland, 
scattered scrub and poor hedgerow. The study recommends 
vegetation clearance at the appropriate time of year, and in the 
case of site 35, a bat survey of an existing outbuilding to the east. 
In light of the supporting evidence, it is concluded that biodiversity 
or the presence of protected species would not be a constraint to 
the development of land to the east of Mount Road.    
 
Conclusion Knights are making representations on behalf of 
Renew Land Developments Limited who are promoting their 
interest in land to the east of Mount Road for housing 
development. The site is being promoted by a willing landowner 
and a willing developer and is otherwise technically deliverable. It 
is concluded that all of the land to the east [west] of Mount Road, 
as shown on the attached plan by Renew Land Developments 
Limited, should be developed. The site is located in open 
countryside, but not Green Belt, and the site is required to meet 
the open market and affordable housing needs of Leek given that 
opportunities to deliver housing on previously developed land and 
infill sites within the existing settlement are severely limited, and 
other areas of the town are constrained because of Green Belt, 
Flood Risk or because of landscape sensitivity. The council’s own 
evidence base supports the potential allocation of land to the east 
of Mount Road.  Leek is a large town at the top of the settlement 
hierarchy for the District, and cannot be excluded from helping to 
meet the housing requirement for the area. The release of land 
for housing on the eastern side of Leek is justified by the 
evidence base, and there are limited alternative options 
elsewhere around the town. The proposed release of land to the 
west of Mount Road through the Local Plan is therefore 
supported. The allocation the site would therefore ensure that the 
Council has a Local Plan that is positively prepared, justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy. Trust that this letter 
is clear in expressing our supportive views of the Local Plan and 
the proposed allocation of land at Mount Road, Leek for housing 
development. Otherwise, Renew Land Developments support the 
proposed increase in the annual housing requirement to 320 
dwellings per annum.   
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PO3934 Mr Mike O 
Brien 

WYG     Object [Refer to submitted Representations Report attached to Question 
1] which states: The proposed urban extension to the east of the 
town...- LE127(100), LE128a(47), LE140(63), LE142a(140) and 
LE142b(40). The proposed extension also accommodates draft 
reserve sites LE069(42), LE128b(48) and LE066(50). These sites 
contribute a significant proportion of the proposed housing for 
Leek. The allocation of these sites, ahead of available 
brownfield/previously developed sites, is not in compliance Policy 
SS5a of the Core Strategy, which sets out the overarching 
strategy for development in Leek. ...None of the proposed 
allocations are considered likely to come forward in the short term 
based on the findings set out in the SHLAA (2015). However, we 
suggest that the allocation of sites which are deliverable within 
the short term should have been considered to a greater extent in 
formulating the preferred options due to the significant shortfall of 
housing delivery across the district. WYG consider that sites in 
Leek, such as LE243, are suitable to contribute to the short term 
delivery of housing in Staffordshire Moorlands. Furthermore, the 
spatial distribution of the draft potential allocations weighs heavily 
on this eastern stretch of agricultural land and it is noted that no 
potential allocations have been selected within the core urban 
area. 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 The Council will be publishing emerging Local 
Plan policies for consultation in 2017 

 
Note that LE128b is included alongside LE128A, as a 
residential allocation in the Local Plan. 
 
The Council communicates with landowners of affected 
sites to ensure they are available, prior to selection. 
 

 See para response to PO1681  about viability 
study 

 
As set out in the Options site assessment tables on the 
website, a number of sites within the Leek 
development boundary are not proposed as either 
preferred allocations or ‘reserve’ sites owing to the fact 
that these sites could come forward at any time and be 
assessed against relevant Local Plan and NPPF 
policies. 
 

 See para response to PO1732 about western 
Green Belt  
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PO4695 Mr And Mrs 
C and P 
Deighton 

      Object We are writing to register our very deep concern about the 
proposal to build on the land at the Mount in Leek. Those 
involved in the making such decisions do not all live in Leek and 
probably unaware of the enormous importance of The Mount to 
the people living around it in Leek. The implications of losing this 
much loved countryside walk are very serious, and far reaching. 
The close proximity of The Mount to the homes of so many local 
people means that it is a place used regularly, often daily, for 
exercise and relaxation, and is vital to their health and mental 
well-being. A large number of local residents are elderly, and 
often unable to drive: there are young families who cannot afford 
a car: there are several care homes that residents come for walks 
with their careers. What make The Mount so important is that is 
so very close to people. It offers beautiful views across the fields 
and means that people, who cannot get out into the countryside 
further away, can still enjoy seeing the birds and animals here 
only just a small walk from where they live. People walking their 
dogs have a natural means of contact and conversation with 
others – so important especially for those who live alone. To sum 
up, we all be deeply distressed to lose this place. So many have 
been walking there all through their lives, the disruption, and 
seeing the gradual destruction of a cherished part of their lives 
will bring an increased sense of isolation, and the feeling of 
depression faced by those in their later years as they become 
less able to things without outside help. Having the ability to step 
outside and walk in open surroundings without having to ask for a 
lift means a lot to someone struggling to retain their 
independence and enjoyment for life. To build on The Mount is 
clearly not necessary. There are as we have all been made 
aware recently, many alterations for example: various Brown 
Field sites empty buildings such as factories and offices: disused 
mills, empty houses apparently unoccupied for long periods. In 
view of the very unpopular bad decisions made, and the 
continuing loss of trust in the judgement made and continuing 
loss of and motives,  of the planning department many now 
suspect that the decisions are influenced mainly by financial 
incentives from Government or other sources. We do not know 
whether this is true, but it seems obvious to us that a prompt 
decision to abandon the idea of building The Mount would bring 
peace of mind to many Leek Residents and go a long way to 
restoring the publics belief that members of the Planning 
Department actually do care about, and will respond to, consider 
and respect the views, the well-being and even the happiness, of 
the town they responsible for looking after, both now and the 
future.   

 See para response to PO89 about open spaces 
and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO256 on housing needs 
evidence 

 See para response to PO673 about new homes 
bonus 

 See para response to PO1353 about public 
consultation and Statement of Community 
Involvement 
 



Question 10: Do you have any comments on the proposed housing allocations LE127 in Leek? 
 

   35 
 

ID Consultee 
Name 

Compa
ny / 
Organi
sation 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Support/Object/Gen
eral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO4826 Mrs L 
Scragg 

      Object I would like for to make it known that I oppose the above on 
numerous grounds. The Mount in Leek has always been 
somewhere for the people of Leek to walk, cycle, jog, ride around 
not just people up end of the Town but people from all areas, 
young and old and in-between. The views, the Countryside is 
there for all to enjoy and appreciate, and we do. The road is not 
big enough now for all the extra traffic that is using it never mind 
more homes and a school. The Government wants to be 
healthier, do more exercise, get out and move, where will the 
joggers, cyclist go? If you sat up there for 24hours you would 
understand how used The Mount is used for recreation, pleasure 
and socializing, it’s a free beautiful gymnasium – its where the 
children go to see their 1 st lamb or donkey walkers go to 
remember their youth and reflect on their lives, it’s a place that 
puts lives into prospective and brings the troubled some peace. 
Please let we and our children’s children keep the mount 

 See para response to PO89 about open spaces 
and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 

PO4704 Mr and Mrs 
A & N 
Waterhouse 

      Object Building 400+ houses on the area known by everyone as The 
Mount and used by countless generations as a gate way to the 
countryside would be against everything that “localism” would 
bring. The enclosed petition goes some way to demonstrate the 
strength of feeling that there is against the proposed building 
plots as set out in the Local Plan. The area is mainly agricultural 
and offers amazing views of the town and it’s unrivalled and area 
as a whole acts as a buffer, between the town and the Peak 
District National Park. The road itself could not cope with the 
estimated 600 to 800 extra houses would generate. The Mount is 
a narrow road with no footpaths and junctions at either end of The 
Mount would become even more dangerous. Historically people 
travelling out of Leek to work, use the Stoke-on-Trent and 
Macclesfield Road with few travelling to Buxton or Ashbourne. 
This would mean that the roads in Leek Town Centre would 
become even more congested at peak times as these people 
make their way through town. We urge the Council to think again 
and produce alternative sites for houses thereby saving this 
precious area for future generations to enjoy 

The Council considers all petitions it receives in 
relation to formal planning consultations. They are also 
publicised on the Council’s website including the action 
the Council proposes to take in relation to it. 
 

 See para response to PO1353 about public 
consultation and Statement of Community 
Involvement 

The Localism Act provides for local communities to 
draw up their own ‘Neighbourhood Plans’; however 
their content must meet certain Basic Conditions such 
as being in conformity with national and adopted 
Council Strategic Policies; and they are subject to 
Examination and Referendum. Note that the Council 
has not to date received applications from Leek 
residents to draw such Plans. 
 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO679 about Leek 

employment land requirements  
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PO5884 Ms Linda M 
Beighton 

      Object I am writing to object to the proposed plan to allocate the 
following sites along Mount Road for housing: LE127, LE128a, 
and LE142a. Mount Road is used by hundreds of people every 
day of the week as a safe, sustainable leisure route something 
the council should be encouraging not removing. The current 
road for much of its length I too narrow for 2 cars to pass. 
Development would cause urbanisation & widening with the 
potential destruction of mature trees and dry stone walls. Exits 
particularly onto Ashbourne Road are already problematic and 
would need expensive, major work to cope with the extra traffic. 
People occupying houses at the moment would in the main work 
on the western side of the town in Cheshire-Manchester and 
Stoke. Major supermarkets are in the western side of town. Daily 
trips would further exacerbate the congestion which already 
chokes Leek. So many houses would destroy what is designated 
a special landscape area. They would impact on the views from 
the Peak Park and destroy an amenity area. Extending the own 
boundary to accommodate the proposed sites is undesirable. 
Using green field’s sites may be expected and enable larger 
profits for developers but there are still brown field sites and infill 
land available within the moorlands district. 

 See para response to PO89 about open spaces 
and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 
The emerging Local Plan policy NE2 protects all 
existing trees on site, or where this is not possible, 
expects a 2 for 1 replacement. 
 

 See para response to PO679 about Leek 
employment land requirements  

 
Note that since adoption of the 2014 Core Strategy, 
there is no longer a ‘special landscape area’ 
designation. 
 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 
 

PO9099 Ms S 
Naisbett 

      Object I am writing to strongly object to the councils draft plan to build on 
the following area along Mount Road in Leek, Reference number 
LE127a; LE128a; LE140 There are many other brown field sites 
in Leek such as Foker Grange and Home Farm that are available 
for development, and where houses could be built. Surely these 
sites should be used first for any planned housing development. 
The area along Mount Road should remain as it is. Beautiful open 
green fields. There should be no need to build further homes in 
the green belt of Leek when there are approximately 1,170 
homes that are currently empty in the Staffordshire Moorlands, 
and an additional 2500 homes for sale. Leek is a Market Town, 
and this is its great appeal to the people who live here, and also 
to those who travel to the town to shop, as well as tourists who 
come to visit.  If the town keeps growing due to more and more 
houses being built, it will no longer be an attractive historic market 
town, it will become a very large town centered around housing, 
and if the building continues year on year it will eventually result 
in Leek becoming a modern day city.  Mount Road is a wonderful 
area of natural beauty that is also very educational for young 
children.  My daughter and I often walk along Mount Road 
because she likes to be surrounded by the green open fields and 
the nature it holds. She loves seeing and learning about the 
different types of wild flowers, butterflies, wildlife and farm 
animals we see in the fields along Mount Road. If houses were 
built on Reference number LE127a; LE128a; LE140 there would 
be nowhere locally for children who live in the area to experience 
this kind of nature and wildlife.  Mount Road is also an extremely 
popular place for walkers, joggers, and cyclists, because it is 
currently a very quiet area, (has low noise pollution), and also has 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO1732 about western 
Green Belt 

 See para response to PO256 on housing 
needs evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about option sites 
assessments and sustainability appraisal 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO256 about air 

pollution and environmental health 
considerations of development 

 See para response to PO256 on ecology 
evidence 

 See para response to PO1750 about affordable 
housing 
 

The Council maintains a database of housing site 
suggestions (SHLAA). This database formed the basis 
of the 2015 ‘Site Options’ consultation as all SHLAA 
sites above a minimum size threshold, and attracting a 
‘B’ deliverability rating, were included in that 
consultation. Subsequently 2016 ‘Preferred Options’ 
were narrowed down from this (plus additional sites 
emerging through the call for sites process, deemed 
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few vehicles currently passing through it, hence is an area with 
low levels of air pollution. The green open spaces make it  a very 
relaxing area, with wonderful views. If 380 houses were to be built 
in the area, it is estimated that over 750 more cars will be 
travelling along Mount Road on a daily basis, causing high levels 
of noise pollution and high levels of air pollution to the area. Thus 
making it a noisy, unhealthy, stressful area to walk, jog etc. This 
could  lead to less people in the area going for walks etc/carrying 
out physical exercise .This goes against government efforts 
encourage people to be active and get fitter in order to fight 
against illness and obesity, e.g fit for life, and yet the Council is 
planning to build on a green field area which is ridiculous. Wildlife 
will be lost if houses are built on Mount road. My friends and I 
have seen wide variety of wild  animals in the fields along Mount 
Road including wild rabbits, hedgehogs,badgers and buzzards. 
These areas of wildlife would be lost of houses were built here. 
The roads in the town are extremely busy with traffic. This makes 
them unsafe for young children to ride their bikes and scooters 
along. Mount Road is located on the very edge of town, and due 
to the current low traffic levels of traffic, this makes it an ideal 
area for children to safely ride their scooters and bikes. If 380 
houses were built along Mount Road the road would become 
extremely busy with traffic making it another road which is not 
safe for young children to ride their bicycles. Question why don't 
disused buildings in Leek such as old mills be converted to 
affordable housing for young people, instead of  allowing  of 3, 4 
or five bedroom luxury homes to be built along Mount Road- 
which is what developers will build along areas LE127a; LE128a; 
LE140. An example of this are the houses built relatively 
recently by Amos Group on land adjacent to Mount Road which 
were priced at over £230,000 each. All of the above reasons 
clearly show why the area along Mount Road Reference number 
should not be built on. 

suitable). Home Farm site LE138 attracted a ‘C’ 
deliverability rating. 
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PO9141 Mr Ramon 
West 

      Object We wish to object to the 4 preferred housing allocation sites on 
the Mount, Leek.  It would be an outrage to proceed 
with residential development on any of these sites: LE127, 
LE128a, LE140 and LE142a.  The Council must take into 
consideration: Loss of local amenity - the Mount is a popular 
amenity enjoyed and cherished by walkers, joggers, cyclists, 
nature-lovers and dog-walkers.  There is no comparable open 
countryside leisure amenity so close to the town centre.  There is 
no comparable alternative within easy walking distance on the 
east side of town.  Loss of such amenity would have an adverse 
effect on the health and wellbeing of a great many local people. 
Visual impact - the Mount is a classic example of outstanding 
moorland scenery.  It provides unique and wonderful views over 
the town and beyond.  Leek prides itself, and markets itself, as 
the Queen of the Moorlands.  If this is to mean anything, the 
Council must do everything it can to halt the expansion of the 
town into the surrounding countryside and work to preserve the 
proximity and integrity of some of our finest moorlands scenery. 
Impact on infrastructure - hundreds of new houses will bring 
thousands of people.   Nearby schools and GP surgeries will be 
put under further strain.  Council services, social services and 
emergency services are already all under great strain.  Traffic 
problems will be made worse.  The future - the population of Leek 
is predicted to rise by a few thousand over the next couple of 
decades or so.  This is mainly due to an ageing population.  We 
are living longer.  That means more of the people who are living 
here now will still be around in 20 or 30 years time.  Therefore, 
planning for the future should be focused on local services for 
local people. We hope that the Council will heed our objections 
and explore alternative approaches to housing needs and 
development in our town.  In particular, we wish to draw your 
attention to the 'Bimby Housing Toolkit' which was drawn up by 
the Prince’s Foundation for Building Community (bimby.org.uk). 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO679 about 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO673 about 
educational requirements 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO1750 about affordable 

housing 
 
The Council’s own housing need assessments are set 
out in its evidence base on the website. Note these 
assess the needs of ‘older people’ and other groups. 
The June 2014 SHMA concluded the number and 
proportion of older person households is expected to 
increase in the District over the period to 2031 (46% 
increase between 2011 and 2031) which has 
implications such as increased demand for both 
specialist/extra-care accommodation for older people, 
and for adaptable homes. Owing to an ageing 
population and other factors, the need for smaller units 
will in future exceed the need for larger, family units. 
For these reasons the SHMA recommends that 60% of 
future housing should be 1- or 2-bed. The Council’s 
emerging Local Plan Policies expect larger housing 
schemes to provide for a mix of housing across all 
locations, to respond to identified local needs such as 
housing for older people. Note that where there is a 
policy requirement for affordable housing provision 
upon such sites, the nature of provision may reflect the 
above. 
 
The BIMBY toolkit is noted. The Council will continue to 
work with communities seeking to introduce (or 
influence the preparation of) Neighbourhood Plans, in 
accordance with the Neighbourhood Planning 
Regulations.  
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PO9102 Mr Robert 
McGuinness 

      Object Email with representation form [attached] objecting to Preferred 
Options sites LE127/LE128A/LE140/LE142A and 'School Site' 
[presumed LE140] alongside 2015 'Options' sites 
LE066/LE069/LE128B with the following text: 
Overdevelopment, traffic congestion issues, inadequate 
infrastructure, inadequate road network. Brownfield sites and 
redundant mills should be brought into use first. 

 It is not considered that development of these 
particular sites would be out of proportion with the rest 
of the town. Any new development taking place will be 
subject to design and landscape protection policies 
contained within the new Local Plan, and having regard 
to the Council’s landscape evidence such as the 2016 
Landscape Impact study. 
 
Note that LE128b is included alongside LE128A, as a 
residential allocation in the Local Plan. 
 
Note that the local Plan does not allocate site LE069.  
 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO679 about 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
 See para response to PO89 about Leek 

housing requirements and windfall allowance 
 

PO9087 Ms Sarah 
Griffiths 

      Object I am objecting to the planning of new housing at Mount rd, Leek. 
The area is enjoyed by young and old alike for generations. We 
do not need new housing in this peaceful wonderful area. [2015 
Options consultation representation also submited with email]. 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 
PO9062 Mrs 

Suzanne 
Dimmick 

      Object I am writing to put forward my opposition to the building of houses 
on Mount Road in Leek. It upsets me greatly to think that an 
important local amenity could be lost forever if these proposals go 
ahead. "The Mount" as we fondly know it, is a valuable asset to 
the East side of Leek, a wonderful place to take our families for 
walks and bike rides. In our busy lives, it is vital for our health, 
both mental and physical to have somewhere to go to relax and 
unwind. What better place than a walk along the Mount with 
views over Bradnop and Morridge, so accessible from our homes. 
If the fields in the planning proposals-LE127, LE128, LE140 and 
most worryingly on the opposite side LE142 were to be built on 
then the landscape of our beautiful town will be lost forever. For 
those arriving in to Leek from Ashbourne Road, they would be 
met with yet another sprawling housing estate, replacing the 
picturesque fields full of animals that are so welcoming to see. 
The road will become a main thoroughfare from the Ashbourne 
Road to Buxton Road and will lose its charm for us all. Lets 
protect the gateway to LEEK for generations to come. SAVE THE 
MOUNT. 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO256 on ecology 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
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PO9057 Mr Terence 
Gee 

      Object I wish to object to the proposal to build housing on sites 
LE127,LE128,LE140,LE142a on mount road. This is a green field 
site with a rural road with unspoilt views only five minutes walk 
from Pick wood avenue. This road is used regularly by myself and 
often meet other walkers, cyclists in the area. Also the road would 
have extra traffic for 500 houses with poor access. There would 
be  increased pressure on local schools,doctors,etc and I feel it 
would spoil the area with increased urbanisation. 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO89 about open 

spaces and countryside access 
 See para response to PO679 about 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
 See para response to PO673 about 

educational requirements 
 

PO9070 Mr Stewart 
Johnson 

      Object I am writing to protest against the proposed plans to build 4000 
houses in the Leek area:- 1, question how many unoccupied 
properties are there in the area 2, Loss of beautiful countryside. 
3, Work vacancies in the local area. 4, Local infrastructure . 5, 
Places at local schools. The list is just a few of the considerations 
the planners seem to be ignoring. Of particular concern is the 
proposed development along Mount Road. Not only would this 
destroy a beautiful part of the town used by many residents,it 
would also cause serious traffic problems both in the immediate 
vicinity and the rest of the town. These new residents would have 
to commute,and the main routes would be right through the 
centre of town adding to an already serious congestion problem. 
Why do the planners want to destroy the treasure that is The 
Queen of the Moorlands! 

 See para response to PO256 on housing 
needs evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO679 about Leek 
employment land requirements  

 See para response to PO679 about 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO673 about 
educational requirements 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 

PO9077 Mr Simon 
Tansley 

      Object I am registering my objection to the leek plan proposals for 
building anywhere along the mount (le 142a,b,140,128a,022,127. 
To destroy this public amenity would be an outrageous and nigh 
on irreparable act of vandalism. Any one who is even considering 
this to be a way forwards for leek town should walk from 
ashbourne road to buxton road to see precisely what we would 
lose in terms of beauty and nature. This is an asset that Leek 
should be celebrating not destroying. 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO256 on ecology 
evidence 
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PO9093 
 
 
PO9313 
 
 
PO9404 

Ms Sarah 
Bishop 
 
Ms Emily 
Hodgkinson 
 
Ms and Mr 
Carla and 
Anthony 
Hodgkinson 
and Bury 

      Object I would like to register my opposition to the plans for development 
along The Mount. I was born and raised in Leek as are all my 
family. I remember being dragged "round the mount" as a child 
and hated every minute of it. I left Leek in 1986 to pursue my 
career in nursing and I still return to Leek every weekend and 
Public Holiday. As an adult, I love going round the mount! I 
appreciate the openness, the air and the local views. I know it is 
valued by many local people for similar reasons. It is a wonderful 
asset to Leek which cannot be found elsewhere. In this age of 
government encouraging activity and reduction of population 
obesity, I can walk my dog, savour the views and see nature on 
the doorstep. Something to be encouraged and supported. Leek 
is very lucky indeed to have such a wonderful asset as part of its 
town and councillors would be well advised to recognise its 
importance to their locality. If councillors wish to see houses, 
roads and urbanisation as part of their tenure, I suggest they visit 
"The Potteries" or move to the nearest loss of urban space to 
understand the impact of building for the short term gain. I live still 
in the city I came to all those years ago. Back then, it was a new 
city with limits. Now, every route I can take from the centre is 
urbanised and each area is stuck "in its time" as architecture and 
design move on creating areas of decline and disrepair bringing 
new problems with the passing of time. For the love of Leek and 
its title of "Queen of the Staffordshire Moorlands" , Councillors 
need to appreciate what qualities give Leek that title and do their 
utmost to maintain them. Councillors have the opportunity to do 
the right thing for the future of Leek, not to bring in a fast buck for 
a short term gain. I hope the people of Leek are listened to when 
they say "Save The Mount"! 
 
As well as the benefits to Leek having such a widely used and 
accessible area, one should consider the risks and very real 
hazards to creating such estates in a position where traffic flow, 
at both access points to the Mount, is at best, difficult. On 
exiting Mount Road, on to Ashbourne Road and Buxton Road, 
there is extremely limited vision in both directions. Whilst currently 
the traffic flow is steady, and reasonably quiet, my concerns lie 
with the difficulties which will only grow with increased cars, 
placing those increased pedestrians walking to the proposed 
development, at a genuine risk. I am not against the development 
of affordable housing; what I am against is the travesty of those 
decisions, by councillors which we elect, to take green belt land, 
before brown belt land, for potential profit, before the views of 
their constituency and the future of generations to come. I 
understand that I am far from alone in my views- I feel they 
should be taken in to deep consideration before this gem in the 
town is lost forever. 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO679 about Leek 
employment land requirements  

 See para response to PO673 about new 
homes bonus 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO1732 about western 

Green Belt 
 See para response to PO1353 about public 

consultation and Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 
 



Question 10: Do you have any comments on the proposed housing allocations LE127 in Leek? 
 

   42 
 

ID Consultee 
Name 

Compa
ny / 
Organi
sation 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Support/Object/Gen
eral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO9115 Mr Robert 
Barker 

      Object I do not believe that it is necessary to extend the town boundary 
into farmland as there are still many available brownfield sites 
within the locality.    It is also important to note that TOURISM is a 
significant driver to the local Economy!  Therefore the Town 
Gateway, especially from the PEAK PARK Buxton Road A53, 
needs rigorous protection from urban sprawl in order to maintain 
the 'Queen of The Moorlands' identity.    The point of entry into 
Leek from A53 Buxton Road is the most attractive and 
picturesque and is a key Tourist route.    It is also a highly utilised 
public amenity for local residents of Leek who very regularly 
make use of the whole area incorporating the A53 towards 
Tittesworth Reservoir/Blackshaw Moor, along Thorncliffe Road 
and its' adjoining lanes, and The Mount Road, as a place to 
exercise by walking, rambling, cycling, horseriding, dog-walking, 
sightseeing, picnicing, and general enjoyment for health and 
wellbeing.    The proposal area, particularly as it approaches the 
A53 Buxton Road junction with Thorncliffe Road and The Mount, 
is immediately adjacent to the SPECIAL LANDSCAPE AREA 
which presumes against intrusive developments in order to 
protect its Historic Landscape nature. I would personally feel that 
the Special Landscape Area and environs ought to receive the 
highest priority in its protection.  The designation encompasses 
the fact that it is 'Special' in nature and cannot therefore be 
replaced once lost or damaged.    There are a number of 'brown' 
sites within the town which could be very effectively used for 
housing development.  [Question why] these are not shown on 
the accompanying Consultation Maps.  However from attending a 
consultation meeting the existence of several sites is a matter of 
common knowledge along with the fact that these would be "The 
Preferred Option Housing Sites" in the view of the residents of 
Leek.    There are also pockets of greenbelt land (designated 
such primarily for the purposes of town separation and quite often 
having no other particular beauty or amenity), which in common 
with other Towns in the country could be effectively utilised to 
expand the town boundary with selective use and sensitivity to 
the environment.  This would be better than destroying the areas 
which are highly valued by the Leek Community for beauty and 
recreation and which give the Town of Leek its identity.    The 
proposal to build almost 400 houses off the junction of the A53 as 
it joins Thorncliffe Road and The Mount Road is a Major Intrusion 
into the public amenity and is unsupported in terms of the 
additional infrastructure requiring a need for development of 
roads, sewers, schools etc..  It would put a major strain onto the 
area and have significantly adverse effects on the locality.    The 
proposal is completely unbalanced as it places virtually all the 
"housing requirement"[queries this as unjustified] along 1 narrow 
lane at the most Flagship side of Leek renowned for its visual 
beauty and recreational amenity.    Please utilise the "brown 
sites" and protect Leek's Heritage and inheritance! 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 
Any new developments would need to adhere to 
design policies to ensure character of the District is 
maintained. 
 
Green Belt is a long established designation that 
serves a number of important functions in separating 
settlements, and preserving ‘openness’. Whilst 
Councils can allocate/make boundary amendments 
within the Green Belt, National Planning policy is clear 
that this requires exceptional circumstances to justify 
(as compared to non-Green Belt). Note that landscape 
quality/character, and public access characteristics,  
are not in themselves ‘purposes’ of Green Belt laid out 
in national guidance. The NPPF allows for 
consideration of development proposals upon 
‘brownfield’ Green Belt sites. 
 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO4704 about special 
landscape area 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO679 about Leek 

employment land requirements  
 See para response to PO673 about new 

homes bonus 
 See para response to PO256 on housing 

needs evidence 
 See para response to PO89 about option sites 

assessments and sustainability appraisal 
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PO9122 Mr Richard 
Pigott 

      Object Letter submitted [attached] objecting to Mount sites: Mount Rd is 
local amenity LE128 is the most elevated of the sites being 
considered LE066 is a brownfield site and should be considered 
ahead of LE128 Concentrating housing allocations on east side 
of town would raise deliverability problems compared to other 
areas of town Some western Leek sites in the Green Belt are 
nevertheless preferable to allocate for housing, than sites at the 
Mount.   

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 
Note the 2016 Landscape impact study concludes that 
LE128A and LE128B are both of medium landscape 
sensitivity and recommends that site-specific 
landscape mitigation measures  could include 
advanced planting and landscaping on the eastern 
boundary, and limited building heights in the eastern 
half of the site. Whereas LE066 is assessed of high 
landscape sensitivity owing to its location, despite the 
presence of site screening. 
 
• Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included as a 
residential allocation in the Local Plan. 
 

 See para response to PO1732 about western 
Green Belt 

 See para response to PO1681  about viability 
study 

PO9130 Mr Richard 
Harding 

      Object It is shocking to think that a much valued area of Leek, enjoyed 
by many thousands of people each year that gives stunning views 
over many hundreds of acres of Moorland, is a valued place for 
recreation by the people to walk, hike, cycle, enjoy or just to rest 
with the freedom of a tranquil setting over the land of the 
Moorlands will be destroyed forever and what for, the offer of 
cash to the Council for each new house to be built to be spent by 
the Council that we all know will be wasted in ways only Councils 
inimitably can do whilst the result will be a beauty spot for Leek 
people will be destroyed forever. The Council can sit back and 
think the money was worth it yet they sit in splendid isolation 
allowing the areas they are elected to protect be destroyed. I 
wonder how the local and Staffs Council can think that the huge 
increase in housing is necessary bearing in mind that the 
shameful destruction of a much loved part of Leek will be 
replaced by huge housing estates on The Mount making it appear 
like a mini version of the Berlin Wall. I regularly see hundreds of 
people on weekends and on summer days, walking, dog walking, 
jogging and horse riding along Mount Road and if these awful 
plans are put in place The Mount will be a danger to all road 
users and will take on an ugly factor that is part and parcel of 
building on rural fields loved by so many people and all imposed 
without once allowing the voters of Leek the change to have their 
say on the planning issues that have secretly been imposed. 
Where is the democratic right of the people of Leek int his issue? 
Sold out to building firms who look on greedily at the profits they 
can make with help from a submissive Council who dare not fight 
for Leek people. It is worrying is that all the planning proposals for 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO673 about new 
homes bonus 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO1353 about public 

consultation and Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO679 about Leek 
employment land requirements  

 See para response to PO679 about 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO673 about 
educational requirements 
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the Leek Moorlands were taken in secrecy denying people of the 
Moorland the chance to put forward their views and objections for 
all these houses to be built without ever once considering that 
there is not sufficient employment in the town to employ even 1 in 
100 of people who might live in these imposed properties and 
there clearly seems to be a total the lack of schools to educate 
the huge increase in children and a the lack of Health Care 
provision in respect to GP services and hospital care for the area. 
There is also the huge impact on the roads and the congestion 
that is already a great problem in Leek. It is as if the Council is 
blind or inept at seeing the problems that all these extra houses 
will cause but it seems that everything will be decided in the same 
manner as the destruction of the old town centre round about we 
were informed would ease traffic but contrary to all Council ideas 
the reverse is true. I cannot have any faith in a system that has 
denied us the vote on these extra 6000 houses or that the much 
loved Mount will be destroyed in the same cavalier and unthinking 
way as many planning issues have been allowed to go ahead 
even when so many Leek people do not want or need these 
homes to destroy The Mount. I therefore wish to state that I am 
against the building on any land along Mount Road AKA The 
Mount, so please register my objection. 

PO9394 Mr Chris 
Taylor 

      Object Land ref LE127:  Development will block the broad view towards 
Leek, and will impact on the character and amenity of Mount road 
as a leisure walk. In any event  it would seem to make sense, for 
a number of reasons, not least infrastructure considerations, to 
focus development at this stage towards the Buxton Road end of 
Mount road.  

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about option sites 
assessments and sustainability appraisal 

 See para response to PO679 about 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
PO9193 Mrs M 

Motum 
      Object I would like to strongly object to more houses being built on The 

Mount.   This very popular location is just a short walk from the 
town centre where you are in the countryside with far reaching 
views.  The beautiful location will command high prices, therefore 
no affordable houses will be built.  It would be a travesty of justice 
to build in such a well-loved area, used by dog walkers, walkers, 
courting couples, and car drivers.  I don't think the infrastructure 
could sustain the number of houses envisaged.  Please do not 
include this area in the local plan. 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO1750 about affordable 
housing 

 See para response to PO679 about 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
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PO9243 
 
 
PO9198 

Mr John 
Belfield 
 
Mrs 
Maureen 
Belfield 

      Object The rural fringe of Leek, and specifically Mount Road, would 
become urbanised. The Mount is a very popular route for leisure 
activities and exercise for many people and this would be lost. 
With the enormous number of proposed new houses there would 
be a massive increase in the amount of traffic both on the mount 
and also in the surrounding area. Kniveden Lane is already a 
busy road as it gives access to the small car park at the 
Moorlands Hospital. This car park is already insufficient for the 
needs of the hospital and many cars currently park on Kniveden 
Lane If hundreds of houses are built on the mount Kniveden Lane 
would become a significant means of access to Ashbourne Road. 
The road network would need to be considerably enhanced and 
part of Kniveden Lane would need to be properly surfaced. This 
would lead to a major change in traffic patterns in the area which 
would lead to a loss of public amenity. This would not only cause 
traffic chaos but would also pollute the surrounding area.  It would 
also make the smaller residential streets of Pitcher Lane and 
Trafford Close a potential car park for those who currently use 
Kniveden Lane for this purpose. There are brownfield sites 
available for building and also more suitable greenfield sites , for 
example Foker Grange and Home Farm, which have much easier 
access to the main road network. I therefore object to the building 
plans on the Mount which are numbered LE142a LE140, LE128a 
and LE127 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO89 about Leek 

housing requirements and windfall allowance 
 See para response to PO1732 about western 

Green Belt 
 See para response to PO9099 about Home 

Farm 
 

PO9336 Mr Derek 
Kay 

      Object Herewith are my objections yet again about building proposals 
affecting open greenbelt land on Mount Road. I strongly object to 
deliniations LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142a and LE142b, on the 
grounds of unnecessary and deleterious incursion into valuable 
scenic amenities. The fringes of this town (Queen of the 
Moorlands) must be preserved at all costs. Open aspects across 
towards the Peak District are essential for our spiritual wellbeing; 
unwelcome development of additional traffic flow and population 
density would be the corollary of this building project, were it to 
succeed. Conversely, there is much brownfield potential within 
the town boundary itself; rundown old mills for example (which 
may be protected by outdated listing orders) and other unsightly 
structures causing blots on the "townscape". Not enough positive 
action to clean up the interior of this town has been taken over 
the years. Use compulsory purchase orders where difficult site 
owners will not cooperate and make the Queen worthy of her 
name.  

 See para response to PO1732 about western 
Green Belt 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO89 about Leek 

housing requirements and windfall allowance 
 
The Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport is 
responsible for the listing of buildings on the advice of 
Historic England. Apart from  being consulted,  the 
Council does not have any say in which buildings are 
added to the statutory list. The Council, however, is 
charged with protecting listed buildings insofar as it is 
possible and managing any changes to them through 
the planning system.  In discharging this responsibility, 
the Council has to work to the government’s advice set 
out in the National Planning Policy Framework which 
requires every effort to be made to preserve listed 
buildings and either keep them, or return them, to 
active use. 
 
Whilst Councils do retain CPO powers in principle, 
these are generally used (if at all) as a last resort 



Question 10: Do you have any comments on the proposed housing allocations LE127 in Leek? 
 

   46 
 

ID Consultee 
Name 

Compa
ny / 
Organi
sation 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Support/Object/Gen
eral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

where it is expedient and in th public interest for the 
Council to do so, where agreement with landowners is 
not possible. As explained in para response to PO89 
about Leek housing requirements and windfall 
allowance the Council makes assumptions that 
development schemes will come forward within the 
Leek development boundary to contribute to its 
housing need to 2031, which could include historic 
premises etc. Applications affecting listed or non-listed 
“heritage assets” would be asessed against Section 12 
NPPF and Council Policies. The Council would also 
assess schemes in the town centre against the 
aspirations of the adopted Leek Town Centre 
Masterplan. 

PO9236 Mr John 
Burnett 

      Object I wish to formally object to the plans currently in consultation to 
allocate land for housing around the Mount Road in Leek. S  ome 
background. I have lived in Leek all my life, as have my parents 
and Grandparents. Throughout my life I have always viewed the 
Mount as the 'Countryside' and the border between Leek and the 
Peak district.  Since I can remember I have spent many happy 
hours walking the Mount as it is an accessible area of natural 
beauty.  What makes this area important to me and to anyone 
who lives in the East end of town. There are very few circular 
walks that take in such a wide variety of terrain and views as the 
Mount does. Whichever way its walked theres uphill and down 
dale terrain that has to be completed. What makes this worth 
while for many people is the wide open vista that is presented to 
the walker as you reach the top of the Mount. I complete this walk 
most days in the Summer, and every week in the Winter, and 
strongly believe it has added to my health and well being in 
immeasurable ways. I know and speak to the many others who 
also make this part of their leisure and health routines and know 
that a large proportion of the residents of both Haregate and 
Moorland Road estates rely on this open space as much as I do. 
So - my main objection is the destruction of some beautiful 
greenfield leisure location on the outskirts of our town. However I 
have other concerns about the wider impact to others who may 
not view this as important. Leeks infrastructure is already at 
breaking point. In particular the road system is literally not fit for 
purpose. Since the short sighted decision to alter the traffic flow 
through our town was taken, the flow of traffic particularly from 
West to East has been severely curtailed resulting in large traffic 
build ups through a normal working day. I can only imagine the 
building of 100's of new houses on the East End of Leeks existing 
boundary will at best double the misery already experienced by 
hundreds of travellers each day and cause untold economic and 
environmental damage to our market town.  Additionally, I have 
serious concerns about the effects on the water run off if large 
areas of the Mount are built upon. The Mount is the highest point 
in our town, and huge amounts of water drain off it down towards 
Leek on a daily basis. Without the ground to soak up this water 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO679 about 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
 See para response to PO679 about Leek 

employment land requirements  
 See para response to PO699 about economic 

benefits of housebuilding 
 See para response to PO89 about option sites 

assessments and sustainability appraisal 
 See para response to PO256 about air 

pollution and environmental health 
considerations of development 

 See para response in PO699 about utilities and 
flood risk 

 See para response to PO1353 about public 
consultation and Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 
The Council must demonstrate to planning inspector 
that its Local Plan is based on the principles of 
sustainable development. The NPPF is clear that this 
means three roles – economic, social, and 
environmental, and that they are considered 
simultaneously. The Council’s submitted Policies and 
objectives would therefore have to satisfy this.    
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Im concerned the water table may be affected causing flooding 
and other damage to residents and infrastructure further down 
towards Leek centre. The first part of the consultation document 
says the following: They should, as far as possible, reflect the 
aspirations of local communities and should strive to contribute 
towards their wider social, economic and environmental 
objectives. Based on what I have seen of the document, I don't 
believe it succeeds in any of these fundamental objectives. Our 
local community want a town that is prosperous but also one in 
which people want to live and work. We should strive to be better 
than what we are but not to the detriment of what makes people 
want to live in Leek in the first place. I hope you seriously take on 
board my views as well as the views of 
other community members. We live in a democracy and as such I 
genuinely believe that if a decision doesn't have the backing of 
the community it shouldn't be pushed through. 

PO9179 Mrs E 
Adams 

      Object We would like to object to the developments proposed around 
The Mount.  This is a very popular safe area to walk.  It has a 
high quality landscape which would be restricted by the 
developments and traffic would increase significantly on the roads 
linking Buxton road and Ashbourne road. Visitors to the area also 
like this walk. 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO89 about landscape 

evidence 
 

PO9212 Mrs E 
Adams 

      Object I wish to place my strong objections to the proposals to build 
house on the mount, leek.  It would devastate this beautiful area 
which benefits  tourists and residents alike.  Objections also 
relate to roads, schools, doctors etc. Please please rethink your 
plans. 

 See para response to PO699 about economic 
benefits of housebuilding 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO679 about 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
 See para response to PO673 about 

educational requirements 
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PO9250 Ms Joan 
Hobster 

      Object I am writing to plead for the preservation of Mount Road, Leek, as 
an undeveloped open space and public amenity, available to all 
residents of the town. Any  building on the farmland that borders 
this road will destroy the ambience and far-reaching views of this 
delightful area. It has been shown by a headcount (see Leek Post 
letters May 11 2016 ) how well used it is by walkers, joggers, 
horse-riders etc and I would like to add to that, the small but 
regular number of cars that are parked on Mount Road by elderly 
residents. They may no longer be physically able to walk far but 
can still take a short stroll, sit on a bench, enjoy the fresh air and 
admire the views. I understand that Mount Road is part of the 
Staffordshire Moorland 's Way and is walked regularly by 
individuals and organised groups. Surely a designated “Way” 
cannot be allowed to pass through a housing estate. In addition I 
see on the Council website, a leaflet suggesting a walk entitled 
“Leek Landscapes, A Country Walk“ which includes Mount Road. 
I quote from this leaflet “The route passes through attractive 
farmland and offers many interesting views of Leek and its 
setting.” If the proposed houses are built, this leaflet will have to 
be amended. I suggest, “The route passes through a new 
housing estate which obscures many interesting views of Leek 
and its setting” If building does take place, Mount Road itself 
would have to be upgraded and widened, to accommodate 
increased traffic use. An estimated 600 extra cars daily has been 
suggested. No doubt street lighting would be installed and this 
would destroy one of the few “dark sky” areas in the town. I have 
observed the night sky regularly from this location on winter 
evenings and enjoyed seeing the eastern constellations, planet 
alignments, meteor showers, the occasional comet and the 
monthly spectacle of the full moon rising. All this would be lost by 
light pollution. I understand that planners did take note of 
objections raised about the development of Mount Road in 2015 
and have reduced the proposed site allocations to either end of 
the road, thus preserving some of the views. For example, the 
field referenced LE128 will be split in two and only half of it built 
on. While appreciating this gesture to public opinion it would 
surely be only a matter of time before the inevitable “infill” would 
take place and the whole area would be lost for ever. PLEASE 
PLEASE PLEASE – SAVE THE MOUNT for future generations to 
enjoy. 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 Development proposals affecting the routes of 
recognised public rights of way would need to 
make allowance for them.  

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO1353 about 

streetlighting 
 See para response to PO89 about Leek 

housing requirements and windfall allowance 
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PO9292 Mrs Gwen 
Gledhill 

      Object Re sites LE127,128,140.142a I wish to object strongly to the 
proposal to make these sites on The Mount available for housing 
on the following grounds:  
 
1. Traffic The Mount is a narrow country lane with no pavements 
and little or no street lighting. There are narrow and dangerous 
junctions at both ends on to the Buxton and Ashbourne roads and 
a dangerous bend by LE127. The traffic generated by the 
proposed 400 houses will completely overload these junctions at 
busy times and generate a major risk to pedestrians on the lane 
itself, especially as there is not sufficient width for two cars to 
pass each other for most of the length of the lane. Commuters 
travelling from these house to Manchester, Macclesfield or Stoke 
will only add to the town centre traffic congestion at busy times. 
 
 2. The Local Housing Need It is well documented that the local 
need is for starter homes for young people and ‘downsizing’ 
homes for older people. These are not required on the edge of 
town but need to be closer to the centre where there are shops, 
amenities and better public transport links. Whatever developers 
initially propose re ‘affordable housing’ on The Mount, the reality 
is that they will ultimately build executive homes attractive to 
commuters travelling to Manchester, Stoke and beyond at prices 
cheaper than can be found in Cheshire East! I believe that the 
buyers will not be local people and thus the developments will not 
answer the local housing need. There are other sites that could 
address this need  to the south and north west of the town and 
via infill in the centre itself. Planners should look more carefully at 
these and not settle quickly for ‘easier’ options.  
 
3 Our Environment The Mount is a long standing area of natural 
beauty, accessible to most town residents on foot with views 
equal to those enjoyed across the Peak District. The 
developments will ruin this aspect and destroy a major, free, 
leisure experience for local people right on the edge of The Peak 
District National Park - their officers will (I’m sure) be objecting 
too! 

 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO679 about Leek 

employment land requirements  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO1750 about affordable 
housing 

 See para response to PO256 on housing 
needs evidence 

 See para response to PO9141 about housing 
for older people 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO89 about option sites 
assessments and sustainability appraisal 

 See para response to PO1732 about western 
Green Belt 

 
 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 
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PO9163 Mrs Kath 
Fernyhough 

      Object Please note that this email is an objection to the following site 
references regarding the development of Mount Road Leek., 
LE142b, LE142a, LE140, LE128a, LE127, LE022 We are 
residents of Kniveden Lane leek, and so we feel that we are well 
qualified to tell you why this development would be so disastrous 
for Leek. The Mount is an area of natural beauty which is used 
every single day of the year, by walkers, joggers, sightseers, 
cyclists, and people who enjoy it just for the sheer pleasure of the 
calm, peaceful area it provides us with. It is used by our senior 
citizens, who use the Mount as a daily walk to help keep them fit, 
and they enjoy sitting on one of the benches that have been left 
by the people of Leek for the people of Leek, to sit and chat or 
pass the time of day with other walkers. Good for the body and 
soul. It is an area that we, our parents, grandparents and children 
have enjoyed for many years, and if this development goes 
ahead our grandchildren and future generations will be denied 
this. It is an area of natural beauty that is home to a wide 
selection of wildlife. From hearing the owls hooting late evening 
and into the night, to the woodpeckers tapping away in the 
woods. From the bats swooping past in search of food to the 
kestrels that hover over the ground looking for their next meal. 
And the home of badgers and foxes. To name but a few. If this 
development goes ahead the homes of these beautiful animals 
and birds will be lost. Another loss for future generations and the 
townspeople of Leek, who you are supposed to represent the 
views of, so please take the time to read this and understand how 
passionate the people of Leek are about our beautiful green open 
space. As well as the above losses, the development will cause 
many problems. Namely access to and from Mount road. If 
planning permission is granted for all these new homes, imagine 
how many extra cars, delivery vans, school buses and refuse 
collectors will have to use Mount Road. If in excess of 400 homes 
are built, that will mean that there will probably be in excess of 
800 extra cars on a daily basis. Mount road can not deal with this. 
Our worries are as follows :- The exit from Mount road onto 
Buxton Road goes straight out into a 40mph area, opposite 
another junction with Novi Lane. The exit and entry from 
Ashbourne Road is even worse. To exit from the Mount onto 
Ashbourne Road you again have to exit into a 40mph area If you 
want to travel to Ashbourne you have to negotiate a 30% bend 
onto a very busy road If you want to exit Mount Road onto 
Ashbourne Road and travel down into town, you still have to join 
the traffic that is traveling at speed around Lowe Hill bends. This 
plan is dangerous, foolhardy and beyond belief. As the majority of 
people who will purchase property on Mount road will work in 
Stoke on Trent or Macclesfield, this will bring even more traffic 
that has to negotiate the town centre, which is often gridlocked 
now, let alone with a further 800 cars a day travelling through 
Leek town centre. The only other access to Mount Road is from 
Kniveden Lane, via the unadopted road at the top of the lane. If 
this road is adopted to improve access onto the Mount, Kniveden 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO256 on ecology 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO679 about Leek 

employment land requirements  
 See para response to PO256 about air 

pollution and environmental health 
considerations of development 

 See para response to PO5884 about tree 
protection 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO1732 about western 
Green Belt 

 See para response to PO1353 about public 
consultation and Statement of Community 
Involvement 
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Lane will become a rat run, along with Moorland Road. And it will 
not only be used by the new developments on the Mount, but by 
the estate accessed from Novi Lane, known as the Haregate 
estate. Kniveden Lane and Moorland road are residential roads in 
a residential area, and have not been built for vast amounts of 
traffic. The noise and level of traffic if this should happen would 
be very detrimental to a beautiful residential area, not to mention 
the dangers of traffic moving at speed to residents. Also the exit 
from Kniveden Lane is notoriously difficult due to the trees which 
line both sides of the junction reducing visibility to less than 50 
yards in either direction. What will you do then, cut down the trees 
to improve visibility and in the process removing more natural 
vegetation along with the fields on Mount Road that you are 
proposing to develop. As an alternative site, why do you not look 
at Macclesfield Road, the area around Foker Grange. Or develop 
some of the derelict mills that are lying empty and are nothing but 
eyesores. This way you would rid the area of the derelict 
buildings and build new more pleasing structures. We ask you to 
do the job you were voted in to do, which is to represent the 
views of the people of Leek. 

PO9228 MRS 
KAREN 
BARKER 

      Object I do not believe that it is necessary to extend the town boundary 
into farmland as there are still many available brownfield sites 
within the locality. There is much greater need for 
jobs/employment as priority in the town if people are to be enticed 
to come to live here by large scale housing developments. There 
are presently not enough jobs locally to adequately provide for 
the current housing occupants. There is likely to be an increased 
need for Housing Benefits affecting the local economy together 
with significant increased pressure on infrastructure due to need 
for travel in and out of the area for work. It is also important to 
note tourism is a significant driver to the local economy! 
Therefore the town gateway, especially from the Peak Park 
Buxton road A53, needs to be rigorous protection from the urban 
sprawl in order to maintain the ‘Queen of the moorlands’ identity. 
The point of entry into Leek from A53 Buxton Road is the most 
attractive picturesque and Tourist Route. It is also highly utilised 
public amenity for local residents of Leek who regularly make use 
of the whole area incorporating the A53 towards Tittesworth 
Reservoir/Blackshaw Moor, along Thorncliffe Road and its 
adjoining lanes, the Mount Road, as a place to exercise by 
walking, rambling, cycling, horse-riding, dog-walking, sightseeing, 
picnicking and general enjoyment of for health and well-being. 
The proposed areas particularly as it approaches the a53 Buxton 
Road junction with Thorncliffe Road and The Mount Road, is 
immediately adjacent to a landscape area which presumes 
against intrusive developments in order to protect its historic 
landscape nature. I would personally feel that the Special 
Landscape Area and environs ought to receive the highest priority 
protection. The designation encompasses the fact that it is 
special in nature and cannot therefore be replaced once lost or 
damaged. There is a number of brownfield sites within the town 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO679 about Leek 
employment land requirements  

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO89 about landscape 

evidence 
 See para response to PO9115 about design 

policies 
 See para response to PO89 about open 

spaces and countryside access 
 See para response to PO4704 about special 

landscape area 
 See para response to PO1732 about western 

Green Belt 
 See para response to PO679 about 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
 See para response to PO673 about 

educational requirements 
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which could be very effectively used for housing development. 
For some reason? These are not shown on the accompanying 
consultation maps. However from attending a consultation 
meeting the existence of several sites a is a matter of common 
knowledge along with the fact that these would be ‘the preferred 
option housing sites’ in view of the residents of leek. There are 
also pockets of green belt land (designated such primarily for the 
purposes of town separation and quite often having no particular 
beauty or amenity), which in common with other towns in the 
country could be effectively utilised to expand the town boundary 
with selective use and sensitively to the environment. This would 
be better than destroying the areas which are highly valued by 
the Leek Community for beauty and recreation and which give the 
town of Leek its identity. The proposal to build almost 400 houses 
off the junction of the A53 as it joins Thorniclife Road and The 
Mount Road is a major intrusion into the public amenity and is 
unsupported in terms of the additional infrastructure requiring a 
need for development of roads, sewers, schools etc. The 
proposal will is completely unbalanced as it places virtually all the 
housing requirement? Unjustified along 1 narrow lane at the most 
flagship side of leek renowned for its visual beauty and 
recreational amenity. Please utilise the brownfield sites and 
protect leeks heritage and inheritance! 
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PO9269 Mr Jeff 
Davies 

      Object I am writing to object to the designation of land on Mount Road, 
Leek as “Preferred Housing Allocation’. There are a number of 
problems with this intended designation:  
 
1) Overlook from the National Park - building as designated will 
adversely affect the view from the National Park  
 
2) Access - to increase traffic along the Mount would cause 
significant traffic problems and hazard at its junctions with both 
the Buxton and Ashbourne Roads. If Knivden Lane is paved then 
this would also cause problems with access to the hospital and 
cause a hazard at its junction with Ashbourne Road where there 
is poor visibility. Improving Mount Road is likely to be self-
defeating as it will then become a rat-run between Ashbourne and 
Buxton Roads further  increasing the traffic load.  
 
3) Services - there would be a significant cost to put in mains 
services as the existing water and drainage up Mount Road 
towards Padwick Farm are unlikely to adequate to service the 
proposed housing  
 
4) Amenity - the Mount is a much loved local resource, heavily 
used by walkers (including dog-walkers) and runners.  
 
 
 
5) Location - the bulk of working residents would probably work in 
Stoke or Maccesfield and the development is on the wrong side 
of Leek as it would then increase the traffic ‘flow’ through the 
centre of town  
 
6) Brownfield first - development on green fields should only 
occur when all the available brownfield sites have been used. 
There are multiple opportunities for in-fill housing developments 
within Leek (e.g. Prince St) as well as numerous mills that are 
currently eyesores (e.g. both Maccesfield & Ashbourne Roads)  
 
7) Size of housing allocation - there is a significant discrepancy 
between between SMDC & Government figures for required 
housing. I believe you are seriously over-estimating the local 
housing need. By doing this you are making it easier for 
developers to cherry-pick which bits they want to develop rather 
than encouraging development where it would be most beneficial 
to and have the least adverse impact on the town  
 
8) Unnecessary blight - by over-allocating housing designation 
you will have an unnecessary adverse impact on the value of 
properties which may not in practice be affected by  housing 
development throughout the life of the plan 

  
 
 
 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 
 See para response to PO89 on highways 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response in PO699 about utilities and 
flood risk 

 See para response to PO679 about 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 
  See para response to PO89 about open 

spaces and countryside access 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO679 about Leek 
employment land requirements  

 
 
 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO256 on housing 
needs evidence 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO256 on housing 
needs evidence 
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PO9172 Mr and Mrs 
S A 
Hodkinson 

      Object We are writing as a young couple concerned about the prospect 
of many more houses being built on good quality farming green 
field sites in Leek and throughout the Staffordshire Moorlands, 
especially over the Mount Road in Leek. We use the Mount as 
many people of all ages do on a regular basis, whether it’s to 
walk the dog or to go out for a run. The Mount is used by many 
and if lost would be greatly missed. The main issue that concerns 
me with the proposed building of houses over the Mount is that 
the council & planners feel it is acceptable to potentially build 
houses on what is good quality farming green field sites. We need 
to protect our green spaces and farming land that is producing us 
with our food and local food at that. Another point to make is 
there are hundreds of empty properties throughout the 
Staffordshire Moorlands therefore if there is really a great need 
for additional housing which there is no evidence to suggest this. 
Also in this day and age we as a country are very conscious 
trying to reduce our carbon footprint and recycling everything 
possible. Therefore question why does this not apply to housing. 
There are all these properties sitting empty and you are wanting 
to build more, do we really need more if we already have so many 
empty. This includes new builds that have being built in the past 
twelve months that are vacant. Also question who are you 
expecting to buy these properties or live in them. There is 
obviously no jobs or prospects for people to want to move into 
Leek otherwise they would be here now. You only need to open 
the local paper or look on the internet there are always hundreds 
of properties at all prices for sale and up for rent in Leek. If you by 
some miracle find hundreds of families to live in these houses 
then question how do you propose to improve the infrastructure. It 
already takes up to twenty minutes to drive from one end of Leek 
town to the other and this isn’t even in ‘rush hour’. We certainly 
don’t have enough schools and the GP’s are already stretched to 
capacity. I also have a worry over the wildlife over the Mount 
there are many different species of birds and animals that are 
present around the Mount and the building of houses would 
interrupt them and significantly reduce the numbers of some 
already endangered species. Finally I urge you think very 
carefully before allowing these houses to be built in Leek, with a 
special thought to the Mount, once you have let properties be 
built there Leek as a lovely small market town will be spoilt and 
the beautiful uninterrupted views will be gone forever. 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about open spaces 
and countryside access 

 See para response to PO256 on housing needs 
evidence 

 
The NPPF expects Councils to meet objectively 
assessed development requirements, and also 
encourages brownfield development, subject to wider 
Policies. 
 

 See para response to PO679 about Leek 
employment land requirements  

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO673 about educational 

requirements 
 See para response to PO679 about 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
 See para response to PO256 on ecology 

evidence 
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PO9203 Mr Martin 
Bagshaw 

      Object I would like to register my objection to the proposed housing 
development on the mount area of Leek. I have lived in Leek for 
all of my life and I and many others , have spent 
many happy hours enjoying the scenery and tranquility that this 
area of the town offers to residents of the town. To develop in this 
area will drastically reduce the local amenity for the residents of 
the town. It is a lovely picturesque area that is within easy reach 
of the town centre. And I believe that to destroy it would be an 
absolute travesty. The area has many amenity uses, such as 
walking, horse riding, cycling and jogging, let alone just sitting on 
the benches and chilling. I think the existing schools will struggle 
to cope with the increased demand for places. The increase the 
traffic on the roads surrounding the mount will be significant, and 
traffic calming measures will need to be considered for safety 
reasons and quality of life of the existing residents in the area. 
There also be an increase in commuter traffic from this 
development. I think the majority of which will have to cross the 
town towards either Stoke on Trent or Cheshire. This will add 
to the already considerable traffic issues in the town. I believe the 
Barnfields, the rear of Sainsbury and Foker Grange Farm would 
be much better locations, so that the increase in traffic is kept 
away from the town centre. It was my understanding the houses 
were proposed for the rear of Sainsbury's. But I understand this 
has hit commercial difficulties with residual contamination.  

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about open spaces 
and countryside access 

 See para response to PO673 about educational 
requirements 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO679 about Leek 

employment land requirements  
 
Existing industrial areas in use would not generally be 
allocated to other uses unless re-provision of 
equivalent or improved floorspace was involved.  
 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO1732 about western 
Green Belt 

 See para response PO2905 about other sites at 
the Mount 

 

PO9218 Ms Lisa 
Milward 

      Object I wish to register my disapproval to the above development My 
objection has little to do with extra traffic and infrastructure but a 
lot to do with losing a place that is very dear to people's hearts. 
The Mount has always been a favourite short walk of mine and 
my family's. It is peaceful, has beautiful views and friendly people 
of all ages make a point of speaking. The Mount is somewhere 
that I spend a lot of time walking each week, a place that has 
been a part of my life since childhood. I have very fond memories 
of spending time walking over The Mount with family when we 
didn't have a car and little money to take buses elsewhere. The 
Mount is perfect for a short walk, it's somewhere that I have 
always felt safe to walk alone and not too far for a morning walk 
before work and for those people who perhaps struggle to walk 
longer distances. By developing housing on this land I believe 
that it will take away one of the town's best assets, one that 
people of Leek have enjoyed for many, many generations. So as 
councillors and planners who are in office for a relatively short 
period of time in comparison making a decision that will remove 
this for everyone who loves to walk here, I hope that you really 
consider how much The Mount means to people like me. It will be 
a huge shame if this goes ahead. 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO679 about 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
 See para response to PO89 about open spaces 

and countryside access 
 See para response to PO89 about landscape 

evidence 
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PO9278 Mr Ian 
McFaul 

      Object i am writing to protest against the latest version of the site 
allocations plan for th Staffs Moorlands, in particular the mount 
area of Leek. the following objections should be considered     
 
a)maintaining the individuality of our market town rather than 
going down the homogenisation route  
 
b)I’m not sure where the demand for these house is coming from 
- where is the research on households forecasted to require this  
 
c)The area of most concern to myself is particularly LE127 and 
the terrible prospect of houses being built on the town horizon, 
the entrance to Buxton makes me shudder and we should not go 
down that route  
 
d)there are lots of brownfield sites ripe for development in town 
that should be exhausted first rather than taking the easy option 
short term option.  
 
e)where i the visionary leader on the council who can set out a 
plan for the town not driven by short termism 

 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO9115 about design 
policies 

 
 See para response to PO256 on housing 

needs evidence 
 
 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 
 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 
 See para response to PO1353 about public 

consultation and Statement of Community 
Involvement 
 

PO9286 Mr Ian 
Harrison 

      Object I hereby which to object to the building of houses etc on The 
Mount, Leek.  This road, used by many is the last place to admire 
the scenic views of both Leek and the surrounding areas.  It is an 
area of outstanding natural beauty.  If one site is given permission 
for house building, then all others will follow and question where 
will it end. There must be countless brown field sites in the leek 
area which can be built on first and foremost. If 500 houses were 
to be built, what happens to Leek.  The jobs aren't there, 
infrastructure, the existing roads can't cope with todays traffic 
(constant gridlocks in the town centre, never mind 1000 further 
cars.  No hope of a ring road around leek.  Junior schools, can't 
cope with further numbers of school pupils. My wife and I 
continue to walk over the mount and admire the scenery, as well 
as the many more who walk, cycle, run and horse ride over 
it.  The new housing would block the outstanding views people go 
the the mount to view. 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 
None of the Mount sites attract an AONB designation. 
 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO679 about Leek 
employment land requirements  

 See para response to PO679 about 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO673 about educational 

requirements 
 

 
PO9306 Councillor 

Gail Lockett 
      Object I would like to  objections to site allocations LE127 and 

LE128a,  these two sites are completely unsuitable for 
development as the road would not be able to sustain the mount 
of traffic and the junctions at both end are dangerous, we should 
be looking at urban infill to distribute the number of houses 
required. 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO89 about Leek 

housing requirements and windfall allowance 
 See para response to PO89 about option sites 

assessments and sustainability appraisal 
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PO9321 Ms 
Elizabeth 
Stretton 

      Object I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed housing 
development on the |Mount Road, Leek - ie Plots lE140, LE128a, 
LE127, LE142a, LE142b, and LEO22. On the edge of the Peak 
District, this area of Leek can only be described as an extension 
of this National Park and one which holds a special place in the 
hearts of Leek residents.  The number of walkers and cyclists 
using this area each week must be in the hundreds with many, 
like myself, enjoying the walk over The Mount on a daily basis. 
This walk commands beautiful views of the surrounding 
countryside, providing a "country" experience for so many 
walkers, cyclists and drivers, as well as a place to sit and 
watch,  for example,the sunsets, weather conditions unfold, or 
simply just to sit and ponder.  For years it has provided a walk 
within a few minutes walking distance, for families, courting 
couples, dog walkers and anyone else who wants to escape from 
the town and enjoy the views and the experience pleasures of a 
"country " walk without having to travel by car and park in an 
over-priced car park!  There are even opportunities for people to 
drive from anywhere in Leek within minutes to the Mount and 
then enjoy all the attractions described above.  The loss of this 
walk and seats would deprive many people of the opportunity to 
enjoy panoramic views across the town and the surrounding 
skyline: these vistas would be lost and replaced with houses 
instead - reducing the area to just another street of the kind to 
found anywhere and out of character with the landscape.  It also 
seems that all the attention has been focused on this area and 
side of Leek, when there are other areas around Leek which 
could be made use of. One of the most important problems, as I 
see it, is the strain on the local infrastructure.  Up to, or in excess 
of, 500 houses could be built along this road and all these new 
residents will need employment - already a problem in Leek and 
the surrounding areas and towns - as well as schools for their 
children.  Leek primary schools are already experiencing 
problems and some children are already having to travel across 
Leek to receive their education. Recently trees have been cut 
down on the top field of the High School - now work has started 
on fencing this area, apparently towards the building of a new 
primary school on this site.  I cannot remember being made 
aware of this possibility, although it may have been mentioned 
somewhere, but it seems that the building of this school means 
that councillors are confident that the housing development will 
take place and they will be able to wave aside any objections 
pertaining to education and say that a school is already being 
built . There are many houses in Leek which are empty, as there 
are many sites which could be used to provide areas for new 
homes, and it would make more sense to utilize these 
possibilities before taking away an important , local amenity which 
is used every day by so many people and which is our own area 
of "outstanding natural beauty" and which is available to 
everyone. 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO1732 about western 
Green Belt 

 See para response to PO679 about Leek 
employment land requirements  

 See para response to PO673 about 
educational requirements 

 See para response to PO679 about 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO9115 about design 
policies 

 
The emerging Local Plan is not yet finalised and needs 
to undergo independent public examination by 
Government appointed Planning Inspector before it can 
become adopted. Planning applications arising before 
this happens must be determined against the NPPF 
and current Council planning policies. 
 

 See para response to PO256 on housing 
needs evidence 
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PO9347 Mr David 
Rowe 

      Object I am writing to object to the selection of all sites on Mount Road, 
LE127, LE128, LE140 and LE142a. This road is of great value to 
local people as a very accessible place to experience and benefit 
from the surrounding countryside. Many people walk, cycle, 
exercise their dogs along this road every day, and this would be 
completely lost if development was allowed to take place. There 
are several brownfield sites in the town that should be considered 
instead, e.g. the old mills, Barnfields site. 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 

PO9328 Dr Tracey 
Cole 

      Object I would like to hereby object to the areas of local interest around 
The Mount being developed (LE142b; LE142a; LE140; LE128a; 
LE127; LE022). As I am sure you are aware, there is 
considerable public opposition to the proposed building of 400 
houses on these sites. The area is well used, at all times of day 
for cyclists, walkers and horse-riders. It is an quiet oasis for the 
people of Leek to experience the calm of the countryside and look 
down on the splendid views of the town and further afield. As 
such, it is an extremely highly valued area in the town of 
Leek.  A  s a resident of Pitcher Lane..building on The Mount 
would seriously impact on me and my neighbours. The building of 
so many houses will bring at least 400-800 cars with it. Access for 
these vehicles will no doubt run straight past my house, causing 
noise and air pollution. I moved to Leek from Cheshire for exactly 
the same reasons: the road I lived on became unbearably busy. I 
noticed that sitting in the garden was impossible with the constant 
noise of the cars and the smell of the fumes, not to mention the 
health consequences of nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide and 
particulate matter. I am also concerned that with so many 
vehicles, the junctions of Kniveden/Ashbourne Rd and The 
Mount/Buxton Rd will easily generate queues during rush hours. 
Getting off my estate will be far more tricky and the increased risk 
of traffic and pedestrian accidents is not a pleasant thought.  A 
town like Leek is quite a jewel, but it could so easily be ruined 
forever if we don't seriously consider all the consequences of our 
actions.  

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO256 about air 

pollution and environmental health 
considerations of development 
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PO9418 Mr Anthony 
Clark 

      Object I am writing to make you aware of the concerns I have over the 
housing proposals for the Mount Road area, Leek, set out in 
Staffordshire Moorlands Preferred Options and Development 
Boundaries Consultation. The consequence on traffic of building 
many houses in the Mount Road area will be very marked both in 
the immediate area and the town as a whole . Immediate 
area    Mount Road is not wide enough to safely take a major 
increase in traffic. The road is very popular with walkers, horse 
riders and cyclists.  Increased trafic will discourage such use and 
be a danger to those leisure users who do continue to use the 
road. The existing access points to the area off Buxton Road and 
Ashbourne Road are adequate for the present level of traffic but 
are woefully inadequate and dangerous for high volumes of 
vehicles. If, as is most likely ,Kniveden Lane was upgraded at its 
top end to allow access by vehicles the consequences for its 
junction with Ashbourne Road would be great.  At present the 
limited amount of traffic means that the restricted visibility due to 
the trees on Ashbourne Road causes minimal problems.  An 
increase in traffic queues  would lead to frustration and rash 
decisions by drivers.  This in turn would lead to calls for the 
removal of the trees and the consequent destruction of a 
wonderful entrance to the town.    Town Residents living in the 
proposed housing development will need to work and 
shop.  Question where will they go to do these two 
activities.    Work      Very few will work in Buxton or Ashbourne 
which are easily accessible from Mount Road.  The vast majority 
will work in the  town centre, the Barnfields industrial estate or on 
Cheadle Road.  Those commuting out of town will be mostly 
heading for Stoke or Macclesfield/Manchester.  All these people 
will have to drive through the centre of town at least twice a day 
at peak times as there are no alternative routes they can 
use.    Shopping To reach the two large supermarkets in Leek 
(Morrisons and Sainsbury’s) residents of the Mount Road area 
would be forced, by the road system, to travel through the centre 
of town.  Those shopping further afield will, in the main, be 
heading for Stoke and Macclesfield and again will need to travel 
through the town centre.    One look at the map would tell anyone 
that major building to the east of Leek will cause major traffic 
problems.    If building must take place on the Mount, though I 
doubt there is a need, the least environmentally damaging sites 
are LE142b and LE140.  Question is there not a possibility of 
building on the existing sites of Kniveden Hall (which is well 
screened by trees) and the old Social Services site.  These sites 
would be the least invasive environmentally but would still 
generate major traffic problems both locally and in town. In 2006 
New York took the far sighted decision to turn a disused  elevated 
railway into an linear park (The High Line).  Would that Leek had 
planners and leaders of similar vision to develop Mount Road into 
The High Lane for the benefit of all the community. 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO5884 about tree 

protection 
 See para response to PO679 about Leek 

employment land requirements  
 See para response to PO89 about Leek 

housing requirements and windfall allowance 
 See para response to PO256 on housing 

needs evidence 
 See para response to PO89 about option sites 

assessments and sustainability appraisal 
 See para response to PO9122 about 

landscape evidence 
 
Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included as a 
residential allocation in the Local Plan. 
 
The Council’s emerging Local Plan contains a policy 
protecting existing railway lines from development; and 
supporting recreational re-use etc. The Mount does not 
contain any such routes. 
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PO9299 Mr and Ms 
Gary and 
Elaine 
Turner 

      Object I wish to object to the proposed housing development at 
the mount (all of the sites) as this is a high quality amenity area 
enjoyed by all for its views, indeed, if ever Leek is featured on  TV 
programmes the cameras usually end up doing a view of the town 
from the mount, which says it all. 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 

PO9423 Mr Michael 
Harvey 

      Object To whom this may concern. I would like to raise my 
strongest objections to the proposed plans to build across the 
mount - LE142A, LE140, LE128 & LE127.   This is a beautiful and 
precious area for the people of Leek who currently enjoy leisure 
activities such as walking etc which is easily accessed by 
many, both old and young.  The fantastic views of this high quality 
landscape and the therapeutic benefits it offers are easily 
available to all who want to enjoy the beauty and peacefulness of 
the countryside without having to travel far from their doorstep, 
and who may not be in a position to! To lose this lovely 
countryside would be a tragic and very sad loss to the people of 
Leek.  The Mount is a narrow county lane and is totally unsuitable 
for increasing the flow of traffic. Having Buxton Road at one end 
of The Mount and Ashbourne Road at the other, this would create 
a massive increase in the volume of traffic using it, and increase 
the risk of accidents - it's totally unsuitable! In addition to this, the 
increase in homes would ruin what is currently a peaceful retreat 
and a habitat for our wildlife which I have seen loads of rare birds 
when walking our dogs , these birds would go away and would 
not be seen again. Also foxes and badgers.  Concern that fatal 
traffic accidents will occur. Leave our mount and all it has to offer 
well alone!! There are loads of other areas in Leek that are within 
the boundaries of leek and not on green field sites (  Huge's 
Concrete site for one) Leek dose not need this amount of housing 
there is not the work/jobs for the increase in people. This is all 
about money in the pocket for the council. If we need another 
primary school increase extend Beresford Memorial school there 
is about 3 acres of fields behind the school. 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO256 on ecology 

evidence 
 See para response to PO9203 about existing 

industrial areas 
 See para response to PO89 about Leek 

housing requirements and windfall allowance 
 See para response to PO256 on housing 

needs evidence 
 See para response to PO679 about Leek 

employment land requirements  
 See para response to PO673 about new 

homes bonus 
 See para response to PO673 about Leek 

educational requirements 
 

PO9376 Cllr Dani 
Ogden 

      Object An area of natural beauty should never have been considered for 
planning application in the local plan. The outrage this has 
caused with local people has been overwhelming. The Mount is 
an area accessible to open countryside for local people, it is used 
for recreational purpose and attracts visitors coming to Leek. One 
lady told me that she could walk safely with a group of people 
with learning difficulties, the volume of traffic from four hundred 
dwellings would have a severe impact on those using The Mount 
for recreation, the infrastructure alone would not only cause a 
dramatic difference to the landscape it would also affect the 
wildlife in this area. That said, LE142a [landowner] are against 
development on this land, also there appears to be no indication 
on the map as to where the boundary is belonging to [the 
landowner]. LE127 and LE128a is not suitably distributed to 
urban infrastructure. It has been suggested LE066 where 
Kniveden Hall is, Folker Grange and Holme Farm on the west 

 See para response to PO89 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO256 on ecology 

evidence 
 
The Council communicates with landowners of affected 
sites to ensure they are available, prior to selection. 
Note that the owner of site LE142A, as indicated on the 
Local Plan proposals map, has confirmed site 
availability.  
 
• Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included as a 
residential allocation in the Local Plan. 
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side of Leek are developable.  
The map in the Preferred Options consultation 
document is intended to illustrate proposed allocations 
and development boundaries and other summary 
information, not the extent of land ownerships.  
 

 See para response to PO673 about 
educational requirements 

 See para response to PO679 about 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO1732 about western 
Green Belt 

 See para response to PO9122 about 
landscape evidence 

 
PO9384 Councillor 

Charlotte 
Atkins 

      Object I am writing to object to the four development sites on The Mount 
as identified in the proposed SMDC Local Plan. My reasons for 
doing so are: The Mount provides unique and much valued 
panoramic views over Leek and its skyline as well as over parts 
of the National Peak Park The openess of The Mount makes it a 
hugely important local asset for public recreation and for 
biodiversity. This is particularly important at present when lack of 
physical exercise is creating a public health crisis. The Mount is 
very popular among walkers, cyclists, horse riders and joggers as 
well encouraging families to be active and enjoy the natural 
attractions of the area. The roads up to The Mount are totally 
unsuited to increased traffic. But if they were improved, that 
would encourage rat running between the Ashbourne and Buxton 
Roads totally destroying the quiet rural nature of the area. With 
increased traffic, the junctions at either end of Mount Road would 
be highly dangerous. The Mount is a developer's dream and 
would attract developers who want to build expensive executive 
homes. These would attract buyers from outside Leek rather than 
providing the affordable homes we need for both local young and 
older residents. If 400 houses are built on the Mount, they could 
potentially generate 800 cars driving through the centre of Leek 
as the prevailing flow of traffic out of Leek is to Stoke on Trent 
and Macclesfield. That would create even more gridlock than we 
experience already. More suitable development sites exist within 
Leek eg along the Macclesfield Road. But they have not been 
identified or consulted upon. I urge the Council to drop its plans to 
destroy The Mount and look elsewhere to develop affordable 
homes for local 
residents.                                                                                         
                                                                                         

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO1750 about affordable 

housing 
 See para response to PO679 about Leek 

employment land requirements  
 See para response to PO1732 about western 

Green Belt 
 See para response to PO89 about Leek 

housing requirements and windfall allowance 
 See para response PO679 about identification 

of sites during 2015 and 2016 public 
consultations 
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PO9395 Ms Katie 
Giddings 

      Object I wish to register my strong objection to the sites identified for 
development along The Mount, Leek. The site reference numbers 
are LE127, LE128, LE140 & LE142a. The Mount is highly valued 
by the people of Leek. Hundreds of people use it every day & 
enjoy the landscape and views.  These people cover a broad mix 
- there are walkers & strollers, hikers & joggers, dog walkers, 
horse riders, cyclists - and they range through all ages, from 
young to old.  Generations have taken the air along The Mount 
and future generations deserve the same opportunity. Chance 
and regular encounters with this variety of people whose paths 
would probably otherwise not cross creates the sense of 
community so often lacking elsewhere but celebrated in Leek. 
The view of Leek from The Mount creates a sense of belonging to 
and connection with the whole town, enhancing this sense of 
belonging.  I may not live the other side of Leek but I can see it 
every time I walk the Mount and feel part of its whole.  The town 
is visible from The Mount & I can enjoy the view of its special 
architecture & character. This natural landscape is free for 
everyone to enjoy and is accessible within minutes of the town 
centre. It is a landscape and community which would be lost 
forever should the developments go ahead.  Such things are 
irreplaceable and I despair that The Mount is even being 
considered as a suitable option. I am a recent newcomer to Leek 
having moved here three years ago.  I have never lived anywhere 
more welcoming and cheerful and full of people appreciating and 
making the most of living in such a beautiful place. The Mount is 
at present a country lane offering peace and tranquil exercise.  Its 
urbanisation would completely change its character and make it a 
main road connecting Ashbourne & Buxton Roads.  The traffic 
increase would be beyond that contributed to by extra housing as 
it would become a highly attractive route for those seeking to 
avoid Leek town centre. The access to and from Ashbourne Road 
would also radically change the character of that end of town. The 
increased housing would alter the balance of the town and there 
is simply not that level of demand for housing in that area. The 
figures of required housing also appear to be based on doubtful 
statistics so that the very need for this level of housing in the 
Moorlands is questionable. It would really be dreadful if this so 
very important natural landscape were to disappear forever from 
Leek. In conversation with the people I meet along the Mount, 
there is a strong feeling of being threatened by changes beyond 
their control & of losing something very precious.  Many people 
have said they have no faith that their feelings and needs will be 
valued.  Please change their minds and show that local people 
will be listened to and their objections acted upon.  Please don't 
build on The Mount. 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO89 about Leek 

housing requirements and windfall allowance 
 See para response to PO256 on housing 

needs evidence 
 See para response to PO1353 about public 

consultation and Statement of Community 
Involvement 
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PO9410 Mr Alan 
Percival 

      Object I wish to object to the proposed house building on The Mount. 
Along with many other people I walk along Mount Road several 
times a week winter and summer. It is a lovely country walk and 
the only one on the eastern side of the town that is away from 
traffic fumes. There are many other reasons why building should 
not be allowed on The Mount which I am sure you have been 
made aware of. 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO256 about air 
pollution and environmental health 
considerations of development 

PO9428 Ms 
Catherine 
Harvey 

      Object To whom this may concern. I would like to raise my 
strongest objections to the proposed plans to build across the 
mount - LE142A, LE140, LE128 & LE127.   This is a beautiful and 
precious area for the people of Leek who currently enjoy leisure 
activities such as walking etc which is easily accessed by 
many, both old and young.  The fantastic views of this high quality 
landscape and the therapeutic benefits it offers are easily 
available to all who want to enjoy the beauty and peacefulness of 
the countryside without having to travel far from their doorstep, 
and who may not be in a position to! To lose this lovely 
countryside would be a tragic and very sad loss to the people of 
Leek.  The Mount is a narrow county lane and is totally unsuitable 
for increasing the flow of traffic. Having Buxton Road at one end 
of The Mount and Ashbourne Road at the other, this would create 
a massive increase in the volume of traffic using it, and increase 
the risk of accidents - it's totally unsuitable! In addition to this, the 
increase in homes would ruin what is currently a peaceful retreat 
and a habitat for our wildlife which I have seen loads of rare birds 
when walking our dogs , these birds would go away and would 
not be seen again. Also foxes and badgers.  Concern that fatal 
traffic accidents will occur. Leave our mount and all it has to offer 
well alone!! 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO89 about open 
spaces and countryside access 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 See para response to PO256 on ecology 

evidence 
 

 Petition 
from Mount 
residents 
(1092 
signatures) 

   Object Dear Miss Ralphs, 
Building four hundred plus houses on the area known by 
everyone in Leek as The Mount and used by countless 
generations as a gateway to the countryside would be against 
everything that ‘Localism’ intended to bring. 
The enclosed petition goes some way to demonstrate the 
strength of feeling that there is against the proposed building 
plots as set out in the Local Plan. 
The area is mainly agricultural and offers amazing views of the 
town and its surrounding countryside. Indeed the views of Leek’s 
conservation area is unrivalled and the area as a whole acts as a 
buffer between the town the Peak District National Park.  
The road itself could not cope with the estimated 600 to 800 extra 
cars that the proposed housing would generate. The Mount is a 
narrow road with no footpaths and the junctions at either end of 
the Mount would become even more dangerous. 
Historically people travelling out of Leek to work use the Stoke on 
Trent and Macclesfield roads with few travelling to Buxton or 
Ashbourne. This would mean that the roads in Leek’s Town 
centre would become even more congested at peak times as 
these people make their way through town. 

 See para response to PO89 about landscape 
evidence 

 
The broad justification for the Council’s selection of 
‘preferred’ sites over other sites, is site out in the 
‘Options Site Assessments’ on the website. This 
includes consideration of heritage impacts, following 
consultation with the Council’s Conservation Officer, 
and the heritage impact recommendations of the most 
recent 2016 landscape impact study. All proposed sites 
must also be the subject of sustainability appraisal (the 
Council’s S.A. will be published as part of its evidence 
base). 
 

 See para response to PO89 on highways 
 

  See para response to PO1353 about Council 
Assembly and statement of community 
involvement 
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We urge the Council to think again and produce alternative sites 
for the houses thereby saving this precious area for the future 
generations to enjoy. 
 

 
 

 See para response to PO679 about Leek 
employment land requirements  
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PO35 MRS 
KATRINA 
KEMSHEA
D 

  MR COLIN 
KEMSHEAD 

  Support This allocated area has now been reduced. I could see no reason 
why the whole of plot LE128 has not been allocated as housing. 
The original scheme was for approximately 93 units. Reducing it 
down to 47 does not make it such a viable economic proposition, 
bearing in mind the requirement for affordable housing. I would 
have prefered for the whole site to be allocated. 

 Comments and confirmation of owner 
position, noted. The emerging Local Plan 
sets out how the residual housing 
requirement for Leek will be achieved by a 
combination of allocations within the 
urban area, and along the Mount (making 
allowance for windfall/small sites 
allowances). Additional housing sites 
along the Mount are not required. 
 
The Council is undertaking Local Plan 
viablity work which will consider the 
viability of preferred option sites. 

PO4399 Mr Andy 
Frost 

Frost 
Plannin
g 

    Object On behalf of our client, The Kemshead Family, we wish to make 
Representations in respect of the above parcel of land. The aim is 
to secure the allocation of the entire site within their ownership for 
residential development in the emerging Local Plan. Preferred 
Housing Allocation LE128A should be extended further 
southwards to include all land within our client's ownership. We 
consider there is a compelling case to support this given the level 
of housing need identified, the proposed distribution of housing, 
and the characteristics of the site. The Plan is therefore 'unsound' 
at present. [Refer to full Supporting Statement attached to 
Question 1]. 

 Refer to PO35 response above 
 
Table 4.1 in the preferred Options 
consultation document explains how the 
set of Preferred Options housing sites for 
Leek would satisfy the town’s OAN (as 
per Policy SS3 Core Strategy). 

PO90 Mr Bill Reid       Object This area is a most popular area for walkers, runners, drivers and 
strollers. It has been, for as long as I can remember, an area 
that provides views over Leek town and the suurounding area 
which cannot be equalled. It is a beautiful peaceful part of Leek 
which should not be spoilt by housing estates and the disruption 
that goes with it. The top of Kniveden Lane has a piece of 
unadopted road which deters motorists from using it as a 
thoroughfare and I am sure that this would become adopted if the 
proposed plans go ahead causing untold traffic, noise and 
pollution, as well as the dangers to residents from the 
traffic. There are many areas around Leek which would be far 
more suitable. 

 The public/visual open spaces proposed 
by the Council are those mapped in the 
Preferred Options consultation document. 
The Council’s adopted Core Strategy 
policies seek to improve public access to 
open spaces/recreation generally where 
this is consistent with other policies. Note 
there is no automatic public right to cross 
privately owned land beyond public rights 
of way. 
 
Page 25 of the Preferred Options 
consultation document sets out the 
residual housing requirement for Leek to 
2031 (pursuant to Policy SS3 of the 
adopted Core Strategy). The Council must 
demonstrate that it will fully meet residual 
housing requirements for Leek to have a 
sound Local Plan in place. This 
requirement does not have to be met 
100% from land allocations – 
unanticipated development of other urban 
brownfield/greenfield sites counts too – 
Table 4.1 factors in assumptions about 
future windfall housing (resulting in a 
lower residual requirement). This windfall 
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would include urban sites not formally 
identified on the map. Applications for 
residential uses arising on such sites 
would be assessed on their merits against 
NPPF and Council Policies. As there is 
insufficient capacity to meet this residual 
need entirely from sites within the Leek 
town boundary, the remaining 
requirement is to be met from a 
combination of urban (brownfield and 
greenfield) sites, and peripheral “urban 
extensions” around Leek as set out in 
Tables 4.2 and 4.3. 
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its 
selection of ‘Preferred’ allocation sites 
from wider sites. This includes landspace 
impact evidence. The most recent 2016 
landscape impact study assessed impacts 
from the Peak Park, and and concluded 
that the various Mount sites exhibited low- 
through to high- landscape sensitivity; it 
also provided recommendations regarding 
mitigatory measures. It concluded that 
both LE128Aa and LE128B are of 
medium landscape sensitivity and 
recommends that site-specific landscape 
mitigation measures  could include 
advanced planting and landscaping on the 
eastern boundary, and limited building 
heights in the eastern half of the site.  
Note that landscape evidence must be 
weighed against all other relevant 
evidence when the Council selects 
‘Preferred’ sites. 
 
The Council consults with SCC Highways 
during Local Plan preparation. SCC did 
not raise any objections to Preferred 
Options sites 
LE022/LE127/LE128/LE140/LE142A/LE1
42B subject to development in this area 
contributing to the improvement of Mount 
Road including provision of footways and 
pedestrian links. Also Kniveden Lane 
should be brought up to adoptable 
standard with the implementation of 
footways. Further junction improvements 
at Mount Road/Ashbourne Road may also 
be appropriate. The Council would assess 
schemes having significant transport 
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impacts against relevant NPPF and Local 
Plan policy (including requirement to 
submit transport statements, and provide 
highways improvements where deemed 
appropriate). 
 
The broad justification for the Council’s 
selection of ‘preferred’ sites over other 
sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This 
includes consideration of heritage 
impacts, following consultation with the 
Council’s Conservation Officer, and the 
heritage impact recommendations of the 
most recent 2016 landscape impact study. 
All proposed sites must also be the 
subject of sustainability appraisal (the 
Council’s S.A. will be published as part of 
its evidence base). 
 
If the Council considered that a 
development may adversely impact on 
local air quality then the applicant is 
required to undertake air quality 
assessments to identify these issues and 
develop options to mitigate these impacts. 
In addition the Council continually 
monitors air quality across the District and 
regularly undertakes review and 
assessments of this data to identify areas 
where the traffic could have an 
unacceptable impact on local air quality. 
Policy SD4 in the emerging Local Plan 
covers controls of all forms of pollution 
arising from development. 

PO125 B & M 
Bentley 

      Object Urban extension for New Housing is opposed on Mount Road. 
The relevant issues are  
 
1. Landscape & historic character  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 
The broad justification for the Council’s 
selection of ‘preferred’ sites over other 
sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This 
includes consideration of heritage 
impacts, following consultation with the 
Council’s Conservation Officer, and the 
heritage impact recommendations of the 
most recent 2016 landscape impact study. 
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2. Health & quality of life ‘The Mount’ is a known cultural and 
unique feature for Leek folk and visitors gained over many 
generations.Offering: Visual beauty, health and community 
amenity. The many attractions of a ‘trip around the mount’ would 
be largely lost. These comments refer to LE127, LE128a and 
LE140. 

All proposed sites must also be the 
subject of sustainability appraisal (the 
Council’s S.A. will be published as part of 
its evidence base). 
 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

PO192 Mr John 
Pigott 

      Object The following comments apply to three areas allocated for 
housing development on Mount Road: LE127, LE128a and 
LE142a The proposal to build in these three blocks along both 
sides of Mount Road should be removed as the Mount is a very 
important open space close to the town centre and is a very 
popular route for walking, jogging and cycling. It is also on the 
route of the Staffordshire Moorlands Walk giving panoramic views 
over the centre of Leek and the hills beyond. The Mount is a very 
important local amenity which has been  completely 
underestimated and its value not understood.. A local resident 
carried out a head count on Sun 8 th May between 0700 and 
2000 and counted a total of 217 people using the road for 
recreation : 190 walkers (44 with dogs, 8 with prams), 12 cyclists, 
12 joggers and 3 horse riders. These were not in organised 
groups but simply people enjoying the exercise, the views and the 
fresh air in a safe and sustainable way – no need to get the car 
out. If the developments proceed then inevitably Mount Road, 
which is now a country Lane, would be widened and become a 
busy estate road and people would not want to use it for 
recreation.   Instead of building along Mount Road, the brownfield 
sites and other sites within the town boundary should be 
developed first. These include the following sites which were 
shown on the original plans but now taken out : LE 219, LE073, 
LE067, LE147, LE037 and LE063 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access  
 

Development proposals affecting the 
routes of recognised public rights of way 
would need to make allowance for them.  
 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 
Page 25 of the Preferred Options 
consultation document sets out the 
residual housing requirement for Leek to 
2031 (pursuant to Policy SS3 of the 
adopted Core Strategy). The Council must 
demonstrate that it will fully meet residual 
housing requirements for Leek to have a 
sound Local Plan in place. This 
requirement does not have to be met 
100% from land allocations – 
unanticipated development of other urban 
brownfield/greenfield sites counts too – 
Table 4.1 factors in assumptions about 
future windfall housing (resulting in a 
lower residual requirement). This windfall 
would include urban sites not formally 
identified on the map. Applications for 
residential uses arising on such sites 
would be assessed on their merits against 
NPPF and Council Policies. As there is 
insufficient capacity to meet this residual 
need entirely from sites within the Leek 
town boundary, the remaining 
requirement is to be met from a 
combination of urban (brownfield and 
greenfield) sites, and peripheral “urban 
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extensions” around Leek as set out in 
Tables 4.2 and 4.3. 
 
Note that site LE073 has since been 
granted residential planning consent 
under SMD/2015/0523. 

PO117 Mrs Alison 
Campion 

      Object New houses will create more traffic on Mount Road which is very 
narrow in places. Housing will spoil the views of residents already 
in the area. The Mount should be left for public to enjoy open 
spaces. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access  

PO227 
 
 
PO232 

Miss Alicia 
Guy 
 
Mr Daniel 
Frith 

      Object Building nearly 400 houses in the Mount area will totally ruin the 
lovely breathtaking scenery and peace and quiet that you get up 
there, increased traffic will spoil the area also. It could bring 
house prices down as at the moment it is such a lovely peaceful 
area and this no doubt will change 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 
Property values are not considered as 
material considerations under the 
Planning Acts.  

PO220 Mr Andrew 
Bodiam 

      Object Like many others I have enjoyed walking on the Mount for 12 
years and the planned housing site allocations in this area will 
completely destroy one of Leek's most valuable assets. Just take 
a walk along Mount Road and imagine what it would be like with 
the planned housing in place. I appreciate the Governments 
requirements but I am far from convinced that Leek's rural 
countryside should be sacrificed to their cause when there are so 
many brown field sites available. Furthermore, Leek is not a 
commuter town and I wonder if there is really the demand for 600 
houses especially when those that are for sale take forever to do 
so. I would therefore ask you to think again. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 
Need for additional housing stems from a 
number of factors, for example household 
formation, in-migration, linkages with 
future workforce, and other factors.The 
NPPF makes clear that housing 
projections are the starting point for 
assessing housing needs; however these 
additional factors should also be taken in 
to account in Council SHMAs. The 
Council’s own housing need assessments 
are set out in its evidence base on the 
website. Note that this already takes into 
consideration  empty properties in the 
Moorlands.  

PO678 Andy 
McGraw 

      Object Extension of the Town Boundary into the Natural Zone The 
following blocks identified as, potentially suitable housing sites, all 
appear to be outside the town boundary on the maps supplied by 

 Note that there is not a ‘natural zone’ 
designation for open countryside in the 
Staffordshire Moorlands. 
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the Staffordshire Moorlands District Council, on this second 
housing consultation June 2016 Block numbers; LE 127, LE128a, 
LE140, LE142a, LE142b All the above mentioned blocks are 
therefore proposed to be constructed on the Natural Zone land 
surrounding the town of Leek.    
 
Public Amenity The small narrow lane known as Mount Road 
which travels between the A53 Leek/ Buxton road and A523 
Leek/ Ashbourne road along which the following blocks appear, 
LE127, LE128a, LE140 and LE142a, are used on a daily basis as 
a public amenity. The lane is constantly used by locals and 
visitors to walk, ride and enjoy the views in relative safety at 
present. If the proposed housing goes ahead, with the number of 
houses planned on these sites, this road will undoubtedly suffer a 
dramatic increase in the number of vehicles using it, by averaging 
2 cars per household, thus reducing its safety and relative quiet 
enjoyment. The views over the town of Leek and its surrounding 
countryside will also be affected detrimentally. I also note that the 
lane is included as part of the Staffordshire Moorlands Walks, 
advertised and mapped by the Ordnance Survey as a 
recreational path but not highlighted as such on the SMDC 
consultation map. Surely the increase in vehicular traffic would 
compromise this route. Other public rights of way, public 
footpaths, are either not shown or seem now to stop at the new 
development. When I raised the question of this fact at 
consultation the officer was unable to answer my query. In these 
times of austerity and the constant cut backs to local government, 
areas of free enjoyment and recreational use which also merit 
health benefits need to be conserved.  
 
Wildlife Concerns The blocks shown as, LE127, LE128a, LE140 
and LE142a are frequently used by several bird species, 
especially during the winter months, as important feeding 
grounds. Some of these bird species are afforded special 
protection under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 
(W&CA81) as Schedule 1 protected species, identified by BirdLife 
International as Globally Threatened species and are listed as 
Red List species of birds of conservation concern by 
organisations, the RSPB (Royal Society for the Protection of 
Birds), the British Ornithologists Union, Natural England and the 
British Trust of Ornithology, to name a few. The birds in question 
are; Fieldfare Turdus pilaris, Schedule 1 W&CA 81 and Red List 
species Redwing Turdus iliacus , Schedule 1 W&CA81 and Red 
List Species Starling Sturnus vulgaris, Red List species The small 
block of land between blocks LE127 and LE128a is also 
important to wildlife in particular bird species. Although this land is 
not earmarked for development I feel that the disturbance of the 
development would compromise the species using it. This small 
wooded block is used during the winter months as an important 
winter roost for a small number of Raven Corus corax, a species 
again afforded a certain amount of protection. Species using this 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO192 
about public rights of way 

 
The consultation map is intended to depict 
summary information only; it does not for 
example illustrate public rights of way. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its 
selection of ‘Preferred’ allocation sites 
from wider sites, including ecological 
evidence: the Mount sites LE022/ LE127/ 
LE128/ LE140/ LE142A/ LE142B were 
subject to a Phase I ecological survey in 
2014 and a later 2017 ecology study 
considered the scope for ‘local wildlife 
site’ (ie.SBI) designation for all preferred 
option sites. These studies set out 
ecological evaluations of the sites 
followed by recommended further 
surveys/actions in the event of future 
development.  The Council would expect 
subsequent schemes to take account of 
this evidence; further Policy NE1 allows 
for the Council to require ecological 
mitigatory or compensatory measures 
where appropriate. Note that ecology 
evidence must beweighed against all 
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block to breed include, Little Owl Athene noctua , although not 
afforded any specific protection via acts of Parliament or listed as 
a concern yet, it is a species showing major decline, UK 
population estimated to be down by 24%, as highlighted by the 
RSPB breeding bird data 1995 – 2008. Great Spotted 
Woodpecker Dendrocopos major , Nuthatch Sitta europaea, are 
other examples of regular breeding species in this area. Due to 
disturbance I predict that many of these species will refrain from 
using this important area.  
 
Infrastructure As mentioned previously the numbers of new 
houses proposed in the areas of Mount Road and Thorncliffe 
Road, blocks LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142a and LE142b, will 
put an enormous strain on the local infrastructure and road 
system. We all constantly experience the difficulties whilst 
travelling through the town of Leek caused by any one road 
closure. Both junctions from Mount Road can be difficult to 
negotiate now with the small amount of traffic using it with the 
A523 being particularly dangerous in its present form. Problems 
with access at both these junctions will be severely increased 
with the increased volume of traffic. At the original consultation 
July 2015 there was no mention of increasing employment 
opportunities even when the question was raised. I still feel that 
these concerns have yet to be addressed. It was implied but not 
confirmed that most of the individuals who would be residing in 
the new development would be commuter based, travelling to 
nearby cities to seek their employment. This surely is contrary to 
most local government policies that are tasked with reducing this 
activity to contribute towards climate change and global warming 
issues.   These planned developments will also have a visual, 
probably a negative impact from the adjoining Peak District 
National Park as it will be observed from the iconic Roaches and 
the boundary road of Morridge.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There seems to be little or no mention of the use of brown field 
sites throughout the proposal. With the relaxation of planning 
rules for developing these sites should the Council look to these 
sites first. Removing deteriorating buildings and areas within the 
town that look unsightly and replacing with new developments 
would surely enhance the town, and, as they are close to 
amenities within the town centre, reduce the need for occupants 
to use their motor vehicles on shopping trips or evening 
entertainment. There are also a number of old mills and factories 
within the existing town boundary that could and should be 
transformed and upgraded into apartment blocks, as they have in 

other relevant evidence when the Council 
selects ‘Preferred’ sites. According to the 
2006 NERC Act, the Council must in its 
Planmaking, have regard to the purpose 
of conserving biodiversity. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Both the 2015 site options consultation, 
and the 2016 Preferred Options 
consultation, mapped sites for various 
land uses across the District including 
housing, employment, and mixed uses. 
 
Notwithstanding current commuting 
patterns, the District as a whole has 
residual general employment land 
requirement, and Leek has a requirement 
(of around 8ha to 2031) and the Council 
must demonstrate that it will fully meet 
these along with its housing requirements, 
to have a sound Local Plan in place. 
Government Policy promotes mixed land 
uses, subject to proper consideration of 
amenity impacts (such as noise). The 
Council works with neighbouring planning 
authorities under its duty to cooperate, to 
explore opportunities for the meeting of 
development requirements cross-border. 
However neighbouring authorities must 
also address their own development 
requirements. The Council consults with 
SCC Transport (regarding strategic 
impacts) during Local Plan preparation; 
and has regard to SCC’s Local Transport 
Plan Integrated Transport Strategy for the 
District. 
 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 
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other towns and cities in the UK, which would save those 
buildings from further degradation, provide perfect housing within 
the town and help to keep the overall feel of the town and its 
history.  
 
Conclusion In conclusion it is my belief that the proposed 
development and size of that development will have a serious 
and negative impact on the market town of Leek and its Natural 
Zone boundary. As a society in general we are loosing touch with 
nature and the great outdoors. There are Government initiatives 
to reverse and combat this trend. Organisations, funded by the 
National Lottery, Government, County and Local councils 
including SMDC, are tasked to promote these initiatives assisting 
people to re-engage with nature. We are also constantly 
reminded these days of heath, well-being and mental heath 
issues that our society is increasingly subject too due to the 
pressures of our modern living and the need for places for people 
to unwind. With this in mind how can we justify increasing the 
urban zone into our countryside.   We have a duty to protect 
iconic landscapes, open spaces and the biodiversity such as can 
be found within the Mount Road area for the future generations of 
this fantastic town, so that they too, can experience quiet and 
peaceful recreation as we have enjoyed over the years . Maybe 
the Officers involved in making the final decisions should take an 
early morning walk along the Mount Road to experience these 
quiet and peaceful surroundings with the only noise being 
provided by the local bird-life with their dawn chorus. Once we 
loose these areas they are lost forever.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
In relation to comments on economic 
impact, new housing has a proven 
positive economic benefit to an area, 
generated both by expenditure of 
construction industry and through longer 
term residential spend. 

PO674 Mr 
Jonathan 
Hulme 

      Object The mount is an important, free, extensively used recreation 
facility for Leek.  The proximity of the mount to the town makes it 
easily accessible, providing a rural escape for walkers, cyclists, 
joggers and families alike. This invaluable resource contributes to 
the physical and mental health and wellbeing of all who use 
it.  The mount provides panoramic views of the town and 
surrounding moor land including the Roches, and housing 
developments should not encroach on this.   The junctions with 
the A53 and the A523 are also quite dangerous and unsuited to 
large amounts of traffic.  Some form of traffic management would 
need to be added to these junctions, increasing congenstion in 
and around the town to even higher levels than currently (which is 
already too high!!).  This deters visitors to the town, reducing the 
amount of tourist trade.    The area is also important ecologically 
and accomodates a variety of species, some of which appear on 
the UK Biodiversity Action Plan.   This excessive allocation of 
sites appears to be national policy implemented at a local level 
without consideration of local needs and demographics.   The 
infrastructure in the east of the town is insufficient to cope with a 
population influx.  For instance, the schools and health facilities 
are already full.   Housing development should be concentrated 
on brownfield sights in the town such as Davenport mill on Mill 
Street and the mill on Ashbourne Road. The developers who own 

  See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 
Any new developments would need to 
adhere to design policies to ensure 
character of the District is maintained. 
 

 See para response to PO678 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO220 on 
housing needs evidence 

 
National planning guidance states that the 
Council should assess the quality and 
capacity of infrastructure to meet forecast 
demands. An Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
is being prepared which will identify the 
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these sites should be incentivised to commence 
development.  Redevelop eyesores, don't diminish beauty spots.   

infrastructure necessary to support the 
Local Plan proposals. It builds on the 
findings of the Development Capacity 
Study for the Core Strategy.  Consultation 
and work with infrastructure providers is 
ongoing and their feedback will inform the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and the Local 
Plan. The Council is working with the 
Staffordshire County Council to assess 
the impact  proposed development on 
school capacity, what additional capacity 
is needed and how this can be delivered. 
 
A sustainability appraisal report is being 
published for consultation alongside the 
Preferred Options Local Plan July 2017. 
The SA Report considers the economic, 
social and environmental effects of 
proposed development site allocations 
including access to services and facilities.    
 
The Council consults with SCC Education 
during Local Plan preparation, and SCC 
have indicated a need for additional first- 
and middle- school land provision in Leek 
resulting from the town’s development 
requirements. These are laid out in the 
emerging Local Plan. 
 
 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 
All Planning Authorities are eligible to 
receive New Homes Bonus which was 
introduced by the Government to reflect 
and incentivise housing growth in their 
areas. It is based on the amount of extra 
Council Tax revenue raised for new 
homes and is payable annually over a 6 
year period. 
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PO700 Mr John 
Burnett 

      Object This exisiting field forms an intrinsic part of the open space known 
as the Mount. As such it provides views over the town out to the 
Macclesfield and Ladderedge areas and for users of the Mount 
affords an area of outstanding natural beauty. Building on this plot 
of land would severly restrict the views available and would mean 
that use of the Mount Road as an exercise and recreation facllity 
would be severly restricted. I would also object based on my 
concerns that building in this location would have sever impact on 
both existing infrastructure including roads and schools and 
would affect the ground water run off causing issues in other 
areas of the town. Building on this land would demonstrably 
damage the aspirations of the local community and would have 
severe economic and environmental consequences - completely 
at odds with the objectives of the consultation. 

   See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 
None of the Mount sites attract an AONB 
designation. 
 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements 

 
The Council consults with utilities 
providers, the Environment Agency, and 
the SCC Lead Local Flood Risk Officer 
during Local Plan preparation. These 
bodies did not object to any of the Mount 
sites.  The SFRA provides an overview of 
flood risk from all sources across the 
District, and will be used alongside formal 
EA responses regarding proposed 
allocations. Note that subsequent 
development proposals would be required 
to integrate sustainable drainage features 
into layouts, as required by the Flood and 
Water Management Act.  
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PO1352 Mr A Birks       Object This morning whist taking my constitutional stroll around mount 
road I happened upon a group of people considering the best 
plots to build houses in this beauty spot. One member off the 
group introduced herself as a local councillor. My heart sank as it 
became clear that some minds at least, against the wishes of the 
local people, the decision to build seems to have been taken. It is 
outrageous that the local community is once again to be ignored 
by those elected to serve us. Mount Road is a very important part 
of the social scene of Leek as local people use it daily to enjoy 
the countryside which is within their homes. It would be an 
ecological and social outrage to remove this facility from the 
people of leek.  This area is more important to the wellbeing of 
residents from across the town than any other area around leek 
as it is their gateway to a relaxed walk in the fresh air in the 
countryside.  
 
Any development of this area would change the nature of Leek as 
it would necessitate the widening of the road, the installation of 
lighting and the uprooting of that special commodity trees. The 
Mount Road would be a major thoroughfare between the 
Ashbourne Road, and Buxton Road, Kniveden Lane Would be a 
conduit between the same roads meaning heavy traffic rushing 
through the estate and there would be a problems caused by 
necessary construction of major road junctions at each end of the 
Mount Road. Local residents this would be a disaster. There is a 
concern too that, with the addition of a large number of houses in 
this area, the infrastructure at this end of town would be 
challenged beyond its ability to cope. Schools and doctors 
surgeries are already very full and recent queues of vehicles to 
get into town were horrendous during the roadworks in the town. 
Imagine the chaos should we add another 500 families in the 
queue.  
 
In the unlikely event that Leek should actually need extra 
accommodation, consideration should be given to brownfields or 
less intrusive sites first. There are several derelict mills which 
could be utilised for apartments or demolished for housing. The 
infrastructure of drains, electricity and gas is readily available 
near these 2 areas too. I appeal to the council to reflect on the 
wishes of those who elected them to serve their needs and reject 
the idea of developing this area and retain it for enjoyment and 
health of the many people of leek who appreciate it. 

 The Council must conduct public 
consultation concerning its emerging 
Local Plan as set out in the Local Plan 
regulations (or exceeding these 
requirements); and in also in accordance 
with the Council’s adopted Statement of 
Community Involvement.  All stages of the 
local Plan (including consultations) must 
be agreed by the elected Council 
Assembly; and all meetings of the Council 
Assembly are open to the public. 
 
 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access  

 See para response to PO678 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 
 

Issues such as external lighting in 
schemes can be controlled by the 
Council’s amenity policies. Streetlighting 
is a matter controlled by SCC Highways. 
 
The emerging Local Plan policy NE2 
protects all existing trees on site, or where 
this is not possible, expects a 2 for 1 
replacement. 
 

 See para response to PO674 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO220 on 
housing needs evidence 
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PO1323 Mr 
Stapleton 

Leek 
And 
District 
Civic 
Society 

    Object I write on behalf of Leek & District Civic Society to protest in the 
strongest possible terms against the decision to include The 
Mount’ Leek as a preferred option for housing development.  This 
area is heavily used by recreational walkers and is the sort of 
local amenity which would be absolutely spoilt by additional 
building.  Leek has few enough open spaces as it is and the loss 
of The Mount would be completely unjustifiable. Of all the site 
options in the Leek area, The Mount is the one which we feel 
should be absolutely sacrosanct and protected for the present 
populace and future generations. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access  

 
The Council is undertaking a review of  
open space, sport and recreation facilities 
which includes an updated playing pitch 
strategy.   
 

 See para response to PO90 about 
‘Options Site Assessments’ 

 

PO1146 Mr R 
Harrison 

      Object I have recently looked at the site plans and talked to one of your 
officers concerning the location: This is a narrow road, used by 
many recreational purposes such as walking, cycling The views 
over leak Conservation area and its surrounding area are 2 nd to 
none both night and day There have been lots of houses built on 
the east side of leek in recent years mainly off Ashbourne road. 
As the majority of people travel to Macclesfield, Manchester and 
Stoke on Trent to work, this means they have to travel thought 
the centre and often Leek is gridlocked at busy times The exits 
from the Mount onto Buxton and the Ashbourne Roads are both 
very narrow and difficult to negotiate. Schools at the end of the 
town are already full to capacity and young children have to be 
taken across Leek early in the morning and collected in the 
evening. Drs Lists are so full. We are told that some of these 
houses are possible affordable housing. What does this mean? 
There are plenty of small terrace house on the market which I 
would consider as affordable. So do we need more? In fact do we 
need a 1000 new houses to in Leek at all anywhere? If so I would 
like to think that there are possible sites in Leek - West End could 
be given consideration before further action is taken. Leek is a 
beautiful small town with easy access to countryside. By allowing 
building on The Mount Road that access will be diminished as 
more of our green fields turned into housing developments and 
country roads become clogged with vehicles. Where will it end? 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access  

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO125 
about ‘Options Site Assessments’ 

 See para response to PO674 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements 

 
The Council consults with its Housing 
Officer when setting definitions of 
‘affordable’ in relation to affordable 
housing. This usually equates to a 
percentage of open market value which 
represents the upper limit that the house 
can be sold/resold.  
 

 See para response to PO220 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 
Note that none of the Mount sites falls 
within the Green Belt, whereas the 
western edge of Leek has Green Belt 
status. Whilst Councils can allocate within 
the Green Belt National Planning policy is 
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clear that this requires exceptional 
circumstances to justify (as compared to 
non-Green Belt). The Council recently 
completed a Green Belt Review which 
assessed the suitability for retention of all 
areas of Green Belt in the District, against 
the five Green Belt ‘purposes’ set out in 
the NPPF. This will be used by the 
Council alongside other evidence 
inprogressing its Local Plan.  The NPPF 
also allows for consideration of 
development proposals that would 
represent ‘limited infilling’, or in some 
cases redevelopment of ‘brownfield’  sites 
in the Green Belt. 
 

PO863 Mr Daniel 
Noble 

      Object There are three main topics on which I object to and reserve sites 
along Mount Road including site LE128. Concerns that the local 
infrastructure cannot support the level of building proposed The 
spoiling of a popular amenity Concerns over flood risk Many of 
the proposed potentially developable sites are in the East of 
Leek, suggesting a large quantity of housing will be built in the 
east end to fulfill the proposed housing requirements. The east 
side of Leek is already stretched when it comes to critical 
amenities such as schools and County Education acknowleged 
this in the 2015 consultation. However I don't believe that any 
suggestions have been put forward by the District and County 
Council. I believe this to be a significant roadblock and should be 
addressed before continuing with the housing consultation. It 
should be clear that any significant building on this or any of the 
Mount sites will require improvements to the road including, but 
not limited to, widening and creation of pavements and better 
access from the Ashbourne Road end. Access for residents on 
this site will make the Mount much busier - especially considering 
my comments above that multiple proposed sites will need to be 
built on to support the plan. This will mean a popular "quiet lane" 
will become not only much busier but a "rat run" from the Buxton 
Road to the Ashbourne Road. This would be a hugely negative 
impact on an important local amenity i.e. The Mount. The Options 
Site Assessments report ( Options Site Assessments - Towns.pdf 
) acknowledges that building on this site will require 
improvements to the badly potholed eastern end of Kniveden 
Lane, thus creating a through access for motor vehicles that 
doesn't currently exist in a satisfactory form. The estate taking in 
Kniveden Lane and Moorland Road is currently very quiet and is 
not generally used as a through route. This makes it a relatively 
safe place for children to play outside and I have significant 
concerns that losing this sense of security would be another 
reason to discourage children  from playing outside. Our children 
need encouragment to be active, not discouragement through 
reduced safety. The Mount - particularly south of Kniveden Lane - 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO674 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access  

 See para response in PO700 
about utilities and flood risk 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 
 

Note that LE128b is included alongside 
LE128A, as a residential allocation in the 
Local Plan. 
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is an extremely popular semi-rural location which is used by many 
for walking, cycling, horse-riding and running. It is a sound 
surface with superb far-reaching views, offering uniquely easy 
access to enjoy a stunning countryside location. Any building on 
the proposed LE128 site will spoil the views that extend to the 
Roaches, Shutlingsloe, the Cloud and beyond. With well-
recognised concern that many people are not maintaining a 
satisfactorily healthy lifestyle, any spoiling or removal of a locally 
and culturally important leisure amenity would be a huge blow to 
not just the east end of Leek but the whole town.  Severn Trent 
Water have acknowledged that "they have a duty to complete 
necessary improvements to sewers to provide the capacity for 
new development." However I've not seen any specifics in the 
Options Site Assessments - Towns.pdf and this concerns me in 
relation to plot LE128a/b which continues to have significant 
drainage issues. Frequently rainwater can be seen draining off 
LE128b at the SW corner and onto Moorland Road. My concern 
is that if draft potential allocation LE128a is built on (regardless of 
whether reserve allocation LE128b is built on) this drainage 
problem will be exacerbated and I've seen no plan or evidence of 
how that will be remedied. As per my 2015 consultation response 
I should re-iterate that the land drains that lead off LE128 into the 
culvert under the gardens of the easterly Moorland Road 
properties already struggle to cope with the water run-off from 
LE128. I have grave concerns that the existing drains will not 
support the necessary drainage of the proposed housing 
development. This is especially pertinent since I'm resident at the 
SW corner of the proposed plot on the Moorland Road side and 
get the bulk of the water draining under and across our plot.  

PO935 Mr Chris 
Clark 

      Object Building houses adjacent to Mount Road would premanently 
destroy the panoramic view of Leek from this location.  Mount 
Road is used daily by walkers, providing easy access to those 
living towards the north and east of the town. Kniveden Lane is 
virtually a no-through-road, as it is currently very rough at the top 
(Mount Road) end.  As such, Kniveden Lane is relatively safe for 
children and elderly residents.  Buiding house here would open 
up Kniveden Lane to a large amount of through traffic, including 
others trying to avoid current conjestion sites closer to the town 
centre. If houses were to be built in this location, most residents 
would work in Stoke-on-Trent (or Macclesfield), which would add 
to traffic conjestion through the town at peak times. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access  

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  
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PO1017 Mrs Julia 
McGraw 

      Object Proposed Housing Leek East   I wish to record my objection to 
the proposed housing allocations in the area known as the Mount 
Road, Leek.   Block numbers LE127, LE128a, LE140, 
LE142a   Justification   As a resident of Moorland Road I own 3 
dogs that I walk daily around the Mount and surrounding areas. I 
enjoy the tranquillity that these walks offer as at present there is 
minimal disturbance from vehicular traffic. I enjoy meeting others 
whilst walking as well as watching the areas wildlife that I spot on 
my walks and savour the ever changing landscape and views on 
offer.   I have health issues and exercise is an important part of 
my daily regime. If the planned housing goes ahead then I feel 
that the tranquillity and aesthetic value of the area will be lost. I 
also feel that there will be a greater use of the road by vehicular 
traffic thus making it less safe to walk with my dogs. My health 
issues make life difficult but I know that my daily walks help me to 
cope by lifting my spirits. Loosing this fabulous public amenity to 
housing, when there are other more favourable and practical sites 
within the town boundary that could be used, could have a 
detrimental effect on my health and well-being, I'm sure many 
other users will feel the same.   I really hope that you listen to 
your residents and constituents as I truly believe that our lives will 
be somewhat poorer with this planned urbanisation of our 
countryside which will reduce further our places to walk locally 
and safely. The Mount provides local people with somewhere to 
walk, dream and escape the demands of our busy lives locally 
without having to use our motor vehicles, accompanied by our 
families, friends and dogs and is of paramount importance to all 
its users. A walk around a housing development will not offer the 
same enjoyment and pleasantness. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access  

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 
 

PO1713 Mr G 
Carding 

      Object I would like to object to the proposed housing sites on Mount 
Road leek. The Mount has been a historic to the people of leek 
for generations for its 360 degree panoramic views of natural 
beauty. Being born in Leek I have walked over the mount all my 
life and always enjoyed the peace and quiet surrounded by the 
countryside views which are irreplaceable building housing in this 
area would also destroy the wildlife and a result in the loss of 
open space. This road is unsuitable for the large volume of traffic 
which would be generated by all the new houses and is narrow in 
places with dangerous junctions at both end of the road. The 
roads in this part cannot take any more traffic. Please find more 
suitable site within the town, if we keep building out into the 
countryside where will the border of Leek End? Ashbourne 

  See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO678 on 
ecology evidence 

  See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access  

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 
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PO1572 
 
 
PO1579 

Mrs S 
Chauveau 
 
Mr PJ 
Chauveau 

      Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount. 
It is I icon beauty spot, leeks gateway into the open country side 
and has been popular with walkers, joggers, cyclist and horse 
riding for generations and should be protected for future 
generations to I strongly recommend further consideration be 
given to the developing the empty mills, brownfield Sites and 
making use of the many vacant homes in the Moorlands before 
surrendering our precious Greenfields to hungry developers 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO220 on 
housing needs evidence 
 

PO1482 mrs 
Brenda 
pigott 

      Object Mount Road is a important amenity for local people who walk, joy, 
cycle, walk dogs etc along this country road. The field (LE128a) is 
the most elevated of the fields being considered & across the 
best views over the greatest sense of tranquillity. LE066 is 
brownfield site which has lower public amenity value & should be 
considered ahead of LE128a. People walk both ways along the 
road best views are seen when walking from Ashbourne Road 
and towards the Roaches. You can see the 500m, high 
‘Matterhorn of Cheshire’ called Shuttingstoe as you walks 
towards the Roaches. Also lovely views across fields with sheep 
or cows in often to Leeks Skyline with many Churches and 
landmarks. The road forms a part of a 9 miles circular walk called 
Staffordshire Moorlands. I regularly walk or cycle along Mount 
Road and have done for more than 40 years as my 3 sons and 
my husband. This road would need upgrading & with so much 
extra traffic the attraction/amenity that is now, would be lost. 

  See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 
Note the 2016 Landscape impact study 
concludes that LE128A and LE128B are 
of medium landscape sensitivity and 
recommends that site-specific landscape 
mitigation measures  could include 
advanced planting and landscaping on the 
eastern boundary, and limited building 
heights in the eastern half of the site. 
Whereas LE066 is assessed of high 
landscape sensitivity owing to its location, 
despite the presence of site screening. 
 

 Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is 
included as a residential allocation 
in the Local Plan. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 
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PO1688 Mr David 
Morgan 

      Object I am writing to express my strong objection to the proposal to 
build houses on the Mount.  I specifically object to the building off 
houses on sites: LE022, LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142A, 
LE142B. When I first heard about the proposal to build in this 
area. I was genuinely shocked and still cannot believe that the 
proposal have been submitted to build on such beautiful 
landscape which has helped to shape leeks identity as Queen Of 
the moorlands. I work in the local community and I have not 
heard a single resident of Leek express support for these 
proposals – they have expressed deep anger and concern. I live 
locally to the Mount and regularly take walks there and it is very 
clearly, a popular destination for walkers and cyclist. However, I 
do not feel that this is area that is solely of Leek by these who live 
in its vicinity. I believe that the mount is an area that the people of 
Leek genuinely cherish and it would be a tragedy if a major 
housing development were built along it, The Mount does provide 
an important amenity for local residents including Hargate estate. 
I feel it would be unacceptable to build houses on it, spoiling the 
unspoilt beauty of the area and leading to a huge increase in the 
traffic which would obviously cause a major hazard to walkers 
and cyclist. I feel it is unacceptable to deprive residents of a very 
built up area such as Haregate estate of the opportunity to enjoy 
the beautiful country side and open space this that the mount 
offers. If this proposal is passed then I feel that the character and 
identity of Leek will be very adversely affected and this will have a 
very detrimental impact on its image in terms of visitors  and 
attracting business 

  See para response to PO90 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 In relation to comments on 
economic impact, new housing 
has a proven positive economic 
benefit to an area, generated both 
by expenditure of construction 
industry and through longer term 
residential spend. 

 See para response to PO674 on 
design 

 Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is 
included as a residential allocation 
in the Local Plan. 

 

PO1280 Mrs B 
Ward 

      Object I write once again to protest against the proposed development of 
housing along and off mount road. We have already had 2 public 
enquires and each time the inspector has upheld the decision not 
to allow these fields to develop along mount road. This is a great 
amenity for the town, especially for residents this side of leek. I 
feel that we have been left a short stretch off mount road but with 
all the roads going off it Mount Road itself will probably have to be 
widened and will become a bi pass for traffic between Buxton 
Road. Walking along a country lane enjoying the views. Do 
people walk as much on the other side of town? Aren’t there still 
places for the development within the town? Not touching our 
open spaces. Where are 600 new houses on Mount Road going 
to work? 

The Council must justify proposed land 
allocations which form part of its new 
Local Plan to planning inspector during 
public examination of the Local Plan. The 
Inspector must consider the ‘soundness’ 
of the Plan as per para 182 NPPF. Note 
that as part of this process the Council 
must demonstrate that it meets its 
objectively assessed development 
requirements for housing (and other land 
uses) for the District. 
 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  
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PO1404 Mrs M 
Smith 

      Object With regard to the proposed 400 plus houses to be built on the 
mount, I would like to express my concerns on the matter. I can’t 
help but for see the problems 400 to 800 cars will create, trying to 
leave Mount Road to gain access to the Buxton Road.  They will 
be queuing up! Most families these days have at least one car 
some have two. Mount Road was not built for such traffic 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 

PO1484 Mrs C 
Lane 

      Object I object to any housing being built in this area. It is an area used 
by many people for walking etc. – many for health reasons e.g. 
for me. We must keep our open spaces that are in walking 
distance of our town, once lost – gone forever. Don’t let us loose 
it 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 

PO1745 Mr Anthony 
Clark 

      Object LE142b, le142a, le140, Le128a, Le022, Le127 I write to object to 
the proposal to all the building of housed along mount road as set 
out in the preferred options doc. My 2 main objections are based 
on the implications for the environment and the traffic.  
 
Environment – For generations Mount Road has been a favourite 
walking/cycling/horse riding route for many residents of Leek. It is 
easily accessible (not requiring a car to reach it) and is quiet safe 
place by way which can be used by all people of all ages in all 
weathers. The major attraction is walkers are the outstanding 
vista the road provides both town and county. The proposed 
building at the north would destroy the turn the road into a noisy, 
busy thoroughfare, that would be unsafe and unpleasant for 
walkers and all over leisure users. The proposed housing at the 
southern end of the road would mean the views of the town would 
be lost. At a time when all our members of society are being 
encouraged to take more exercise the destruction of the mount is 
free, natural gym, seems very short sighted. Immediate area 
Mount road is not a wide enough area to safely take a major 
increase in traffic. The existing access points to this area off 
Buxton Road and Ashbourne Road are adequate for the present 
level of traffic but are wholly inadequate and dangerous for the 
high volume of vehicles. If as is most likely, Kniveden Lane was 
upgraded at its top end to allow access by vehicles the 
consequences for its junction with Ashbourne Road causes 
minimal amount of problems. An increase in traffic will queues will 
lead to frustration and rash decisions by drivers. This in turn 
would lead to calls for the removal of the trees and the 
destruction of a wonderful entrance to the town. Town Residents 
living in the proposed housing development will need to work and 
shop. Where will they go to do these activities? Traffic The 
consequences of the traffic of building many houses both in the 
immediate area and the town as whole will be very marked. Work 
Very few work in Buxton or Ashbourne which re easily accessible 
from the mount. The vast majority work in the town centre, the 
barn field’s industrial estate or on Cheadle road. Those 
commuting out of the town centre will be heading mostly to stoke 
Macclesfield/Manchester. All these people will have to drive 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO192 
about public rights of way 

  See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO674 on 
design 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 
The emerging Local Plan policy NE2 
protects all existing trees on site, or where 
this is not possible, expects a 2 for 1 
replacement. 
 

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO125 
about option sites assessments 
and sustainability appraisal 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Question 10 Do you have any comments on the proposed housing allocation LE128 in Leek? 
 

19 
 

ID Consultee 
Name 

Compa
ny / 
Organi
sation 

Agent Name Company / 
Organisatio
n 

Support/Object/
General 
Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

through the town centre. One look at the map would tell anyone 
that the major building works to the east of leek will cause major 
traffic problems.  
 
If building must take place on the mount, though I doubt there is a 
need, the least environmentally damaging site LE142b and 
LE140. Is there not a possibility of the building on the site existing 
site of Kniveden Hall (which is screened of by trees) and the old 
Social Services building? These sites would be the least invasive 
environmentally but would still generate major traffic problems 
both locally and still generate a lot more traffic throughout the 
town. In 2006 New York took the far sighted decision to turn a 
disused elevated railway in a linear park (the high lane). Would 
that Leek had planners and leader of similar vision to develop 
mount road into a high lane for the benefit all off the community   

 
 
 
 
The 2016 Landscape impact study 
concludes that: 
- LE142B is of high landscape sensitivity 
and development cound be visible from 
the peak Park, and the rural approach to 
Leek;  
- LE140 is of medium landscape 
sensitivity and site-specific mitigation 
measures including boundary 
landscaping, and controlled building 
heights, are recommended;  
 - LE066 is of high landscape sensitivity 
owing to its location, despite the presence 
of site screening.  
Note the findings of this study form part of 
a wider evidence base to support SMDC’s 
Local Plan. Its conclusions must be 
weighed against other evidence. 
 

 Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is 
included as a residential allocation 
in the Local Plan. 

 
The Council’s emerging Local Plan 
already contains a policy (T2) protecting 
existing railway lines from development; 
and supporting recreational re-use etc. 
The Mount does not contain any such 
routes. 

PO1700 Mr Michael 
Owen 

      Object My wife and I would like to tender our personal objections to any 
proposed house building along Mount Road Leek. We don’t feel 
that the area has infrastructure to cope with the number of 
houses proposed and would spoil the landscape of a very popular 
and picturesque area used extensively by Leek residents 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO674 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements 
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PO1675 
 
 
PO1651 
 
 
PO1645 
 
 
PO1642 
 
 
PO1669 
 
PO1666 
 
PO1657 
 
PO4768 
 
 
PO4757 
  

MRS A 
Staton 
 
 
Mrs G 
Webster  
 
 
Mrs J 
Lownds 
 
 
Mr W 
Johnson 
 
 
Mr S 
Panek 
 
Mr A 
Panek 
 
Miss J 
Panek 
 
Mrs A 
Lomas 
 
 
Mr & Mrs P 
& J 
Whitehurst 
 

      Object I am writing to protest against the latest version of the site 
allocation plan for the SMDC. The site references of particular 
interest are: LE022, LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142A, LE142B. 
The grounds for that are: Loss of important local amenity – The 
Mount is a very important open space close to the town. Visual 
impact – restrict important skyline and further afield. The 
proposed sites are near or run on particularly at night with street 
lighting. Impact for infrastructure – primary schools in particular 
(Leek 1 st school and Beresford Memorial School) will struggle to 
keep up demand and the situation where some children already 
have to school in the west of leek will become more common. 
Mount Road is a route of Staffordshire  Moorlands Walk a very 
popular route for Leisure activities such as running, cycling and 
walking. High quality Landscape – unsympathetic to landscape 
and the character and quality of the area. Urbanisation of the 
country lane that is mount road – if all 6 developments procede 
then the 500 houses would be constructed. Mount Road would be 
linking the Ashbourne and Buxton Roads. The spatial distribution 
of the proposed access sites across leek is unbalance – there will 
not be sufficient demand to build all of these houses on one side 
of the town so the council will not meet its housing needs in any 
event. The Mount is, and has been a great source of pleasure for 
many people over years. It needs to stay that way in order that 
the future generations have as much enjoyment out of this as our 
generation has. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO1352 
about streetlighting 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO192 
about public rights of way 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO35 about 
viability study 

PO1473 Mrs G 
Armstrong 

      Object As a resident of Moorland Road since 1975, I write to you to 
express my concerns over the appalling plan to yet again to 
destroy an area of the town much loved and frequented by its 
residents for countless generations. I can assure you that the 
contents of the letter not only reflect the views of me and the 
residents of moorland road and Kniveden Lane but those of leek 
in general. The proposal to build 400 houses on the Mount came 
as a shock to the town. Whilst I am not opposed to the idea of 
providing some housing In the Leek area, I cannot equate with 
the requirement for the number your department are planning.  As 
regards the location, how can you say that a beautiful location like 
the Mount is in need of development when there are numerous 
locations that in the area that are an eyesore and would be more 
than fit the bill for re development? If your department were to 
take the time too canvas the people of leek you would find that it 
is considered an asset to this town.  The Mount is an area of 
outstanding rural beauty with great views across the town, 
supporting an abundance of wildlife whose habitat would be 

  See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO220 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO678 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 
An element of affordable housing will be 
required for all major housing schemes in 
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destroyed if the plan goes ahead.  It has long been a source of 
relaxation, leisure, exercise, and even welcomes retreats for 
courting couples and families with children or people exercising 
their pets can be seen walking the Mount in complete safety 
without the fear of being subjected to danger from large numbers 
of cars. This would change if the whole scheme goes ahead. Is it 
right that future generations should be denied the pleasure their 
forebears derived from this beautiful road, With an average of 
each household owning 2 cars each the paln to build 400 
residents could unleash about 800 vehicles all trying to support 
those numbers. Mount road would be saturated with vehicles al 
trying to leave either via the junction with the A523 Ashbourne 
Road or the A53 Buxton Road.  Both roads are very busy main 
roads.  After frustration of accessing these knock on effect would 
choke the town centre which struggles now at certain times to 
maintain a smooth flow. No doubt the un adapted and unmade 
section of Kniveden Lane would be upgraded encouraging it to be 
used as a short cut between Ashbourne Road and Buxton Road. 
The only thing that stops it being a rat track now is that it is 
unmade and has ruts and pot holes. Also of concern is that with 
this sort of development you re require to provide a proportion for 
social housing. We all know who are housed in these and what 
effect it has on the surrounding area. I need say no more. Can 
you explain why there seems determination within the planning 
bodies to destroy what is beautiful and precious to the people of 
Leek with total disregard to the preservation of the environment 
and wishes of the Leek populace. If they want to improve this 
town why don’t they concentrate on some off those areas in dire 
need of redevelopment and of which there are many in this town. 
I along with the majority of the other house owners in the vicinity, 
share at the lack of the thought the has obviously not being 
thought that has gone into this project. I ask the question; have 
any of the councillors or those on the planning dep actually 
bothered to walk to location, to see for themselves what they 
would be destroying and ask residents for their thoughts. No, I 
doubt it very much if this is the case.is it just a figure on the map 
to them? I understand that the majority are not from leek and so 
don’t really have its best interests at heart. These so called 
councillors were voted in to represent  the towns folk and listen to 
their view. This has not obviously been thought out thoroughly 
and it makes me wonder what sort of people will be running the 
council. Is it yet again something to their advantage and not that 
of the town.  Their priorities do not appear to be the people of 
leek there to represent them. I make this representation not only 
on behalf of those directly affected but also the people of leek 
who are totally opposed to this desecration of one of the most 
beautiful and well-loved areas.   

the District, as set out in Local Plan 
Policies. The Council may also require an 
element of starter homes, and self-build 
plots on such sites. The Council’s 
housing/design policies and the NPPF 
expect that housing schemes provide for 
variegation in design; and a mix of house 
types to meet difffering socio-economic 
needs, including affordable housing. 

 See para response to PO1352 
about Council Assembly and 
statement of community 
involvement 
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PO1521 Ms Angie 
Guest 

      Object Detrimental impact on an important & much valued amenity area. 
The location provides a green space accessible to and used by 
the wider population of leek for walking cycling and jogging. The 
mount follows part of the route of the Staffs Moorlands walk ‘Leek 
Landscapes’ managed by the SDMC and marked on the OS 
1:25000 map. Described in the leaflet published by the district 
council as offering a walk ‘through attractive farmland with 
interesting views over Leek. This would be compromised by the 
development. The panoramic views from The Mount over the 
skyline of Leek and countryside beyond are 2 nd to none. These 
would be severely restricted. The scale and the unbalanced 
distribution of this development sites, concentrated in this part of 
the town will lead to increase traffic in making the mount a busy 
road between the Ashbourne & Buxton roads as well as loss of a 
rural environment outside the town’s boundary. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO192 
about public rights of way 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

PO1691 Mrs C 
Wainscott 

      Object We write to reinforce grave concerns regarding the development 
of these 2 sites. LE127 and LE128a Firstly our primary objection 
to these 2 sites being development for housing is the impact of 
the traffic movements along mount road which would inevitably 
result. We have been residents on Mount Road for 47 years and 
during that time I have seen a significant increase in the usage of 
this road which has become somewhat of a rat run linking the 
main A53 Leek to Buxton Road with the A523 to Ashbourne 
Road. It hardly needs us to remind the local authority of the tragic 
road traffic accident a few years ago and this resulted in loss of 
life of a pedestrian following a collision with a vehicle and the 
regular use on the roads for recreational walks by many residents 
of leek coupled with preposterous 60mph speed limit already 
creates a recipe for further incidents. Further to the junctions 
connecting mount road to the A53 and A523 are already of poor 
standard with limited visibility when emerging particularly onto the 
A53 opposite novi lane. Secondly the area of Mount Road 
currently provides a buffer between existing development and 
open countryside and valuable interface between the 2, which is 
conveniently located to provide a much enjoyed amenity to many 
local amenities to many local residents who enjoy the tranquillity 
of the area for its beauty. From the planning policy perspective 
we understand that Governmental priority is given to brownfield 
site for future development and as Leek still exhibits the remnants 
of its industrial past with numerous redundant mills and industrial 
site still undeveloped it is hard to fathom how the logic that 
suggests the prominent greenfield site on mount road adjacent to 
open countryside should be developed in preference to multiple 
redundant industrial site in the area could ever be defended. We 
respectively request therefore that the above concerns are 
considered by the local authority when deciding on the 
appropriateness for housing development of sites LE127 and 
LE128a for inclusion in the emerging SMDC local plans 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 
 



Question 10 Do you have any comments on the proposed housing allocation LE128 in Leek? 
 

23 
 

ID Consultee 
Name 

Compa
ny / 
Organi
sation 

Agent Name Company / 
Organisatio
n 

Support/Object/
General 
Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO1568 Miss L 
Sheldon 

      Object I wish to object the proposed development on Mount Road for the 
following reasons: Serious damage to the natural habitat of 
endangered wildlife changing the entire environment forever. 
Increase traffic would cause major traffic issues not only cause 
major issues on the Mount itself but having a knock on effect on 
the town where congestion is already a issues. For generations 
the Mount has been a popular venue for walker’s biker’s families 
in general. It has provided a safe and pleasant environment and 
giving access to some of the finest views across Leek and 
Staffordshire Moorlands. 

 See para response to PO678 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 
PO1556 Mrs G 

Webster 
      Object I have never protested before but I feel compelled to write this let 

reg the proposed developments across the mount. When I was 
young I lived on Haregate Est and many times my parents took 
my siblings and I across the mount it was something we enjoyed 
seeing all the farm animal and wildlife. As I got older I would still 
walk the mount and dream of one day owning one of the houses 
which were only a couple of minutes’ walk away from being in the 
countryside. That dream was realised in 1976. Now I am retired it 
is wonderful to be able to stroll round the mount each day. My 
husband twice a day come rain or shine, and able to do just that 
take in the views or have conversations with people we meet, not 
just from this area but from other parts of town. It is good for the 
soul as well as the mind. It is a marvellous asset for the town for 
young and old alike a great place to relax and exercise. It is a 
marvellous asset for the town for young and old alike a great 
place to relax and exercise. It is precious and should be protected 
for future generations ’never know what you have got till it’s gone’ 
comes to mind as was  the case with what was a beautiful 
roundabout which stood proud at the top off Derby St. Do we 
need so many more houses in leek if so we do not build on the 
field opposite the cricket club on Macclesfield Road which would 
not have the catastrophic impact of hundreds of houses on 
the  mount or why not build them on Blackshaw Moor where there 
is already a small estate. I hope this marvellous asset treasured 
by so many can be saved for the town and the people of Leek. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO1146 
about western Green Belt 

 
Blackshaw Moor is identified as a ‘smaller 
village’ in the Council’s emerging Local 
Plan and should only attract a limited 
amount of additional housing within or 
around the built up area. Note that Anzio 
Camp received planning consent for 
erection of extra care housing, live work 
units, ancillary social centre and facilities 
building and change of use to holiday park 
in November 2015. 
 

PO1551 Mr P 
Sinclair 

      Object Would like to object to the development of the 350+homes on 
sites across the Mount. The area is used by lots of people 
walkers, families with young and older children dog walkers, 
cyclist, runners, horse riders, all enjoying the wonderful views 
over the Leek, which has been enjoyed for many years. I’ve been 
coming around the mount since I moved to leek in the late 60’s, 
building more houses will mean the loss of this lovely scenery for 
ever. Also the health & safety factors of all these extra cars 600-
700 trying to get out at either end of the mount, onto the 
Ashbourne Road and Buxton Road which is already busy without 
adding additional traffic. Then pollution of the air 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 
If the Council considered that a 
development may adversely impact on 
local air quality then the applicant is 
required to undertake air quality 
assessments to identify these issues and 
develop options to mitigate these impacts. 
In addition the Council continually 
monitors air quality across the District and 
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regularly undertakes review and 
assessments of this data to identify areas 
where the traffic could have an 
unacceptable impact on local air quality. 
Policy SD4 in the emerging Local Plan 
covers controls of all forms of pollution 
arising from development. 

PO1545 
 
 
PO1540 

Mrs C 
Keates 
 
Mr B Day 

      Object The Mount is a very important area for the town of leek. This 
whole area is an important amenity area for the town – it was 
promised a few years ago that there will be no further 
development after the completion of Mountside gardens. Further 
developments’ will destroy the open views of the Morridge from 
the town. Some of the areas highlighted for development was 
gifted to the town presumably to protect them and for agricultural 
use. Development of the Mount will lead to greatly increased 
traffic on what is basically a country lane. Safety issues at both 
junctions. The importance of the local people who use it. Young 
walkers, runners, joggers, cyclist, horse riding, dog walkers. 
These include singles, couple. Family groups and organised 
walking groups aside. We urge you to look at these plans very 
carefully before you decide to ruin this beautiful area. Surely there 
are other smaller areas which could be utilized for future needs. 

  See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 
The Council communicates with 
landowners of affected sites to ensure 
they are available, prior to selection. 
 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

PO1491 Ms Dawn 
Garrett 

      Object I write with reference to the planning proposals along The Mount 
in Leek. I moved to Leek last August, the countryside being one 
of the big draws. I'm dismayed to find that my favourite dog walk 
is earmarked for extensive development. The absolutely 
magnificent views would be lost forever. The birdsong drowned 
out by the inevitable increased traffic load. The wildflowers at the 
side of the road and the sheep peacefully grazing, all gone. The 
creeping urbanisation of such a lovely country town is a big worry. 
Surely it would be better environmental sense to deal with the 
falling-down mills and derelict housing in the town before building 
any further? Regeneration is a much more modern concept and 
would further revitalise the town itself. For me and my family 
access to the views, the fresh air and the wildlife is balm against 
our stressful and hectic working lives. I live on Ashbourne Road 
so this is not NIMBYism at work, it is a genuine plea to save this 
lovely area for everyone. Now and in the future. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 
 

 

PO1582 Mr C 
Chauveau 

      Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount 
as I love to go running there with my dad and really enjoy the 
view into open countryside. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 
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PO1592 
 
 
PO1598 

Mr L 
Emerick 
 
Mrs J 
Smith 

      Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount 
as this is a natural beauty spot with open views into the 
countryside and it should need to be protected. My family often 
take our dog for walks there and feel it should be protected 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

PO1693 Ms K 
Machin 

      Object I would like to object to the proposed housing sites on the mount 
road, leek as outlined in the preferred options site and boundaries 
of staffs moorlands local plans – sites LE127, LE128a, LE140, 
LE142A, LE142B. This area should not be built on as it will ruin 
the lovely views over Leek and the Horizon and has been enjoyed 
for generations by walker’s cyclist etc, who on a nice day vastly 
outnumber cars on this starch of road. This road also appears to 
be outside the site boundary. By building approx. 400 houses it 
will no longer be a country walk yet another housing est. The 
council should be committed to maintaining green belt land and 
encouraging people to get fresh air and exercise in an age 
increasing obesity. There are surely plenty of empty mills and 
brownfield or former industrial sites within the town which could 
be developed for housing instead of building on open fields. 
There is also no development proposed in the west end of leek- 
why not? The planners need to go back to their drawing board 
and identify more suitable sites across the whole leek instead of 
concentrating on the one unsuitable area. Please save the mount 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO192 
about public rights of way 

 See para response to PO1146 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

PO1707 Mr C 
Hoggarth 

      Object Ref: LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142A I am writing to you with 
regards to you with my objection to the proposed sites above for 
housing development that I consider will result in loss of 
countryside e an recreational amenity to local residents. My 
objections consist of 3 main concerns: The loss of green field 
sites. The enclosure of the open space that is mount road. The 
loss of recreational amenity of Mount Road through the amount of 
additional traffic. The areas of land in question is border Mount 
Road, a low traffic route with broad open views across 
countryside to the east over the town of Leek and beyond to its 
west. Mount Road well known locally for the pleasurable route for 
exercise it provides and is much used by local residents and 
visitors. Enclosure with housing development would turn an open 
country lane into just another urban roadway and would destroy 
the views reducing the attraction of the area. The associated 
increase in the traffic would severely reduce the safety route. I 
consider that the cumulative effect would be to destroy the area 
as a recreational amenity.   Of the area surrounding the current 
town boundaries, I think that this is one that would constitute the 
greatest loss, both with respect to the beauty of the outlook and 
the loss of its use for recreation. Mount Road is a beautiful 
location; visitors jealously comment how lucky I am to have such 
an area on my doorstep. To destroy it would be a disgrace and I 
hope you will reconsider the proposals 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 
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PO1704 Mrs J 
McGuiness 

      Object Ref: LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142A. As a local resident in 
objection to the above proposed plans For the Mount in Leek. I 
object to the scale of development for this beautiful country lane 
on the outskirts of our town. It is a area of outstanding beauty, 
boasting much wildlife, flora and fauna. The woodland and 
hedgerows are home to valued wildlife and birds. In addition there 
are farm animals, bats, foxes, stoats, mice all of which inhabit this 
area has been identified over existing brownfield sites in town. 
Could the planners not relax the rules and allow sites in town that 
have been previously been refused for development? Do we 
really need 400 houses? Do we really need another 1 st school, 
at this end of the town? I am dubious as there are as many 
properties in the town already for sale, unoccupied or derelict. 
Where are all the people coming from to buy these 400 houses? 
My main objection is the sheer volume of traffic. The roads are 
totally unsuitable to accommodate the amount of traffic that’s will 
be generated by a school and 400 houses. This development has 
the potential  to create at least 800 cars from the proposed 
housing development (average 2 cars per house hold) and even 
more generated from schools with staff and pupils, including the 
cars school  buses . The lane is already suffers from many 
vehicles using the lane, as a rat run and this will increase. In 
addition to being a resident The Mount I am also a daily dog 
walker and I am concerned for the safety of those using the lane 
for leisure, i.e walker, dog walkers, joggers, mums with little ones, 
cyclists, horse riders and those coming to sit on the seats 
provided to take in the beautiful views. If development goes 
ahead these activities will come to an end and once again our 
green landscape will disappear with the town boundaries being 
pushed out further and further. Where will local people be able to 
go without getting into these cars and causing more traffic 
congestion on the roads, and what about those without transport? 
The road junction at either end of the Mount are not without 
difficulties. The Buxton Road junctions Is a staggered cross roads 
with Novi Lane and needs to be approached with caution. At 
school times It is used by parents/carers/school buses. I cannot 
imagine the chaos that will transpire if another school is permitted 
on the Mount – it will certainly become a lot busier and more 
dangerous. Do we really want to put our children at risk? Walking 
to and from school will not be a solution as it will be to 
dangerous.   Let us not forget that in additions to this road 
junction, a short distance down the same road Churnet View 
transport comes onto the Buxton Road via Abbotts Road, and 
Leek High/The Meadows/East St 1 st School all feed into and use 
Buxton Road via Springfield Road. Each school has buses/taxis 
and cars transporting pupils and the volume using the roads at 
the same time of day has potential to cause bottle necks on this 
busy main road. Another school shall mean 7 school all using the 
same road – local residents will have to keep of the road to the 
volume of traffic down.   The other end of the mount leads to 
Ashbourne road and this junction not only has obscured visual 

 It is not considered that development of 
this particular site would be out of 
proportion with the rest of the town. Any 
new development taking place will be 
subject to design policies contained within 
the new Local Plan; and having regard to 
the Council’s landscape impact evidence. 
 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO220 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 
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access but a difficult angled junction. Surely this is totally 
unsuitable to transport large volumes of traffic which will be 
generated from 400 houses and a school! If a alternative junction 
is proposed this can only be achieved by sacrificing another 
green field.   The Mount, Ashbourne Road are all used by big 
lorries, buses, tractors, trailers, farm stock to and from stock 
market, farm machinery, lorries transporting goods to and from 
Buxton, Ashbourne, and Surrounding areas. These are very busy 
roads! Can we really add to this without causing major problems? 
I urge the council to consider these proposals very carefully 
giving due time and consideration to alternative sites in town, 
because once the boxes are ticked it will be irreversible and the 
mount will be changed forever. 

PO1739 Mr Martin 
Armstrong 

      Object LE127, LE128A, LE142A, LE142B Why turn a place of beauty 
into an eyesore when the council should be concentrating on 
transforming areas which are an eyesore into places of beauty. 
There are so many alternatives to the proposed sites for housing 
development around leek is without having to take away Leeks 
most cherished leisure route. Mount Road has long been a 
source of relaxation, leisure and exercise to the residents of Leek 
It is used daily by scores of locals who walk, run, cycle, and enjoy 
the tranquillity of this country lane which provides fantastic views 
across Leek and towards the peak district. Where else in the area 
is there such an amenity so conveniently within walking distance 
and safe for people to enjoy. The Mount is also a natural habitat 
for wildlife including many endangered species. The like of owls, 
woodpeckers and many more other birds and small mammals 
would be severely put to risk and their habitat will be seriously 
damaged. This proposed totally unnecessary housing 
development would not only destroy all this but also a place extra 
stress on the town centre already, struggling to cope with 
congestion. The large number of extra vehicles would adversely 
affect road safety and be a danger to the public particularly on 
both exits from Mount Road. These are but a few of the issues 
generated by this ill thought out scheme 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

  See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO678 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  
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PO2585 Consultatio
n Service 

Natural 
England 

    General comment Natural England notes the proposed preferred site for allocation 
in Leek. We note that it is located close to and/or adjoining 
existing areas of open space and green infrastructure. Suitable 
enhancements of existing open spaces’ may be required together 
with appropriate management (and funding thereof) in order to 
allow these open spaces to function effectively during the local 
plan period. Similarly the development of these preferred sites (if 
progressed) will need to include suitable multi-functional green 
infrastructure. Adopted local plan spatial objectives SO8 & 9 refer 
together with policies such as DC1 Design Considerations, DC3 
landscape and settlement setting, and C3 Green Infrastructure. 

 The Council has produced a Draft Green 
Infrastructure Strategy for consultation 
alongside the next draft version of the 
Local Plan.  The strategy identifies green 
infrastructure corridors around the towns 
and lists particular issues in relation to 
that corridor which can be addressed as 
part of the relevant site policy and / or at 
the planning application stage.  Similarly, 
a public open space study is underway 
covering all designated public open 
spaces in the Staffordshire Moorlands.  
One of the areas this will advise on is 
where improvements are needed to these 
spaces and new development in the 
vicinity could contribute towards this.  The 
Council has also designated Local Green 
Spaces in line with criteria set out in the 
NPPF and the Council will seek to 
facilitate improvements to these areas 
where required. 
 

PO2907 James 
Chadwick 

Stafford
shire 
County 
Council 

    General comment The allocations proposed around Mount Road will necessitate 
highway improvements for example road widening, provision of 
footways, completing Kniveden Lane to adoptable standard, 
possible (probable) junction improvements at one or both ends. 
The removal of the sites between LE127 and LE128a could make 
the delivery of the required scheme more complicated and 
therefore requires further consideration including the 
reinstatement of sites LE069 & LE128b. 

Comments noted. See para response to 
PO90 about highways. 
 
The emerging Local Plan sets out how the 
residual housing requirement for Leek will 
be achieved by a combination of 
allocations within the urban area, and 
along the Mount (making allowance for 
windfall/small sites allowances). 
Additional housing sites along the Mount 
are not required. 
 
Note that LE128b is included alongside 
LE128A, as a residential allocation in the 
Local Plan. 
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PO3657 Mr P Ash       Object My husband and I most strongly oppose the number of sites on 
Mount Road, Leek as preferred option for new homes. Both of us 
have lived in Leek all our lives and for the past 50 years have 
resided on the Moorland Road. Mount Road is acknowledged as 
an area of open space for walking, cycling, and jogging and it is a 
area of free from volumes of traffic? I know my mother exercised, 
pushing me in my pram walking round the Mount. Building 
houses either side of the road would most likely make the Mount 
Road into a main road linking Ashbourne Road to Buxton Road. 
This road is not sustainable not wide enough to take heavy 
vehicles and constant stream of Traffic, if numerous houses were 
to be built either side for Health and Safety reason would require 
pavements, gutters and drainage all of which will narrow, the 
width of the road for vehicles, in all probability each house will 
have 2 cars, which again will increase the flow of traffic. To 
surface the top of Kniveden lane would make this road a rat race 
and a highway leading to an increase of even more traffic may I 
remind the council that when the developers applied for planning 
permission to build homes on the land behind sunny view at the 
end of Ashbourne Road – grave concern was exposed by 
Staffordshire County Council of traffic from the houses 
converging onto a busy main road, would that not also apply to 
traffic from the houses converging onto  2 main roads – 
Ashbourne road,, and at the other end of Buxton road. I would 
like to draw your attention to the fact when Mr William Milnes 
gave the land he owned to the council, land where now stands 
Leek High School, and is playing fields which borders Kniveden 
Lane and extend on the Mount, there was a clause in the gift of 
land that this land would be only used for educational purposes. 
One may also ask the council “where are all families and buyers 
that require these houses? Leek has not the facilities to 
accommodate such a huge increase in its population. The Dr’s 
are already working to their full capacity, which schools primary 
and senior have places for an increase in children of school age? 
And where will the new comers to the area, travelling from the 
Mount to Macclesfield or to the potteries will increase the flow of 
traffic though the centre of the town these were problems with 
planning permission to build house on ??  At Leek brook on the 
site of Joshua Wardens factory, as to the nature of the ground 
and the fact the earth may have become contaminated from 
factory work etc. These problems were overcome and rectified 
and houses were built. Now houses cannot build on this land 
surrounding Sainsbury’s Supermarket because of problems with 
the land – if land at Leekbrook can overcome the problems with 
the land around Sainsbury’s overcome the problem? And houses 
can be built on land previously occupied and accommodating 
buildings.   

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 
The Council is not aware of any legal 
encumbrances upon this site. 
 

 See para response to PO220 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO674 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 
The Sainsburys site as part of its mixed 
use consent SMD/2013/1098 still enjoys 
residential consent on part of the site. 
Note Environmental Health Officer did not 
object to that scheme subject to 
conditions. The Council would assess 
residential schemes on sites affected by 
contamination in line with its adopted 
Policy SD4 and NPPF paras 120-121 
NPPF. The responsibility of funding 
remediation rests with the developer. 
 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 
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PO4724 
 
 
PO4733 
 
 
 PO
4729 
 
 
PO4720 
 
PO4739
  
 
  
 
 
  

Mr D And L 
Robinson 
 
Mr M 
Turnock 
 
 
Miss CM 
Hambleton 
 
Mr RP kerr 
 
Mr W 
Trafford 

      Object I am writing to protest against the latest site allocation plan for the 
SMDC. To build upwards of 4000 house in our beautiful area is 
criminal. It is obvious a Central Government ploy, of threats, then 
offer of £1000.00/house has worked. For the SMDC to deny the 
£1000 donation has no bearing on the decision is pure fantasy. 
The area most concerned is to myself is the site allocated off 
Mount Road, Leek. At present most of the estates west of Mount 
Road are below the crest of the Mount, the proposed sites in 
places near or near to the crest, which will make them highly 
visible over a large area, particularly at night with street lighting. 
The site ref LE127 is of particular interest to me, it is obvious 
access to the site will be through the south end of High View 
Road with services readily available. If we are building approx. 
100 houses on LE127, we can expect a large increase in traffic 
along High View Road and Moorland Road. Sites ref: LE066 & 
LE128 will be close proximity to a 35mtr high wind turbine and the 
plans already approved, which is highly undesirable. The building 
off 800 houses mainly on the eastern flank of the Town does not 
seem logical. There must be other sites in the Southern and 
Western flank of Leek which could be exploited; the advantage of 
this would be to reduce the great impact on schools & amenities 
in the Mount catchment area. Other problems concern electrical 
supply, gas supply, water supply sewage disposal, which can 
create serious problems due to the massive local increase in 
demand. 

 See para response to PO674 
about new homes bonus 

  See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO1352 
about streetlighting 

 See para response to PO1352 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 
Note that vehicular access to LE127 is 
anticipated off Mount Road; SCC 
Higwhays response was predicated on 
this. 
 
The Council would assess residential 
schemes in proximity to approved wind 
turbines in accordance with Core Strategy 
and NPPF amenity Policies, and ETSU 
(as amended) noise criteria etc.  
 

 See para response to PO125 
about option sites assessments 
and sustainability appraisal 

 See para response to PO1146 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO674 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements 

 See para response in PO700 
about utilities and flood risk 
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PO3943 Mr Alan 
Knott 

Knights 
LLP 

    Support [See Location Plan attached to Question 1]. [Letter attached to 
representation, stating:] Land at Mount Road, Leek Firstly, it 
should be noted that Renew Land Developments Limited are 
aware of third party opposition to potential housing development 
of land at Mount Road, Leek. Many objections to the proposed 
allocations object to the principle of development, in addition to 
other site specific matters such as visual impact, highways, 
drainage, biodiversity, etc. This representation comments on 
these various matters in turn. Principle of Allocating Land to the 
East of Leek for Housing Development The bulk of housing 
allocations suggested for Leek are proposed to the east of the 
town. The principle of allocating sites in this general area is 
supported for a number of reasons as set out below. Firstly, with 
regard to the principle of such an allocation, the LPA, 
in  accordance with national policy, has to allocate a sufficient 
number of suitable, available and deliverable housing sites in 
order to ensure that objectively assessed housing needs can be 
addressed over the plan period. Failure to do so would render the 
Local Plan unsound at examination. Secondly, Leek is one of the 
largest towns across the District, so should be taking a significant 
proportion of the overall housing requirement because it already 
has significant infrastructure, services and facilities to meet the 
needs of additional development. Thirdly, if development needs 
are to be met, then sites outside of the existing settlement 
boundaries will be required to meet additional housing needs. 
The LPA has already confirmed that it will be conducting a Green 
Belt Review as part of the current Local Plan process. If the LPA 
is having to review its Green Belt boundaries around rural 
settlements and other towns, then Leek cannot be excluded from 
that process. Fourthly, much opposition to the proposed 
allocation of land currently designated as open countryside to the 
east of Leek is founded on the assumption that other previously 
developed sites are available. The site options consultation does 
identify a number of infill sites within the boundary of Leek, and 
many of these are former mill buildings or other vacant industrial 
or employment sites. However, these sites would not be sufficient 
on their own to meet the overall development requirements for 
Leek. Fifthly, land to the west of Leek is currently designated as 
Green Belt, and land to the north and west of the town is 
constrained as a result of them being located in areas at risk of 
flooding. Land to the south of the town is also covered by public 
open spaces / playing fields, as well as a large golf course, which 
limits development opportunities in these areas further. The 
above views are supported by the LPA, who state that: The 
Council has recently completed a Green Belt Review in order to 
assess parts of the Green Belt where minor adjustments can be 
made without having an impact on the function of the Green Belt 
as a whole (as defined in government planning guidance). The 
west side of Leek is Green Belt and the study recommends that 
housing development should not take place on this side of the 
town to avoid adverse impacts. This means that sites at the 

 Comments in support of this site, and 
clarification of landowner position, noted. 
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eastern side of the town (which is not within the Green Belt) 
require consideration to meet Leek’s future development needs. 
The Council is required to meet its housing needs to 2031 and 
there are not enough brown field sites in Leek to achieve this so 
the Council needs to consider both brownfield and green field 
sites. In light of the above considerations, it is considered that 
land to the east of Leek, including land at Mount Road, is 
considered to be a suitable location for housing development. 
Visual Impact  The Landscape and Settlement Character 
Assessment identifies land to the west of Mount Road to sit below 
the ridge line that is situated further to the east of the town and 
outside of any area identified as having an “important landscape 
setting to the settlement”. The sites at Mount Road otherwise 
adjoin the urban area and would be viewed in the context of the 
built form of the town, rather than as an isolated residential 
development.   Highways The four parcels of land proposed as 
Draft Potential Allocations and Draft Reserve Sites are located to 
the west of Mount Road, and each site could be accessed directly 
off Mount Road. Site LE128A could also be potentially accessed 
off Kniveden Lane to the north (subject to further detailed 
investigations, and a secondary access to site LE127 could 
potentially be provided off Thornfield Avenue / High View Road. 
Any development of this site could facilitate the wider 
improvement of the local highway network as a result of 
developer contributions. Mount Road is part of a longer distance 
walking route and the site is located within 500 metres of local 
bus stops and is within a reasonable distance to primary and 
secondary education, such as Leek First School and Leek High 
School. Otherwise, the site is considered to be located in an 
accessible location. The supporting documentation provided with 
the current consultation states that “  County Highways do not 
raise any issues which would prevent development of this site ”. It 
is therefore concluded that access is achievable, and subject to 
further detailed design work, would not be a constraint to 
delivering housing on this site. Drainage The site is located within 
flood zone 1, and has a low risk of fluvial flooding compared with 
land to the north and west of Leek, which has a much higher risk 
of flooding. There have also been few recorded incidents of 
sewer flooding in the surrounding area as confirmed by the 
Council’s own Strategic Flood Risk Assessment. In light of the 
above conclusions, drainage or flood risk is unlikely to be a 
constraint to the development of this site. Biodiversity  As part of 
the evidence base, the Council has commissioned a phase 1 
ecological study of the district. Within this study, the sites have 
been studied and have been grouped into three parcels. The 
three land parcels in the study are identified as 35, 39, and 
40.  All three sites were identified as having very low biodiversity 
value overall, comprising of species poor improved grassland, 
scattered scrub and poor hedgerow. The study recommends 
vegetation clearance at the appropriate time of year, and in the 
case of site 35, a bat survey of an existing outbuilding to the east. 
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In light of the supporting evidence, it is concluded that biodiversity 
or the presence of protected species would not be a constraint to 
the development of land to the east of Mount Road.   Conclusion 
Knights are making representations on behalf of Renew Land 
Developments Limited who are promoting their interest in land to 
the east of Mount Road for housing development. The site is 
being promoted by a willing landowner and a willing developer 
and is otherwise technically deliverable. It is concluded that all of 
the land to the east of Mount Road, as shown on the attached 
plan by Renew Land Developments Limited, should be 
developed. The site is located in open countryside, but not Green 
Belt, and the site is required to meet the open market and 
affordable housing needs of Leek given that opportunities to 
deliver housing on previously developed land and infill sites within 
the existing settlement are severely limited, and other areas of 
the town are constrained because of Green Belt, Flood Risk or 
because of landscape sensitivity. The council’s own evidence 
base supports the potential allocation of land to the east of Mount 
Road.  Leek is a large town at the top of the settlement hierarchy 
for the District, and cannot be excluded from helping to meet the 
housing requirement for the area. The release of land for housing 
on the eastern side of Leek is justified by the evidence base, and 
there are limited alternative options elsewhere around the town. 
The proposed release of land to the west of Mount Road through 
the Local Plan is therefore supported. The allocation the site 
would therefore ensure that the Council has a Local Plan that is 
positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with 
national policy. Trust that this letter is clear in expressing our 
supportive views of the Local Plan and the proposed allocation of 
land at Mount Road, Leek for housing development. Otherwise, 
Renew Land Developments support the proposed increase in the 
annual housing requirement to 320 dwellings per annum. 
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PO3693 Mrs C 
Ryan 

      Object I am writing to express my objection to recently published plans to 
build on a large area of the Mount in Leek. Whilst understanding 
there is a need for some new housing, I feel this area is the 
wrong place and definitely too extensive. A few points I would like 
to share which may not take into account the professional opinion 
but a certainly take a common sense view. The Sainsbury’s site 
was passed as a area for retail and business development with a 
to build on a small housing estate. This has not been fully 
developed and I understand it may because there are issues with 
asbestos and or some other contamination. Yet it seems it is fit 
for a pub selling food, a children’s party play area and a 
supermarket selling some other consumable goods. If it is the 
case that there have been some bad decisions made around this 
site, the council officers responsible for passing this plan should 
own up and ensure this site Is cleaned up. Enabling the plans 
many locals objected to, be completed. Of course this will mean a 
cost to the taxpayers whom are left carrying he financial burden 
of bad decisions made. I have no objection Education Land 
boarding Mount Road being to extend or build a primary school 
as have a shortage of places, the concern would be of increased 
traffic and the requirement for good provision of off road parking 
at the school if there were to be an entrance on that road. There 
is a site on the Buxton road Blackshaw Moor which has stood 
unused for many years since the Army ceased training there. It 
must have drainage, electrics and water on this site. This would 
be ideal for a small scale affordable housing site. It would also 
benefit the local school which has a small numbers of pupils and 
probably in danger of being closed in years to come Transport 
should not be a issue because there some buses to Buxton and 
local bus companies can benefit by providing peak time services. 
There must be other sites within Leek area suitable for 
developing. I tried to locate brownfield site on SMDC website but 
it shows many wordy documents but nothing is clearly stating 
where these sites lie. This could be my ineptitude but there could 
be more clarity for the lay person on these issues Building in such 
a large scale on The Mount would devalue housing already there. 
This may be viewed as a narrow minded but many people have 
worked hard and taken out huge loans to secure there desired 
homes. To effect there in such a drastic way I think is unfair and 
unnecessary. Most of the housing is currently at the higher end of 
the market and build social or low cost housing amongst his could 
be problematic from all prospective. If housing is built at the 
current level at these sites then who shall benefit those on low 
paid jobs, where I understand the most need is there are many 
units built as affordable part share homes unsold and many more 
privately owed sites of apartments etc. standing empty in Leek. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO3657 
about Sainsburys consent 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO1556 
about Anzio Camp 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 Property values are not 
considered material in planning 
law. 

 See para response to PO1473 
about affordable housing 

 See para response to PO220 on 
housing needs evidence 
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PO4696 Mr And 
Mrs C and 
P Deighton 

      Object We are writing to register our very deep concern about the 
proposal to build on the land at the Mount in Leek. Those 
involved in the making such decisions do not all live in Leek and 
probably unaware of the enormous importance of The Mount to 
the people living around it in Leek. The implications of losing this 
much loved countryside walk are very serious, and far reaching. 
The close proximity of The Mount to the homes of so many local 
people means that it is a place used regularly, often daily, for 
exercise and relaxation, and is vital to their health and mental 
well-being. A large number of local residents are elderly, and 
often unable to drive: there are young families who cannot afford 
a car: there are several care homes that residents come for walks 
with their careers. What make The Mount so important is that is 
so very close to people. It offers beautiful views across the fields 
and means that people, who cannot get out into the countryside 
further away, can still enjoy seeing the birds and animals here 
only just a small walk from where they live. People walking their 
dogs have a natural means of contact and conversation with 
others – so important especially for those who live alone. To sum 
up, we all be deeply distressed to lose this place. So many have 
been walking there all through their lives, the disruption, and 
seeing the gradual destruction of a cherished part of their lives 
will bring an increased sense of isolation, and the feeling of 
depression faced by those in their later years as they become 
less able to things without outside help. Having the ability to step 
outside and walk in open surroundings without having to ask for a 
lift means a lot to someone struggling to retain their 
independence and enjoyment for life. To build on The Mount is 
clearly not necessary. There are as we have all been made 
aware recently, many alterations for example: various Brown 
Field sites empty buildings such as factories and offices: disused 
mills, empty houses apparently unoccupied for long periods. In 
view of the very unpopular bad decisions made, and the 
continuing loss of trust in the judgement made and continuing 
loss of and motives,  of the planning department many now 
suspect that the decisions are influenced mainly by financial 
incentives from Government or other sources. We do not know 
whether this is true, but it seems obvious to us that a prompt 
decision to abandon the idea of building The Mount would bring 
peace of mind to many Leek Residents and go a long way to 
restoring the publics belief that members of the Planning 
Department actually do care about, and will respond to, consider 
and respect the views, the well-being and even the happiness, of 
the town they responsible for looking after, both now and the 
future.   

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO220 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO674 
about new homes bonus 
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PO3935 Mr Mike O 
Brien 

WYG     Object [Refer to submitted Representations Report attached to Question 
1] which states: The proposed urban extension to the east of the 
town...- LE127(100), LE128a(47), LE140(63), LE142a(140) and 
LE142b(40). The proposed extension also accommodates draft 
reserve sites LE069(42), LE128b(48) and LE066(50). These sites 
contribute a significant proportion of the proposed housing for 
Leek. The allocation of these sites, ahead of available 
brownfield/previously developed sites, is not in compliance Policy 
SS5a of the Core Strategy, which sets out the overarching 
strategy for development in Leek. ...None of the proposed 
allocations are considered likely to come forward in the short term 
based on the findings set out in the SHLAA (2015). However, we 
suggest that the allocation of sites which are deliverable within 
the short term should have been considered to a greater extent in 
formulating the preferred options due to the significant shortfall of 
housing delivery across the district. WYG consider that sites in 
Leek, such as LE243, are suitable to contribute to the short term 
delivery of housing in Staffordshire Moorlands. Furthermore, the 
spatial distribution of the draft potential allocations weighs heavily 
on this eastern stretch of agricultural land and it is noted that no 
potential allocations have been selected within the core urban 
area. 

 Refer to Council response to 
PO3934 under LE127 table 
Question 10.  

 
Note that LE128b is included alongside 
LE128A, as a residential allocation in the 
Local Plan. 
 
Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included 
as a residential allocation in the Local 
Plan. 

PO4825 Mrs L 
Scragg 

      Object I would like for to make it known that I oppose the above on 
numerous grounds. The Mount in Leek has always been 
somewhere for the people of Leek to walk, cycle, jog, ride around 
not just people up end of the Town but people from all areas, 
young and old and in-between. The views, the Countryside is 
there for all to enjoy and appreciate, and we do. The road is not 
big enough now for all the extra traffic that is using it never mind 
more homes and a school. The Government wants to be 
healthier, do more exercise, get out and move, where will the 
joggers, cyclist go? If you sat up there for 24hours you would 
understand how used The Mount is used for recreation, pleasure 
and socializing, it’s a free beautiful gymnasium – its where the 
children go to see their 1 st lamb or donkey walkers go to 
remember their youth and reflect on their lives, it’s a place that 
puts lives into prospective and brings the troubled some peace. 
Please let we and our children’s children keep the mount 

  See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 
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PO4705 Mr and Mrs 
A & N 
Waterhous
e 

      Object Building 400+ houses on the area known by everyone as The 
Mount and used by countless generations as a gate way to the 
countryside would be against everything that “localism” would 
bring. The enclosed petition goes some way to demonstrate the 
strength of feeling that there is against the proposed building 
plots as set out in the Local Plan. The area is mainly agricultural 
and offers amazing views of the town and it’s unrivalled and area 
as a whole acts as a buffer, between the town and the Peak 
District National Park. The road itself could not cope with the 
estimated 600 to 800 extra houses would generate. The Mount is 
a narrow road with no footpaths and junctions at either end of The 
Mount would become even more dangerous. Historically people 
travelling out of Leek to work, use the Stoke-on-Trent and 
Macclesfield Road with few travelling to Buxton or Ashbourne. 
This would mean that the roads in Leek Town Centre would 
become even more congested at peak times as these people 
make their way through town. We urge the Council to think again 
and produce alternative sites for houses thereby saving this 
precious area for future generations to enjoy. 

  See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 

PO5885 Ms Linda 
M Beighton 

      Object I am writing to object to the proposed plan to allocate the 
following sites along Mount Road for housing: LE127, LE128a, 
and LE142a. Mount Road is used by hundreds of people every 
day of the week as a safe, sustainable leisure route something 
the council should be encouraging not removing. The current 
road for much of its length I too narrow for 2 cars to pass. 
Development would cause urbanisation & widening with the 
potential destruction of mature trees and dry stone walls. Exits 
particularly onto Ashbourne Road are already problematic and 
would need expensive, major work to cope with the extra traffic. 
People occupying houses at the moment would in the main work 
on the western side of the town in Cheshire-Manchester and 
Stoke. Major supermarkets are in the western side of town. Daily 
trips would further exacerbate the congestion which already 
chokes Leek. So many houses would destroy what is designated 
a special landscape area. They would impact on the views from 
the Peak Park and destroy an amenity area. Extending the own 
boundary to accommodate the proposed sites is undesirable. 
Using green field’s sites may be expected and enable larger 
profits for developers but there are still brown field sites and infill 
land available within the moorlands district. 

  See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO1352 
about tree protection 

 See para response to PO674 on 
design 

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 Note that since adoption of the 
2014 Core Strategy, there is no 
longer a ‘special landscape area’ 
designation. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

  See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

PO9100 Ms S 
Naisbett 

      Object I am writing to strongly object to the councils draft plan to build on 
the following area along Mount Road in Leek, Reference number 
LE127a; LE128a; LE140 There are many other brown field sites 
in Leek such as Foker Grange and Home Farm that are available 
for development, and where houses could be built. Surely these 
sites should be used first for any planned housing development. 
The area along Mount Road should remain as it is. Beautiful open 
green fields. There should be no need to build further homes in 
the green belt of Leek when there are approximately 1,170 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO1146 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO220 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 
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homes that are currently empty in the Staffordshire Moorlands, 
and an additional 2500 homes for sale. Leek is a Market Town, 
and this is its great appeal to the people who live here, and also 
to those who travel to the town to shop, as well as tourists who 
come to visit. If the town keeps growing due to more and more 
houses being built, it will no longer be an attractive historic market 
town, it will become a very large town centered around housing, 
and if the building continues year on year it will eventually result 
in Leek becoming a modern day city. Mount Road is a wonderful 
area of natural beauty that is also very educational for young 
children. My daughter and I often walk along Mount Road 
because she likes to be surrounded by the green open fields and 
the nature it holds. She loves seeing and learning about the 
different types of wild flowers, butterflies, wildlife and farm 
animals we see in the fields along Mount Road. If houses were 
built on Reference number LE127a; LE128a; LE140 there would 
be nowhere locally for children who live in the area to experience 
this kind of nature and wildlife. Mount Road is also an extremely 
popular place for walkers, joggers, and cyclists, because it is 
currently a very quiet area, (has low noise pollution), and also has 
few vehicles currently passing through it, hence is an area with 
low levels of air pollution. The green open spaces make it a very 
relaxing area, with wonderful views. If 380 houses were to be built 
in the area, it is estimated that over 750 more cars will be 
travelling along Mount Road on a daily basis, causing high levels 
of noise pollution and high levels of air pollution to the area. Thus 
making it a noisy, unhealthy, stressful area to walk, jog etc. This 
could lead to less people in the area going for walks etc/carrying 
out physical exercise .This goes against government efforts 
encourage people to be active and get fitter in order to fight 
against illness and obesity, e.g fit for life, and yet the Council is 
planning to build on a green field area which is ridiculous. Wildlife 
will be lost if houses are built on Mount road. My friends and I 
have seen wide variety of wild animals in the fields along Mount 
Road including wild rabbits, hedgehogs,badgers and buzzards. 
These areas of wildlife would be lost of houses were built here. 
The roads in the town are extremely busy with traffic. This makes 
them unsafe for young children to ride their bikes and scooters 
along. Mount Road is located on the very edge of town, and due 
to the current low traffic levels of traffic, this makes it an ideal 
area for children to safely ride their scooters and bikes. If 380 
houses were built along Mount Road the road would become 
extremely busy with traffic making it another road which is not 
safe for young children to ride their bicycles. Question why don't 
disused buildings in Leek such as old mills be converted to 
affordable housing for young people, instead of allowing of 3, 4 or 
five bedroom luxury homes to be built along Mount Road- which 
is what developers will build along areas LE127a; LE128a; 
LE140. An example of this are the houses built relatively recently 
by Amos Group on land adjacent to Mount Road which were 
priced at over £230,000 each. All of the above reasons clearly 

  See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO90 about 
air quality 

 See para response to PO678 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO1473 
about affordable housing 

 See para response to PO125 
about heritage impact 
considerations 

 
The Council maintains a database of 
housing site suggestions (SHLAA). This 
database formed the basis of the 2015 
‘Site Options’ consultation as all SHLAA 
sites above a minimum size threshold, 
and attracting a ‘B’ deliverability rating, 
were included in that consultation. 
Subsequently 2016 ‘Preferred Options’ 
were narrowed down from this. Note that 
Home Farm LE138 attrcted a ‘C’ 
deliverability rating. 
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show why the area along Mount Road Reference number should 
not be built on. 

PO9143 Mr Ramon 
West 

      Object We wish to object to the 4 preferred housing allocation sites on 
the Mount, Leek. It would be an outrage to proceed with 
residential development on any of these sites: LE127, LE128a, 
LE140 and LE142a. The Council must take into consideration: 
Loss of local amenity - the Mount is a popular amenity enjoyed 
and cherished by walkers, joggers, cyclists, nature-lovers and 
dog-walkers. There is no comparable open countryside leisure 
amenity so close to the town centre. There is no comparable 
alternative within easy walking distance on the east side of town. 
Loss of such amenity would have an adverse effect on the health 
and wellbeing of a great many local people. Visual impact - the 
Mount is a classic example of outstanding moorland scenery. It 
provides unique and wonderful views over the town and beyond. 
Leek prides itself, and markets itself, as the Queen of the 
Moorlands. If this is to mean anything, the Council must do 
everything it can to halt the expansion of the town into the 
surrounding countryside and work to preserve the proximity and 
integrity of some of our finest moorlands scenery. Impact on 
infrastructure - hundreds of new houses will bring thousands of 
people. Nearby schools and GP surgeries will be put under 
further strain. Council services, social services and emergency 
services are already all under great strain. Traffic problems will be 
made worse. The future - the population of Leek is predicted to 
rise by a few thousand over the next couple of decades or so. 
This is mainly due to an ageing population. We are living longer. 
That means more of the people who are living here now will still 
be around in 20 or 30 years time. Therefore, planning for the 
future should be focused on local services for local people. We 
hope that the Council will heed our objections and explore 
alternative approaches to housing needs and development in our 
town. In particular, we wish to draw your attention to the 'Bimby 
Housing Toolkit' which was drawn up by the Prince’s Foundation 
for Building Community (bimby.org.uk). 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO674 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO1473 
about affordable housing 

 
The Council’s own housing need 
assessments are set out in its evidence 
base on the website. Note these assess 
the needs of ‘older people’ and other 
groups. The June 2014 SHMA concluded 
the number and proportion of older person 
households is expected to increase in the 
District over the period to 2031 (46% 
increase between 2011 and 2031) which 
has implications such as increased 
demand for both specialist/extra-care 
accommodation for older people, and for 
adaptable homes. Owing to an ageing 
population and other factors, the need for 
smaller units will in future exceed the 
need for larger, family units. For these 
reasons the SHMA recommends that 60% 
of future housing should be 1- or 2-bed. 
The Council’s current Core Strategy 
Policies expect larger housing schemes to 
provide for a mix of housing across all 
locations, to respond to identified local 
needs such as housing for older people. 
Note that where there is a policy 
requirement for affordable housing 
provision upon such sites, the nature of 
provision may reflect the above. 
 
The BIMBY toolkit is noted. The Council 
will continue to work with communities 
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seeking to introduce (or influence the 
preparation of) Neighbourhood Plans, in 
accordance with the Neighbourhood 
Planning Regulations.  
 

PO9088 Ms Sarah 
Griffiths 

      Object I am objecting to the planning of new housing at Mount rd, Leek. 
The area is enjoyed by young and old alike for generations. We 
do not need new housing in this peaceful wonderful area. [2015 
Options consultation representation also submited with email]. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

PO9063 Mrs 
Suzanne 
Dimmick 

      Object I am writing to put forward my opposition to the building of houses 
on Mount Road in Leek. It upsets me greatly to think that an 
important local amenity could be lost forever if these proposals go 
ahead. "The Mount" as we fondly know it, is a valuable asset to 
the East side of Leek, a wonderful place to take our families for 
walks and bike rides. In our busy lives, it is vital for our health, 
both mental and physical to have somewhere to go to relax and 
unwind. What better place than a walk along the Mount with 
views over Bradnop and Morridge, so accessible from our homes. 
If the fields in the planning proposals-LE127, LE128, LE140 and 
most worryingly on the opposite side LE142 were to be built on 
then the landscape of our beautiful town will be lost forever. For 
those arriving in to Leek from Ashbourne Road, they would be 
met with yet another sprawling housing estate, replacing the 
picturesque fields full of animals that are so welcoming to see. 
The road will become a main thoroughfare from the Ashbourne 
Road to Buxton Road and will lose its charm for us all. Lets 
protect the gateway to LEEK for generations to come. SAVE THE 
MOUNT. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 

PO9058 Mr Terence 
Gee 

      Object I wish to object to the proposal to build housing on sites 
LE127,LE128,LE140,LE142a on mount road. This is a green field 
site with a rural road with unspoilt views only five minutes walk 
from Pick wood avenue. This road is used regularly by myself and 
often meet other walkers, cyclists in the area. Also the road would 
have extra traffic for 500 houses with poor access. There would 
be increased pressure on local schools,doctors,etc and I feel it 
would spoil the area with increased urbanisation. 

  See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO674 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements 
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PO9071 Mr Stewart 
Johnson 

      Object I am writing to protest against the proposed plans to build 4000 
houses in the Leek area:- 1, question how many unoccupied 
properties are there in the area 2, Loss of beautiful countryside. 
3, Work vacancies in the local area. 4, Local infrastructure . 5, 
Places at local schools. The list is just a few of the considerations 
the planners seem to be ignoring. Of particular concern is the 
proposed development along Mount Road. Not only would this 
destroy a beautiful part of the town used by many residents,it 
would also cause serious traffic problems both in the immediate 
vicinity and the rest of the town. These new residents would have 
to commute,and the main routes would be right through the 
centre of town adding to an already serious congestion problem. 
Why do the planners want to destroy the treasure that is The 
Queen of the Moorlands! 

 See para response to PO220 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO674 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

PO9078 Mr Simon 
Tansley 

      Object I am registering my objection to the leek plan proposals for 
building anywhere along the mount (le 142a,b,140,128a,022,127. 
To destroy this public amenity would be an outrageous and nigh 
on irreparable act of vandalism. Any one who is even considering 
this to be a way forwards for leek town should walk from 
ashbourne road to buxton road to see precisely what we would 
lose in terms of beauty and nature. This is an asset that Leek 
should be celebrating not destroying. 

  See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO678 on 
ecology evidence 
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PO9094 
 
 
PO9314 
 
 
PO9405
  

Ms Sarah 
Bishop 
 
Ms Emily 
Hodgkinso
n 
 
Ms and Mr 
Carla and 
Anthony 
Hodgkinso
n and Bury 

      Object I would like to register my opposition to the plans for development 
along The Mount. I was born and raised in Leek as are all my 
family. I remember being dragged "round the mount" as a child 
and hated every minute of it. I left Leek in 1986 to pursue my 
career in nursing and I still return to Leek every weekend and 
Public Holiday. As an adult, I love going round the mount! I 
appreciate the openness, the air and the local views. I know it is 
valued by many local people for similar reasons. It is a wonderful 
asset to Leek which cannot be found elsewhere. In this age of 
government encouraging activity and reduction of population 
obesity, I can walk my dog, savour the views and see nature on 
the doorstep. Something to be encouraged and supported. Leek 
is very lucky indeed to have such a wonderful asset as part of its 
town and councillors would be well advised to recognise its 
importance to their locality. If councillors wish to see houses, 
roads and urbanisation as part of their tenure, I suggest they visit 
"The Potteries" or move to the nearest loss of urban space to 
understand the impact of building for the short term gain. I live still 
in the city I came to all those years ago. Back then, it was a new 
city with limits. Now, every route I can take from the centre is 
urbanised and each area is stuck "in its time" as architecture and 
design move on creating areas of decline and disrepair bringing 
new problems with the passing of time. For the love of Leek and 
its title of "Queen of the Staffordshire Moorlands" , Councillors 
need to appreciate what qualities give Leek that title and do their 
utmost to maintain them. Councillors have the opportunity to do 
the right thing for the future of Leek, not to bring in a fast buck for 
a short term gain. I hope the people of Leek are listened to when 
they say "Save The Mount"! 
 
As well as the benefits to Leek having such a widely used and 
accessible area, one should consider the risks and very real 
hazards to creating such estates in a position where traffic flow, 
at both access points to the Mount, is at best, difficult. On 
exiting Mount Road, on to Ashbourne Road and Buxton Road, 
there is extremely limited vision in both directions. Whilst currently 
the traffic flow is steady, and reasonably quiet, my concerns lie 
with the difficulties which will only grow with increased cars, 
placing those increased pedestrians walking to the proposed 
development, at a genuine risk. I am not against the development 
of affordable housing; what I am against is the travesty of those 
decisions, by councillors which we elect, to take green belt land, 
before brown belt land, for potential profit, before the views of 
their constituency and the future of generations to come. I 
understand that I am far from alone in my views- I feel they 
should be taken in to deep consideration before this gem in the 
town is lost forever. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO674 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO674 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO1146 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO1352 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  
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PO9117 Mr Robert 
Barker 

      Object I do not believe that it is necessary to extend the town boundary 
into farmland as there are still many available brownfield sites 
within the locality. It is also important to note that TOURISM is a 
significant driver to the local Economy! Therefore the Town 
Gateway, especially from the PEAK PARK Buxton Road A53, 
needs rigorous protection from urban sprawl in order to maintain 
the 'Queen of The Moorlands' identity.   The point of entry into 
Leek from A53 Buxton Road is the most attractive and 
picturesque and is a key Tourist route.   It is also a highly utilised 
public amenity for local residents of Leek who very regularly 
make use of the whole area incorporating the A53 towards 
Tittesworth Reservoir/Blackshaw Moor, along Thorncliffe Road 
and its' adjoining lanes, and The Mount Road, as a place to 
exercise by walking, rambling, cycling, horseriding, dog-walking, 
sightseeing, picnicing, and general enjoyment for health and 
wellbeing.   The proposal area, particularly as it approaches the 
A53 Buxton Road junction with Thorncliffe Road and The Mount, 
is immediately adjacent to the SPECIAL LANDSCAPE AREA 
which presumes against intrusive developments in order to 
protect its Historic Landscape nature. I would personally feel that 
the Special Landscape Area and environs ought to receive the 
highest priority in its protection. The designation encompasses 
the fact that it is 'Special' in nature and cannot therefore be 
replaced once lost or damaged.   There are a number of 'brown' 
sites within the town which could be very effectively used for 
housing development. [Question why] these are not shown on the 
accompanying Consultation Maps. However from attending a 
consultation meeting the existence of several sites is a matter of 
common knowledge along with the fact that these would be "The 
Preferred Option Housing Sites" in the view of the residents of 
Leek.   There are also pockets of greenbelt land (designated such 
primarily for the purposes of town separation and quite often 
having no other particular beauty or amenity), which in common 
with other Towns in the country could be effectively utilised to 
expand the town boundary with selective use and sensitivity to 
the environment. This would be better than destroying the areas 
which are highly valued by the Leek Community for beauty and 
recreation and which give the Town of Leek its identity.   The 
proposal to build almost 400 houses off the junction of the A53 as 
it joins Thorncliffe Road and The Mount Road is a Major Intrusion 
into the public amenity and is unsupported in terms of the 
additional infrastructure requiring a need for development of 
roads, sewers, schools etc.. It would put a major strain onto the 
area and have significantly adverse effects on the locality.   The 
proposal is completely unbalanced as it places virtually all the 
"housing requirement"[queries this as unjustified] along 1 narrow 
lane at the most Flagship side of Leek renowned for its visual 
beauty and recreational amenity.   Please utilise the "brown sites" 
and protect Leek's Heritage and inheritance! 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO674 
about design policies 

 
Green Belt is a long established 
designation that serves a number of 
important functions in separating 
settlements, and preserving ‘openness’. 
Whilst Councils can allocate/make 
boundary amendments within the Green 
Belt, National Planning policy is clear that 
this requires exceptional circumstances to 
justify (as compared to non-Green Belt). 
Note that landscape quality/character, and 
public access characteristics,  are not in 
themselves ‘purposes’ of Green Belt laid 
out in national guidance. The NPPF 
allows for consideration of development 
proposals upon ‘brownfield’ Green Belt 
sites. 
 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

  See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 Note that since adoption of the 
2014 Core Strategy, there is no 
longer a ‘special landscape area’ 
designation. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO674 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO220 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO125 
about heritage impact 
considerations  
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PO9124 Mr Richard 
Pigott 

      Object Letter submitted [attached] objecting to Mount sites: Mount Rd is 
local amenity LE128 is the most elevated of the sites being 
considered LE066 is a brownfield site and should be considered 
ahead of LE128 Concentrating housing allocations on east side 
of town would raise deliverability problems compared to other 
areas of town Some western Leek sites in the Green Belt are 
nevertheless preferable to allocate for housing, than sites at the 
Mount. 

  See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 
Note the 2016 Landscape impact study 
concludes that LE128A and LE128B are 
of medium landscape sensitivity and 
recommends that site-specific landscape 
mitigation measures  could include 
advanced planting and landscaping on the 
eastern boundary, and limited building 
heights in the eastern half of the site. 
Whereas LE066 is assessed of high 
landscape sensitivity owing to its location, 
despite the presence of site screening. 
 

 Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is 
included as a residential allocation 
in the Local Plan. 

 See para response to PO1146 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO35 about 
viability study  

 
PO9131 Mr Richard 

Harding 
      Object It is shocking to think that a much valued area of Leek, enjoyed 

by many thousands of people each year that gives stunning views 
over many hundreds of acres of Moorland, is a valued place for 
recreation by the people to walk, hike, cycle, enjoy or just to rest 
with the freedom of a tranquil setting over the land of the 
Moorlands will be destroyed forever and what for, the offer of 
cash to the Council for each new house to be built to be spent by 
the Council that we all know will be wasted in ways only Councils 
inimitably can do whilst the result will be a beauty spot for Leek 
people will be destroyed forever. The Council can sit back and 
think the money was worth it yet they sit in splendid isolation 
allowing the areas they are elected to protect be destroyed. I 
wonder how the local and Staffs Council can think that the huge 
increase in housing is necessary bearing in mind that the 
shameful destruction of a much loved part of Leek will be 
replaced by huge housing estates on The Mount making it appear 
like a mini version of the Berlin Wall. I regularly see hundreds of 
people on weekends and on summer days, walking, dog walking, 
jogging and horse riding along Mount Road and if these awful 
plans are put in place The Mount will be a danger to all road 
users and will take on an ugly factor that is part and parcel of 
building on rural fields loved by so many people and all imposed 
without once allowing the voters of Leek the change to have their 
say on the planning issues that have secretly been imposed. 

  See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO674 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO1352 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO674 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements 
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Where is the democratic right of the people of Leek int his issue? 
Sold out to building firms who look on greedily at the profits they 
can make with help from a submissive Council who dare not fight 
for Leek people. It is worrying is that all the planning proposals for 
the Leek Moorlands were taken in secrecy denying people of the 
Moorland the chance to put forward their views and objections for 
all these houses to be built without ever once considering that 
there is not sufficient employment in the town to employ even 1 in 
100 of people who might live in these imposed properties and 
there clearly seems to be a total the lack of schools to educate 
the huge increase in children and a the lack of Health Care 
provision in respect to GP services and hospital care for the area. 
There is also the huge impact on the roads and the congestion 
that is already a great problem in Leek. It is as if the Council is 
blind or inept at seeing the problems that all these extra houses 
will cause but it seems that everything will be decided in the same 
manner as the destruction of the old town centre round about we 
were informed would ease traffic but contrary to all Council ideas 
the reverse is true. I cannot have any faith in a system that has 
denied us the vote on these extra 6000 houses or that the much 
loved Mount will be destroyed in the same cavalier and unthinking 
way as many planning issues have been allowed to go ahead 
even when so many Leek people do not want or need these 
homes to destroy The Mount. I therefore wish to state that I am 
against the building on any land along Mount Road AKA The 
Mount, so please register my objection. 

PO9194 Mrs M 
Motum 

      Object I would like to strongly object to more houses being built on The 
Mount.   This very popular location is just a short walk from the 
town centre where you are in the countryside with far reaching 
views.  The beautiful location will command high prices, therefore 
no affordable houses will be built.  It would be a travesty of justice 
to build in such a well-loved area, used by dog walkers, walkers, 
courting couples, and car drivers.  I don't think the infrastructure 
could sustain the number of houses envisaged.  Please do not 
include this area in the local plan. 

  See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO1473 
about affordable housing 

 See para response to PO674 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

PO9103 Mr Robert 
McGuinnes
s 

      Object Email with representation form [attached] objecting to Preferred 
Options sites LE127/LE128A/LE140/LE142A and 'School Site' 
[presumed LE140] alongside 2015 'Options' sites 
LE066/LE069/LE128B with the following text: Overdevelopment, 
traffic congestion issues, inadequate infrastructure, inadequate 
road network. Brownfield sites and redundant mills should be 
brought into use first. 

  It is not considered that development of 
these particular sites would be out of 
proportion with the rest of the town. Any 
new development taking place will be 
subject to design and landscape 
protection policies contained within the 
new Local Plan, and having regard to the 
Council’s landscape evidence such as the 
2016 Landscape Impact study. 
 
Note that LE128b is included alongside 
LE128A, as a residential allocation in the 
Local Plan. 
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Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included 
as a residential allocation in the Local 
Plan. 
 
Note that sites LE069 is not included as 
allocations in the Local Plan. 
 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO674 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 
PO9245 
 
 
PO9199
  

Mr John 
Belfield 
 
Mrs 
Maureen 
Belfield 

      Object The rural fringe of Leek, and specifically Mount Road, would 
become urbanised. The Mount is a very popular route for leisure 
activities and exercise for many people and this would be lost. 
With the enormous number of proposed new houses there would 
be a massive increase in the amount of traffic both on the mount 
and also in the surrounding area. Kniveden Lane is already a 
busy road as it gives access to the small car park at the 
Moorlands Hospital. This car park is already insufficient for the 
needs of the hospital and many cars currently park on Kniveden 
Lane If hundreds of houses are built on the mount Kniveden Lane 
would become a significant means of access to Ashbourne Road. 
The road network would need to be considerably enhanced and 
part of Kniveden Lane would need to be properly surfaced. This 
would lead to a major change in traffic patterns in the area which 
would lead to a loss of public amenity. This would not only cause 
traffic chaos but would also pollute the surrounding area.  It would 
also make the smaller residential streets of Pitcher Lane and 
Trafford Close a potential car park for those who currently use 
Kniveden Lane for this purpose. There are brownfield sites 
available for building and also more suitable greenfield sites , for 
example Foker Grange and Home Farm, which have much easier 
access to the main road network. I therefore object to the building 
plans on the Mount which are numbered LE142a LE140, LE128a 
and LE127   

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO1146 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO90 about 
air quality 

 See para response to PO9100 
about Home farm 
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PO9337 Mr Derek 
Kay 

      Object Herewith are my objections yet again about building proposals 
affecting open greenbelt land on Mount Road. I strongly object to 
deliniations LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142a and LE142b, on the 
grounds of unnecessary and deleterious incursion into valuable 
scenic amenities. The fringes of this town (Queen of the 
Moorlands) must be preserved at all costs. Open aspects across 
towards the Peak District are essential for our spiritual wellbeing; 
unwelcome development of additional traffic flow and population 
density would be the corollary of this building project, were it to 
succeed. Conversely, there is much brownfield potential within 
the town boundary itself; rundown old mills for example (which 
may be protected by outdated listing orders) and other unsightly 
structures causing blots on the "townscape". Not enough positive 
action to clean up the interior of this town has been taken over 
the years. Use compulsory purchase orders where difficult site 
owners will not cooperate and make the Queen worthy of her 
name.  

 See para response to PO1146 
about western Green Belt 

  See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 
The Secretary of State for Culture, Media 
and Sport is responsible for the listing of 
buildings on the advice of Historic 
England. Apart from  being consulted,  the 
Council does not have any say in which 
buildings are added to the statutory list. 
The Council, however, is charged with 
protecting listed buildings insofar as it is 
possible and managing any changes to 
them through the planning system.  In 
discharging this responsibility, the Council 
has to work to the government’s advice 
set out in the National Planning Policy 
Framework which requires every effort to 
be made to preserve listed buildings and 
either keep them, or return them, to active 
use. 
 
Whilst Councils do retain CPO powers in 
principle, these are generally used (if at 
all) as a last resort where it is expedient 
and in the public interest for the Council to 
do so, where agreement with landowners 
is not possible. As explained in response 
to PO192 the Council makes assumptions 
that development schemes will come 
forward within the Leek development 
boundary to contribute to its housing need 
to 2031, which could include historic 
premises etc. Applications affecting listed 
or non-listed “heritage assets” would be 
asessed against Section 12 NPPF and 
Council Policies. The Council would also 
assess schemes in the town centre 
against the aspirations of the adopted 
Leek Town Centre Masterplan. 
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PO9237 Mr John 
Burnett 

      Object I wish to formally object to the plans currently in consultation to 
allocate land for housing around the Mount Road in Leek. S  ome 
background. I have lived in Leek all my life, as have my parents 
and Grandparents. Throughout my life I have always viewed the 
Mount as the 'Countryside' and the border between Leek and the 
Peak district.  Since I can remember I have spent many happy 
hours walking the Mount as it is an accessible area of natural 
beauty.  What makes this area important to me and to anyone 
who lives in the East end of town. There are very few circular 
walks that take in such a wide variety of terrain and views as the 
Mount does. Whichever way its walked theres uphill and down 
dale terrain that has to be completed. What makes this worth 
while for many people is the wide open vista that is presented to 
the walker as you reach the top of the Mount. I complete this walk 
most days in the Summer, and every week in the Winter, and 
strongly believe it has added to my health and well being in 
immeasurable ways. I know and speak to the many others who 
also make this part of their leisure and health routines and know 
that a large proportion of the residents of both Haregate and 
Moorland Road estates rely on this open space as much as I do. 
So - my main objection is the destruction of some beautiful 
greenfield leisure location on the outskirts of our town. However I 
have other concerns about the wider impact to others who may 
not view this as important. Leeks infrastructure is already at 
breaking point. In particular the road system is literally not fit for 
purpose. Since the short sighted decision to alter the traffic flow 
through our town was taken, the flow of traffic particularly from 
West to East has been severely curtailed resulting in large traffic 
build ups through a normal working day. I can only imagine the 
building of 100's of new houses on the East End of Leeks existing 
boundary will at best double the misery already experienced by 
hundreds of travellers each day and cause untold economic and 
environmental damage to our market town.  Additionally, I have 
serious concerns about the effects on the water run off if large 
areas of the Mount are built upon. The Mount is the highest point 
in our town, and huge amounts of water drain off it down towards 
Leek on a daily basis. Without the ground to soak up this water 
Im concerned the water table may be affected causing flooding 
and other damage to residents and infrastructure further down 
towards Leek centre. The first part of the consultation document 
says the following: They should, as far as possible, reflect the 
aspirations of local communities and should strive to contribute 
towards their wider social, economic and environmental 
objectives. Based on what I have seen of the document, I don't 
believe it succeeds in any of these fundamental objectives. Our 
local community want a town that is prosperous but also one in 
which people want to live and work. We should strive to be better 
than what we are but not to the detriment of what makes people 
want to live in Leek in the first place. I hope you seriously take on 
board my views as well as the views of 
other community members. We live in a democracy and as such I 

  See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO674 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO678 
about economic benefits of 
housebuilding 

 See para response to PO125 
about options site assessments 

 See para response to PO90 about 
air quality 

 See para response in PO700 
about utilities and flood risk 

 See para response to PO1352 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 
The Council must demonstrate to 
planning inspector that its Local Plan is 
based on the principles of sustainable 
development. The NPPF is clear that this 
means three roles – economic, social, and 
environmental, and that they are 
considered simultaneously. The Council’s 
submitted Policies and objectives would 
therefore have to satisfy this.    
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genuinely believe that if a decision doesn't have the backing of 
the community it shouldn't be pushed through. 

PO9213 Mrs E 
Adams 

      Object I wish to place my strong objections to the proposals to build 
house on the mount, leek.  It would devastate this beautiful area 
which benefits  tourists and residents alike.  Objections also 
relate to roads, schools, doctors etc. Please please rethink your 
plans. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

PO9180 Mrs E 
Adams 

      Object We would like to object to the developments proposed around 
The Mount.  This is a very popular safe area to walk.  It has a 
high quality landscape which would be restricted by the 
developments and traffic would increase significantly on the roads 
linking Buxton road and Ashbourne road. Visitors to the area also 
like this walk. 

  See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  
 

Any new developments would need to 
adhere to design policies to ensure 
character of the District is maintained. 

PO9251 Ms Joan 
Hobster 

      Object I am writing to plead for the preservation of Mount Road, Leek, as 
an undeveloped open space and public amenity, available to all 
residents of the town. Any  building on the farmland that borders 
this road will destroy the ambience and far-reaching views of this 
delightful area. It has been shown by a headcount (see Leek Post 
letters May 11 2016 ) how well used it is by walkers, joggers, 
horse-riders etc and I would like to add to that, the small but 
regular number of cars that are parked on Mount Road by elderly 
residents. They may no longer be physically able to walk far but 
can still take a short stroll, sit on a bench, enjoy the fresh air and 
admire the views. I understand that Mount Road is part of the 
Staffordshire Moorland 's Way and is walked regularly by 
individuals and organised groups. Surely a designated “Way” 
cannot be allowed to pass through a housing estate. In addition I 
see on the Council website, a leaflet suggesting a walk entitled 
“Leek Landscapes, A Country Walk“ which includes Mount Road. 
I quote from this leaflet “The route passes through attractive 
farmland and offers many interesting views of Leek and its 
setting.” If the proposed houses are built, this leaflet will have to 
be amended. I suggest, “The route passes through a new 
housing estate which obscures many interesting views of Leek 
and its setting” If building does take place, Mount Road itself 
would have to be upgraded and widened, to accommodate 
increased traffic use. An estimated 600 extra cars daily has been 
suggested. No doubt street lighting would be installed and this 
would destroy one of the few “dark sky” areas in the town. I have 
observed the night sky regularly from this location on winter 
evenings and enjoyed seeing the eastern constellations, planet 
alignments, meteor showers, the occasional comet and the 

  See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 Development proposals affecting 
the routes of recognised public 
rights of way would need to make 
allowance for them.  

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO1352 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO1352 
about streetlighting 
 

 



Question 10 Do you have any comments on the proposed housing allocation LE128 in Leek? 
 

50 
 

ID Consultee 
Name 

Compa
ny / 
Organi
sation 

Agent Name Company / 
Organisatio
n 

Support/Object/
General 
Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

monthly spectacle of the full moon rising. All this would be lost by 
light pollution. I understand that planners did take note of 
objections raised about the development of Mount Road in 2015 
and have reduced the proposed site allocations to either end of 
the road, thus preserving some of the views. For example, the 
field referenced LE128 will be split in two and only half of it built 
on. While appreciating this gesture to public opinion it would 
surely be only a matter of time before the inevitable “infill” would 
take place and the whole area would be lost for ever. PLEASE 
PLEASE PLEASE – SAVE THE MOUNT for future generations to 
enjoy. 

PO9294 Mrs Gwen 
Gledhill 

      Object Re sites LE127,128,140.142a I wish to object strongly to the 
proposal to make these sites on The Mount available for housing 
on the following grounds:    
 
1. Traffic The Mount is a narrow country lane with no pavements 
and little or no street lighting. There are narrow and dangerous 
junctions at both ends on to the Buxton and Ashbourne roads and 
a dangerous bend by LE127. The traffic generated by the 
proposed 400 houses will completely overload these junctions at 
busy times and generate a major risk to pedestrians on the lane 
itself, especially as there is not sufficient width for two cars to 
pass each other for most of the length of the lane. Commuters 
travelling from these house to Manchester, Macclesfield or Stoke 
will only add to the town centre traffic congestion at busy times.    
 
2. The Local Housing Need It is well documented that the local 
need is for starter homes for young people and ‘downsizing’ 
homes for older people. These are not required on the edge of 
town but need to be closer to the centre where there are shops, 
amenities and better public transport links. Whatever developers 
initially propose re ‘affordable housing’ on The Mount, the reality 
is that they will ultimately build executive homes attractive to 
commuters travelling to Manchester, Stoke and beyond at prices 
cheaper than can be found in Cheshire East! I believe that the 
buyers will not be local people and thus the developments will not 
answer the local housing need. There are other sites that could 
address this need  to the south and north west of the town and 
via infill in the centre itself. Planners should look more carefully at 
these and not settle quickly for ‘easier’ options.    
 
3 Our Environment The Mount is a long standing area of natural 
beauty, accessible to most town residents on foot with views 
equal to those enjoyed across the Peak District. The 
developments will ruin this aspect and destroy a major, free, 
leisure experience for local people right on the edge of The Peak 
District National Park - their officers will (I’m sure) be objecting 
too! 

  
 
 
 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO1473 
about affordable housing 

 See para response to PO220 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO9143 
about ageing District population 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO125 
about options site assessments 

 See para response to PO1146 
about western Green Belt 

 
 See para response to PO90 about 

open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 
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PO9164 Mrs Kath 
Fernyhoug
h 

      Object Please note that this email is an objection to the following site 
references regarding the development of Mount Road Leek., 
LE142b, LE142a, LE140, LE128a, LE127, LE022 We are 
residents of Kniveden Lane leek, and so we feel that we are well 
qualified to tell you why this development would be so disastrous 
for Leek. The Mount is an area of natural beauty which is used 
every single day of the year, by walkers, joggers, sightseers, 
cyclists, and people who enjoy it just for the sheer pleasure of the 
calm, peaceful area it provides us with. It is used by our senior 
citizens, who use the Mount as a daily walk to help keep them fit, 
and they enjoy sitting on one of the benches that have been left 
by the people of Leek for the people of Leek, to sit and chat or 
pass the time of day with other walkers. Good for the body and 
soul. It is an area that we, our parents, grandparents and children 
have enjoyed for many years, and if this development goes 
ahead our grandchildren and future generations will be denied 
this. It is an area of natural beauty that is home to a wide 
selection of wildlife. From hearing the owls hooting late evening 
and into the night, to the woodpeckers tapping away in the 
woods. From the bats swooping past in search of food to the 
kestrels that hover over the ground looking for their next meal. 
And the home of badgers and foxes. To name but a few. If this 
development goes ahead the homes of these beautiful animals 
and birds will be lost. Another loss for future generations and the 
townspeople of Leek, who you are supposed to represent the 
views of, so please take the time to read this and understand how 
passionate the people of Leek are about our beautiful green open 
space. As well as the above losses, the development will cause 
many problems. Namely access to and from Mount road. If 
planning permission is granted for all these new homes, imagine 
how many extra cars, delivery vans, school buses and refuse 
collectors will have to use Mount Road. If in excess of 400 homes 
are built, that will mean that there will probably be in excess of 
800 extra cars on a daily basis. Mount road can not deal with this. 
Our worries are as follows :- The exit from Mount road onto 
Buxton Road goes straight out into a 40mph area, opposite 
another junction with Novi Lane. The exit and entry from 
Ashbourne Road is even worse. To exit from the Mount onto 
Ashbourne Road you again have to exit into a 40mph area If you 
want to travel to Ashbourne you have to negotiate a 30% bend 
onto a very busy road If you want to exit Mount Road onto 
Ashbourne Road and travel down into town, you still have to join 
the traffic that is traveling at speed around Lowe Hill bends. This 
plan is dangerous, foolhardy and beyond belief. As the majority of 
people who will purchase property on Mount road will work in 
Stoke on Trent or Macclesfield, this will bring even more traffic 
that has to negotiate the town centre, which is often gridlocked 
now, let alone with a further 800 cars a day travelling through 
Leek town centre. The only other access to Mount Road is from 
Kniveden Lane, via the unadopted road at the top of the lane. If 
this road is adopted to improve access onto the Mount, Kniveden 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO678 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO90 about 
air quality 

 See para response to PO1352 
about tree protection 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO1146 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO1352 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 
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Lane will become a rat run, along with Moorland Road. And it will 
not only be used by the new developments on the Mount, but by 
the estate accessed from Novi Lane, known as the Haregate 
estate. Kniveden Lane and Moorland road are residential roads in 
a residential area, and have not been built for vast amounts of 
traffic. The noise and level of traffic if this should happen would 
be very detrimental to a beautiful residential area, not to mention 
the dangers of traffic moving at speed to residents. Also the exit 
from Kniveden Lane is notoriously difficult due to the trees which 
line both sides of the junction reducing visibility to less than 50 
yards in either direction. What will you do then, cut down the trees 
to improve visibility and in the process removing more natural 
vegetation along with the fields on Mount Road that you are 
proposing to develop. As an alternative site, why do you not look 
at Macclesfield Road, the area around Foker Grange. Or develop 
some of the derelict mills that are lying empty and are nothing but 
eyesores. This way you would rid the area of the derelict 
buildings and build new more pleasing structures. We ask you to 
do the job you were voted in to do, which is to represent the 
views of the people of Leek. 

PO9229 MRS 
KAREN 
BARKER 

      Object I do not believe that it is necessary to extend the town boundary 
into farmland as there are still many available brownfield sites 
within the locality. There is much greater need for 
jobs/employment as priority in the town if people are to be enticed 
to come to live here by large scale housing developments. There 
are presently not enough jobs locally to adequately provide for 
the current housing occupants. There is likely to be an increased 
need for Housing Benefits affecting the local economy together 
with significant increased pressure on infrastructure due to need 
for travel in and out of the area for work. It is also important to 
note tourism is a significant driver to the local economy! 
Therefore the town gateway, especially from the Peak Park 
Buxton road A53, needs to be rigorous protection from the urban 
sprawl in order to maintain the ‘Queen of the moorlands’ identity. 
The point of entry into Leek from A53 Buxton Road is the most 
attractive picturesque and Tourist Route. It is also highly utilised 
public amenity for local residents of Leek who regularly make use 
of the whole area incorporating the A53 towards Tittesworth 
Reservoir/Blackshaw Moor, along Thorncliffe Road and its 
adjoining lanes, the Mount Road, as a place to exercise by 
walking, rambling, cycling, horse-riding, dog-walking, sightseeing, 
picnicking and general enjoyment of for health and well-being. 
The proposed areas particularly as it approaches the a53 Buxton 
Road junction with Thorncliffe Road and The Mount Road, is 
immediately adjacent to a landscape area which presumes 
against intrusive developments in order to protect its historic 
landscape nature. I would personally feel that the Special 
Landscape Area and environs ought to receive the highest priority 
protection. The designation encompasses the fact that it is 
special in nature and cannot therefore be replaced once lost or 
damaged. There is a number of brownfield sites within the town 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO674 
about design policies 

  See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO5885 
about special landscape area 

 See para response to PO1146 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO674 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements 
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which could be very effectively used for housing development. 
For some reason? These are not shown on the accompanying 
consultation maps. However from attending a consultation 
meeting the existence of several sites a is a matter of common 
knowledge along with the fact that these would be ‘the preferred 
option housing sites’ in view of the residents of leek. There are 
also pockets of green belt land (designated such primarily for the 
purposes of town separation and quite often having no particular 
beauty or amenity), which in common with other towns in the 
country could be effectively utilised to expand the town boundary 
with selective use and sensitively to the environment. This would 
be better than destroying the areas which are highly valued by 
the Leek Community for beauty and recreation and which give the 
town of Leek its identity. The proposal to build almost 400 houses 
off the junction of the A53 as it joins Thorniclife Road and The 
Mount Road is a major intrusion into the public amenity and is 
unsupported in terms of the additional infrastructure requiring a 
need for development of roads, sewers, schools etc. The 
proposal will is completely unbalanced as it places virtually all the 
housing requirement? Unjustified along 1 narrow lane at the most 
flagship side of leek renowned for its visual beauty and 
recreational amenity. Please utilise the brownfield sites and 
protect leeks heritage and inheritance! 

PO9270 Mr Jeff 
Davies 

      Object I am writing to object to the designation of land on Mount Road, 
Leek as “Preferred Housing Allocation’. There are a number of 
problems with this intended designation:  
 
1) Overlook from the National Park - building as designated will 
adversely affect the view from the National Park  
 
2) Access - to increase traffic along the Mount would cause 
significant traffic problems and hazard at its junctions with both 
the Buxton and Ashbourne Roads. If Knivden Lane is paved then 
this would also cause problems with access to the hospital and 
cause a hazard at its junction with Ashbourne Road where there 
is poor visibility. Improving Mount Road is likely to be self-
defeating as it will then become a rat-run between Ashbourne and 
Buxton Roads further  increasing the traffic load.  
 
3) Services - there would be a significant cost to put in mains 
services as the existing water and drainage up Mount Road 
towards Padwick Farm are unlikely to adequate to service the 
proposed housing  
 
 
4) Amenity - the Mount is a much loved local resource, heavily 
used by walkers (including dog-walkers) and runners.  
 
5) Location - the bulk of working residents would probably work in 
Stoke or Maccesfield and the development is on the wrong side 
of Leek as it would then increase the traffic ‘flow’ through the 

  
 
 
 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 
 See para response to PO90 about 

highways  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response in PO700 
about utilities and flood risk 

 See para response to PO674 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 
  See para response to PO90 

about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 
 See para response to PO678 

about Leek employment land 
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centre of town 
  
6) Brownfield first - development on green fields should only 
occur when all the available brownfield sites have been used. 
There are multiple opportunities for in-fill housing developments 
within Leek (e.g. Prince St) as well as numerous mills that are 
currently eyesores (e.g. both Maccesfield & Ashbourne Roads)  
 
7) Size of housing allocation - there is a significant discrepancy 
between between SMDC & Government figures for required 
housing. I believe you are seriously over-estimating the local 
housing need. By doing this you are making it easier for 
developers to cherry-pick which bits they want to develop rather 
than encouraging development where it would be most beneficial 
to and have the least adverse impact on the town  
 
8) Unnecessary blight - by over-allocating housing designation 
you will have an unnecessary adverse impact on the value of 
properties which may not in practice be affected by  housing 
development throughout the life of the plan 

requirements  
 
 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 
 

 See para response to PO220 on 
housing needs evidence 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Property values are not considered as 
material considerations under the 
Planning Acts. 

PO9157 Mr Paul 
Birks 

      Object I would like to have recorded my very strong objections to the 
proposed development of site reference LE128a. I have for many 
years now enjoyed a lovely, peaceful and relaxing walk along the 
mount on the edge of Leek. In my humble opinion it is the most 
beautiful place in all of England and the thought of destroying it is 
simply abominable! When there are other places even in and 
around the town of Leek that could be developed instead, I 
implore you to please drop this crazy scheme immediately! I 
understand that there is another potential site that you can 
develop that you have referenced as 'LE066', not to mention the 
numerous abandoned factories that, though possibly listed, are 
essentially nothing more than an eyesore waiting for an 
entrepreneurial company or government body to redevelop in the 
same mind set as the original builder of the buildings. 

   See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  
 

The 2016 Landscape impact study 
concludes that: LE066 is of high 
landscape sensitivity owing to its location, 
despite the presence of site screening.  
 

 Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is 
included as a residential allocation 
in the Local Plan. 

 
 See para response to PO9337 on 

listed buildings 
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PO9173 Mr and Mrs 
S A 
Hodkinson 

      Object We are writing as a young couple concerned about the prospect 
of many more houses being built on good quality farming green 
field sites in Leek and throughout the Staffordshire Moorlands, 
especially over the Mount Road in Leek. We use the Mount as 
many people of all ages do on a regular basis, whether it’s to 
walk the dog or to go out for a run. The Mount is used by many 
and if lost would be greatly missed. The main issue that concerns 
me with the proposed building of houses over the Mount is that 
the council & planners feel it is acceptable to potentially build 
houses on what is good quality farming green field sites. We need 
to protect our green spaces and farming land that is producing us 
with our food and local food at that. Another point to make is 
there are hundreds of empty properties throughout the 
Staffordshire Moorlands therefore if there is really a great need 
for additional housing which there is no evidence to suggest this. 
Also in this day and age we as a country are very conscious 
trying to reduce our carbon footprint and recycling everything 
possible. Therefore question why does this not apply to housing. 
There are all these properties sitting empty and you are wanting 
to build more, do we really need more if we already have so many 
empty. This includes new builds that have being built in the past 
twelve months that are vacant. Also question who are you 
expecting to buy these properties or live in them. There is 
obviously no jobs or prospects for people to want to move into 
Leek otherwise they would be here now. You only need to open 
the local paper or look on the internet there are always hundreds 
of properties at all prices for sale and up for rent in Leek. If you by 
some miracle find hundreds of families to live in these houses 
then question how do you propose to improve the infrastructure. It 
already takes up to twenty minutes to drive from one end of Leek 
town to the other and this isn’t even in ‘rush hour’. We certainly 
don’t have enough schools and the GP’s are already stretched to 
capacity. I also have a worry over the wildlife over the Mount 
there are many different species of birds and animals that are 
present around the Mount and the building of houses would 
interrupt them and significantly reduce the numbers of some 
already endangered species. Finally I urge you think very 
carefully before allowing these houses to be built in Leek, with a 
special thought to the Mount, once you have let properties be 
built there Leek as a lovely small market town will be spoilt and 
the beautiful uninterrupted views will be gone forever. 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO220 on 
housing needs evidence 

 
The NPPF expects Councils to meet 
objectively assessed development 
requirements, and also encourages 
brownfield development, subject to wider 
Policies. 
 

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO674 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO678 on 
ecology evidence 
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PO9187 
 
 
PO9257
  

Ms Michele 
Rushton 
 
Mrs Jane 
Harrison 

      Object I wish to register my disapproval re the above development and 
quite the following points. Loss of an important local amenity – 
the Mount is a very important open space close to the town 
centre which is enjoyed by people across the town. Visual impact 
- restricting important and highly valued panoramic views across 
the Leek skyline and further afield. Impact on infrastructure - 
primary schools in particular (East Street, Beresford) will struggle 
to keep up with demand and the situation where some children 
already have to travel to schools in the west of Leek will become 
more and more common Mount Road is on the route of the 
Staffordshire Moorlands Walk – a very popular route for leisure 
activities such as walking, cycling and jogging High quality 
landscape – unsympathetic to the landscape character and 
quality of the area Urbanisation of the country lane that is Mount 
Road – if all the 6 developments proceed then in excess of 500 
houses would be constructed. Mount Road would likely become a 
main road linking the Ashbourne and Buxton roads. The spatial 
distribution of proposed sites across Leek is unbalanced - there 
will not be sufficient demand to build all of these houses on one 
side of town so the council will not meet its housing needs in any 
event The volume and speed of traffic is likely to increase on 
Kniveden Lane where my family have been residents for over 
25years. Please for the sake of Leek and her people, review your 
proposal. 
 
Question where are the jobs to support people buying new 
houses Traffic & congestion through & around Leek is already 
critical without the addition of more vehicles. Question why can't 
brownfield sites/old mills etc be converted to housing ·  I chose to 
live near Mount Road because I like it as it is, please do not 
change it! 

  See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements 
 

Development proposals affecting the 
routes of recognised public rights of way 
would need to make allowance for them.  
 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO35 about 
viability study 

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  
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PO9205 Mr Martin 
Bagshaw 

      Object I would like to register my objection to the proposed housing 
development on the mount area of Leek. I have lived in Leek for 
all of my life and I and many others , have spent 
many happy hours enjoying the scenery and tranquility that this 
area of the town offers to residents of the town. To develop in this 
area will drastically reduce the local amenity for the residents of 
the town. It is a lovely picturesque area that is within easy reach 
of the town centre. And I believe that to destroy it would be an 
absolute travesty. The area has many amenity uses, such as 
walking, horse riding, cycling and jogging, let alone just sitting on 
the benches and chilling. I think the existing schools will struggle 
to cope with the increased demand for places. The increase the 
traffic on the roads surrounding the mount will be significant, and 
traffic calming measures will need to be considered for safety 
reasons and quality of life of the existing residents in the area. 
There also be an increase in commuter traffic from this 
development. I think the majority of which will have to cross the 
town towards either Stoke on Trent or Cheshire. This will add 
to the already considerable traffic issues in the town. I believe the 
Barnfields, the rear of Sainsbury and Foker Grange Farm would 
be much better locations, so that the increase in traffic is kept 
away from the town centre. It was my understanding the houses 
were proposed for the rear of Sainsbury's. But I understand this 
has hit commercial difficulties with residual contamination.  

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

  See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 Existing industrial areas in use 
would not generally be allocated to 
other uses unless re-provision of 
equivalent or improved floorspace 
was involved.  

 See para response to PO3657 
about Sainsburys consent 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO1146 
about western Green Belt 

 See response to PO35 
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PO9279 Mr Ian 
McFaul 

      Object i am writing to protest against the latest version of the site 
allocations plan for th Staffs Moorlands, in particular the mount 
area of Leek. the following objections should be considered     
 
a)maintaining the individuality of our market town rather than 
going down the homogenisation route  
 
b)I’m not sure where the demand for these house is coming from 
- where is the research on households forecasted to require this  
 
c)The area of most concern to myself is particularly LE127 and 
the terrible prospect of houses being built on the town horizon, 
the entrance to Buxton makes me shudder and we should not go 
down that route  
 
d)there are lots of brownfield sites ripe for development in town 
that should be exhausted first rather than taking the easy option 
short term option.  
 
 
e)where i the visionary leader on the council who can set out a 
plan for the town not driven by short termism 

 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO674 
about design policies 

 
 See para response to PO220 on 

housing needs evidence 
 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 
 
 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 
 

 See para response to PO1352 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

PO9287 Mr Ian 
Harrison 

      Object I hereby which to object to the building of houses etc on The 
Mount, Leek.  This road, used by many is the last place to admire 
the scenic views of both Leek and the surrounding areas.  It is an 
area of outstanding natural beauty.  If one site is given permission 
for house building, then all others will follow and question where 
will it end. There must be countless brown field sites in the leek 
area which can be built on first and foremost. If 500 houses were 
to be built, what happens to Leek.  The jobs aren't there, 
infrastructure, the existing roads can't cope with todays traffic 
(constant gridlocks in the town centre, never mind 1000 further 
cars.  No hope of a ring road around leek.  Junior schools, can't 
cope with further numbers of school pupils. My wife and I 
continue to walk over the mount and admire the scenery, as well 
as the many more who walk, cycle, run and horse ride over 
it.  The new housing would block the outstanding views people go 
the the mount to view. 

    See para response to PO90 
about landscape evidence 

 
None of the Mount sites attract an AONB 
designation. 
 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO674 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 
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PO9219 Ms Lisa 
Milward 

      Object I wish to register my disapproval to the above development My 
objection has little to do with extra traffic and infrastructure but a 
lot to do with losing a place that is very dear to people's hearts. 
The Mount has always been a favourite short walk of mine and 
my family's. It is peaceful, has beautiful views and friendly people 
of all ages make a point of speaking. The Mount is somewhere 
that I spend a lot of time walking each week, a place that has 
been a part of my life since childhood. I have very fond memories 
of spending time walking over The Mount with family when we 
didn't have a car and little money to take buses elsewhere. The 
Mount is perfect for a short walk, it's somewhere that I have 
always felt safe to walk alone and not too far for a morning walk 
before work and for those people who perhaps struggle to walk 
longer distances. By developing housing on this land I believe 
that it will take away one of the town's best assets, one that 
people of Leek have enjoyed for many, many generations. So as 
councillors and planners who are in office for a relatively short 
period of time in comparison making a decision that will remove 
this for everyone who loves to walk here, I hope that you really 
consider how much The Mount means to people like me. It will be 
a huge shame if this goes ahead. 

  See para response to PO674 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

  See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

  See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 

PO9307 Councillor 
Gail 
Lockett 

      Object I would like to  objections to site allocations LE127 and 
LE128a,  these two sites are completely unsuitable for 
development as the road would not be able to sustain the mount 
of traffic and the junctions at both end are dangerous, we should 
be looking at urban infill to distribute the number of houses 
required. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO125 
about option sites assessments 
and sustainability appraisal 
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PO9322 Ms 
Elizabeth 
Stretton 

      Object I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed housing 
development on the |Mount Road, Leek - ie Plots lE140, LE128a, 
LE127, LE142a, LE142b, and LEO22. On the edge of the Peak 
District, this area of Leek can only be described as an extension 
of this National Park and one which holds a special place in the 
hearts of Leek residents.  The number of walkers and cyclists 
using this area each week must be in the hundreds with many, 
like myself, enjoying the walk over The Mount on a daily basis. 
This walk commands beautiful views of the surrounding 
countryside, providing a "country" experience for so many 
walkers, cyclists and drivers, as well as a place to sit and 
watch,  for example,the sunsets, weather conditions unfold, or 
simply just to sit and ponder.  For years it has provided a walk 
within a few minutes walking distance, for families, courting 
couples, dog walkers and anyone else who wants to escape from 
the town and enjoy the views and the experience pleasures of a 
"country " walk without having to travel by car and park in an 
over-priced car park!  There are even opportunities for people to 
drive from anywhere in Leek within minutes to the Mount and 
then enjoy all the attractions described above.  The loss of this 
walk and seats would deprive many people of the opportunity to 
enjoy panoramic views across the town and the surrounding 
skyline: these vistas would be lost and replaced with houses 
instead - reducing the area to just another street of the kind to 
found anywhere and out of character with the landscape.  It also 
seems that all the attention has been focused on this area and 
side of Leek, when there are other areas around Leek which 
could be made use of. One of the most important problems, as I 
see it, is the strain on the local infrastructure.  Up to, or in excess 
of, 500 houses could be built along this road and all these new 
residents will need employment - already a problem in Leek and 
the surrounding areas and towns - as well as schools for their 
children.  Leek primary schools are already experiencing 
problems and some children are already having to travel across 
Leek to receive their education. Recently trees have been cut 
down on the top field of the High School - now work has started 
on fencing this area, apparently towards the building of a new 
primary school on this site.  I cannot remember being made 
aware of this possibility, although it may have been mentioned 
somewhere, but it seems that the building of this school means 
that councillors are confident that the housing development will 
take place and they will be able to wave aside any objections 
pertaining to education and say that a school is already being 
built . There are many houses in Leek which are empty, as there 
are many sites which could be used to provide areas for new 
homes, and it would make more sense to utilize these 
possibilities before taking away an important , local amenity which 
is used every day by so many people and which is our own area 
of "outstanding natural beauty" and which is available to 
everyone. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO1146 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements  

  See para response to PO674 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO674 
about design policies 

 
The emerging Local Plan is not yet 
finalised and needs to undergo 
independent public examination by 
Government appointed Planning Inspector 
before it can become adopted. Planning 
applications arising before this happens 
must be determined against the NPPF 
and current Council planning policies. 
 

 See para response to PO220 on 
housing needs evidence 
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PO9348 Mr David 
Rowe 

      Object I am writing to object to the selection of all sites on Mount Road, 
LE127, LE128, LE140 and LE142a. This road is of great value to 
local people as a very accessible place to experience and benefit 
from the surrounding countryside. Many people walk, cycle, 
exercise their dogs along this road every day, and this would be 
completely lost if development was allowed to take place. There 
are several brownfield sites in the town that should be considered 
instead, e.g. the old mills, Barnfields site. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO9205 
about existing industrial areas 

 

PO9330 Dr Tracey 
Cole 

      Object I would like to hereby object to the areas of local interest around 
The Mount being developed (LE142b; LE142a; LE140; LE128a; 
LE127; LE022). As I am sure you are aware, there is 
considerable public opposition to the proposed building of 400 
houses on these sites. The area is well used, at all times of day 
for cyclists, walkers and horse-riders. It is an quiet oasis for the 
people of Leek to experience the calm of the countryside and look 
down on the splendid views of the town and further afield. As 
such, it is an extremely highly valued area in the town of 
Leek.  A  s a resident of Pitcher Lane..building on The Mount 
would seriously impact on me and my neighbours. The building of 
so many houses will bring at least 400-800 cars with it. Access for 
these vehicles will no doubt run straight past my house, causing 
noise and air pollution. I moved to Leek from Cheshire for exactly 
the same reasons: the road I lived on became unbearably busy. I 
noticed that sitting in the garden was impossible with the constant 
noise of the cars and the smell of the fumes, not to mention the 
health consequences of nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide and 
particulate matter. I am also concerned that with so many 
vehicles, the junctions of Kniveden/Ashbourne Rd and The 
Mount/Buxton Rd will easily generate queues during rush hours. 
Getting off my estate will be far more tricky and the increased risk 
of traffic and pedestrian accidents is not a pleasant thought.  A 
town like Leek is quite a jewel, but it could so easily be ruined 
forever if we don't seriously consider all the consequences of our 
actions.  

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO90 about 
air quality 
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PO9385 Councillor 
Charlotte 
Atkins 

      Object I am writing to object to the four development sites on The Mount 
as identified in the proposed SMDC Local Plan. My reasons for 
doing so are: The Mount provides unique and much valued 
panoramic views over Leek and its skyline as well as over parts 
of the National Peak Park The openess of The Mount makes it a 
hugely important local asset for public recreation and for 
biodiversity. This is particularly important at present when lack of 
physical exercise is creating a public health crisis. The Mount is 
very popular among walkers, cyclists, horse riders and joggers as 
well encouraging families to be active and enjoy the natural 
attractions of the area. The roads up to The Mount are totally 
unsuited to increased traffic. But if they were improved, that 
would encourage rat running between the Ashbourne and Buxton 
Roads totally destroying the quiet rural nature of the area. With 
increased traffic, the junctions at either end of Mount Road would 
be highly dangerous. The Mount is a developer's dream and 
would attract developers who want to build expensive executive 
homes. These would attract buyers from outside Leek rather than 
providing the affordable homes we need for both local young and 
older residents. If 400 houses are built on the Mount, they could 
potentially generate 800 cars driving through the centre of Leek 
as the prevailing flow of traffic out of Leek is to Stoke on Trent 
and Macclesfield. That would create even more gridlock than we 
experience already. More suitable development sites exist within 
Leek eg along the Macclesfield Road. But they have not been 
identified or consulted upon. I urge the Council to drop its plans to 
destroy The Mount and look elsewhere to develop affordable 
homes for local residents. 

  See para response to PO90 
about landscape evidence 

  See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

  See para response to PO90 
about highways  

 See para response to PO1473 
about affordable housing  

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO1146 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  
 

Both the 2015 site options consultation, 
and the 2016 Preferred Options 
consultation, mapped sites for various 
land uses across the District including 
housing, employment, and mixed uses. 
 

 See para response to PO125 
about ‘Options Site Assessments’ 

PO9300 Mr and Ms 
Gary and 
Elaine 
Turner 

      Object I wish to object to the proposed housing development at 
the mount (all of the sites) as this is a high quality amenity area 
enjoyed by all for its views, indeed, if ever Leek is featured on  TV 
programmes the cameras usually end up doing a view of the town 
from the mount, which says it all. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 
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PO9424 Mr Michael 
Harvey 

      Object To whom this may concern. I would like to raise my 
strongest objections to the proposed plans to build across the 
mount - LE142A, LE140, LE128 & LE127.   This is a beautiful and 
precious area for the people of Leek who currently enjoy leisure 
activities such as walking etc which is easily accessed by 
many, both old and young.  The fantastic views of this high quality 
landscape and the therapeutic benefits it offers are easily 
available to all who want to enjoy the beauty and peacefulness of 
the countryside without having to travel far from their doorstep, 
and who may not be in a position to! To lose this lovely 
countryside would be a tragic and very sad loss to the people of 
Leek.  The Mount is a narrow county lane and is totally unsuitable 
for increasing the flow of traffic. Having Buxton Road at one end 
of The Mount and Ashbourne Road at the other, this would create 
a massive increase in the volume of traffic using it, and increase 
the risk of accidents - it's totally unsuitable! In addition to this, the 
increase in homes would ruin what is currently a peaceful retreat 
and a habitat for our wildlife which I have seen loads of rare birds 
when walking our dogs , these birds would go away and would 
not be seen again. Also foxes and badgers.  Concern that fatal 
traffic accidents will occur. Leave our mount and all it has to offer 
well alone!! There are loads of other areas in Leek that are within 
the boundaries of leek and not on green field sites (  Huge's 
Concrete site for one) Leek dose not need this amount of housing 
there is not the work/jobs for the increase in people. This is all 
about money in the pocket for the council. If we need another 
primary school increase extend Beresford Memorial school there 
is about 3 acres of fields behind the school. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO678 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO9205 
about existing industrial areas 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO220 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO674 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO674 
about Leek education 
requirements. 

PO9377 Cllr Dani 
Ogden 

      Object An area of natural beauty should never have been considered for 
planning application in the local plan. The outrage this has 
caused with local people has been overwhelming. The Mount is 
an area accessible to open countryside for local people, it is used 
for recreational purpose and attracts visitors coming to Leek. One 
lady told me that she could walk safely with a group of people 
with learning difficulties, the volume of traffic from four hundred 
dwellings would have a severe impact on those using The Mount 
for recreation, the infrastructure alone would not only cause a 
dramatic difference to the landscape it would also affect the 
wildlife in this area. That said, LE142a [landowner] are against 
development on this land, also there appears to be no indication 
on the map as to where the boundary is belonging to [the 
landowner]. LE127 and LE128a is not suitably distributed to 
urban infrastructure. It has been suggested LE066 where 
Kniveden Hall is, Folker Grange and Holme Farm on the west 
side of Leek are developable. 

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO678 on 
ecology evidence 

 

The Council communicates with 
landowners of affected sites to ensure 
they are available, prior to selection. Note 
that the owner of site LE142A, as 
indicated on the Local Plan proposals 
map, has confirmed site availability.  
 
• Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is 
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included as a residential allocation in the 
Local Plan. 
 
The map in the Preferred Options 
consultation document is intended to 
illustrate proposed allocations and 
development boundaries and other 
summary information, not the extent of 
land ownerships.  
 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements  

  See para response to PO674 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO1146 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO678 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 
The 2016 Landscape impact study 
concludes that: LE066 is of high 
landscape sensitivity owing to its location, 
despite the presence of site screening. 
Note the findings of this study form part of 
a wider evidence base to support SMDC’s 
Local Plan. Its conclusions must be 
weighed against other evidence. 
 

PO9370 Councillor 
Rebecca 
Done 

      Object On the proposed planning for the Mount in Leek..I do not agree 
with and my reasons are stated below: The Mount is a very 
important open space close to the town centre which is enjoyed 
by a lot of people across the town including myself. There will be 
a massive impact on infrastructure, I think primary schools in 
particular would suffer (East Street, Beresford) and will struggle to 
keep up with demand. Mount Road is on the route of the 
Staffordshire Moorlands Walk – a very popular route for leisure 
activities such as walking, cycling and jogging` If all the 6 
developments proceed then in excess of 500 houses would be 
constructed. Mount Road would likely become a main road linking 
the Ashbourne and Buxton roads. The proposed sites across 
Leek are unbalanced - there will not be sufficient demand to build 
all of these houses on one side of town. 

  See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO674 
about educational requirements  

 See para response to PO674 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO192 
about public rights of way 

 See para response to PO35 about 
viability study 
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PO9390 Ms Claudia 
Hill 

      Object I am very disappointed to hear of the plans to build upon the site 
known as the Mount in Leek. This area is undoubtedly one 
enjoyed by all walks of life within Leek and it would be a great 
shame to destroy it with housing. The views and walks currently 
enjoyed would be eradicated and this would impact on the 
wellbeing of the people of Leek. As you can see from this article: 
http://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/a4555184-30c7-11e6-9c43-
b579056ef2e5 - published today in the Times: "Nature lovers are 
more conscientious, emotionally stable and open to new 
experiences than those addicted to technology, academics 
claim." Taking away this green land would not be in the interest of 
the people of Leek. Traffic is also a major problem within Leek. 
The current infrastructure of roads and schools could not cope 
with more cars and people, the number of which would 
undoubtedly augment if new houses were built. There is a lot of 
opposition to the plans to build on the Mount, and there is no 
reason for this to go ahead. 

  See para response to PO90 
about landscape evidence 

   See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

PO9396 Ms Katie 
Giddings 

      Object I wish to register my strong objection to the sites identified for 
development along The Mount, Leek. The site reference numbers 
are LE127, LE128, LE140 & LE142a. The Mount is highly valued 
by the people of Leek. Hundreds of people use it every day & 
enjoy the landscape and views.  These people cover a broad mix 
- there are walkers & strollers, hikers & joggers, dog walkers, 
horse riders, cyclists - and they range through all ages, from 
young to old.  Generations have taken the air along The Mount 
and future generations deserve the same opportunity. Chance 
and regular encounters with this variety of people whose paths 
would probably otherwise not cross creates the sense of 
community so often lacking elsewhere but celebrated in Leek. 
The view of Leek from The Mount creates a sense of belonging to 
and connection with the whole town, enhancing this sense of 
belonging.  I may not live the other side of Leek but I can see it 
every time I walk the Mount and feel part of its whole.  The town 
is visible from The Mount & I can enjoy the view of its special 
architecture & character. This natural landscape is free for 
everyone to enjoy and is accessible within minutes of the town 
centre. It is a landscape and community which would be lost 
forever should the developments go ahead.  Such things are 
irreplaceable and I despair that The Mount is even being 
considered as a suitable option. I am a recent newcomer to Leek 
having moved here three years ago.  I have never lived anywhere 
more welcoming and cheerful and full of people appreciating and 
making the most of living in such a beautiful place. The Mount is 
at present a country lane offering peace and tranquil exercise.  Its 
urbanisation would completely change its character and make it a 
main road connecting Ashbourne & Buxton Roads.  The traffic 
increase would be beyond that contributed to by extra housing as 
it would become a highly attractive route for those seeking to 
avoid Leek town centre. The access to and from Ashbourne Road 

  See para response to PO90 
about landscape evidence 

  See para response to PO90 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

  See para response to PO90 
about highways  

 See para response to PO192 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO220 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO1352 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement  
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would also radically change the character of that end of town. The 
increased housing would alter the balance of the town and there 
is simply not that level of demand for housing in that area. The 
figures of required housing also appear to be based on doubtful 
statistics so that the very need for this level of housing in the 
Moorlands is questionable. It would really be dreadful if this so 
very important natural landscape were to disappear forever from 
Leek. In conversation with the people I meet along the Mount, 
there is a strong feeling of being threatened by changes beyond 
their control & of losing something very precious.  Many people 
have said they have no faith that their feelings and needs will be 
valued.  Please change their minds and show that local people 
will be listened to and their objections acted upon.  Please don't 
build on The Mount. 

PO9411 Mr Alan 
Percival 

      Object I wish to object to the proposed house building on The Mount. 
Along with many other people I walk along Mount Road several 
times a week winter and summer. It is a lovely country walk and 
the only one on the eastern side of the town that is away from 
traffic fumes. There are many other reasons why building should 
not be allowed on The Mount which I am sure you have been 
made aware of. 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
air quality 
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PO9429 Ms 
Catherine 
Harvey 

      Object To whom this may concern. I would like to raise my 
strongest objections to the proposed plans to build across the 
mount - LE142A, LE140, LE128 & LE127.   This is a beautiful and 
precious area for the people of Leek who currently enjoy leisure 
activities such as walking etc which is easily accessed by 
many, both old and young.  The fantastic views of this high quality 
landscape and the therapeutic benefits it offers are easily 
available to all who want to enjoy the beauty and peacefulness of 
the countryside without having to travel far from their doorstep, 
and who may not be in a position to! To lose this lovely 
countryside would be a tragic and very sad loss to the people of 
Leek.  The Mount is a narrow county lane and is totally unsuitable 
for increasing the flow of traffic. Having Buxton Road at one end 
of The Mount and Ashbourne Road at the other, this would create 
a massive increase in the volume of traffic using it, and increase 
the risk of accidents - it's totally unsuitable! In addition to this, the 
increase in homes would ruin what is currently a peaceful retreat 
and a habitat for our wildlife which I have seen loads of rare birds 
when walking our dogs , these birds would go away and would 
not be seen again. Also foxes and badgers.  Concern that fatal 
traffic accidents will occur. Leave our mount and all it has to offer 
well alone!! 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO90 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO678 on 
ecology evidence 

 

 Petition 
from Mount 
residents 
(1092 
signatures) 

   Object Dear Miss Ralphs, 
Building four hundred plus houses on the area known by 
everyone in Leek as The Mount and used by countless 
generations as a gateway to the countryside would be against 
everything that ‘Localism’ intended to bring. 
The enclosed petition goes some way to demonstrate the 
strength of feeling that there is against the proposed building 
plots as set out in the Local Plan. 
The area is mainly agricultural and offers amazing views of the 
town and its surrounding countryside. Indeed the views of Leek’s 
conservation area is unrivalled and the area as a whole acts as a 
buffer between the town the Peak District National Park.  
The road itself could not cope with the estimated 600 to 800 extra 
cars that the proposed housing would generate. The Mount is a 
narrow road with no footpaths and the junctions at either end of 
the Mount would become even more dangerous. 
Historically people travelling out of Leek to work use the Stoke on 
Trent and Macclesfield roads with few travelling to Buxton or 
Ashbourne. This would mean that the roads in Leek’s Town 
centre would become even more congested at peak times as 
these people make their way through town. 
We urge the Council to think again and produce alternative sites 
for the houses thereby saving this precious area for the future 
generations to enjoy. 
 

 See para response to PO90 about 
landscape evidence 

 
The broad justification for the Council’s 
selection of ‘preferred’ sites over other 
sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This 
includes consideration of heritage 
impacts, following consultation with the 
Council’s Conservation Officer, and the 
heritage impact recommendations of the 
most recent 2016 landscape impact study. 
All proposed sites must also be the 
subject of sustainability appraisal (the 
Council’s S.A. will be published as part of 
its evidence base). 
 

 See para response to PO90 on 
highways 

 
 See para response to PO1352 

about Council Assembly and 
statement of community 
involvement 

 
 See para response to PO678 

about Leek employment land 
requirements  
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PO91 Mr Bill Reid       Object This area is a most popular area for walkers, runners, drivers and 
strollers. It has been, for as long as I can remember, an area 
that provides views over Leek town and the suurounding area 
which cannot be equalled. It is a beautiful peaceful part of Leek 
which should not be spoilt by housing estates and the disruption 
that goes with it. The top of Kniveden Lane has a piece of 
unadopted road which deters motorists from using it as a 
thoroughfare and I am sure that this would become adopted if the 
proposed plans go ahead causing untold traffic, noise and 
pollution, as well as the dangers to residents from the 
traffic. There are many areas around Leek which would be far 
more suitable. 

 The public/visual open spaces proposed 
by the Council are those mapped in the 
Preferred Options consultation document. 
The Council’s emerging Local Plan 
policies seek to improve public access to 
open spaces/recreation generally where 
this is consistent with other policies. Note 
there is no automatic public right to cross 
privately owned land beyond public rights 
of way. 
 
Page 25 of the Preferred Options 
consultation document sets out the 
residual housing requirement for Leek to 
2031 (pursuant to Policy SS3 of the 
adopted Core Strategy). The Council must 
demonstrate that it will fully meet residual 
housing requirements for Leek to have a 
sound Local Plan in place. This 
requirement does not have to be met 
100% from land allocations – 
unanticipated development of other urban 
brownfield/greenfield sites counts too – 
Table 4.1 factors in assumptions about 
future windfall housing (resulting in a 
lower residual requirement). This windfall 
would include urban sites not formally 
identified on the map. Applications for 
residential uses arising on such sites 
would be assessed on their merits against 
NPPF and Council Policies. As there is 
insufficient capacity to meet this residual 
need entirely from sites within the Leek 
town boundary, the remaining 
requirement is to be met from a 
combination of urban (brownfield and 
greenfield) sites, and peripheral “urban 
extensions” around Leek as set out in 
Tables 4.2 and 4.3. 
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its 
selection of ‘Preferred’ allocation sites 
from wider sites. This includes landspace 
impact evidence. The most recent 2016 
landscape impact study also assessed 
impacts from the Peak Park, and 
concluded that the various Mount sites 
exhibited low- through to high- landscape 
sensitivity; it also provided 
recommendations regarding mitigatory 
measures where appropriate. It concluded 
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site LE140 to be of medium landscape 
sensitivity; recommending that site-
specific landscape mitigation measures 
could include advanced planting and 
landscaping on the eastern boundary, and 
limited building heights in the eastern half 
of the site. Note that landscape evidence 
must be weighed against all other relevant 
evidence when the Council selects 
‘Preferred’ sites. 
 
The Council consults with SCC Highways 
during Local Plan preparation. SCC did 
not raise any objections to Preferred 
Options sites LE022 /LE127 /LE128 
/LE140 /LE142A /LE142B subject to 
development in this area contributing to 
the improvement of Mount Road including 
provision of footways and pedestrian 
links. Also Kniveden Lane should be 
brought up to adoptable standard with the 
implementation of footways. Further 
junction improvements at Mount 
Road/Ashbourne Road may also be 
appropriate. The Council would assess 
schemes having significant transport 
impacts against relevant NPPF and Local 
Plan policy (including requirement to 
submit transport statements, and provide 
highways improvements where deemed 
appropriate). 
 
The broad justification for the Council’s 
selection of ‘preferred’ sites over other 
sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This 
includes consideration of heritage 
impacts, following consultation with the 
Council’s Conservation Officer, and the 
heritage impact recommendations of the 
most recent 2016 landscape impact study. 
All proposed sites must also be the 
subject of sustainability appraisal (the 
Council’s S.A. will be published as part of 
its evidence base). 
 
If the Council considered that a 
development may adversely impact on 
local air quality then the applicant is 
required to undertake air quality 
assessments to identify these issues and 
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develop options to mitigate these impacts. 
In addition the Council continually 
monitors air quality across the District and 
regularly undertakes review and 
assessments of this data to identify areas 
where the traffic could have an 
unacceptable impact on local air quality. 
Policy SD4 in the emerging Local Plan 
covers controls of all forms of pollution 
arising from development. 

PO118 Mrs Alison 
Campion 

      Object Already enough housing in the area. More houses will lead to 
increased traffic on Mount Road which is very narrow in places. 
Open spaces and views should be left for public to enjoy when 
out walking or cycling.   

 See para response to PO91 on 
highways 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

PO122 B & M 
Bentley 

      Object Urban extension for New Housing is opposed on Mount Road. 
The relevant issues are 1. Landscape & historic character 2. 
Health & quality of life ‘The Mount’ is a known cultural and unique 
feature for Leek folk and visitors gained over many generations. 
Offering: Visual beauty, health and community amenity. The 
many attractions of a ‘trip around the mount’ would be largely lost. 
These comments refer to LE127, LE128a and LE140. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
option sites assessments and 
sustainability appraisal 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
air quality 

PO228 
 
 
PO233 

Miss Alicia 
Guy 
 
Mr Daniel 
Frith 

      Object Building nearly 400 houses in the Mount area will totally ruin the 
lovely breathtaking scenery and peace and quiet that you get up 
there, increased traffic will spoil the area also. It could bring 
house prices down as at the moment it is such a lovely peaceful 
area and this no doubt will change 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 on 
highways 

 
Property values are not considered as 
material considerations under the 
Planning Acts. 
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PO680 Andy 
McGraw 

      Object Extension of the Town Boundary into the Natural Zone The 
following blocks identified as, potentially suitable housing sites, all 
appear to be outside the town boundary on the maps supplied by 
the Staffordshire Moorlands District Council, on this second 
housing consultation June 2016 Block numbers; LE 127, LE128a, 
LE140, LE142a, LE142b All the above mentioned blocks are 
therefore proposed to be constructed on the Natural Zone land 
surrounding the town of Leek.    
 
Public Amenity The small narrow lane known as Mount Road 
which travels between the A53 Leek/ Buxton road and A523 
Leek/ Ashbourne road along which the following blocks appear, 
LE127, LE128a, LE140 and LE142a, are used on a daily basis as 
a public amenity. The lane is constantly used by locals and 
visitors to walk, ride and enjoy the views in relative safety at 
present. If the proposed housing goes ahead, with the number of 
houses planned on these sites, this road will undoubtedly suffer a 
dramatic increase in the number of vehicles using it, by averaging 
2 cars per household, thus reducing its safety and relative quiet 
enjoyment. The views over the town of Leek and its surrounding 
countryside will also be affected detrimentally. I also note that the 
lane is included as part of the Staffordshire Moorlands Walks, 
advertised and mapped by the Ordnance Survey as a 
recreational path but not highlighted as such on the SMDC 
consultation map. Surely the increase in vehicular traffic would 
compromise this route. Other public rights of way, public 
footpaths, are either not shown or seem now to stop at the new 
development. When I raised the question of this fact at 
consultation the officer was unable to answer my query. In these 
times of austerity and the constant cut backs to local government, 
areas of free enjoyment and recreational use which also merit 
health benefits need to be conserved.  
 
Wildlife Concerns The blocks shown as, LE127, LE128a, LE140 
and LE142a are frequently used by several bird species, 
especially during the winter months, as important feeding 
grounds. Some of these bird species are afforded special 
protection under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 
(W&CA81) as Schedule 1 protected species, identified by BirdLife 
International as Globally Threatened species and are listed as 
Red List species of birds of conservation concern by 
organisations, the RSPB (Royal Society for the Protection of 
Birds), the British Ornithologists Union, Natural England and the 
British Trust of Ornithology, to name a few. The birds in question 
are; Fieldfare Turdus pilaris, Schedule 1 W&CA 81 and Red List 
species Redwing Turdus iliacus , Schedule 1 W&CA81 and Red 
List Species Starling Sturnus vulgaris, Red List species The small 
block of land between blocks LE127 and LE128a is also 
important to wildlife in particular bird species. Although this land is 
not earmarked for development I feel that the disturbance of the 
development would compromise the species using it. This small 

 Note that there is not a ‘natural zone’ 
designation for open countryside in the 
Staffordshire Moorlands. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 
Development proposals affecting the 
routes of recognised public rights of way 
would need to make allowance for them.  
 
The consultation map is intended to depict 
summary information only; it does not for 
example illustrate public rights of way. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its 
selection of ‘Preferred’ allocation sites 
from wider sites, including ecological 
evidence: the Mount sites LE022/ LE127/ 
LE128/ LE140/ LE142A/ LE142B were 
subject to a Phase I ecological survey in 
2014 and a later 2017 ecology study 
considered the scope for ‘local wildlife 
site’ (ie.SBI) designation for all preferred 
option sites. These studies set out 
ecological evaluations of the sites 
followed by recommended further 
surveys/actions in the event of future 
development.  The Council would expect 
subsequent schemes to take account of 
this evidence; further Policy NE1 allows 
for the Council to require ecological 
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wooded block is used during the winter months as an important 
winter roost for a small number of Raven Corus corax, a species 
again afforded a certain amount of protection. Species using this 
block to breed include, Little Owl Athene noctua , although not 
afforded any specific protection via acts of Parliament or listed as 
a concern yet, it is a species showing major decline, UK 
population estimated to be down by 24%, as highlighted by the 
RSPB breeding bird data 1995 – 2008. Great Spotted 
Woodpecker Dendrocopos major , Nuthatch Sitta europaea, are 
other examples of regular breeding species in this area. Due to 
disturbance I predict that many of these species will refrain from 
using this important area.  
 
Infrastructure As mentioned previously the numbers of new 
houses proposed in the areas of Mount Road and Thorncliffe 
Road, blocks LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142a and LE142b, will 
put an enormous strain on the local infrastructure and road 
system. We all constantly experience the difficulties whilst 
travelling through the town of Leek caused by any one road 
closure. Both junctions from Mount Road can be difficult to 
negotiate now with the small amount of traffic using it with the 
A523 being particularly dangerous in its present form. Problems 
with access at both these junctions will be severely increased 
with the increased volume of traffic. At the original consultation 
July 2015 there was no mention of increasing employment 
opportunities even when the question was raised. I still feel that 
these concerns have yet to be addressed. It was implied but not 
confirmed that most of the individuals who would be residing in 
the new development would be commuter based, travelling to 
nearby cities to seek their employment. This surely is contrary to 
most local government policies that are tasked with reducing this 
activity to contribute towards climate change and global warming 
issues.   These planned developments will also have a visual, 
probably a negative impact from the adjoining Peak District 
National Park as it will be observed from the iconic Roaches and 
the boundary road of Morridge.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There seems to be little or no mention of the use of brown field 
sites throughout the proposal. With the relaxation of planning 
rules for developing these sites should the Council look to these 
sites first. Removing deteriorating buildings and areas within the 

mitigatory or compensatory measures 
where appropriate. Note that ecology 
evidence must beweighed against all 
other relevant evidence when the Council 
selects ‘Preferred’ sites. According to the 
2006 NERC Act, the Council must in its 
Planmaking, have regard to the purpose 
of conserving biodiversity. 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO675 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 
Both the 2015 site options consultation, 
and the 2016 Preferred Options 
consultation, mapped sites for various 
land uses across the District including 
housing, employment, and mixed uses. 
 
Notwithstanding current commuting 
patterns, the District as a whole has 
residual general employment land 
requirement, and Leek has a requirement 
(of around 8ha to 2031) and the Council 
must demonstrate that it will fully meet 
these along with its housing requirements, 
to have a sound Local Plan in place. 
Government Policy promotes mixed land 
uses, subject to proper consideration of 
amenity impacts (such as noise). The 
Council works with neighbouring planning 
authorities under its duty to cooperate, to 
explore opportunities for the meeting of 
development requirements cross-border. 
However neighbouring authorities must 
also address their own development 
requirements. The Council consults with 
SCC Transport (regarding strategic 
impacts) during Local Plan preparation; 
and has regard to SCC’s Local Transport 
Plan Integrated Transport Strategy for the 
District. 
 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 
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town that look unsightly and replacing with new developments 
would surely enhance the town, and, as they are close to 
amenities within the town centre, reduce the need for occupants 
to use their motor vehicles on shopping trips or evening 
entertainment. There are also a number of old mills and factories 
within the existing town boundary that could and should be 
transformed and upgraded into apartment blocks, as they have in 
other towns and cities in the UK, which would save those 
buildings from further degradation, provide perfect housing within 
the town and help to keep the overall feel of the town and its 
history.  
 
Conclusion In conclusion it is my belief that the proposed 
development and size of that development will have a serious 
and negative impact on the market town of Leek and its Natural 
Zone boundary. As a society in general we are loosing touch with 
nature and the great outdoors. There are Government initiatives 
to reverse and combat this trend. Organisations, funded by the 
National Lottery, Government, County and Local councils 
including SMDC, are tasked to promote these initiatives assisting 
people to re-engage with nature. We are also constantly 
reminded these days of heath, well-being and mental heath 
issues that our society is increasingly subject too due to the 
pressures of our modern living and the need for places for people 
to unwind. With this in mind how can we justify increasing the 
urban zone into our countryside.   We have a duty to protect 
iconic landscapes, open spaces and the biodiversity such as can 
be found within the Mount Road area for the future generations of 
this fantastic town, so that they too, can experience quiet and 
peaceful recreation as we have enjoyed over the years . Maybe 
the Officers involved in making the final decisions should take an 
early morning walk along the Mount Road to experience these 
quiet and peaceful surroundings with the only noise being 
provided by the local bird-life with their dawn chorus. Once we 
loose these areas they are lost forever.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In relation to comments on economic 
impact, new housing has a proven 
positive economic benefit to an area, 
generated both by expenditure of 
construction industry and through longer 
term residential spend. 
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PO675 Mr Jonathan 
Hulme 

      Object The mount is an important, free, extensively used recreation 
facility for Leek.  The proximity of the mount to the town makes it 
easily accessible, providing a rural escape for walkers, cyclists, 
joggers and families alike. This invaluable resource contributes to 
the physical and mental health and wellbeing of all who use 
it.  The mount provides panoramic views of the town and 
surrounding moor land including the Roches, and housing 
developments should not encroach on this.   The junctions with 
the A53 and the A523 are also quite dangerous and unsuited to 
large amounts of traffic.  Some form of traffic management would 
need to be added to these junctions, increasing congenstion in 
and around the town to even higher levels than currently (which is 
already too high!!).  This deters visitors to the town, reducing the 
amount of tourist trade.    The area is also important ecologically 
and accomodates a variety of species, some of which appear on 
the UK Biodiversity Action Plan.   This excessive allocation of 
sites appears to be national policy implemented at a local level 
without consideration of local needs and demographics.   The 
infrastructure in the east of the town is insufficient to cope with a 
population influx.  For instance, the schools and health facilities 
are already full.   Housing development should be concentrated 
on brownfield sights in the town such as Davenport mill on Mill 
Street and the mill on Ashbourne Road. The developers who own 
these sites should be incentivised to commence 
development.  Redevelop eyesores, don't diminish beauty spots.   

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 
Any new developments would need to 
adhere to design policies to ensure 
character of the District is maintained. 
 

 See para response to PO680 on 
ecology evidence 

 
Need for additional housing stems from a 
number of factors, for example household 
formation, in-migration, linkages with 
future workforce, and other factors.The 
NPPF makes clear that housing 
projections are the starting point for 
assessing housing needs; however these 
additional factors should also be taken in 
to account in Council SHMAs. The 
Council’s own housing need assessments 
are set out in its evidence base on the 
website. Note that this already takes into 
consideration  empty properties in the 
Moorlands.  
 
National planning guidance states that the 
Council should assess the quality and 
capacity of infrastructure to meet forecast 
demands. An Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
is being prepared which will identify the 
infrastructure necessary to support the 
Local Plan proposals. It builds on the 
findings of the Development Capacity 
Study for the Core Strategy.  Consultation 
and work with infrastructure providers is 
ongoing and their feedback will inform the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and the Local 
Plan. The Council is working with the 
Staffordshire County Council to assess 
the impact  proposed development on 
school capacity, what additional capacity 
is needed and how this can be delivered.  
 
A sustainability appraisal report is being 
published for consultation alongside the 
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Preferred Options Local Plan July 2017. 
The SA Report considers the economic, 
social and environmental effects of 
proposed development site allocations 
including access to services and facilities. 
    
The Council consults with SCC Education 
during Local Plan preparation, and SCC 
have indicated a need for additional first- 
and middle- school land provision in Leek 
resulting from the town’s development 
requirements. These are laid out in the 
Preferred Options consultation document. 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 
All Planning Authorities are eligible to 
receive New Homes Bonus which was 
introduced by the Government to reflect 
and incentivise housing growth in their 
areas. It is based on the amount of extra 
Council Tax revenue raised for new 
homes and is payable annually over a 6 
year period. 
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PO701 Mr John 
Burnett 

      Object This exisiting field forms an intrinsic part of the open space known 
as the Mount. This filed whch I believe is still in use by the local 
high school is also used by many dog walkers as part of their 
daily routine. Building on this plot of land would mean that use of 
the Mount Road as an exercise and recreation facllity would be 
severly restricted. I would also object based on my concerns that 
building in this location would have sever impact on both existing 
infrastructure including roads and schools and would affect the 
ground water run off causing issues in other areas of the town. 
Building on this land would demonstrably damage the aspirations 
of the local community and would have severe economic and 
environmental consequences - completely at odds with the 
objectives of the consultation. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO680 
about public rights of way 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO675 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO675 
about educational requirements 

 
Council’s interim Playing Pitch Strategy 
2017 explains that Leek High School lost 
access to field LE140 during recent lease 
renegotiation with SCC. LE140 is 
physically inadequate to accommodate 
any form of playing pitch. The School 
identified little requirement for the field. 
 
The Council consults with utilities 
providers, the Environment Agency, and 
the SCC Lead Local Flood Risk Officer 
during Local Plan preparation. These 
bodies did not object to any of the Mount 
sites.  The SFRA provides an overview of 
flood risk from all sources across the 
District, and will be used alongside formal 
EA responses regarding proposed 
allocations. Note that Local Plan Policy 
will require that, wherever possible, 
development will promote the reduction of 
flood risk by the use of sustainable 
drainage techniques as per the Flood and 
Water Management Act., as well as taking 
opportunities to contribute to wider 
Council objectives such as its emerging 
Green infrastructure Network; to 
enhancing biodiversity and recreation 
opportunities etc. 
 

 See para response to PO680 
about economic benefits of 
housebuilding 
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PO1322 Mr 
Stapleton 

Leek 
And 
District 
Civic 
Society 

    Object I write on behalf of Leek & District Civic Society to protest in the 
strongest possible terms against the decision to include The 
Mount’ Leek as a preferred option for housing development.  This 
area is heavily used by recreational walkers and is the sort of 
local amenity which would be absolutely spoilt by additional 
building.  Leek has few enough open spaces as it is and the loss 
of The Mount would be completely unjustifiable. Of all the site 
options in the Leek area, The Mount is the one which we feel 
should be absolutely sacrosanct and protected for the present 
populace and future generations. 

  See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access  

 
The Council is undertaking a review of  
open space, sport and recreation facilities 
which includes an updated playing pitch 
strategy.   
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
option sites assessments and 
sustainability appraisal 

PO1351 Mr A Birks       Object This morning whist taking my constitutional stroll around mount 
road I happened upon a group of people considering the best 
plots to build houses in this beauty spot. One member off the 
group introduced herself as a local councillor. My heart sank as it 
became clear that some minds at least, against the wishes of the 
local people, the decision to build seems to have been taken. It is 
outrageous that the local community is once again to be ignored 
by those elected to serve us. Mount Road is a very important part 
of the social scene of Leek as local people use it daily to enjoy 
the countryside which is within their homes. It would be an 
ecological and social outrage to remove this facility from the 
people of leek.  This area is more important to the wellbeing of 
residents from across the town than any other area around leek 
as it is their gateway to a relaxed walk in the fresh air in the 
countryside.  
 
Any development of this area would change the nature of Leek as 
it would necessitate the widening of the road, the installation of 
lighting and the uprooting of that special commodity trees. The 
Mount Road would be a major thoroughfare between the 
Ashbourne Road, and Buxton Road, Kniveden Lane Would be a 
conduit between the same roads meaning heavy traffic rushing 
through the estate and there would be a problems caused by 
necessary construction of major road junctions at each end of the 
Mount Road. Local residents this would be a disaster. There is a 
concern too that, with the addition of a large number of houses in 
this area, the infrastructure at this end of town would be 
challenged beyond its ability to cope. Schools and doctors 
surgeries are already very full and recent queues of vehicles to 
get into town were horrendous during the roadworks in the town. 
Imagine the chaos should we add another 500 families in the 
queue.  
 
In the unlikely event that Leek should actually need extra 
accommodation, consideration should be given to brownfields or 
less intrusive sites first. There are several derelict mills which 
could be utilised for apartments or demolished for housing. The 
infrastructure of drains, electricity and gas is readily available 

The Council must conduct public 
consultation concerning its emerging 
Local Plan as set out in the Local Plan 
regulations (or exceeding these 
requirements); and in also in accordance 
with the Council’s adopted Statement of 
Community Involvement.  All stages of the 
local Plan (including consultations) must 
be agreed by the elected Council 
Assembly; and all meetings of the Council 
Assembly are open to the public. 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access  

 See para response to PO680 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 
 

Issues such as external lighting in 
schemes can be controlled by the 
Council’s amenity policies. Streetlighting 
is a matter controlled by SCC Highways. 
 
The emerging Local Plan policy NE2 
protects all existing trees on site, or where 
this is not possible, expects a 2 for 1 
replacement. 
 

 See para response to PO675 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO675 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 
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near these 2 areas too. I appeal to the council to reflect on the 
wishes of those who elected them to serve their needs and reject 
the idea of developing this area and retain it for enjoyment and 
health of the many people of leek who appreciate it. 

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 
 

 

PO1143 Mr R 
Harrison 

      Object I have recently looked at the site plans and talked to one of your 
officers concerning the location: This is a narrow road, used by 
many recreational purposes such as walking, cycling The views 
over leak Conservation area and its surrounding area are 2 nd to 
none both night and day There have been lots of houses built on 
the east side of leek in recent years mainly off Ashbourne road. 
As the majority of people travel to Macclesfield, Manchester and 
Stoke on Trent to work, this means they have to travel thought 
the centre and often Leek is gridlocked at busy times The exits 
from the Mount onto Buxton and the Ashbourne Roads are both 
very narrow and difficult to negotiate. Schools at the end of the 
town are already full to capacity and young children have to be 
taken across Leek early in the morning and collected in the 
evening. Drs Lists are so full. We are told that some of these 
houses are possible affordable housing. What does this mean? 
There are plenty of small terrace house on the market which I 
would consider as affordable. So do we need more? In fact do we 
need a 1000 new houses to in Leek at all anywhere? If so I would 
like to think that there are possible sites in Leek - West End could 
be given consideration before further action is taken. Leek is a 
beautiful small town with easy access to countryside. By allowing 
building on The Mount Road that access will be diminished as 
more of our green fields turned into housing developments and 
country roads become clogged with vehicles. Where will it end? 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access  

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO91 about 
‘Options Site Assessments’ 

 See para response to PO675 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO675 
about educational requirements 

 
The Council consults with its Housing 
Officer when setting definitions of 
‘affordable’ in relation to affordable 
housing. This usually equates to a 
percentage of open market value which 
represents the upper limit that the house 
can be sold/resold.  
 

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO91about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 
Note that none of the Mount sites falls 
within the Green Belt, whereas the 
western edge of Leek has Green Belt 
status. Whilst Councils can allocate within 
the Green Belt National Planning policy is 
clear that this requires exceptional 
circumstances to justify (as compared to 
non-Green Belt). The Council recently 
completed a Green Belt Review which 
assessed the suitability for retention of all 
areas of Green Belt in the District, against 
the five Green Belt ‘purposes’ set out in 
the NPPF. This will be used by the 
Council alongside other evidence 
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inprogressing its Local Plan.  The NPPF 
also allows for consideration of 
development proposals that would 
represent ‘limited infilling’, or in some 
cases redevelopment of ‘brownfield’  sites 
in the Green Belt. 
 

PO938 Mr Chris 
Clark 

      Object Building houses at location LE140 is undesirable, as it would 
permanently destroy the rural aspect of Mount Road (used on a 
daily basis by walkers, etc).  Whilst the need for a school 
extension may, at some time, be necessary, this is the wrong 
location for housing. Kniveden Lane is virtually a no-through-road, 
as it is currently very rough at the top (Mount Road) end.  This 
makes Kniveden Lane very safe for the children and elderly 
people who live there.  A substantial housing development here 
would open up Kniveden Lane to through traffic, also creating a 
"rat-run" for other traffic trying to bypass known bottlenecks. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO675 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 

PO1573 
 
PO1578
  

Mrs S 
Chauveau 
 
Mr PJ 
Chauveau 

      Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount. 
It is I icon beauty spot, leeks gateway into the open country side 
and has been popular with walkers, joggers, cyclist and horse 
riding for generations and should be protected for future 
generations to I strongly recommend further consideration be 
given to the developing the empty mills, brownfield Sites and 
making use of the many vacant homes in the Moorlands before 
surrendering our precious Greenfields to hungry developers 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO91about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 
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PO1676 
 
PO1682 
 
 
PO1652
  
 
PO1646 
 
 
PO1641 
 
 
PO1670 
 
 
PO1663 
 
 
PO1658 
 
 
PO4769 
 
 
PO4753
 
 
  
 
 

Mr Price 
 
Mr N A 
Brundrett 
 
Mrs G 
Webster 
 
Mrs J 
Lownds 
 
Mr W 
Johnson 
 
Mr S Panek 
 
Mr A Panek 
 
Miss J 
Panek  
 
Mrs A 
Lomas 
 
Miss L 
Whitehurst 

      Object I am writing to protest against the latest version of the site 
allocation plan for the SMDC. The site references of particular 
interest are: LE022, LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142A, LE142B. 
The grounds for that are:  
 
Loss of important local amenity – The Mount is a very important 
open space close to the town.  
 
 
Visual impact – restrict important skyline and further afield. The 
proposed sites are near or run on particularly at night with street 
lighting.  
 
 
Impact for infrastructure – primary schools in particular (Leek 1 st 
school and Beresford Memorial School) will struggle to keep up 
demand and the situation where some children already have to 
school in the west of leek will become more common. Mount 
Road is a route of Staffordshire  Moorlands Walk a very popular 
route for Leisure activities such as running, cycling and walking. 
 
High quality Landscape – unsympathetic to landscape and the 
character and quality of the area. Urbanisation of the country lane 
that is mount road – if all 6 developments procede then the 500 
houses would be constructed. Mount Road would be linking the 
Ashbourne and Buxton Roads. The spatial distribution of the 
proposed access sites across leek is unbalance – there will not 
be sufficient demand to build all of these houses on one side of 
the town so the council will not meet its housing needs in any 
event. The Mount is, and has been a great source of pleasure for 
many people over years. It needs to stay that way in order that 
the future generations have as much enjoyment out of this as our 
generation has. 

  
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO1351 
about streetlighting 

 
 See para response to PO675 

about educational requirements 
 See para response to PO680 

about public rights of way 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO675 
about design policies 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 
The Council is undertaking Local Plan 
viablity work which will consider the 
viability of preferred option sites.  
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PO1687 Mr David 
Morgan 

      Object I am writing to express my strong objection to the proposal to 
build houses on the Mount.  I specifically object to the building off 
houses on sites: LE022, LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142A, 
LE142B. When I first heard about the proposal to build in this 
area. I was genuinely shocked and still cannot believe that the 
proposal have been submitted to build on such beautiful 
landscape which has helped to shape leeks identity as Queen Of 
the moorlands. I work in the local community and I have not 
heard a single resident of Leek express support for these 
proposals – they have expressed deep anger and concern. I live 
locally to the Mount and regularly take walks there and it is very 
clearly, a popular destination for walkers and cyclist. However, I 
do not feel that this is area that is solely of Leek by these who live 
in its vicinity. I believe that the mount is an area that the people of 
Leek genuinely cherish and it would be a tragedy if a major 
housing development were built along it, The Mount does provide 
an important amenity for local residents including Hargate estate. 
I feel it would be unacceptable to build houses on it, spoiling the 
unspoilt beauty of the area and leading to a huge increase in the 
traffic which would obviously cause a major hazard to walkers 
and cyclist. I feel it is unacceptable to deprive residents of a very 
built up area such as Haregate estate of the opportunity to enjoy 
the beautiful country side and open space this that the mount 
offers. If this proposal is passed then I feel that the character and 
identity of Leek will be very adversely affected and this will have a 
very detrimental impact on its image in terms of visitors  and 
attracting business 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO680 
about economic benefits of 
housebuilding 

 See para response to PO675 on 
design policies 

 

PO1603 Mr T A 
Taylor 

      Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount 
as I often go there cycling and walking there with my family and I 
think it is very special place and would be completely spoiled by 
houses.                                      

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 
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PO1282 Mrs B Ward       Object I write once again to protest against the proposed development of 
housing along and off mount road. We have already had 2 public 
enquires and each time the inspector has upheld the decision not 
to allow these fields to develop along mount road. This is a great 
amenity for the town, especially for residents this side of leek. I 
feel that we have been left a short stretch off mount road but with 
all the roads going off it Mount Road itself will probably have to be 
widened and will become a bi pass for traffic between Buxton 
Road. Walking along a country lane enjoying the views. Do 
people walk as much on the other side of town? Aren’t there still 
places for the development within the town? Not touching our 
open spaces. Where are 600 new houses on Mount Road going 
to work? 

The Council must justify proposed land 
allocations which form part of its new 
Local Plan to planning inspector during 
public examination of the Local Plan. The 
Inspector must consider the ‘soundness’ 
of the Plan as per para 182 NPPF. Note 
that as part of this process the Council 
must demonstrate that it meets its 
objectively assessed development 
requirements for housing (and other land 
uses) for the District. 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

PO1403 Mrs M 
Smith 

      Object With regard to the proposed 400 plus houses to be built on the 
mount, I would like to express my concerns on the matter. I can’t 
help but for see the problems 400 to 800 cars will create, trying to 
leave Mount Road to gain access to the Buxton Road.  They will 
be queuing up! Most families these days have at least one car 
some have two. Mount Road was not built for such traffic 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 

PO1485 Mrs C Lane       Object I object to any housing being built in this area. It is an area used 
by many people for walking etc. – many for health reasons e.g. 
for me. We must keep our open spaces that are in walking 
distance of our town, once lost – gone forever. Don’t let us loose 
it 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 
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PO1528 Mr E 
Weston 

      Object I totally object the development of green belt land in Leek and the 
surrounding areas this includes the mount and elsewhere but 
morally wrong.  It is just wrong to build on the green belt land the 
town can’t cope now, never mind the extra traffic this would 
create. What are the planners thinking of even including these 
areas? If all councillors and planners have regard for the 
environment in question, they would not be included. What 
difference is there between Pickwood, The Mount and other 
green belt sites? You threw the recent planning applications out 
for Pickwood, what’s the difference? Surely there are enough 
brownfield sites in Leek and the surrounding areas, plus existing 
housing stock for the needs of Leek, now and the future? Leek is 
a small market town not a extension of the city, (well not at the 
moment). Who decided we need all these extra houses? Am I 
right in saying the SMDC will be getting a hefty amount of cash 
for each dwelling built, from central government? As I have said 
before you the planners and councillors should get together and 
try your utmost to encourage more business and industry to come 
to Leek, offering them incentives of some sort. The people of 
Leek need work and industry to come to Leek, offering incentives 
of some sort. The people of Leek need work, full not partime) and 
not more houses. Leek is fast becoming a dormitory town. 

 See para response to PO1143 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO91 about 
option sites assessments and 
sustainability appraisal 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 
 

Planning applications are assessed 
against the current Development Plan 
including the NPPF and adopted Core 
Strategy Policies. 
 

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO675 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 
PO1712 Mr G 

Carding 
      Object I would like to object to the proposed housing sites on Mount 

Road leek. The Mount has been a historic to the people of leek 
for generations for its 360 degree panoramic views of natural 
beauty. Being born in Leek I have walked over the mount all my 
life and always enjoyed the peace and quiet surrounded by the 
countryside views which are irreplaceable building housing in this 
area would also destroy the wildlife and a result in the loss of 
open space. This road is unsuitable for the large volume of traffic 
which would be generated by all the new houses and is narrow in 
places with dangerous junctions at both end of the road. The 
roads in this part cannot take any more traffic. Please find more 
suitable site within the town, if we keep building out into the 
countryside where will the border of Leek End? Ashbourne 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO680 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access  

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 

PO1699 Mr Michael 
Owen 

      Object My wife and I would like to tender our personal objections to any 
proposed house building along Mount Road Leek. We don’t feel 
that the area has infrastructure to cope with the number of 
houses proposed and would spoil the landscape of a very popular 
and picturesque area used extensively by Leek residents 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO675 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO675 
about educational requirements 

PO1744 Mr Anthony 
Clark 

      Object LE142b, le142a, le140, Le128a, Le022, Le127 I write to object to 
the proposal to all the building of housed along mount road as set 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
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out in the preferred options doc. My 2 main objections are based 
on the implications for the environment and the traffic. 
Environment – For generations Mount Road has been a favourite 
walking/cycling/horse riding route for many residents of Leek. It is 
easily accessible (not requiring a car to reach it) and is quiet safe 
place by way which can be used by all people of all ages in all 
weathers. The major attraction is walkers are the outstanding 
vista the road provides both town and county. The proposed 
building at the north would destroy the turn the road into a noisy, 
busy thoroughfare, that would be unsafe and unpleasant for 
walkers and all over leisure users. The proposed housing at the 
southern end of the road would mean the views of the town would 
be lost, whilst the proposed housing at the southern end of the 
road would mean views of the town would be lost. At a time when 
all our members of society are being encouraged to take more 
exercise the destruction of the mount is free, natural gym, seems 
very short sighted. Immediate area Mount road is not a wide 
enough area to safely take a major increase in traffic. The 
existing access points to this area off Buxton Road and 
Ashbourne Road are adequate for the present level of traffic but 
are wholly inadequate and dangerous for the high volume of 
vehicles. If as is most likely, Kniveden Lane was upgraded at its 
top end to allow access by vehicles the consequences for its 
junction with Ashbourne Road causes minimal amount of 
problems. An increase in traffic will queues will lead to frustration 
and rash decisions by drivers. This in turn would lead to calls for 
the removal of the trees and the destruction of a wonderful 
entrance to the town. Town Residents living in the proposed 
housing development will need to work and shop. Where will they 
go to do these activities? Traffic The consequences of the traffic 
of building many houses both in the immediate area and the town 
as whole will be very marked. Work Very few work in Buxton or 
Ashbourne which re easily accessible from the mount. The vast 
majority work in the town centre, the barn field’s industrial estate 
or on Cheadle road. Those commuting out of the town centre will 
be heading mostly to stoke Macclesfield/Manchester. All these 
people will have to drive through the town centre. One look at the 
map would tell anyone that the major building works to the east of 
leek will cause major traffic problems. If building must take place 
on the mount, though I doubt there is a need, the least 
environmentally damaging site LE142b and LE140. Is there not a 
possibility of the building on the site existing site of Kniveden Hall 
(which is screened of by trees) and the old Social Services 
building? These sites would be the least invasive environmentally 
but would still generate major traffic problems both locally and still 
generate a lot more traffic throughout the town. In 2006 New York 
took the far sighted decision to turn a disused elevated railway in 
a linear park (the high lane). Would that Leek had planners and 
leader of similar vision to develop mount road into a high lane for 
the benefit all off the community   

access 
 See para response to PO680 

about public rights of way 
 See para response to PO91 about 

landscape evidence 
 See para response to PO675 on 

design policies 
 See para response to PO91 about 

highways 
 See para response to PO1351 

about tree protection 
 See para response to PO680 

about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO91 about 
option sites assessments and 
sustainability appraisal 

 
The 2016 Landscape impact study 
concludes that: 
- LE142B is of high landscape sensitivity 
and development cound be visible from 
the peak Park, and the rural approach to 
Leek;  
- LE140 is of medium landscape 
sensitivity and site-specific mitigation 
measures including boundary 
landscaping, and controlled building 
heights, are recommended;  
 - LE066 is of high landscape sensitivity 
owing to its location, despite the presence 
of site screening.  
Note the findings of this study form part of 
a wider evidence base to support SMDC’s 
Local Plan. Its conclusions must be 
weighed against other evidence. 
 
Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included 
as a residential allocation in the Local 
Plan. 
 
The Council’s emerging local Plan already 
contains a policy (T2) protecting existing 
railway lines from development; and 
supporting recreational re-use etc. The 
Mount does not contain any such routes. 
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PO1751 
 
 
 
PO1758
  
 
PO1773
  

Mr and Mrs 
W Lovatt 
 
Mrs J Lovatt 
 
Mr S Lovatt 

      Object LE069, LE143a, LE128, LE140, LE142A, LE142B. We would like 
to submit our comments concerning the above consultations with 
the specific regard to leek east. These consultations with specific 
regard to leek Ease and the area of mount road. This is a semi-
rural area outside the town development boundary. One of the 
attractions of this area of leek is that the boundaries for 
development are very closely defined. This means that within 
10mnutes walk of the town centre you have access to open 
space, which makes the mount area very popular for leisure 
activities such as walking jogging and cycling. This is a important 
when considering what opportunities there are for leisure and 
exercise so close to town. The fields provide a home for various 
types of wildlife and this together with the farm animals that graze 
them, provide access to a nature very close to the heart of leek. 
The views from the mount are spectacular and largely unspoilt. 
Any developments of any of all the listed developments of the 
type proposed would totally alter the area, as it has with the 
Buxton Road end of Mount road. If all the development listed 
above were to proceed. In excess 400 houses would be 
constructed on what is pleasant open countryside. The access 
along Ashbourne Road and Mount road provide a road 
infrastructure that would be totally inadequate with the volume of 
traffic generated by such a development especially on the bad 
junction where mount road meets Ashbourne road near Poplar 
Service Station.. Access via the already existing estate off 
kniveden lane and or High View road and Moorland Road would 
be impossible to sustain, given the narrow nature off the roads in 
question and the cars parked on either side of the roads in what 
is a already busy residential area. Creation of a rat run would 
have serious consequences Public transport via the bus service 
would be totally inadequate. There are significant areas of land 
that would be ideal for development that are presently brown field 
sites within the town centre and the town development boundary. 
Development would be ideal of these sites would not impact on 
local wildlife and leisure activities and would be more sustainable 
as they would result from a increase in traffic in outlying 
areas.   Given to the employment situation in Leek, a large 
proportion of these would inevitably be homes for communities for 
the potteries conurbation and or Macclesfield and greater 
Manchester. This would ruin the character and community feel of 
the area. Given the recent headlines concerning the lack of 
affordable housing in rural locations, more consideration should 
be given this type of development, rather than encouraging urban 
sprawl which would ruin the character of this town. 

Note that the Preferred Options do not 
currently include sites LE069/LE143A. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 
Leek is already served by a number of 
frequent or less frequent bus routes, 
connecting to centres such as Hanley, 
Cheadle, Buxton and Macclesfield. A 
number of these use main arterial routes 
such as Buxton 
Road/Ashbourne/Springfield Road. In 
some circumstances, major residential 
developments may be required to 
contribute to improved bus routes/bus 
facilities in accordance with Core Strategy 
Pol T1/Staffordshire Local Transport Plan. 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO680 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO675 
about design policies 

 
An element of affordable housing will be 
required for all major housing schemes in 
the District, as set out in Local Plan 
Policies. The Council may also require an 
element of starter homes, and self-build 
plots on such sites. The Council’s 
housing/design policies and the NPPF 
expect that housing schemes provide for 
variegation in design; and a mix of house 
types to meet difffering socio-economic 
needs, including affordable housing. 
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PO1472 Mrs G 
Armstrong 

      Object As a resident of Moorland Road since 1975, I write to you to 
express my concerns over the appalling plan to yet again to 
destroy an area of the town much loved and frequented by its 
residents for countless generations. I can assure you that the 
contents of the letter not only reflect the views of me and the 
residents of moorland road and Kniveden Lane but those of leek 
in general. The proposal to build 400 houses on the Mount came 
as a shock to the town. Whilst I am not opposed to the idea of 
providing some housing In the Leek area, I cannot equate with 
the requirement for the number your department are planning.  As 
regards the location, how can you say that a beautiful location like 
the Mount is in need of development when there are numerous 
locations that in the area that are an eyesore and would be more 
than fit the bill for re development? If your department were to 
take the time too canvas the people of leek you would find that it 
is considered an asset to this town.  The Mount is an area of 
outstanding rural beauty with great views across the town, 
supporting an abundance of wildlife whose habitat would be 
destroyed if the plan goes ahead.  It has long been a source of 
relaxation, leisure, exercise, and even welcomes retreats for 
courting couples and families with children or people exercising 
their pets can be seen walking the Mount in complete safety 
without the fear of being subjected to danger from large numbers 
of cars. This would change if the whole scheme goes ahead. Is it 
right that future generations should be denied the pleasure their 
forebears derived from this beautiful road, With an average of 
each household owning 2 cars each the paln to build 400 
residents could unleash about 800 vehicles all trying to support 
those numbers. Mount road would be saturated with vehicles al 
trying to leave either via the junction with the A523 Ashbourne 
Road or the A53 Buxton Road.  Both roads are very busy main 
roads.  After frustration of accessing these knock on effect would 
choke the town centre which struggles now at certain times to 
maintain a smooth flow. No doubt the un adapted and unmade 
section of Kniveden Lane would be upgraded encouraging it to be 
used as a short cut between Ashbourne Road and Buxton Road. 
The only thing that stops it being a rat track now is that it is 
unmade and has ruts and pot holes. Also of concern is that with 
this sort of development you re require to provide a proportion for 
social housing. We all know who are housed in these and what 
effect it has on the surrounding area. I need say no more. Can 
you explain why there seems determination within the planning 
bodies to destroy what is beautiful and precious to the people of 
Leek with total disregard to the preservation of the environment 
and wishes of the Leek populace. If they want to improve this 
town why don’t they concentrate on some off those areas in dire 
need of redevelopment and of which there are many in this town. 
I along with the majority of the other house owners in the vicinity, 
share at the lack of the thought the has obviously not being 
thought that has gone into this project. I ask the question; have 
any of the councillors or those on the planning dep actually 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO680 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO1751 
about affordable housing 

 See para response to PO1351 
about Council Assembly and 
statement of community 
involvement 



Question 10 Do you have any comments on the proposed housing allcoation LE140 in Leek? 
 

20 
 

ID Consultee 
Name 

Comp
any / 
Organi
sation 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Support/Object/Gen
eral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

bothered to walk to location, to see for themselves what they 
would be destroying and ask residents for their thoughts. No, I 
doubt it very much if this is the case.is it just a figure on the map 
to them? I understand that the majority are not from leek and so 
don’t really have its best interests at heart. These so called 
councillors were voted in to represent  the towns folk and listen to 
their view. This has not obviously been thought out thoroughly 
and it makes me wonder what sort of people will be running the 
council. Is it yet again something to their advantage and not that 
of the town.  Their priorities do not appear to be the people of 
leek there to represent them. I make this representation not only 
on behalf of those directly affected but also the people of leek 
who are totally opposed to this desecration of one of the most 
beautiful and well-loved areas.   

PO1523 Ms Angie 
Guest 

      Object Detrimental impact on an important & much valued amenity area. 
The location provides a green space accessible to and used by 
the wider population of leek for walking cycling and jogging. The 
mount follows part of the route of the Staffs Moorlands walk ‘Leek 
Landscapes’ managed by the SDMC and marked on the OS 
1:25000 map. Described in the leaflet published by the district 
council as offering a walk ‘through attractive farmland with 
interesting views over Leek. This would be compromised by the 
development. The panoramic views from The Mount over the 
skyline of Leek and countryside beyond are 2 nd to none. These 
would be severely restricted. The scale and the unbalanced 
distribution of this development sites, concentrated in this part of 
the town will lead to increase traffic in making the mount a busy 
road between the Ashbourne & Buxton roads as well as loss of a 
rural environment outside the town’s boundary. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO680 
about public rights of way 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

PO1560 Miss A 
Hampson 

      Object Any development in the Mount on proposed sites will be visible 
from some distance, thereby impacting not just on leek, but also 
the wider area. The infrastructure is inadequate I am not 
convinced the possibility of infill sites in leek   

  See para response to PO91 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO675 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

PO1570 Miss L 
Sheldon 

      Object I wish to object the proposed development on Mount Road for the 
following reasons: Serious damage to the natural habitat of 
endangered wildlife changing the entire environment forever. 
Increase traffic would cause major traffic issues not only cause 
major issues on the Mount itself but having a knock on effect on 
the town where congestion is already a issues. For generations 
the Mount has been a popular venue for walker’s biker’s families 
in general. It has provided a safe and pleasant environment and 
giving access to some of the finest views across Leek and 
Staffordshire Moorlands. 

 See para response to PO680 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

  See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 
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PO1555 Mrs G 
Webster 

      Object I have never protested before but I feel compelled to write this let 
reg the proposed developments across the mount. When I was 
young I lived on Haregate Est and many times my parents took 
my siblings and I across the mount it was something we enjoyed 
seeing all the farm animal and wildlife. As I got older I would still 
walk the mount and dream of one day owning one of the houses 
which were only a couple of minutes’ walk away from being in the 
countryside. That dream was realised in 1976. Now I am retired it 
is wonderful to be able to stroll round the mount each day. My 
husband twice a day come rain or shine, and able to do just that 
take in the views or have conversations with people we meet, not 
just from this area but from other parts of town. It is good for the 
soul as well as the mind. It is a marvellous asset for the town for 
young and old alike a great place to relax and exercise. It is a 
marvellous asset for the town for young and old alike a great 
place to relax and exercise. It is precious and should be protected 
for future generations ’never know what you have got till it’s gone’ 
comes to mind as was  the case with what was a beautiful 
roundabout which stood proud at the top off Derby St. Do we 
need so many more houses in leek if so we do not build on the 
field opposite the cricket club on Macclesfield Road which would 
not have the catastrophic impact of hundreds of houses on 
the  mount or why not build them on Blackshaw Moor where there 
is already a small estate. I hope this marvellous asset treasured 
by so many can be saved for the town and the people of Leek. 

 See para response to PO91 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

  See para response to PO91 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO1143 
about western Green Belt 

 
Blackshaw Moor is identified as a ‘smaller 
village’ in the Council’s emerging Local 
Plan and should only attract a limited 
amount of additional housing within or 
around the built up area. Note that Anzio 
Camp received planning consent for 
erection of extra care housing, live work 
units, ancillary social centre and facilities 
building and change of use to holiday park 
in November 2015. 
 

PO1550 Mr P 
Sinclair 

      Object Would like to object to the development of the 350+homes on 
sites across the Mount. The area is used by lots of people 
walkers, families with young and older children dog walkers, 
cyclist, runners, horse riders, all enjoying the wonderful views 
over the Leek, which has been enjoyed for many years. I’ve been 
coming around the mount since I moved to leek in the late 60’s, 
building more houses will mean the loss of this lovely scenery for 
ever. Also the health & safety factors of all these extra cars 600-
700 trying to get out at either end of the mount, onto the 
Ashbourne Road and Buxton Road which is already busy without 
adding additional traffic. Then pollution of the air 

 See para response to PO91 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO91 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 
about highways 

 See para response to PO91 
about air quality 
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PO1536 Mrs C 
Whitehurst 

      Object I am disappointed that local objections to development along 
Mount Road leek have been ignored by those who claim to 
represent us, and I must once again voice my objections. The 
Mount is one of our most beautiful and well-loved amenities for 
local walkers, cyclist, runners and dog walkers. A short walk from 
town which I personally use at least 3 times a week whenever I 
walk around I meet at least 10-12 others. It is also a safe route to 
take children of all ages to appreciate the country side, farm use 
and wonderful views – all of which will disappear. Many habitants 
for small animals and birds will go along the grass verges and lost 
trees, so much for our greener landscapes. Who is going to buy 
these obviously very expensive houses not my children who can 
hardly afford to rent never mind buy? But I’m sure the overspill 
from Macclesfield, Manchester + Buxton will appreciate these 
cheaper houses than they can afford there. Where will all the 
children go to school our local ones are full and have little or no 
space to expand, more Drs and Dentists will be needed. Traffic 
along the mount will be busy. It has already increased during 
times of the road closures repairs etc, and now this new short out 
has been found it will continue to be used. As there are now plans 
in place to convert several old apartments such as old Mills in the 
town a large number of houses will not be needed by local people 
and smaller brown field sites can be found in and around leek for 
a much more acceptable amount rather than such a large 
estate.  If the £1000 per house built is so tempting why not just 
ask us for more council tax – I’m sure most people would be 
willing to pay to save this precious area for our children and 
grandchildren. I would. Please please listen to our objections 
regarding this atrocity in our wonderful town. 

 See para response to PO1351 
about public consultation and 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO680 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO1351 
about tree protection 

 See para response to PO1751 
about affordable housing 

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO675 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO675 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO675 
about new homes bonus 

 
PO1532 Mr B Day       Object The Mount is a very important area for the town of leek. This 

whole area is an important amenity area for the town – it was 
promised a few years ago that there will be no further 
development after the completion of Mountside gardens. Further 
developments’ will destroy the open views of the Morridge from 
the town. Some of the areas highlighted for development was 
gifted to the town presumably to protect them and for agricultural 
use. Development of the Mount will lead to greatly increased 
traffic on what is basically a country lane. Safety issues at both 
junctions. The importance of the local people who use it. Young 
walkers, runners, joggers, cyclist, horse riding, dog walkers. 
These include singles, couple. Family groups and organised 
walking groups aside. We urge you to look at these plans very 
carefully before you decide to ruin this beautiful area. Surely there 
are other smaller areas which could be utilized for future needs. 

  See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 
The Council communicates with 
landowners of affected sites to ensure 
they are available, prior to selection. 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 
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PO1490 Ms Dawn 
Garrett 

      Object I write with reference to the planning proposals along The Mount 
in Leek. I moved to Leek last August, the countryside being one 
of the big draws. I'm dismayed to find that my favourite dog walk 
is earmarked for extensive development. The absolutely 
magnificent views would be lost forever. The birdsong drowned 
out by the inevitable increased traffic load. The wildflowers at the 
side of the road and the sheep peacefully grazing, all gone. The 
creeping urbanisation of such a lovely country town is a big worry. 
Surely it would be better environmental sense to deal with the 
falling-down mills and derelict housing in the town before building 
any further? Regeneration is a much more modern concept and 
would further revitalise the town itself. For me and my family 
access to the views, the fresh air and the wildlife is balm against 
our stressful and hectic working lives. I live on Ashbourne Road 
so this is not NIMBYism at work, it is a genuine plea to save this 
lovely area for everyone. Now and in the future. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

PO1583 Mr C 
Chauveau 

      Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount 
as I love to go running there with my dad and really enjoy the 
view into open countryside. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

PO1588 Mr J Jones       Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount 
as I often go there cycling and walking there with my family and I 
think it is very special place and would be completely spoiled by 
houses. 

  See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 
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PO1708 Mr C 
Hoggarth 

      Object Ref: LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142A I am writing to you with 
regards to you with my objection to the proposed sites above for 
housing development that I consider will result in loss of 
countryside e an recreational amenity to local residents. My 
objections consist of 3 main concerns: The loss of green field 
sites. The enclosure of the open space that is mount road. The 
loss of recreational amenity of Mount Road through the amount of 
additional traffic. The areas of land in question is border Mount 
Road, a low traffic route with broad open views across 
countryside to the east over the town of Leek and beyond to its 
west. Mount Road well known locally for the pleasurable route for 
exercise it provides and is much used by local residents and 
visitors. Enclosure with housing development would turn an open 
country lane into just another urban roadway and would destroy 
the views reducing the attraction of the area. The associated 
increase in the traffic would severely reduce the safety route. I 
consider that the cumulative effect would be to destroy the area 
as a recreational amenity.   Of the area surrounding the current 
town boundaries, I think that this is one that would constitute the 
greatest loss, both with respect to the beauty of the outlook and 
the loss of its use for recreation. Mount Road is a beautiful 
location; visitors jealously comment how lucky I am to have such 
an area on my doorstep. To destroy it would be a disgrace and I 
hope you will reconsider the proposals 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO680 
about public rights of way 

 

PO1717 Miss JM 
Botham 

      Object With reference to the proposal for the mount new housing 
development This is and has been a delightful walk for the people 
of leek for many years. The older generation will have fond and 
lasting memories of the courtships over the mount. We as 
children used it for walking and horse riding in safety to go further 
afield to Cheddleton Heath. We know in recent times it is an it is a 
popular route of the Staffordshire moorlands walk. We believe 
more ought to be done with the brown fields site this would clear 
unsightly buildings and In most cases be more convenient to the 
town allowing for less use of vehicles and allowing for less use of 
vehicles  and  allowing for the green areas to be maintained for 
leisure pursuits. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO680 
about public rights of way 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 
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PO1694 Ms K 
Machin 

      Object I would like to object to the proposed housing sites on the mount 
road, leek as outlined in the preferred options site and boundaries 
of staffs moorlands local plans – sites LE127, LE128a, LE140, 
LE142A, LE142B. This area should not be built on as it will ruin 
the lovely views over Leek and the Horizon and has been enjoyed 
for generations by walker’s cyclist etc, who on a nice day vastly 
outnumber cars on this starch of road. This road also appears to 
be outside the site boundary. By building approx. 400 houses it 
will no longer be a country walk yet another housing est. The 
council should be committed to maintaining green belt land and 
encouraging people to get fresh air and exercise in an age 
increasing obesity. There are surely plenty of empty mills and 
brownfield or former industrial sites within the town which could 
be developed for housing instead of building on open fields. 
There is also no development proposed in the west end of leek- 
why not? The planners need to go back to their drawing board 
and identify more suitable sites across the whole leek instead of 
concentrating on the one unsuitable area. Please save the mount 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO1143 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

PO1703 Mrs J 
McGuiness 

      Object Ref: LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142A. As a local resident in 
objection to the above proposed plans For the Mount in Leek. I 
object to the scale of development for this beautiful country lane 
on the outskirts of our town. It is a area of outstanding beauty, 
boasting much wildlife, flora and fauna. The woodland and 
hedgerows are home to valued wildlife and birds. In addition there 
are farm animals, bats, foxes, stoats, mice all of which inhabit this 
area has been identified over existing brownfield sites in town. 
Could the planners not relax the rules and allow sites in town that 
have been previously been refused for development? Do we 
really need 400 houses? Do we really need another 1 st school, 
at this end of the town? I am dubious as there are as many 
properties in the town already for sale, unoccupied or derelict. 
Where are all the people coming from to buy these 400 houses? 
My main objection is the sheer volume of traffic. The roads are 
totally unsuitable to accommodate the amount of traffic that’s will 
be generated by a school and 400 houses. This development has 
the potential  to create at least 800 cars from the proposed 
housing development (average 2 cars per house hold) and even 
more generated from schools with staff and pupils, including the 
cars school  buses . The lane is already suffers from many 
vehicles using the lane, as a rat run and this will increase. In 
addition to being a resident The Mount I am also a daily dog 
walker and I am concerned for the safety of those using the lane 
for leisure, i.e walker, dog walkers, joggers, mums with little ones, 
cyclists, horse riders and those coming to sit on the seats 
provided to take in the beautiful views. If development goes 
ahead these activities will come to an end and once again our 
green landscape will disappear with the town boundaries being 
pushed out further and further. Where will local people be able to 
go without getting into these cars and causing more traffic 

 It is not considered that development of 
this particular site would be out of 
proportion with the rest of the town. Any 
new development taking place will be 
subject to design policies contained within 
the new Local Plan; and having regard to 
the Council’s landscape impact evidence. 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO675 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 
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congestion on the roads, and what about those without transport? 
The road junction at either end of the Mount are not without 
difficulties. The Buxton Road junctions Is a staggered cross roads 
with Novi Lane and needs to be approached with caution. At 
school times It is used by parents/carers/school buses. I cannot 
imagine the chaos that will transpire if another school is permitted 
on the Mount – it will certainly become a lot busier and more 
dangerous. Do we really want to put our children at risk? Walking 
to and from school will not be a solution as it will be to 
dangerous.   Let us not forget that in additions to this road 
junction, a short distance down the same road Churnet View 
transport comes onto the Buxton Road via Abbotts Road, and 
Leek High/The Meadows/East St 1 st School all feed into and use 
Buxton Road via Springfield Road. Each school has buses/taxis 
and cars transporting pupils and the volume using the roads at 
the same time of day has potential to cause bottle necks on this 
busy main road. Another school shall mean 7 school all using the 
same road – local residents will have to keep of the road to the 
volume of traffic down.   The other end of the mount leads to 
Ashbourne road and this junction not only has obscured visual 
access but a difficult angled junction. Surely this is totally 
unsuitable to transport large volumes of traffic which will be 
generated from 400 houses and a school! If a alternative junction 
is proposed this can only be achieved by sacrificing another 
green field.   The Mount, Ashbourne Road are all used by big 
lorries, buses, tractors, trailers, farm stock to and from stock 
market, farm machinery, lorries transporting goods to and from 
Buxton, Ashbourne, and Surrounding areas. These are very busy 
roads! Can we really add to this without causing major problems? 
I urge the council to consider these proposals very carefully 
giving due time and consideration to alternative sites in town, 
because once the boxes are ticked it will be irreversible and the 
mount will be changed forever. 

PO2584 Consultation 
Service 

Natural 
Englan
d 

    General comment Natural England notes the proposed preferred site for allocation 
in Leek. We note that it is located close to and/or adjoining 
existing areas of open space and green infrastructure. Suitable 
enhancements of existing open spaces’ may be required together 
with appropriate management (and funding thereof) in order to 
allow these open spaces to function effectively during the local 
plan period. Similarly the development of these preferred sites (if 
progressed) will need to include suitable multi-functional green 
infrastructure. Adopted local plan spatial objectives SO8 & 9 refer 
together with policies such as DC1 Design Considerations, DC3 
landscape and settlement setting, and C3 Green Infrastructure. 

 The Council has produced a Draft Green 
Infrastructure Strategy for consultation 
alongside the next draft version of the 
Local Plan.  The strategy identifies green 
infrastructure corridors around the towns 
and lists particular issues in relation to 
that corridor which can be addressed as 
part of the relevant site policy and / or at 
the planning application stage.  Similarly, 
a public open space study is underway 
covering all designated public open 
spaces in the Staffordshire Moorlands.  
One of the areas this will advise on is 
where improvements are needed to these 
spaces and new development in the 
vicinity could contribute towards this.  The 
Council has also designated Local Green 
Spaces in line with criteria set out in the 
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NPPF and the Council will seek to 
facilitate improvements to these areas 
where required. 

PO2908 James 
Chadwick 

Staffor
dshire 
County 
Counci
l 

    General comment The allocations proposed around Mount Road will necessitate 
highway improvements for example road widening, provision of 
footways, completing Kniveden Lane to adoptable standard, 
possible (probable) junction improvements at one or both ends. 
The removal of the sites between LE127 and LE128a could make 
the delivery of the required scheme more complicated and 
therefore requires further consideration including the 
reinstatement of sites LE069 & LE128b. 

Comments noted. See para response to 
PO91 about highways. 
 
The emerging Local Plan sets out how the 
residual housing requirement for Leek will 
be achieved by a combination of 
allocations within the urban area, and 
along the Mount (making allowance for 
windfall/small sites allowances). 
Additional housing sites along the Mount 
are not required. 
 
Note that LE128b is included alongside 
LE128A, as a residential allocation in the 
Local Plan. 

PO3656 Mr P Ash       Object My husband and I most strongly oppose the number of sites on 
Mount Road, Leek as preferred option for new homes. Both of us 
have lived in Leek all our lives and for the past 50 years have 
resided on the Moorland Road. Mount Road is acknowledged as 
an area of open space for walking, cycling, and jogging and it is a 
area of free from volumes of traffic? I know my mother exercised, 
pushing me in my pram walking round the Mount. Building 
houses either side of the road would most likely make the Mount 
Road into a main road linking Ashbourne Road to Buxton Road. 
This road is not sustainable not wide enough to take heavy 
vehicles and constant stream of Traffic, if numerous houses were 
to be built either side for Health and Safety reason would require 
pavements, gutters and drainage all of which will narrow, the 
width of the road for vehicles, in all probability each house will 
have 2 cars, which again will increase the flow of traffic. To 
surface the top of Kniveden lane would make this road a rat race 
and a highway leading to an increase of even more traffic may I 
remind the council that when the developers applied for planning 
permission to build homes on the land behind sunny view at the 
end of Ashbourne Road – grave concern was exposed by 
Staffordshire County Council of traffic from the houses 
converging onto a busy main road, would that not also apply to 
traffic from the houses converging onto  2 main roads – 
Ashbourne road,, and at the other end of Buxton road. I would 
like to draw your attention to the fact when Mr William Milnes 
gave the land he owned to the council, land where now stands 
Leek High School, and is playing fields which borders Kniveden 
Lane and extend on the Mount, there was a clause in the gift of 
land that this land would be only used for educational purposes. 
One may also ask the council “where are all families and buyers 
that require these houses? Leek has not the facilities to 
accommodate such a huge increase in its population. The Dr’s 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 
The Council is not aware of any legal 
encumbrances upon this site. 
 

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO675 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO675 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 
The Sainsburys site as part of its mixed 
use consent SMD/2013/1098 still enjoys 
residential consent on part of the site. 
Note Environmental Health Officer did not 
object to that scheme subject to 
conditions. The Council would assess 
residential schemes on sites affected by 
contamination in line with its adopted 
Policy SD4 and NPPF paras 120-121 
NPPF. The responsibility of funding 
remediation rests with the developer. 
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are already working to their full capacity, which schools primary 
and senior have places for an increase in children of school age? 
And where will the new comers to the area, travelling from the 
Mount to Macclesfield or to the potteries will increase the flow of 
traffic though the centre of the town these were problems with 
planning permission to build house on ??  At Leek brook on the 
site of Joshua Wardens factory, as to the nature of the ground 
and the fact the earth may have become contaminated from 
factory work etc. These problems were overcome and rectified 
and houses were built. Now houses cannot build on this land 
surrounding Sainsbury’s Supermarket because of problems with 
the land – if land at Leekbrook can overcome the problems with 
the land around Sainsbury’s overcome the problem? And houses 
can be built on land previously occupied and accommodating 
buildings.   

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 

PO3694 Mrs C Ryan       Object I am writing to express my objection to recently published plans to 
build on a large area of the Mount in Leek. Whilst understanding 
there is a need for some new housing, I feel this area is the 
wrong place and definitely too extensive. A few points I would like 
to share which may not take into account the professional opinion 
but a certainly take a common sense view. The Sainsbury’s site 
was passed as a area for retail and business development with a 
to build on a small housing estate. This has not been fully 
developed and I understand it may because there are issues with 
asbestos and or some other contamination. Yet it seems it is fit 
for a pub selling food, a children’s party play area and a 
supermarket selling some other consumable goods. If it is the 
case that there have been some bad decisions made around this 
site, the council officers responsible for passing this plan should 
own up and ensure this site Is cleaned up. Enabling the plans 
many locals objected to, be completed. Of course this will mean a 
cost to the taxpayers whom are left carrying he financial burden 
of bad decisions made. I have no objection Education Land 
boarding Mount Road being to extend or build a primary school 
as have a shortage of places, the concern would be of increased 
traffic and the requirement for good provision of off road parking 
at the school if there were to be an entrance on that road. There 
is a site on the Buxton road Blackshaw Moor which has stood 
unused for many years since the Army ceased training there. It 
must have drainage, electrics and water on this site. This would 
be ideal for a small scale affordable housing site. It would also 
benefit the local school which has a small numbers of pupils and 
probably in danger of being closed in years to come Transport 
should not be a issue because there some buses to Buxton and 
local bus companies can benefit by providing peak time services. 
There must be other sites within Leek area suitable for 
developing. I tried to locate brownfield site on SMDC website but 
it shows many wordy documents but nothing is clearly stating 
where these sites lie. This could be my ineptitude but there could 
be more clarity for the lay person on these issues Building in such 
a large scale on The Mount would devalue housing already there. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO3656 
about Sainsburys consent 

 See para response to PO675 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO1555 
about Anzio Camp 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 Property values are not 
considered material in planning 
law. 

 See para response to PO1751 
about affordable housing 

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 
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This may be viewed as a narrow minded but many people have 
worked hard and taken out huge loans to secure there desired 
homes. To effect there in such a drastic way I think is unfair and 
unnecessary. Most of the housing is currently at the higher end of 
the market and build social or low cost housing amongst his could 
be problematic from all prospective. If housing is built at the 
current level at these sites then who shall benefit those on low 
paid jobs, where I understand the most need is there are many 
units built as affordable part share homes unsold and many more 
privately owed sites of apartments etc. standing empty in Leek. 

PO3642 Mr and Mrs 
Jones 

      Object We would like to formally submit our comment concerning the 
above consultation with specific regard to Leek East LE127, 
LE069, LE128, LE066, LE142a and LE142b. These consultations 
relate to Leek East and the area of Mount Road. This semi-rural. 
area outside the town development boundary. One of its 
attractions of this area of Leek is that the boundaries for 
development are very closely defined. This means that within 10 
minutes’ walk of the town centre you have access to open space, 
which makes the Mount area very popular for leisure activities 
such as walking, jogging and cycling. This is important when 
considering what opportunities there are for leisure and exercise 
so close to town. The fields provide a home for various types of 
wildlife and this, together with the farm animals that graze them, 
provide access to nature very close to the heart of Leek. The 
combination of these two aspects make an early morning walk or 
late evening jog across Mount a uplifting and almost spiritual 
experience. The views from the Mount over Leek are spectacular 
and are largely unspoilt. Any development of the type and 
proposed would totally after the character of the area, as it has 
with Buxton road end of the Mount. If all of the developments 
listed above were to proceed in excess of 400 houses would be 
constructed on what is pleasant open countryside. The access 
along Ashbourne Road and Mount Road provide a road 
infrastructure that would be totally inadequate with the volume of 
traffic generated by such a development, especially on the bad 
junction where Mount Road meets Ashbourne Rad, given the 
development has taken place from an old development that has 
already taken place on an old Quarry site and the proposed 
development on the other  side of Ashbourne Road, near to the 
Poplar Service station, access via the already existing estate off 
either Kniveden Lane and  or High View Rod and or Moorland 
Road would be  impossible to sustain, given the narrow nature of 
roads in question are busy residential area. Creation of a rat run 
would have serious safety consequences. Public transport via the 
bus service would be totally inadequate. There are significant 
areas of land which would ideal for the development that are 
presently brown field sites within the town centre and the town 
development boundary. Development of these sites would not 
impact on local wildlife and leisure activities, and would be more 
sustainable as they would not involve significant damage to the 
environment that would result from an increase of traffic outlying 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO675 on 
design policies 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO1751 
about bus routes 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO680 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO675 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO1751 
about affordable housing 

 
It is standard practice for residential 
schemes which generate a requirement 
for ‘local needs’ affordable housing to 
have future occupation of those dwellings 
controlled via legal agreement linked to 
conditions upon the planning consent. 
 
Planning applications are assessed 
against the current Development Plan 
including the NPPF and adopted Core 
Strategy Policies. 
 
Note site LE069 is not included as an 
allocation in the Local Plan. 
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areas. Given the department from Leek of major employers such 
as the Britannia Building Society, a large proportion of these 
houses would inevitably be home for commuters from the 
potteries conurbation and or Macclesfield and greater 
Manchester. This would totally ruin the character and community 
feeling of the area, and further issues in relation to the 
sustainable investment in local infrastructure. Planning conditions 
stating that the occupiers should have a connection with the local 
area have repeatedly been shown to be unenforceable in the 
contexts of the urban development. There have been applications 
for planning permission relating to these areas before, most 
notably, in 2007. This was refused on appeal, given the strength 
of feeling within the local community against this development. 
Any temptation to alter the town development boundary to 
facilitate these proposals should be resisted are there is no 
proven case that the type or amount of development proposed is 
justifiable. Given in the recent headlines concerning the lack of 
affordable houses in rural locations, more consideration should 
be given to this type of development, rather than encouraging 
urban sprawl which would ruin the character of the town. 

PO4725 
 
 
 
PO4730 
 
 
 
PO4721 
 
 
PO4734 
 
 
PO4740
  

Mr D And L 
Robinson 
 
Miss CM 
Hambleton 
 
Mr RP kerr 
 
Mr M 
Turnock 
 
Mr W 
Trafford 

      Object I am writing to protest against the latest site allocation plan for the 
SMDC. To build upwards of 4000 house in our beautiful area is 
criminal. It is obvious a Central Government ploy, of threats, then 
offer of £1000.00/house has worked. For the SMDC to deny the 
£1000 donation has no bearing on the decision is pure fantasy. 
The area most concerned is to myself is the site allocated off 
Mount Road, Leek. At present most of the estates west of Mount 
Road are below the crest of the Mount, the proposed sites in 
places near or near to the crest, which will make them highly 
visible over a large area, particularly at night with street lighting. 
The site ref LE127 is of particular interest to me, it is obvious 
access to the site will be through the south end of High View 
Road with services readily available. If we are building approx. 
100 houses on LE127, we can expect a large increase in traffic 
along High View Road and Moorland Road. Sites ref: LE066 & 
LE128 will be close proximity to a 35mtr high wind turbine and the 
plans already approved, which is highly undesirable. The building 
off 800 houses mainly on the eastern flank of the Town does not 
seem logical. There must be other sites in the Southern and 
Western flank of Leek which could be exploited; the advantage of 
this would be to reduce the great impact on schools & amenities 
in the Mount catchment area. Other problems concern electrical 
supply, gas supply, water supply sewage disposal, which can 
create serious problems due to the massive local increase in 
demand. 

 See para response to PO675 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO1351 
about streetlighting 

 See para response to PO1351 
about public consultation and 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 
Note that vehicular access to LE127 is 
anticipated off Mount Road; SCC 
Higwhays response was predicated on 
this (not High View Road). 
 
The Council would assess residential 
schemes in proximity to approved wind 
turbines in accordance with Core Strategy 
and NPPF amenity Policies, and ETSU 
(as amended) noise criteria etc.  
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
option sites assessments and 
sustainability appraisal 

 See para response to PO1143 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO675 
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about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
 See para response to PO675 

about educational requirements 
 See para response in PO701 

about utilities and flood risk 
PO4697 Mr And Mrs 

C and P 
Deighton 

      Object We are writing to register our very deep concern about the 
proposal to build on the land at the Mount in Leek. Those 
involved in the making such decisions do not all live in Leek and 
probably unaware of the enormous importance of The Mount to 
the people living around it in Leek. The implications of losing this 
much loved countryside walk are very serious, and far reaching. 
The close proximity of The Mount to the homes of so many local 
people means that it is a place used regularly, often daily, for 
exercise and relaxation, and is vital to their health and mental 
well-being. A large number of local residents are elderly, and 
often unable to drive: there are young families who cannot afford 
a car: there are several care homes that residents come for walks 
with their careers. What make The Mount so important is that is 
so very close to people. It offers beautiful views across the fields 
and means that people, who cannot get out into the countryside 
further away, can still enjoy seeing the birds and animals here 
only just a small walk from where they live. People walking their 
dogs have a natural means of contact and conversation with 
others – so important especially for those who live alone. To sum 
up, we all be deeply distressed to lose this place. So many have 
been walking there all through their lives, the disruption, and 
seeing the gradual destruction of a cherished part of their lives 
will bring an increased sense of isolation, and the feeling of 
depression faced by those in their later years as they become 
less able to things without outside help. Having the ability to step 
outside and walk in open surroundings without having to ask for a 
lift means a lot to someone struggling to retain their 
independence and enjoyment for life. To build on The Mount is 
clearly not necessary. There are as we have all been made 
aware recently, many alterations for example: various Brown 
Field sites empty buildings such as factories and offices: disused 
mills, empty houses apparently unoccupied for long periods. In 
view of the very unpopular bad decisions made, and the 
continuing loss of trust in the judgement made and continuing 
loss of and motives,  of the planning department many now 
suspect that the decisions are influenced mainly by financial 
incentives from Government or other sources. We do not know 
whether this is true, but it seems obvious to us that a prompt 
decision to abandon the idea of building The Mount would bring 
peace of mind to many Leek Residents and go a long way to 
restoring the publics belief that members of the Planning 
Department actually do care about, and will respond to, consider 
and respect the views, the well-being and even the happiness, of 
the town they responsible for looking after, both now and the 
future.   

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO675 
about new homes bonus 
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PO3936 Mr Mike O 
Brien 

WYG     Object [Refer to submitted Representations Report attached to Question 
1] which states: The proposed urban extension to the east of the 
town...- LE127(100), LE128a(47), LE140(63), LE142a(140) and 
LE142b(40). The proposed extension also accommodates draft 
reserve sites LE069(42), LE128b(48) and LE066(50). These sites 
contribute a significant proportion of the proposed housing for 
Leek. The allocation of these sites, ahead of available 
brownfield/previously developed sites, is not in compliance Policy 
SS5a of the Core Strategy, which sets out the overarching 
strategy for development in Leek. ...None of the proposed 
allocations are considered likely to come forward in the short term 
based on the findings set out in the SHLAA (2015). However, we 
suggest that the allocation of sites which are deliverable within 
the short term should have been considered to a greater extent in 
formulating the preferred options due to the significant shortfall of 
housing delivery across the district. WYG consider that sites in 
Leek, such as LE243, are suitable to contribute to the short term 
delivery of housing in Staffordshire Moorlands. Furthermore, the 
spatial distribution of the draft potential allocations weighs heavily 
on this eastern stretch of agricultural land and it is noted that no 
potential allocations have been selected within the core urban 
area. 

 Refer to Council response to 
PO3934 under LE127 table 
Question 10 
 

Note that LE128b is included alongside 
LE128A, as a residential allocation in the 
Local Plan. 

PO4827 Mrs L 
Scragg 

      Object I would like for to make it known that I oppose the above on 
numerous grounds. The Mount in Leek has always been 
somewhere for the people of Leek to walk, cycle, jog, ride around 
not just people up end of the Town but people from all areas, 
young and old and in-between. The views, the Countryside is 
there for all to enjoy and appreciate, and we do. The road is not 
big enough now for all the extra traffic that is using it never mind 
more homes and a school. The Government wants to be 
healthier, do more exercise, get out and move, where will the 
joggers, cyclist go? If you sat up there for 24hours you would 
understand how used The Mount is used for recreation, pleasure 
and socializing, it’s a free beautiful gymnasium – its where the 
children go to see their 1 st lamb or donkey walkers go to 
remember their youth and reflect on their lives, it’s a place that 
puts lives into prospective and brings the troubled some peace. 
Please let we and our children’s children keep the mount 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 
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PO4706 Mr and Mrs 
A & N 
Waterhouse 

      Object Building 400+ houses on the area known by everyone as The 
Mount and used by countless generations as a gate way to the 
countryside would be against everything that “localism” would 
bring. The enclosed petition goes some way to demonstrate the 
strength of feeling that there is against the proposed building 
plots as set out in the Local Plan. The area is mainly agricultural 
and offers amazing views of the town and it’s unrivalled and area 
as a whole acts as a buffer, between the town and the Peak 
District National Park. The road itself could not cope with the 
estimated 600 to 800 extra houses would generate. The Mount is 
a narrow road with no footpaths and junctions at either end of The 
Mount would become even more dangerous. Historically people 
travelling out of Leek to work, use the Stoke-on-Trent and 
Macclesfield Road with few travelling to Buxton or Ashbourne. 
This would mean that the roads in Leek Town Centre would 
become even more congested at peak times as these people 
make their way through town. We urge the Council to think again 
and produce alternative sites for houses thereby saving this 
precious area for future generations to enjoy. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 

PO5883 Ms Linda M 
Beighton 

      Object While objecting to major development destroying the amenity of 
Mount Road. I would like to support site LE140 as potential 
housing site. I would also like to suggest that the land on the 
Macclesfield Road be considered – between High Up Lane and 
the cricket ground entrance. While this lovely entrance to Leek it 
would appear to be more appropriate to have people housed here 
nearer places of likely employment and avoiding daily congestion 
of traveling through the town from sites on the east. 

 Support for inclusion of LE140 noted. 
 

 See para response to PO1143 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 

PO9101 Ms S 
Naisbett 

      Object I am writing to strongly object to the councils draft plan to build on 
the following area along Mount Road in Leek, Reference number 
LE127a; LE128a; LE140 There are many other brown field sites 
in Leek such as Foker Grange and Home Farm that are available 
for development, and where houses could be built. Surely these 
sites should be used first for any planned housing development. 
The area along Mount Road should remain as it is. Beautiful open 
green fields. There should be no need to build further homes in 
the green belt of Leek when there are approximately 1,170 
homes that are currently empty in the Staffordshire Moorlands, 
and an additional 2500 homes for sale. Leek is a Market Town, 
and this is its great appeal to the people who live here, and also 
to those who travel to the town to shop, as well as tourists who 
come to visit. If the town keeps growing due to more and more 
houses being built, it will no longer be an attractive historic market 
town, it will become a very large town centered around housing, 
and if the building continues year on year it will eventually result 
in Leek becoming a modern day city. Mount Road is a wonderful 
area of natural beauty that is also very educational for young 
children. My daughter and I often walk along Mount Road 
because she likes to be surrounded by the green open fields and 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO1143 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO675 on 
design policies 

  See para response to PO91 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO91 about 
air quality  

 See para response to PO680 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO1751 
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the nature it holds. She loves seeing and learning about the 
different types of wild flowers, butterflies, wildlife and farm 
animals we see in the fields along Mount Road. If houses were 
built on Reference number LE127a; LE128a; LE140 there would 
be nowhere locally for children who live in the area to experience 
this kind of nature and wildlife. Mount Road is also an extremely 
popular place for walkers, joggers, and cyclists, because it is 
currently a very quiet area, (has low noise pollution), and also has 
few vehicles currently passing through it, hence is an area with 
low levels of air pollution. The green open spaces make it a very 
relaxing area, with wonderful views. If 380 houses were to be built 
in the area, it is estimated that over 750 more cars will be 
travelling along Mount Road on a daily basis, causing high levels 
of noise pollution and high levels of air pollution to the area. Thus 
making it a noisy, unhealthy, stressful area to walk, jog etc. This 
could lead to less people in the area going for walks etc/carrying 
out physical exercise .This goes against government efforts 
encourage people to be active and get fitter in order to fight 
against illness and obesity, e.g fit for life, and yet the Council is 
planning to build on a green field area which is ridiculous. Wildlife 
will be lost if houses are built on Mount road. My friends and I 
have seen wide variety of wild animals in the fields along Mount 
Road including wild rabbits, hedgehogs,badgers and buzzards. 
These areas of wildlife would be lost of houses were built here. 
The roads in the town are extremely busy with traffic. This makes 
them unsafe for young children to ride their bikes and scooters 
along. Mount Road is located on the very edge of town, and due 
to the current low traffic levels of traffic, this makes it an ideal 
area for children to safely ride their scooters and bikes. If 380 
houses were built along Mount Road the road would become 
extremely busy with traffic making it another road which is not 
safe for young children to ride their bicycles. Question why don't 
disused buildings in Leek such as old mills be converted to 
affordable housing for young people, instead of allowing of 3, 4 or 
five bedroom luxury homes to be built along Mount Road- which 
is what developers will build along areas LE127a; LE128a; 
LE140. An example of this are the houses built relatively recently 
by Amos Group on land adjacent to Mount Road which were 
priced at over £230,000 each. All of the above reasons clearly 
show why the area along Mount Road Reference number should 
not be built on. 

about affordable housing 
 See para response to PO91 about 

heritage impact considerations 
 
The Council maintains a database of 
housing site suggestions (SHLAA). This 
database formed the basis of the 2015 
‘Site Options’ consultation as all SHLAA 
sites above a minimum size threshold, 
and attracting a ‘B’ deliverability rating, 
were included in that consultation. 
Subsequently 2016 ‘Preferred Options’ 
were narrowed down from this. Note that 
Home Farm LE138 attracted a ‘C’ 
deliverability rating. 
 
Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included 
as a residential allocation in the Local 
Plan. 

PO9145 Mr Ramon 
West 

      Object We wish to object to the 4 preferred housing allocation sites on 
the Mount, Leek. It would be an outrage to proceed with 
residential development on any of these sites: LE127, LE128a, 
LE140 and LE142a. The Council must take into consideration: 
Loss of local amenity - the Mount is a popular amenity enjoyed 
and cherished by walkers, joggers, cyclists, nature-lovers and 
dog-walkers. There is no comparable open countryside leisure 
amenity so close to the town centre. There is no comparable 
alternative within easy walking distance on the east side of town. 
Loss of such amenity would have an adverse effect on the health 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO675 on 
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and wellbeing of a great many local people. Visual impact - the 
Mount is a classic example of outstanding moorland scenery. It 
provides unique and wonderful views over the town and beyond. 
Leek prides itself, and markets itself, as the Queen of the 
Moorlands. If this is to mean anything, the Council must do 
everything it can to halt the expansion of the town into the 
surrounding countryside and work to preserve the proximity and 
integrity of some of our finest moorlands scenery. Impact on 
infrastructure - hundreds of new houses will bring thousands of 
people. Nearby schools and GP surgeries will be put under 
further strain. Council services, social services and emergency 
services are already all under great strain. Traffic problems will be 
made worse. The future - the population of Leek is predicted to 
rise by a few thousand over the next couple of decades or so. 
This is mainly due to an ageing population. We are living longer. 
That means more of the people who are living here now will still 
be around in 20 or 30 years time. Therefore, planning for the 
future should be focused on local services for local people. We 
hope that the Council will heed our objections and explore 
alternative approaches to housing needs and development in our 
town. In particular, we wish to draw your attention to the 'Bimby 
Housing Toolkit' which was drawn up by the Prince’s Foundation 
for Building Community (bimby.org.uk). 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
 See para response to PO675 

about educational requirements 
 See para response to PO91 about 

highways 
 See para response to PO1751 

about affordable housing 
 
The Council’s own housing need 
assessments are set out in its evidence 
base on the website. Note these assess 
the needs of ‘older people’ and other 
groups. The June 2014 SHMA concluded 
the number and proportion of older person 
households is expected to increase in the 
District over the period to 2031 (46% 
increase between 2011 and 2031) which 
has implications such as increased 
demand for both specialist/extra-care 
accommodation for older people, and for 
adaptable homes. Owing to an ageing 
population and other factors, the need for 
smaller units will in future exceed the 
need for larger, family units. For these 
reasons the SHMA recommends that 60% 
of future housing should be 1- or 2-bed. 
The Council’s current Core Strategy 
Policies expect larger housing schemes to 
provide for a mix of housing across all 
locations, to respond to identified local 
needs such as housing for older people. 
Note that where there is a policy 
requirement for affordable housing 
provision upon such sites, the nature of 
provision may reflect the above. 
 
The BIMBY toolkit is noted. The Council 
will continue to work with communities 
seeking to introduce (or influence the 
preparation of) Neighbourhood Plans, in 
accordance with the Neighbourhood 
Planning Regulations.  
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PO9104 Mr Robert 
McGuinness 

      Object Email with representation form [attached] objecting to Preferred 
Options sites LE127/LE128A/LE140/LE142A and 'School Site' 
[presumed LE140] alongside 2015 'Options' sites 
LE066/LE069/LE128B with the following text: Overdevelopment, 
traffic congestion issues, inadequate infrastructure, inadequate 
road network. Brownfield sites and redundant mills should be 
brought into use first. 

 See para response to PO1703 
about scale of development 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO675 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 
Note that LE128b is included alongside 
LE128A, as a residential allocation in the 
Local Plan. 
 
Note site LE069 is not included as 
allcoations in the Local Plan. 

PO9089 Ms Sarah 
Griffiths 

      Object I am objecting to the planning of new housing at Mount rd, Leek. 
The area is enjoyed by young and old alike for generations. We 
do not need new housing in this peaceful wonderful area. [2015 
Options consultation representation also submited with email]. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

PO9064 Mrs 
Suzanne 
Dimmick 

      Object I am writing to put forward my opposition to the building of houses 
on Mount Road in Leek. It upsets me greatly to think that an 
important local amenity could be lost forever if these proposals go 
ahead. "The Mount" as we fondly know it, is a valuable asset to 
the East side of Leek, a wonderful place to take our families for 
walks and bike rides. In our busy lives, it is vital for our health, 
both mental and physical to have somewhere to go to relax and 
unwind. What better place than a walk along the Mount with 
views over Bradnop and Morridge, so accessible from our homes. 
If the fields in the planning proposals-LE127, LE128, LE140 and 
most worryingly on the opposite side LE142 were to be built on 
then the landscape of our beautiful town will be lost forever. For 
those arriving in to Leek from Ashbourne Road, they would be 
met with yet another sprawling housing estate, replacing the 
picturesque fields full of animals that are so welcoming to see. 
The road will become a main thoroughfare from the Ashbourne 
Road to Buxton Road and will lose its charm for us all. Lets 
protect the gateway to LEEK for generations to come. SAVE THE 
MOUNT. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 
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PO9059 Mr Terence 
Gee 

      Object I wish to object to the proposal to build housing on sites 
LE127,LE128,LE140,LE142a on mount road. This is a green field 
site with a rural road with unspoilt views only five minutes walk 
from Pick wood avenue. This road is used regularly by myself and 
often meet other walkers, cyclists in the area. Also the road would 
have extra traffic for 500 houses with poor access. There would 
be increased pressure on local schools,doctors,etc and I feel it 
would spoil the area with increased urbanisation. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO675 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO675 
about educational requirements 

 
PO9072 Mr Stewart 

Johnson 
      Object I am writing to protest against the proposed plans to build 4000 

houses in the Leek area:-  
 
1, question how many unoccupied properties are there in the area  
 
 
2, Loss of beautiful countryside.  
 
 
3, Work vacancies in the local area.  
 
 
 
4, Local infrastructure .  
 
 
5, Places at local schools.  
 
 
The list is just a few of the considerations the planners seem to 
be ignoring. Of particular concern is the proposed development 
along Mount Road. Not only would this destroy a beautiful part of 
the town used by many residents,it would also cause serious 
traffic problems both in the immediate vicinity and the rest of the 
town. These new residents would have to commute,and the main 
routes would be right through the centre of town adding to an 
already serious congestion problem. Why do the planners want to 
destroy the treasure that is The Queen of the Moorlands! 

  
 
 

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 

 
 See para response to PO91 about 

landscape evidence 
 

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 
 See para response to PO675 on 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
 

 See para response to PO675 
about educational requirements 

 
 See para response to PO91 about 

open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 

PO9080 Mr Simon 
Tansley 

      Object I am registering my objection to the leek plan proposals for 
building anywhere along the mount (le 142a,b,140,128a,022,127. 
To destroy this public amenity would be an outrageous and nigh 
on irreparable act of vandalism. Any one who is even considering 
this to be a way forwards for leek town should walk from 
ashbourne road to buxton road to see precisely what we would 
lose in terms of beauty and nature. This is an asset that Leek 
should be celebrating not destroying. 

  See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 
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PO9095 
 
 
PO9315 
 
 
 
PO9406
  

Ms Sarah 
Bishop 
 
Ms Emily 
Hodgkinson 
 
Ms and Mr 
Carla and 
Anthony 
Hodgkinson 
and Bury 

      Object I would like to register my opposition to the plans for development 
along The Mount. I was born and raised in Leek as are all my 
family. I remember being dragged "round the mount" as a child 
and hated every minute of it. I left Leek in 1986 to pursue my 
career in nursing and I still return to Leek every weekend and 
Public Holiday. As an adult, I love going round the mount! I 
appreciate the openness, the air and the local views. I know it is 
valued by many local people for similar reasons. It is a wonderful 
asset to Leek which cannot be found elsewhere. In this age of 
government encouraging activity and reduction of population 
obesity, I can walk my dog, savour the views and see nature on 
the doorstep. Something to be encouraged and supported. Leek 
is very lucky indeed to have such a wonderful asset as part of its 
town and councillors would be well advised to recognise its 
importance to their locality. If councillors wish to see houses, 
roads and urbanisation as part of their tenure, I suggest they visit 
"The Potteries" or move to the nearest loss of urban space to 
understand the impact of building for the short term gain. I live still 
in the city I came to all those years ago. Back then, it was a new 
city with limits. Now, every route I can take from the centre is 
urbanised and each area is stuck "in its time" as architecture and 
design move on creating areas of decline and disrepair bringing 
new problems with the passing of time. For the love of Leek and 
its title of "Queen of the Staffordshire Moorlands" , Councillors 
need to appreciate what qualities give Leek that title and do their 
utmost to maintain them. Councillors have the opportunity to do 
the right thing for the future of Leek, not to bring in a fast buck for 
a short term gain. I hope the people of Leek are listened to when 
they say "Save The Mount"! 
 
As well as the benefits to Leek having such a widely used and 
accessible area, one should consider the risks and very real 
hazards to creating such estates in a position where traffic flow, 
at both access points to the Mount, is at best, difficult. On 
exiting Mount Road, on to Ashbourne Road and Buxton Road, 
there is extremely limited vision in both directions. Whilst currently 
the traffic flow is steady, and reasonably quiet, my concerns lie 
with the difficulties which will only grow with increased cars, 
placing those increased pedestrians walking to the proposed 
development, at a genuine risk. I am not against the development 
of affordable housing; what I am against is the travesty of those 
decisions, by councillors which we elect, to take green belt land, 
before brown belt land, for potential profit, before the views of 
their constituency and the future of generations to come. I 
understand that I am far from alone in my views- I feel they 
should be taken in to deep consideration before this gem in the 
town is lost forever. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO675 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO675 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO1143 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO1351 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  
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PO9118 
 
 
PO9230
  

Mr Robert 
Barker 
 
MRS Karen 
Barker 

      Object I do not believe that it is necessary to extend the town boundary 
into farmland as there are still many available brownfield sites 
within the locality. It is also important to note that TOURISM is a 
significant driver to the local Economy! Therefore the Town 
Gateway, especially from the PEAK PARK Buxton Road A53, 
needs rigorous protection from urban sprawl in order to maintain 
the 'Queen of The Moorlands' identity.   The point of entry into 
Leek from A53 Buxton Road is the most attractive and 
picturesque and is a key Tourist route.   It is also a highly utilised 
public amenity for local residents of Leek who very regularly 
make use of the whole area incorporating the A53 towards 
Tittesworth Reservoir/Blackshaw Moor, along Thorncliffe Road 
and its' adjoining lanes, and The Mount Road, as a place to 
exercise by walking, rambling, cycling, horseriding, dog-walking, 
sightseeing, picnicing, and general enjoyment for health and 
wellbeing.   The proposal area, particularly as it approaches the 
A53 Buxton Road junction with Thorncliffe Road and The Mount, 
is immediately adjacent to the SPECIAL LANDSCAPE AREA 
which presumes against intrusive developments in order to 
protect its Historic Landscape nature. I would personally feel that 
the Special Landscape Area and environs ought to receive the 
highest priority in its protection. The designation encompasses 
the fact that it is 'Special' in nature and cannot therefore be 
replaced once lost or damaged.   There are a number of 'brown' 
sites within the town which could be very effectively used for 
housing development. [Question why] these are not shown on the 
accompanying Consultation Maps. However from attending a 
consultation meeting the existence of several sites is a matter of 
common knowledge along with the fact that these would be "The 
Preferred Option Housing Sites" in the view of the residents of 
Leek.   There are also pockets of greenbelt land (designated such 
primarily for the purposes of town separation and quite often 
having no other particular beauty or amenity), which in common 
with other Towns in the country could be effectively utilised to 
expand the town boundary with selective use and sensitivity to 
the environment. This would be better than destroying the areas 
which are highly valued by the Leek Community for beauty and 
recreation and which give the Town of Leek its identity.   The 
proposal to build almost 400 houses off the junction of the A53 as 
it joins Thorncliffe Road and The Mount Road is a Major Intrusion 
into the public amenity and is unsupported in terms of the 
additional infrastructure requiring a need for development of 
roads, sewers, schools etc.. It would put a major strain onto the 
area and have significantly adverse effects on the locality.   The 
proposal is completely unbalanced as it places virtually all the 
"housing requirement"[queries this as unjustified] along 1 narrow 
lane at the most Flagship side of Leek renowned for its visual 
beauty and recreational amenity.   Please utilise the "brown sites" 
and protect Leek's Heritage and inheritance! 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO675 
about design policies 

 
Green Belt is a long established 
designation that serves a number of 
important functions in separating 
settlements, and preserving ‘openness’. 
Whilst Councils can allocate/make 
boundary amendments within the Green 
Belt, National Planning policy is clear that 
this requires exceptional circumstances to 
justify (as compared to non-Green Belt). 
Note that landscape quality/character, and 
public access characteristics,  are not in 
themselves ‘purposes’ of Green Belt laid 
out in national guidance. The NPPF 
allows for consideration of development 
proposals upon ‘brownfield’ Green Belt 
sites. 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

  See para response to PO91 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 Note that since adoption of the 
2014 Core Strategy, there is no 
longer a ‘special landscape area’ 
designation. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO675 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
heritage impact considerations  

 See para response to PO675 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO675 
about educational requirements 
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PO9132 Mr Richard 
Harding 

      Object It is shocking to think that a much valued area of Leek, enjoyed 
by many thousands of people each year that gives stunning views 
over many hundreds of acres of Moorland, is a valued place for 
recreation by the people to walk, hike, cycle, enjoy or just to rest 
with the freedom of a tranquil setting over the land of the 
Moorlands will be destroyed forever and what for, the offer of 
cash to the Council for each new house to be built to be spent by 
the Council that we all know will be wasted in ways only Councils 
inimitably can do whilst the result will be a beauty spot for Leek 
people will be destroyed forever. The Council can sit back and 
think the money was worth it yet they sit in splendid isolation 
allowing the areas they are elected to protect be destroyed. I 
wonder how the local and Staffs Council can think that the huge 
increase in housing is necessary bearing in mind that the 
shameful destruction of a much loved part of Leek will be 
replaced by huge housing estates on The Mount making it appear 
like a mini version of the Berlin Wall. I regularly see hundreds of 
people on weekends and on summer days, walking, dog walking, 
jogging and horse riding along Mount Road and if these awful 
plans are put in place The Mount will be a danger to all road 
users and will take on an ugly factor that is part and parcel of 
building on rural fields loved by so many people and all imposed 
without once allowing the voters of Leek the change to have their 
say on the planning issues that have secretly been imposed. 
Where is the democratic right of the people of Leek int his issue? 
Sold out to building firms who look on greedily at the profits they 
can make with help from a submissive Council who dare not fight 
for Leek people. It is worrying is that all the planning proposals for 
the Leek Moorlands were taken in secrecy denying people of the 
Moorland the chance to put forward their views and objections for 
all these houses to be built without ever once considering that 
there is not sufficient employment in the town to employ even 1 in 
100 of people who might live in these imposed properties and 
there clearly seems to be a total the lack of schools to educate 
the huge increase in children and a the lack of Health Care 
provision in respect to GP services and hospital care for the area. 
There is also the huge impact on the roads and the congestion 
that is already a great problem in Leek. It is as if the Council is 
blind or inept at seeing the problems that all these extra houses 
will cause but it seems that everything will be decided in the same 
manner as the destruction of the old town centre round about we 
were informed would ease traffic but contrary to all Council ideas 
the reverse is true. I cannot have any faith in a system that has 
denied us the vote on these extra 6000 houses or that the much 
loved Mount will be destroyed in the same cavalier and unthinking 
way as many planning issues have been allowed to go ahead 
even when so many Leek people do not want or need these 
homes to destroy The Mount. I therefore wish to state that I am 
against the building on any land along Mount Road AKA The 
Mount, so please register my objection. 

  See para response to PO91 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO675 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO1351 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO675 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO675 
about educational requirements 
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PO9393 Mr Chris 
Taylor 

      Support Land ref LE140:  I would support development of this land to the 
rear of Leek High school. The land is well screened  by an 
established tree belt which must be retained, and on this basis 
the  development would not impact greatly on Mount Road. 

Comments noted. 
 
The 2016 Landscape impact study 
concludes that: - LE140 is of medium 
landscape sensitivity and site-specific 
mitigation measures including boundary 
landscaping, and controlled building 
heights, are recommended. Note the 
findings of this study form part of a wider 
evidence base to support SMDC’s Local 
Plan. Its conclusions must be weighed 
against other evidence. 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

PO9195 Mrs M 
Motum 

      Object I would like to strongly object to more houses being built on The 
Mount.   This very popular location is just a short walk from the 
town centre where you are in the countryside with far reaching 
views.  The beautiful location will command high prices, therefore 
no affordable houses will be built.  It would be a travesty of justice 
to build in such a well-loved area, used by dog walkers, walkers, 
courting couples, and car drivers.  I don't think the infrastructure 
could sustain the number of houses envisaged.  Please do not 
include this area in the local plan. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO1751 
about affordable housing 

 See para response to PO675 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 
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PO9246 
 
 
PO9200 

Mr John 
Belfield 
 
Mrs 
Maureen 
Belfield 

      Object The rural fringe of Leek, and specifically Mount Road, would 
become urbanised. The Mount is a very popular route for leisure 
activities and exercise for many people and this would be lost. 
With the enormous number of proposed new houses there would 
be a massive increase in the amount of traffic both on the mount 
and also in the surrounding area. Kniveden Lane is already a 
busy road as it gives access to the small car park at the 
Moorlands Hospital. This car park is already insufficient for the 
needs of the hospital and many cars currently park on Kniveden 
Lane If hundreds of houses are built on the mount Kniveden Lane 
would become a significant means of access to Ashbourne Road. 
The road network would need to be considerably enhanced and 
part of Kniveden Lane would need to be properly surfaced. This 
would lead to a major change in traffic patterns in the area which 
would lead to a loss of public amenity. This would not only cause 
traffic chaos but would also pollute the surrounding area.  It would 
also make the smaller residential streets of Pitcher Lane and 
Trafford Close a potential car park for those who currently use 
Kniveden Lane for this purpose. There are brownfield sites 
available for building and also more suitable greenfield sites , for 
example Foker Grange and Home Farm, which have much easier 
access to the main road network. I therefore object to the building 
plans on the Mount which are numbered LE142a LE140, LE128a 
and LE127 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO1143 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO91 about 
air quality  

 See para response to PO9101 
about Home Farm 
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PO9338 Mr Derek 
Kay 

      Object Herewith are my objections yet again about building proposals 
affecting open greenbelt land on Mount Road. I strongly object to 
deliniations LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142a and LE142b, on the 
grounds of unnecessary and deleterious incursion into valuable 
scenic amenities. The fringes of this town (Queen of the 
Moorlands) must be preserved at all costs. Open aspects across 
towards the Peak District are essential for our spiritual wellbeing; 
unwelcome development of additional traffic flow and population 
density would be the corollary of this building project, were it to 
succeed. Conversely, there is much brownfield potential within 
the town boundary itself; rundown old mills for example (which 
may be protected by outdated listing orders) and other unsightly 
structures causing blots on the "townscape". Not enough positive 
action to clean up the interior of this town has been taken over 
the years. Use compulsory purchase orders where difficult site 
owners will not cooperate and make the Queen worthy of her 
name.  

 See para response to PO1143 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 
The Secretary of State for Culture, Media 
and Sport is responsible for the listing of 
buildings on the advice of Historic 
England. Apart from  being consulted,  the 
Council does not have any say in which 
buildings are added to the statutory list. 
The Council, however, is charged with 
protecting listed buildings insofar as it is 
possible and managing any changes to 
them through the planning system.  In 
discharging this responsibility, the Council 
has to work to the government’s advice 
set out in the National Planning Policy 
Framework which requires every effort to 
be made to preserve listed buildings and 
either keep them, or return them, to active 
use. 
 
Whilst Councils do retain CPO powers in 
principle, these are generally used (if at 
all) as a last resort where it is expedient 
and in the public interest for the Council to 
do so, where agreement with landowners 
is not possible. As explained in response 
to PO91 the Council makes assumptions 
that development schemes will come 
forward within the Leek development 
boundary to contribute to its housing need 
to 2031, which could include historic 
premises etc. Applications affecting listed 
or non-listed “heritage assets” would be 
asessed against Section 12 NPPF and 
Council Policies. The Council would also 
assess schemes in the town centre 
against the aspirations of the adopted 
Leek Town Centre Masterplan. 
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PO9301 Mr and Ms 
Gary and 
Elaine 
Turner 

      Object I wish to object to the proposed housing development at 
the mount (all of the sites) as this is a high quality amenity area 
enjoyed by all for its views, indeed, if ever Leek is featured on  TV 
programmes the cameras usually end up doing a view of the town 
from the mount, which says it all. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 
PO9238 Mr John 

Burnett 
      Object I wish to formally object to the plans currently in consultation to 

allocate land for housing around the Mount Road in Leek. S  ome 
background. I have lived in Leek all my life, as have my parents 
and Grandparents. Throughout my life I have always viewed the 
Mount as the 'Countryside' and the border between Leek and the 
Peak district.  Since I can remember I have spent many happy 
hours walking the Mount as it is an accessible area of natural 
beauty.  What makes this area important to me and to anyone 
who lives in the East end of town. There are very few circular 
walks that take in such a wide variety of terrain and views as the 
Mount does. Whichever way its walked theres uphill and down 
dale terrain that has to be completed. What makes this worth 
while for many people is the wide open vista that is presented to 
the walker as you reach the top of the Mount. I complete this walk 
most days in the Summer, and every week in the Winter, and 
strongly believe it has added to my health and well being in 
immeasurable ways. I know and speak to the many others who 
also make this part of their leisure and health routines and know 
that a large proportion of the residents of both Haregate and 
Moorland Road estates rely on this open space as much as I do.  
 
So - my main objection is the destruction of some beautiful 
greenfield leisure location on the outskirts of our town. However I 
have other concerns about the wider impact to others who may 
not view this as important. Leeks infrastructure is already at 
breaking point. In particular the road system is literally not fit for 
purpose. Since the short sighted decision to alter the traffic flow 
through our town was taken, the flow of traffic particularly from 
West to East has been severely curtailed resulting in large traffic 
build ups through a normal working day. I can only imagine the 
building of 100's of new houses on the East End of Leeks existing 
boundary will at best double the misery already experienced by 
hundreds of travellers each day and cause untold economic and 
environmental damage to our market town.   
 
Additionally, I have serious concerns about the effects on the 
water run off if large areas of the Mount are built upon. The Mount 
is the highest point in our town, and huge amounts of water drain 
off it down towards Leek on a daily basis. Without the ground to 
soak up this water Im concerned the water table may be affected 
causing flooding and other damage to residents and infrastructure 
further down towards Leek centre. The first part of the 
consultation document says the following: They should, as far as 
possible, reflect the aspirations of local communities and should 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO680 
about public rights of way 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO675 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO91 about 
air quality  

 See para response to PO680 
about economic benefits of 
housebuilding 

 See para response in PO701 
about utilities and flood risk 

 
The Council must demonstrate to 
planning inspector that its Local Plan is 
based on the principles of sustainable 
development. The NPPF is clear that this 
means three roles – economic, social, and 
environmental, and that they are 
considered simultaneously. The Council’s 
submitted Policies and objectives would 
therefore have to satisfy this.  
 

 See para response to PO1351 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO91 about 
option sites assessments and 
sustainability appraisal 
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strive to contribute towards their wider social, economic and 
environmental objectives. Based on what I have seen of the 
document, I don't believe it succeeds in any of 
these fundamental objectives. Our local community want a town 
that is prosperous but also one in which people want to live and 
work. We should strive to be better than what we are but not to 
the detriment of what makes people want to live in Leek in the 
first place. I hope you seriously take on board my views as well 
as the views of other community members. We live in a 
democracy and as such I genuinely believe that if 
a decision doesn't have the backing of 
the community it shouldn't be pushed through. 

PO9181 Mrs E 
Adams 

      Object We would like to object to the developments proposed around 
The Mount.  This is a very popular safe area to walk.  It has a 
high quality landscape which would be restricted by the 
developments and traffic would increase significantly on the roads 
linking Buxton road and Ashbourne road. Visitors to the area also 
like this walk. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO675 on 
design policies 

PO9252 Ms Joan 
Hobster 

      Object I am writing to plead for the preservation of Mount Road, Leek, as 
an undeveloped open space and public amenity, available to all 
residents of the town. Any  building on the farmland that borders 
this road will destroy the ambience and far-reaching views of this 
delightful area. It has been shown by a headcount (see Leek Post 
letters May 11 2016 ) how well used it is by walkers, joggers, 
horse-riders etc and I would like to add to that, the small but 
regular number of cars that are parked on Mount Road by elderly 
residents. They may no longer be physically able to walk far but 
can still take a short stroll, sit on a bench, enjoy the fresh air and 
admire the views. I understand that Mount Road is part of the 
Staffordshire Moorland 's Way and is walked regularly by 
individuals and organised groups. Surely a designated “Way” 
cannot be allowed to pass through a housing estate. In addition I 
see on the Council website, a leaflet suggesting a walk entitled 
“Leek Landscapes, A Country Walk“ which includes Mount Road. 
I quote from this leaflet “The route passes through attractive 
farmland and offers many interesting views of Leek and its 
setting.” If the proposed houses are built, this leaflet will have to 
be amended. I suggest, “The route passes through a new 
housing estate which obscures many interesting views of Leek 
and its setting”  
 
If building does take place, Mount Road itself would have to be 
upgraded and widened, to accommodate increased traffic use. An 
estimated 600 extra cars daily has been suggested. No doubt 
street lighting would be installed and this would destroy one of the 
few “dark sky” areas in the town. I have observed the night sky 
regularly from this location on winter evenings and enjoyed 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO680 
about public rights of way 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO1351 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO1351 
about streetlighting 
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seeing the eastern constellations, planet alignments, meteor 
showers, the occasional comet and the monthly spectacle of the 
full moon rising. All this would be lost by light pollution. I 
understand that planners did take note of objections raised about 
the development of Mount Road in 2015 and have reduced the 
proposed site allocations to either end of the road, thus 
preserving some of the views. For example, the field referenced 
LE128 will be split in two and only half of it built on. While 
appreciating this gesture to public opinion it would surely be only 
a matter of time before the inevitable “infill” would take place and 
the whole area would be lost for ever. PLEASE PLEASE PLEASE 
– SAVE THE MOUNT for future generations to enjoy. 

PO9295 Mrs Gwen 
Gledhill 

      Object Re sites LE127,128,140.142a I wish to object strongly to the 
proposal to make these sites on The Mount available for housing 
on the following grounds:    
 
1. Traffic The Mount is a narrow country lane with no pavements 
and little or no street lighting. There are narrow and dangerous 
junctions at both ends on to the Buxton and Ashbourne roads and 
a dangerous bend by LE127. The traffic generated by the 
proposed 400 houses will completely overload these junctions at 
busy times and generate a major risk to pedestrians on the lane 
itself, especially as there is not sufficient width for two cars to 
pass each other for most of the length of the lane. Commuters 
travelling from these house to Manchester, Macclesfield or Stoke 
will only add to the town centre traffic congestion at busy times.    
 
2. The Local Housing Need It is well documented that the local 
need is for starter homes for young people and ‘downsizing’ 
homes for older people. These are not required on the edge of 
town but need to be closer to the centre where there are shops, 
amenities and better public transport links. Whatever developers 
initially propose re ‘affordable housing’ on The Mount, the reality 
is that they will ultimately build executive homes attractive to 
commuters travelling to Manchester, Stoke and beyond at prices 
cheaper than can be found in Cheshire East! I believe that the 
buyers will not be local people and thus the developments will not 
answer the local housing need. There are other sites that could 
address this need  to the south and north west of the town and 
via infill in the centre itself. Planners should look more carefully at 
these and not settle quickly for ‘easier’ options.    
 
3 Our Environment The Mount is a long standing area of natural 
beauty, accessible to most town residents on foot with views 
equal to those enjoyed across the Peak District. The 
developments will ruin this aspect and destroy a major, free, 
leisure experience for local people right on the edge of The Peak 
District National Park - their officers will (I’m sure) be objecting 
too! 

  
 
 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO1751 
about affordable housing 

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO9145 
about ageing District population 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO91 about 
option sites assessments and 
sustainability appraisal 

 See para response to PO1143 
about western Green Belt 

 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 
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PO9165 Mrs Kath 
Fernyhough 

      Object Please note that this email is an objection to the following site 
references regarding the development of Mount Road Leek., 
LE142b, LE142a, LE140, LE128a, LE127, LE022 We are 
residents of Kniveden Lane leek, and so we feel that we are well 
qualified to tell you why this development would be so disastrous 
for Leek. The Mount is an area of natural beauty which is used 
every single day of the year, by walkers, joggers, sightseers, 
cyclists, and people who enjoy it just for the sheer pleasure of the 
calm, peaceful area it provides us with. It is used by our senior 
citizens, who use the Mount as a daily walk to help keep them fit, 
and they enjoy sitting on one of the benches that have been left 
by the people of Leek for the people of Leek, to sit and chat or 
pass the time of day with other walkers. Good for the body and 
soul. It is an area that we, our parents, grandparents and children 
have enjoyed for many years, and if this development goes 
ahead our grandchildren and future generations will be denied 
this. It is an area of natural beauty that is home to a wide 
selection of wildlife. From hearing the owls hooting late evening 
and into the night, to the woodpeckers tapping away in the 
woods. From the bats swooping past in search of food to the 
kestrels that hover over the ground looking for their next meal. 
And the home of badgers and foxes. To name but a few. If this 
development goes ahead the homes of these beautiful animals 
and birds will be lost. Another loss for future generations and the 
townspeople of Leek, who you are supposed to represent the 
views of, so please take the time to read this and understand how 
passionate the people of Leek are about our beautiful green open 
space. As well as the above losses, the development will cause 
many problems. Namely access to and from Mount road. If 
planning permission is granted for all these new homes, imagine 
how many extra cars, delivery vans, school buses and refuse 
collectors will have to use Mount Road. If in excess of 400 homes 
are built, that will mean that there will probably be in excess of 
800 extra cars on a daily basis. Mount road can not deal with this. 
Our worries are as follows :- The exit from Mount road onto 
Buxton Road goes straight out into a 40mph area, opposite 
another junction with Novi Lane. The exit and entry from 
Ashbourne Road is even worse. To exit from the Mount onto 
Ashbourne Road you again have to exit into a 40mph area If you 
want to travel to Ashbourne you have to negotiate a 30% bend 
onto a very busy road If you want to exit Mount Road onto 
Ashbourne Road and travel down into town, you still have to join 
the traffic that is traveling at speed around Lowe Hill bends. This 
plan is dangerous, foolhardy and beyond belief. As the majority of 
people who will purchase property on Mount road will work in 
Stoke on Trent or Macclesfield, this will bring even more traffic 
that has to negotiate the town centre, which is often gridlocked 
now, let alone with a further 800 cars a day travelling through 
Leek town centre. The only other access to Mount Road is from 
Kniveden Lane, via the unadopted road at the top of the lane. If 
this road is adopted to improve access onto the Mount, Kniveden 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO680 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO91 about 
air quality  

 See para response to PO1351 
about tree protection 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO1143 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO1351 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 
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Lane will become a rat run, along with Moorland Road. And it will 
not only be used by the new developments on the Mount, but by 
the estate accessed from Novi Lane, known as the Haregate 
estate. Kniveden Lane and Moorland road are residential roads in 
a residential area, and have not been built for vast amounts of 
traffic. The noise and level of traffic if this should happen would 
be very detrimental to a beautiful residential area, not to mention 
the dangers of traffic moving at speed to residents. Also the exit 
from Kniveden Lane is notoriously difficult due to the trees which 
line both sides of the junction reducing visibility to less than 50 
yards in either direction. What will you do then, cut down the trees 
to improve visibility and in the process removing more natural 
vegetation along with the fields on Mount Road that you are 
proposing to develop. As an alternative site, why do you not look 
at Macclesfield Road, the area around Foker Grange. Or develop 
some of the derelict mills that are lying empty and are nothing but 
eyesores. This way you would rid the area of the derelict 
buildings and build new more pleasing structures. We ask you to 
do the job you were voted in to do, which is to represent the 
views of the people of Leek. 

PO9271 Mr Jeff 
Davies 

      Object I am writing to object to the designation of land on Mount Road, 
Leek as “Preferred Housing Allocation’. There are a number of 
problems with this intended designation:  
 
1) Overlook from the National Park - building as designated will 
adversely affect the view from the National Park  
 
2) Access - to increase traffic along the Mount would cause 
significant traffic problems and hazard at its junctions with both 
the Buxton and Ashbourne Roads. If Knivden Lane is paved then 
this would also cause problems with access to the hospital and 
cause a hazard at its junction with Ashbourne Road where there 
is poor visibility. Improving Mount Road is likely to be self-
defeating as it will then become a rat-run between Ashbourne and 
Buxton Roads further  increasing the traffic load.  
 
3) Services - there would be a significant cost to put in mains 
services as the existing water and drainage up Mount Road 
towards Padwick Farm are unlikely to adequate to service the 
proposed housing  
 
4) Amenity - the Mount is a much loved local resource, heavily 
used by walkers (including dog-walkers) and runners.  
 
 
5) Location - the bulk of working residents would probably work in 
Stoke or Maccesfield and the development is on the wrong side 
of Leek as it would then increase the traffic ‘flow’ through the 
centre of town  
 
6) Brownfield first - development on green fields should only 

  
 
 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 
 See para response to PO91 about 

highways  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response in PO701 
about utilities and flood risk 

 See para response to PO675 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 
 See para response to PO91 about 

open spaces and countryside 
access 

 
 See para response to PO680 

about Leek employment land 
requirements  
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occur when all the available brownfield sites have been used. 
There are multiple opportunities for in-fill housing developments 
within Leek (e.g. Prince St) as well as numerous mills that are 
currently eyesores (e.g. both Maccesfield & Ashbourne Roads)  
 
7) Size of housing allocation - there is a significant discrepancy 
between between SMDC & Government figures for required 
housing. I believe you are seriously over-estimating the local 
housing need. By doing this you are making it easier for 
developers to cherry-pick which bits they want to develop rather 
than encouraging development where it would be most beneficial 
to and have the least adverse impact on the town  
 
8) Unnecessary blight - by over-allocating housing designation 
you will have an unnecessary adverse impact on the value of 
properties which may not in practice be affected by  housing 
development throughout the life of the plan 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 
 

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Property values are not considered as 
material considerations under the 
Planning Acts. 

PO9188 Ms Michele 
Rushton 

      Object I wish to register my disapproval re the above development and 
quite the following points.  
 
Loss of an important local amenity – the Mount is a very 
important open space close to the town centre which is enjoyed 
by people across the town.  
 
Visual impact - restricting important and highly valued panoramic 
views across the Leek skyline and further afield.  
 
Impact on infrastructure - primary schools in particular (East 
Street, Beresford) will struggle to keep up with demand and the 
situation where some children already have to travel to schools in 
the west of Leek will become more and more common  
 
Mount Road is on the route of the Staffordshire Moorlands Walk – 
a very popular route for leisure activities such as walking, cycling 
and jogging  
 
High quality landscape – unsympathetic to the landscape 
character and quality of the area Urbanisation of the country lane 
that is Mount Road – if all the 6 developments proceed then in 
excess of 500 houses would be constructed. Mount Road would 
likely become a main road linking the Ashbourne and Buxton 
roads. The spatial distribution of proposed sites across Leek is 
unbalanced - there will not be sufficient demand to build all of 
these houses on one side of town so the council will not meet its 
housing needs in any event The volume and speed of traffic is 
likely to increase on Kniveden Lane where my family have been 
residents for over 25years. Please for the sake of Leek and her 
people, review your proposal. 
 
Question where are the jobs to support people buying new 
houses Traffic & congestion through & around Leek is already 

 
 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 
 See para response to PO675 

about educational requirements 
 

 
 

 See para response to PO680 
about public rights of way 
 
 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO1676 
about viability study 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO680 
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critical without the addition of more vehicles. Question why can't 
brownfield sites/old mills etc be converted to housing ·  I chose to 
live near Mount Road because I like it as it is, please do not 
change it! 

about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 
PO9206 Mr Martin 

Bagshaw 
      Object I would like to register my objection to the proposed housing 

development on the mount area of Leek. I have lived in Leek for 
all of my life and I and many others , have spent 
many happy hours enjoying the scenery and tranquility that this 
area of the town offers to residents of the town. To develop in this 
area will drastically reduce the local amenity for the residents of 
the town. It is a lovely picturesque area that is within easy reach 
of the town centre. And I believe that to destroy it would be an 
absolute travesty. The area has many amenity uses, such as 
walking, horse riding, cycling and jogging, let alone just sitting on 
the benches and chilling. I think the existing schools will struggle 
to cope with the increased demand for places. The increase the 
traffic on the roads surrounding the mount will be significant, and 
traffic calming measures will need to be considered for safety 
reasons and quality of life of the existing residents in the area. 
There also be an increase in commuter traffic from this 
development. I think the majority of which will have to cross the 
town towards either Stoke on Trent or Cheshire. This will add 
to the already considerable traffic issues in the town. I believe the 
Barnfields, the rear of Sainsbury and Foker Grange Farm would 
be much better locations, so that the increase in traffic is kept 
away from the town centre. It was my understanding the houses 
were proposed for the rear of Sainsbury's. But I understand this 
has hit commercial difficulties with residual contamination.  

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

  See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO675 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 Existing industrial areas in use 
would not generally be allocated to 
other uses unless re-provision of 
equivalent or improved floorspace 
was involved.  

 See para response to PO3656 
about Sainsburys consent 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO1143 
about western Green Belt 
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PO9174 Mr and Mrs 
S A 
Hodkinson 

      Object We are writing as a young couple concerned about the prospect 
of many more houses being built on good quality farming green 
field sites in Leek and throughout the Staffordshire Moorlands, 
especially over the Mount Road in Leek. We use the Mount as 
many people of all ages do on a regular basis, whether it’s to 
walk the dog or to go out for a run. The Mount is used by many 
and if lost would be greatly missed. The main issue that concerns 
me with the proposed building of houses over the Mount is that 
the council & planners feel it is acceptable to potentially build 
houses on what is good quality farming green field sites. We need 
to protect our green spaces and farming land that is producing us 
with our food and local food at that. Another point to make is 
there are hundreds of empty properties throughout the 
Staffordshire Moorlands therefore if there is really a great need 
for additional housing which there is no evidence to suggest this. 
Also in this day and age we as a country are very conscious 
trying to reduce our carbon footprint and recycling everything 
possible. Therefore question why does this not apply to housing. 
There are all these properties sitting empty and you are wanting 
to build more, do we really need more if we already have so many 
empty. This includes new builds that have being built in the past 
twelve months that are vacant. Also question who are you 
expecting to buy these properties or live in them. There is 
obviously no jobs or prospects for people to want to move into 
Leek otherwise they would be here now. You only need to open 
the local paper or look on the internet there are always hundreds 
of properties at all prices for sale and up for rent in Leek. If you by 
some miracle find hundreds of families to live in these houses 
then question how do you propose to improve the infrastructure. It 
already takes up to twenty minutes to drive from one end of Leek 
town to the other and this isn’t even in ‘rush hour’. We certainly 
don’t have enough schools and the GP’s are already stretched to 
capacity. I also have a worry over the wildlife over the Mount 
there are many different species of birds and animals that are 
present around the Mount and the building of houses would 
interrupt them and significantly reduce the numbers of some 
already endangered species. Finally I urge you think very 
carefully before allowing these houses to be built in Leek, with a 
special thought to the Mount, once you have let properties be 
built there Leek as a lovely small market town will be spoilt and 
the beautiful uninterrupted views will be gone forever. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to P0675 on 
housing needs evidence 

 
The NPPF expects Councils to meet 
objectively assessed development 
requirements, and also encourages 
brownfield development, subject to wider 
Policies. 
 

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO675 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO675 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO680 on 
ecology evidence 
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PO9220 Ms Lisa 
Milward 

      Object I wish to register my disapproval to the above development My 
objection has little to do with extra traffic and infrastructure but a 
lot to do with losing a place that is very dear to people's hearts. 
The Mount has always been a favourite short walk of mine and 
my family's. It is peaceful, has beautiful views and friendly people 
of all ages make a point of speaking. The Mount is somewhere 
that I spend a lot of time walking each week, a place that has 
been a part of my life since childhood. I have very fond memories 
of spending time walking over The Mount with family when we 
didn't have a car and little money to take buses elsewhere. The 
Mount is perfect for a short walk, it's somewhere that I have 
always felt safe to walk alone and not too far for a morning walk 
before work and for those people who perhaps struggle to walk 
longer distances. By developing housing on this land I believe 
that it will take away one of the town's best assets, one that 
people of Leek have enjoyed for many, many generations. So as 
councillors and planners who are in office for a relatively short 
period of time in comparison making a decision that will remove 
this for everyone who loves to walk here, I hope that you really 
consider how much The Mount means to people like me. It will be 
a huge shame if this goes ahead. 

 See para response to PO675 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 

PO9288 Mr Ian 
Harrison 

      Object I hereby which to object to the building of houses etc on The 
Mount, Leek.  This road, used by many is the last place to admire 
the scenic views of both Leek and the surrounding areas.  It is an 
area of outstanding natural beauty.  If one site is given permission 
for house building, then all others will follow and question where 
will it end. There must be countless brown field sites in the leek 
area which can be built on first and foremost. If 500 houses were 
to be built, what happens to Leek.  The jobs aren't there, 
infrastructure, the existing roads can't cope with todays traffic 
(constant gridlocks in the town centre, never mind 1000 further 
cars.  No hope of a ring road around leek.  Junior schools, can't 
cope with further numbers of school pupils. My wife and I 
continue to walk over the mount and admire the scenery, as well 
as the many more who walk, cycle, run and horse ride over 
it.  The new housing would block the outstanding views people go 
the the mount to view. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 
None of the Mount sites attract an AONB 
designation. 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO675 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO675 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 
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PO9281 Mr Ian 
McFaul 

      Object i am writing to protest against the latest version of the site 
allocations plan for th Staffs Moorlands, in particular the mount 
area of Leek. the following objections should be considered     
 
a)maintaining the individuality of our market town rather than 
going down the homogenisation route  
 
b)I’m not sure where the demand for these house is coming from 
- where is the research on households forecasted to require this  
 
c)The area of most concern to myself is particularly LE127 and 
the terrible prospect of houses being built on the town horizon, 
the entrance to Buxton makes me shudder and we should not go 
down that route  
 
d)there are lots of brownfield sites ripe for development in town 
that should be exhausted first rather than taking the easy option 
short term option.  
 
 
e)where i the visionary leader on the council who can set out a 
plan for the town not driven by short termism 

 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO675 
about design policies 

 
 See para response to PO675 on 

housing needs evidence 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 
 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 
 

 See para response to PO1351 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

PO9308 Councillor 
Gail Lockett 

      General comment I have no objections to LE140,  Comments noted. 
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PO9323 Ms 
Elizabeth 
Stretton 

      Object I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed housing 
development on the |Mount Road, Leek - ie Plots lE140, LE128a, 
LE127, LE142a, LE142b, and LEO22. On the edge of the Peak 
District, this area of Leek can only be described as an extension 
of this National Park and one which holds a special place in the 
hearts of Leek residents.  The number of walkers and cyclists 
using this area each week must be in the hundreds with many, 
like myself, enjoying the walk over The Mount on a daily basis. 
This walk commands beautiful views of the surrounding 
countryside, providing a "country" experience for so many 
walkers, cyclists and drivers, as well as a place to sit and 
watch,  for example,the sunsets, weather conditions unfold, or 
simply just to sit and ponder.  For years it has provided a walk 
within a few minutes walking distance, for families, courting 
couples, dog walkers and anyone else who wants to escape from 
the town and enjoy the views and the experience pleasures of a 
"country " walk without having to travel by car and park in an 
over-priced car park!  There are even opportunities for people to 
drive from anywhere in Leek within minutes to the Mount and 
then enjoy all the attractions described above.  The loss of this 
walk and seats would deprive many people of the opportunity to 
enjoy panoramic views across the town and the surrounding 
skyline: these vistas would be lost and replaced with houses 
instead - reducing the area to just another street of the kind to 
found anywhere and out of character with the landscape.  It also 
seems that all the attention has been focused on this area and 
side of Leek, when there are other areas around Leek which 
could be made use of. One of the most important problems, as I 
see it, is the strain on the local infrastructure.  Up to, or in excess 
of, 500 houses could be built along this road and all these new 
residents will need employment - already a problem in Leek and 
the surrounding areas and towns - as well as schools for their 
children.  Leek primary schools are already experiencing 
problems and some children are already having to travel across 
Leek to receive their education. Recently trees have been cut 
down on the top field of the High School - now work has started 
on fencing this area, apparently towards the building of a new 
primary school on this site.  I cannot remember being made 
aware of this possibility, although it may have been mentioned 
somewhere, but it seems that the building of this school means 
that councillors are confident that the housing development will 
take place and they will be able to wave aside any objections 
pertaining to education and say that a school is already being 
built . There are many houses in Leek which are empty, as there 
are many sites which could be used to provide areas for new 
homes, and it would make more sense to utilize these 
possibilities before taking away an important , local amenity which 
is used every day by so many people and which is our own area 
of "outstanding natural beauty" and which is available to 
everyone. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO1143 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO675 
about educational requirements  

  See para response to PO675 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO675 
about design policies 

 
The emerging Local Plan is not yet 
finalised and needs to undergo 
independent public examination by 
Government appointed Planning Inspector 
before it can become adopted. Planning 
applications arising before this happens 
must be determined against the NPPF 
and current Council planning policies. 
 

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 
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PO9331 Dr Tracey 
Cole 

      Object I would like to hereby object to the areas of local interest around 
The Mount being developed (LE142b; LE142a; LE140; LE128a; 
LE127; LE022). As I am sure you are aware, there is 
considerable public opposition to the proposed building of 400 
houses on these sites. The area is well used, at all times of day 
for cyclists, walkers and horse-riders. It is an quiet oasis for the 
people of Leek to experience the calm of the countryside and look 
down on the splendid views of the town and further afield. As 
such, it is an extremely highly valued area in the town of 
Leek.  A  s a resident of Pitcher Lane..building on The Mount 
would seriously impact on me and my neighbours. The building of 
so many houses will bring at least 400-800 cars with it. Access for 
these vehicles will no doubt run straight past my house, causing 
noise and air pollution. I moved to Leek from Cheshire for exactly 
the same reasons: the road I lived on became unbearably busy. I 
noticed that sitting in the garden was impossible with the constant 
noise of the cars and the smell of the fumes, not to mention the 
health consequences of nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide and 
particulate matter. I am also concerned that with so many 
vehicles, the junctions of Kniveden/Ashbourne Rd and The 
Mount/Buxton Rd will easily generate queues during rush hours. 
Getting off my estate will be far more tricky and the increased risk 
of traffic and pedestrian accidents is not a pleasant thought.  A 
town like Leek is quite a jewel, but it could so easily be ruined 
forever if we don't seriously consider all the consequences of our 
actions.  

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO91 about 
air quality 

PO9349 Mr David 
Rowe 

      Object I am writing to object to the selection of all sites on Mount Road, 
LE127, LE128, LE140 and LE142a. This road is of great value to 
local people as a very accessible place to experience and benefit 
from the surrounding countryside. Many people walk, cycle, 
exercise their dogs along this road every day, and this would be 
completely lost if development was allowed to take place. There 
are several brownfield sites in the town that should be considered 
instead, e.g. the old mills, Barnfields site. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO9206 
about existing industrial areas 
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PO9420 Mr Anthony 
Clark 

      Object I am writing to make you aware of the concerns I have over the 
housing proposals for the Mount Road area, Leek, set out in 
Staffordshire Moorlands Preferred Options and Development 
Boundaries Consultation. The consequence on traffic of building 
many houses in the Mount Road area will be very marked both in 
the immediate area and the town as a whole . Immediate 
area    Mount Road is not wide enough to safely take a major 
increase in traffic. The road is very popular with walkers, horse 
riders and cyclists.  Increased trafic will discourage such use and 
be a danger to those leisure users who do continue to use the 
road. The existing access points to the area off Buxton Road and 
Ashbourne Road are adequate for the present level of traffic but 
are woefully inadequate and dangerous for high volumes of 
vehicles. If, as is most likely ,Kniveden Lane was upgraded at its 
top end to allow access by vehicles the consequences for its 
junction with Ashbourne Road would be great.  At present the 
limited amount of traffic means that the restricted visibility due to 
the trees on Ashbourne Road causes minimal problems.  An 
increase in traffic queues  would lead to frustration and rash 
decisions by drivers.  This in turn would lead to calls for the 
removal of the trees and the consequent destruction of a 
wonderful entrance to the town.     
 
Town Residents living in the proposed housing development will 
need to work and shop.  Question where will they go to do these 
two activities.    Work      Very few will work in Buxton or 
Ashbourne which are easily accessible from Mount Road.  The 
vast majority will work in the  town centre, the Barnfields industrial 
estate or on Cheadle Road.  Those commuting out of town will be 
mostly heading for Stoke or Macclesfield/Manchester.  All these 
people will have to drive through the centre of town at least twice 
a day at peak times as there are no alternative routes they can 
use.    Shopping To reach the two large supermarkets in Leek 
(Morrisons and Sainsbury’s) residents of the Mount Road area 
would be forced, by the road system, to travel through the centre 
of town.  Those shopping further afield will, in the main, be 
heading for Stoke and Macclesfield and again will need to travel 
through the town centre.    One look at the map would tell anyone 
that major building to the east of Leek will cause major traffic 
problems.     
 
If building must take place on the Mount, though I doubt there is a 
need, the least environmentally damaging sites are LE142b and 
LE140.  Question is there not a possibility of building on the 
existing sites of Kniveden Hall (which is well screened by trees) 
and the old Social Services site.  These sites would be the least 
invasive environmentally but would still generate major traffic 
problems both locally and in town. In 2006 New York took the far 
sighted decision to turn a disused  elevated railway into an linear 
park (The High Line).  Would that Leek had planners and leaders 
of similar vision to develop Mount Road into The High Lane for 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO1351 
about tree protection 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 Refer to paras 3.20-3.23 of the 
Preferred Options consultation 
document regarding additional 
retail floorspace requirements for 
Leek. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
option sites assessments and 
sustainability appraisal 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 

 
The 2016 Landscape impact study 
concludes that: 
- LE142B is of high landscape sensitivity 
and development cound be visible from 
the peak Park, and the rural approach to 
Leek;  
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the benefit of all the community. - LE140 is of medium landscape 
sensitivity and site-specific mitigation 
measures including boundary 
landscaping, and controlled building 
heights, are recommended;  
 - LE066 is of high landscape sensitivity 
owing to its location, despite the presence 
of site screening.  
Note the findings of this study form part of 
a wider evidence base to support SMDC’s 
Local Plan. Its conclusions must be 
weighed against other evidence. 
 
Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included 
as a residential allocation in the Local 
Plan. 
 
The Council’s emerging Local Plan 
already contains a policy (T2) protecting 
existing railway lines from development; 
and supporting recreational re-use etc. 
The Mount does not contain any such 
routes. 
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PO9425 Mr Michael 
Harvey 

      Object To whom this may concern. I would like to raise my 
strongest objections to the proposed plans to build across the 
mount - LE142A, LE140, LE128 & LE127.   This is a beautiful and 
precious area for the people of Leek who currently enjoy leisure 
activities such as walking etc which is easily accessed by 
many, both old and young.  The fantastic views of this high quality 
landscape and the therapeutic benefits it offers are easily 
available to all who want to enjoy the beauty and peacefulness of 
the countryside without having to travel far from their doorstep, 
and who may not be in a position to! To lose this lovely 
countryside would be a tragic and very sad loss to the people of 
Leek.  The Mount is a narrow county lane and is totally unsuitable 
for increasing the flow of traffic. Having Buxton Road at one end 
of The Mount and Ashbourne Road at the other, this would create 
a massive increase in the volume of traffic using it, and increase 
the risk of accidents - it's totally unsuitable! In addition to this, the 
increase in homes would ruin what is currently a peaceful retreat 
and a habitat for our wildlife which I have seen loads of rare birds 
when walking our dogs , these birds would go away and would 
not be seen again. Also foxes and badgers.  Concern that fatal 
traffic accidents will occur. Leave our mount and all it has to offer 
well alone!! There are loads of other areas in Leek that are within 
the boundaries of leek and not on green field sites (  Huge's 
Concrete site for one) Leek dose not need this amount of housing 
there is not the work/jobs for the increase in people. This is all 
about money in the pocket for the council. If we need another 
primary school increase extend Beresford Memorial school there 
is about 3 acres of fields behind the school. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO680 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO9206 
about existing industrial areas 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO675 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO675 
about Leek educational 
requirements 
 

 

PO9379 Cllr Dani 
Ogden 

      Object An area of natural beauty should never have been considered for 
planning application in the local plan. The outrage this has 
caused with local people has been overwhelming. The Mount is 
an area accessible to open countryside for local people, it is used 
for recreational purpose and attracts visitors coming to Leek. One 
lady told me that she could walk safely with a group of people 
with learning difficulties, the volume of traffic from four hundred 
dwellings would have a severe impact on those using The Mount 
for recreation, the infrastructure alone would not only cause a 
dramatic difference to the landscape it would also affect the 
wildlife in this area. That said, LE142a [landowner] are against 
development on this land, also there appears to be no indication 
on the map as to where the boundary is belonging to [the 
landowner]. LE127 and LE128a is not suitably distributed to 
urban infrastructure. It has been suggested LE066 where 
Kniveden Hall is, Folker Grange and Holme Farm on the west 
side of Leek are developable. 

  See para response to PO91 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO680 on 
ecology evidence 

 

The Council communicates with 
landowners of affected sites to ensure 
they are available, prior to selection. The 
Council communicates with landowners of 
affected sites to ensure they are available, 
prior to selection. Note that the owner of 
site LE142A, as indicated on the Local 
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Plan proposals map, has confirmed site 
availability.  
 
Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included 
as a residential allocation in the Local 
Plan. 
 
The map in the Preferred Options 
consultation document is intended to 
illustrate proposed allocations and 
development boundaries and other 
summary information, not the extent of 
land ownerships.  
 

 See para response to PO675 
about educational requirements  

  See para response to PO675 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO1143 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 
The 2016 Landscape impact study 
concludes that: LE066 is of high 
landscape sensitivity owing to its location, 
despite the presence of site screening. 
Note the findings of this study form part of 
a wider evidence base to support SMDC’s 
Local Plan. Its conclusions must be 
weighed against other evidence. 
 

PO9371 Councillor 
Rebecca 
Done 

      Object On the proposed planning for the Mount in Leek..I do not agree 
with and my reasons are stated below: The Mount is a very 
important open space close to the town centre which is enjoyed 
by a lot of people across the town including myself. There will be 
a massive impact on infrastructure, I think primary schools in 
particular would suffer (East Street, Beresford) and will struggle to 
keep up with demand. Mount Road is on the route of the 
Staffordshire Moorlands Walk – a very popular route for leisure 
activities such as walking, cycling and jogging` If all the 6 
developments proceed then in excess of 500 houses would be 
constructed. Mount Road would likely become a main road linking 
the Ashbourne and Buxton roads. The proposed sites across 
Leek are unbalanced - there will not be sufficient demand to build 
all of these houses on one side of town. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO675 
about educational requirements  

 See para response to PO675 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO680 
about public rights of way 

 See para response to PO1676 
about viability study 
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PO9386 Councillor 
Charlotte 
Atkins 

      Object I am writing to object to the four development sites on The Mount 
as identified in the proposed SMDC Local Plan. My reasons for 
doing so are:  
 
The Mount provides unique and much valued panoramic views 
over Leek and its skyline as well as over parts of the National 
Peak Park The openess of The Mount makes it a hugely 
important local asset for public recreation and for biodiversity. 
This is particularly important at present when lack of physical 
exercise is creating a public health crisis. The Mount is very 
popular among walkers, cyclists, horse riders and joggers as well 
encouraging families to be active and enjoy the natural attractions 
of the area.  
 
The roads up to The Mount are totally unsuited to increased 
traffic. But if they were improved, that would encourage rat 
running between the Ashbourne and Buxton Roads totally 
destroying the quiet rural nature of the area. With increased 
traffic, the junctions at either end of Mount Road would be highly 
dangerous. The Mount is a developer's dream and would attract 
developers who want to build expensive executive homes. These 
would attract buyers from outside Leek rather than providing the 
affordable homes we need for both local young and older 
residents. If 400 houses are built on the Mount, they could 
potentially generate 800 cars driving through the centre of Leek 
as the prevailing flow of traffic out of Leek is to Stoke on Trent 
and Macclesfield. That would create even more gridlock than we 
experience already. More suitable development sites exist within 
Leek eg along the Macclesfield Road. But they have not been 
identified or consulted upon. I urge the Council to drop its plans to 
destroy The Mount and look elsewhere to develop affordable 
homes for local residents. 

   See para response to PO91 
about landscape evidence 

   See para response to PO91 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

  See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO1751 
about affordable housing  

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO1143 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  
 

Both the 2015 site options consultation, 
and the 2016 Preferred Options 
consultation, mapped sites for various 
land uses across the District including 
housing, employment, and mixed uses. 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
option sites assessments and 
sustainability appraisal 
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PO9397 Ms Katie 
Giddings 

      Object I wish to register my strong objection to the sites identified for 
development along The Mount, Leek. The site reference numbers 
are LE127, LE128, LE140 & LE142a. The Mount is highly valued 
by the people of Leek. Hundreds of people use it every day & 
enjoy the landscape and views.  These people cover a broad mix 
- there are walkers & strollers, hikers & joggers, dog walkers, 
horse riders, cyclists - and they range through all ages, from 
young to old.  Generations have taken the air along The Mount 
and future generations deserve the same opportunity. Chance 
and regular encounters with this variety of people whose paths 
would probably otherwise not cross creates the sense of 
community so often lacking elsewhere but celebrated in Leek. 
The view of Leek from The Mount creates a sense of belonging to 
and connection with the whole town, enhancing this sense of 
belonging.  I may not live the other side of Leek but I can see it 
every time I walk the Mount and feel part of its whole.  The town 
is visible from The Mount & I can enjoy the view of its special 
architecture & character. This natural landscape is free for 
everyone to enjoy and is accessible within minutes of the town 
centre. It is a landscape and community which would be lost 
forever should the developments go ahead.  Such things are 
irreplaceable and I despair that The Mount is even being 
considered as a suitable option. I am a recent newcomer to Leek 
having moved here three years ago.  I have never lived anywhere 
more welcoming and cheerful and full of people appreciating and 
making the most of living in such a beautiful place. The Mount is 
at present a country lane offering peace and tranquil exercise.  Its 
urbanisation would completely change its character and make it a 
main road connecting Ashbourne & Buxton Roads.  The traffic 
increase would be beyond that contributed to by extra housing as 
it would become a highly attractive route for those seeking to 
avoid Leek town centre. The access to and from Ashbourne Road 
would also radically change the character of that end of town. The 
increased housing would alter the balance of the town and there 
is simply not that level of demand for housing in that area. The 
figures of required housing also appear to be based on doubtful 
statistics so that the very need for this level of housing in the 
Moorlands is questionable. It would really be dreadful if this so 
very important natural landscape were to disappear forever from 
Leek. In conversation with the people I meet along the Mount, 
there is a strong feeling of being threatened by changes beyond 
their control & of losing something very precious.  Many people 
have said they have no faith that their feelings and needs will be 
valued.  Please change their minds and show that local people 
will be listened to and their objections acted upon.  Please don't 
build on The Mount. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

   See para response to PO91 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

  See para response to PO91 
about highways  

 See para response to PO91 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO675 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO1351 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 



Question 10 Do you have any comments on the proposed housing allcoation LE140 in Leek? 
 

62 
 

ID Consultee 
Name 

Comp
any / 
Organi
sation 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Support/Object/Gen
eral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO9412 Mr Alan 
Percival 

      Object I wish to object to the proposed house building on The Mount. 
Along with many other people I walk along Mount Road several 
times a week winter and summer. It is a lovely country walk and 
the only one on the eastern side of the town that is away from 
traffic fumes. There are many other reasons why building should 
not be allowed on The Mount which I am sure you have been 
made aware of. 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
air quality 

PO9430 Ms 
Catherine 
Harvey 

      Object To whom this may concern. I would like to raise my 
strongest objections to the proposed plans to build across the 
mount - LE142A, LE140, LE128 & LE127.   This is a beautiful and 
precious area for the people of Leek who currently enjoy leisure 
activities such as walking etc which is easily accessed by 
many, both old and young.  The fantastic views of this high quality 
landscape and the therapeutic benefits it offers are easily 
available to all who want to enjoy the beauty and peacefulness of 
the countryside without having to travel far from their doorstep, 
and who may not be in a position to! To lose this lovely 
countryside would be a tragic and very sad loss to the people of 
Leek.  The Mount is a narrow county lane and is totally unsuitable 
for increasing the flow of traffic. Having Buxton Road at one end 
of The Mount and Ashbourne Road at the other, this would create 
a massive increase in the volume of traffic using it, and increase 
the risk of accidents - it's totally unsuitable! In addition to this, the 
increase in homes would ruin what is currently a peaceful retreat 
and a habitat for our wildlife which I have seen loads of rare birds 
when walking our dogs , these birds would go away and would 
not be seen again. Also foxes and badgers.  Concern that fatal 
traffic accidents will occur. Leave our mount and all it has to offer 
well alone!! 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO91 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO680 on 
ecology evidence 

 

 Petition 
from Mount 
residents 
(1092 
signatures) 

   Object Dear Miss Ralphs, 
Building four hundred plus houses on the area known by 
everyone in Leek as The Mount and used by countless 
generations as a gateway to the countryside would be against 
everything that ‘Localism’ intended to bring. 
The enclosed petition goes some way to demonstrate the 
strength of feeling that there is against the proposed building 
plots as set out in the Local Plan. 
The area is mainly agricultural and offers amazing views of the 
town and its surrounding countryside. Indeed the views of Leek’s 
conservation area is unrivalled and the area as a whole acts as a 
buffer between the town the Peak District National Park.  
The road itself could not cope with the estimated 600 to 800 extra 
cars that the proposed housing would generate. The Mount is a 
narrow road with no footpaths and the junctions at either end of 
the Mount would become even more dangerous. 
Historically people travelling out of Leek to work use the Stoke on 
Trent and Macclesfield roads with few travelling to Buxton or 
Ashbourne. This would mean that the roads in Leek’s Town 
centre would become even more congested at peak times as 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 
The broad justification for the Council’s 
selection of ‘preferred’ sites over other 
sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This 
includes consideration of heritage 
impacts, following consultation with the 
Council’s Conservation Officer, and the 
heritage impact recommendations of the 
most recent 2016 landscape impact study. 
All proposed sites must also be the 
subject of sustainability appraisal (the 
Council’s S.A. will be published as part of 
its evidence base). 
 

 See para response to PO91 on 
highways 
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these people make their way through town. 
We urge the Council to think again and produce alternative sites 
for the houses thereby saving this precious area for the future 
generations to enjoy. 
 

 See para response to PO1351 
about Council Assembly and 
statement of community 
involvement  

 See para response to PO680 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  
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PO11 Mr R 
Goldstraw 

      Object I strongly object to The Mount Road in Leek being allocated as a 
"preferred option" for the new housing allocation. If these 
developments go ahead it will be a complete betrayal of the 
people of Leek who have consistantly objected to development of 
this area on the grounds that it would destroy an amenity that has 
been used for generations. It would ruin forever the far reaching 
views over Leek and beyond and destroy a popular country walk 
on the edge of Leek which very many people use on a weekly 
and daily basis. If this development were to go ahead it would 
create a rat run between Buxton Road and Ashbourne Road 
which will make Mount Road unsafe for pedestrians and residents 
alike. We all know the Councils recent form on "road 
improvements" in Leek. 

The Council must conduct public 
consultation concerning its emerging 
Local Plan as set out in the Local Plan 
regulations (or exceeding these 
requirements); and in also in accordance 
with the Council’s adopted Statement of 
Community Involvement.  All stages of the 
local Plan (including consultations) must 
be agreed by the elected Council 
Assembly; and all meetings of the Council 
Assembly are open to the public. 
 
 The public/visual open spaces proposed 
by the Council are those mapped in the 
Preferred Options consultation document. 
The Council’s emerging Local Plan 
policies seek to improve public access to 
open spaces/recreation generally where 
this is consistent with other policies. Note 
there is no automatic public right to cross 
privately owned land beyond public rights 
of way. 
 
Development proposals affecting the 
routes of recognised public rights of way 
would need to make allowance for them.  
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its 
selection of ‘Preferred’ allocation sites 
from wider sites. This includes landspace 
impact evidence. The most recent 2016 
landscape impact study also assessed 
impacts from the Peak Park, and 
concluded that the various Mount sites 
exhibited low- through to high- landscape 
sensitivity; it also provided 
recommendations regarding mitigatory 
measures where appropriate. It concluded 
site LE142A to be of high landscape 
sensitivity as the site is visually prominent 
and visible from the PDNP, as it is located 
atop of the ridge that screens views of 
Leek. Note that landscape evidence must 
be weighed against all other relevant 
evidence when the Council selects 
‘Preferred’ sites. 
 
The Council consults with SCC Highways 
during Local Plan preparation. SCC did 
not raise any objections to Preferred 
Options sites LE022 /LE127 /LE128 
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/LE140 /LE142A /LE142B subject to 
development in this area contributing to 
the improvement of Mount Road including 
provision of footways and pedestrian 
links. Also Kniveden Lane should be 
brought up to adoptable standard with the 
implementation of footways. Further 
junction improvements at Mount 
Road/Ashbourne Road may also be 
appropriate. The Council would assess 
schemes having significant transport 
impacts against relevant NPPF and Local 
Plan policy (including requirement to 
submit transport statements, and provide 
highways improvements where deemed 
appropriate). 

PO92 Mr Bill Reid       Object This area is a most popular area for walkers, runners, drivers and 
strollers. It has been, for as long as I can remember, an area 
that provides views over Leek town and the suurounding area 
which cannot be equalled. It is a beautiful peaceful part of Leek 
which should not be spoilt by housing estates and the disruption 
that goes with it. The top of Kniveden Lane has a piece of 
unadopted road which deters motorists from using it as a 
thoroughfare and I am sure that this would become adopted if the 
proposed plans go ahead causing untold traffic, noise and 
pollution, as well as the dangers to residents from the 
traffic. There are many areas around Leek which would be far 
more suitable. 

  See para response to PO11 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 on 
highways 

 
If the Council considered that a 
development may adversely impact on 
local air quality then the applicant is 
required to undertake air quality 
assessments to identify these issues and 
develop options to mitigate these impacts. 
In addition the Council continually 
monitors air quality across the District and 
regularly undertakes review and 
assessments of this data to identify areas 
where the traffic could have an 
unacceptable impact on local air quality. 
Policy SD4 in the emerging Local Plan 
covers controls of all forms of pollution 
arising from development. 
 
Page 25 of the Preferred Options 
consultation document sets out the 
residual housing requirement for Leek to 
2031 (pursuant to Policy SS3 of the 
adopted Core Strategy). The Council must 
demonstrate that it will fully meet residual 
housing requirements for Leek to have a 
sound Local Plan in place. This 
requirement does not have to be met 
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100% from land allocations – 
unanticipated development of other urban 
brownfield/greenfield sites counts too – 
Table 4.1 factors in assumptions about 
future windfall housing (resulting in a 
lower residual requirement). This windfall 
would include urban sites not formally 
identified on the map. Applications for 
residential uses arising on such sites 
would be assessed on their merits against 
NPPF and Council Policies. As there is 
insufficient capacity to meet this residual 
need entirely from sites within the Leek 
town boundary, the remaining 
requirement is to be met from a 
combination of urban (brownfield and 
greenfield) sites, and peripheral “urban 
extensions” around Leek as set out in 
Tables 4.2 and 4.3. 

PO119 Mrs Alison 
Campion 

      Object No need for more houses in the area. More housing will create 
more traffic on narrow Mount Road Views and opens spaces 
should be left as they are for all to enjoy when walking or 
cycling.   

  See para response to PO92 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 
Need for additional housing stems from a 
number of factors, for example household 
formation, in-migration, linkages with 
future workforce, and other factors.The 
NPPF makes clear that housing 
projections are the starting point for 
assessing housing needs; however these 
additional factors should also be taken in 
to account in Council SHMAs. The 
Council’s own housing need assessments 
are set out in its evidence base on the 
website. Note that this already takes into 
consideration  empty properties in the 
Moorlands. 
 

 See para response to PO11 on 
highways 

  See para response to PO11 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
public rights of way 
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PO193 Mr John 
Pigott 

      Object The following comments apply to three areas allocated for 
housing development on Mount Road: LE127, LE128a and 
LE142a The proposal to build in these three blocks along both 
sides of Mount Road should be removed as the Mount is a very 
important open space close to the town centre and is a very 
popular route for walking, jogging and cycling. It is also on the 
route of the Staffordshire Moorlands Walk giving panoramic views 
over the centre of Leek and the hills beyond. The Mount is a very 
important local amenity which has been  completely 
underestimated and its value not understood.. A local resident 
carried out a head count on Sun 8 th May between 0700 and 
2000 and counted a total of 217 people using the road for 
recreation : 190 walkers (44 with dogs, 8 with prams), 12 cyclists, 
12 joggers and 3 horse riders. These were not in organised 
groups but simply people enjoying the exercise, the views and the 
fresh air in a safe and sustainable way – no need to get the car 
out. If the developments proceed then inevitably Mount Road, 
which is now a country Lane, would be widened and become a 
busy estate road and people would not want to use it for 
recreation.   Instead of building along Mount Road, the brownfield 
sites and other sites within the town boundary should be 
developed first. These include the following sites which were 
shown on the original plans but now taken out : LE 219, LE073, 
LE067, LE147, LE037 and LE063 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
public rights of way 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

Note that LE128b is included alongside 
LE128A, as a residential allocation in the 
Local Plan. 
 
The 2016 Landscape impact study 
concludes that: 
- LE127 to be of high landscape 

sensitivity; as development within the 
site would likely be visible from the 
PDNP and could therefore affect its 
setting 

- LE128A and LE128B are of medium 
landscape sensitivity and 
recommends that site-specific 
landscape mitigation measures  could 
include advanced planting and 
landscaping on the eastern boundary, 
and limited building heights in the 
eastern half of the site. 

 
 

 See para response to PO11 on 
highways 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 
 

The broad justification for the Council’s 
selection of ‘preferred’ sites over other 
sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This 
includes consideration of heritage 
impacts, following consultation with the 
Council’s Conservation Officer, and the 
heritage impact recommendations of the 
most recent 2016 landscape impact study. 
All proposed sites must also be the 
subject of sustainability appraisal (the 
Council’s S.A. will be published as part of 
its evidence base). 
 
Note that site LE073 has since been 
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granted residential planning consent 
under SMD/2015/0523. 

 

PO229 
 
 
PO234 

Miss Alicia 
Guy 
 
Mr Daniel 
Frith 

      Object Building nearly 400 houses in the Mount area will totally ruin the 
lovely breathtaking scenery and peace and quiet that you get up 
there, increased traffic will spoil the area also. It could bring 
house prices down as at the moment it is such a lovely peaceful 
area and this no doubt will change 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 on 
highways 

 Property values are not 
considered material in planning 
law. 

PO221 Mr Andrew 
Bodiam 

      Object Like many others I have enjoyed walking on the Mount for 12 
years and the planned housing site allocations in this area will 
completely destroy one of Leek's most valuable assets. Just take 
a walk along Mount Road and imagine what it would be like with 
the planned housing in place. I appreciate the Governments 
requirements but I am far from convinced that Leek's rural 
countryside should be sacrificed to their cause when there are so 
many brown field sites available. Furthermore, Leek is not a 
commuter town and I wonder if there is really the demand for 600 
houses especially when those that are for sale take forever to do 
so. I would therefore ask you to think again. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 
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PO682 Andy 
McGraw 

      Object Extension of the Town Boundary into the Natural Zone The 
following blocks identified as, potentially suitable housing sites, all 
appear to be outside the town boundary on the maps supplied by 
the Staffordshire Moorlands District Council, on this second 
housing consultation June 2016 Block numbers; LE 127, LE128a, 
LE140, LE142a, LE142b All the above mentioned blocks are 
therefore proposed to be constructed on the Natural Zone land 
surrounding the town of Leek.    
 
Public Amenity The small narrow lane known as Mount Road 
which travels between the A53 Leek/ Buxton road and A523 
Leek/ Ashbourne road along which the following blocks appear, 
LE127, LE128a, LE140 and LE142a, are used on a daily basis as 
a public amenity. The lane is constantly used by locals and 
visitors to walk, ride and enjoy the views in relative safety at 
present. If the proposed housing goes ahead, with the number of 
houses planned on these sites, this road will undoubtedly suffer a 
dramatic increase in the number of vehicles using it, by averaging 
2 cars per household, thus reducing its safety and relative quiet 
enjoyment. The views over the town of Leek and its surrounding 
countryside will also be affected detrimentally. I also note that the 
lane is included as part of the Staffordshire Moorlands Walks, 
advertised and mapped by the Ordnance Survey as a 
recreational path but not highlighted as such on the SMDC 
consultation map. Surely the increase in vehicular traffic would 
compromise this route. Other public rights of way, public 
footpaths, are either not shown or seem now to stop at the new 
development. When I raised the question of this fact at 
consultation the officer was unable to answer my query. In these 
times of austerity and the constant cut backs to local government, 
areas of free enjoyment and recreational use which also merit 
health benefits need to be conserved.  
 
Wildlife Concerns The blocks shown as, LE127, LE128a, LE140 
and LE142a are frequently used by several bird species, 
especially during the winter months, as important feeding 
grounds. Some of these bird species are afforded special 
protection under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 
(W&CA81) as Schedule 1 protected species, identified by BirdLife 
International as Globally Threatened species and are listed as 
Red List species of birds of conservation concern by 
organisations, the RSPB (Royal Society for the Protection of 
Birds), the British Ornithologists Union, Natural England and the 
British Trust of Ornithology, to name a few. The birds in question 
are; Fieldfare Turdus pilaris, Schedule 1 W&CA 81 and Red List 
species Redwing Turdus iliacus , Schedule 1 W&CA81 and Red 
List Species Starling Sturnus vulgaris, Red List species The small 
block of land between blocks LE127 and LE128a is also 
important to wildlife in particular bird species. Although this land is 
not earmarked for development I feel that the disturbance of the 
development would compromise the species using it. This small 

 Note that there is not a ‘natural zone’ 
designation for open countryside in the 
Staffordshire Moorlands. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
public rights of way 

 
The consultation map is intended to depict 
summary information only; it does not for 
example illustrate public rights of way. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its 
selection of ‘Preferred’ allocation sites 
from wider sites, including ecological 
evidence: the Mount sites LE022/ LE127/ 
LE128/ LE140/ LE142A/ LE142B were 
subject to a Phase I ecological survey in 
2014 and a later 2017 ecology study 
considered the scope for ‘local wildlife 
site’ (ie.SBI) designation for all preferred 
option sites. These studies set out 
ecological evaluations of the sites 
followed by recommended further 
surveys/actions in the event of future 
development.  The Council would expect 
subsequent schemes to take account of 
this evidence; further Policy NE1 allows 
for the Council to require ecological 
mitigatory or compensatory measures 
where appropriate. Note that ecology 



Question 10 Do you have any comments on the proposed housing allocation LE142A in Leek? 
 

7 
 

ID Consultee 
Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Support/Object/Gen
eral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

wooded block is used during the winter months as an important 
winter roost for a small number of Raven Corus corax, a species 
again afforded a certain amount of protection. Species using this 
block to breed include, Little Owl Athene noctua , although not 
afforded any specific protection via acts of Parliament or listed as 
a concern yet, it is a species showing major decline, UK 
population estimated to be down by 24%, as highlighted by the 
RSPB breeding bird data 1995 – 2008. Great Spotted 
Woodpecker Dendrocopos major , Nuthatch Sitta europaea, are 
other examples of regular breeding species in this area. Due to 
disturbance I predict that many of these species will refrain from 
using this important area.  
 
Infrastructure As mentioned previously the numbers of new 
houses proposed in the areas of Mount Road and Thorncliffe 
Road, blocks LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142a and LE142b, will 
put an enormous strain on the local infrastructure and road 
system. We all constantly experience the difficulties whilst 
travelling through the town of Leek caused by any one road 
closure. Both junctions from Mount Road can be difficult to 
negotiate now with the small amount of traffic using it with the 
A523 being particularly dangerous in its present form. Problems 
with access at both these junctions will be severely increased 
with the increased volume of traffic. At the original consultation 
July 2015 there was no mention of increasing employment 
opportunities even when the question was raised. I still feel that 
these concerns have yet to be addressed. It was implied but not 
confirmed that most of the individuals who would be residing in 
the new development would be commuter based, travelling to 
nearby cities to seek their employment. This surely is contrary to 
most local government policies that are tasked with reducing this 
activity to contribute towards climate change and global warming 
issues.   These planned developments will also have a visual, 
probably a negative impact from the adjoining Peak District 
National Park as it will be observed from the iconic Roaches and 
the boundary road of Morridge.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

evidence must beweighed against all 
other relevant evidence when the Council 
selects ‘Preferred’ sites. According to the 
2006 NERC Act, the Council must in its 
Planmaking, have regard to the purpose 
of conserving biodiversity. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
National planning guidance states that the 
Council should assess the quality and 
capacity of infrastructure to meet forecast 
demands. An Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
is being prepared which will identify the 
infrastructure necessary to support the 
Local Plan proposals. It builds on the 
findings of the Development Capacity 
Study for the Core Strategy.  Consultation 
and work with infrastructure providers is 
ongoing and their feedback will inform the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and the Local 
Plan. The Council is working with the 
Staffordshire County Council to assess 
the impact  proposed development on 
school capacity, what additional capacity 
is needed and how this can be delivered.  
 
A sustainability appraisal report is being 
published for consultation alongside the 
Preferred Options Local Plan July 2017. 
The SA Report considers the economic, 
social and environmental effects of 
proposed development site allocations 
including access to services and facilities. 
    
Both the 2015 site options consultation, 
and the 2016 Preferred Options 
consultation, mapped sites for various 
land uses across the District including 
housing, employment, and mixed uses. 
 
Notwithstanding current commuting 
patterns, the District as a whole has 
residual general employment land 
requirement, and Leek has a requirement 
(of around 8ha to 2031) and the Council 
must demonstrate that it will fully meet 
these along with its housing requirements, 
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There seems to be little or no mention of the use of brown field 
sites throughout the proposal. With the relaxation of planning 
rules for developing these sites should the Council look to these 
sites first. Removing deteriorating buildings and areas within the 
town that look unsightly and replacing with new developments 
would surely enhance the town, and, as they are close to 
amenities within the town centre, reduce the need for occupants 
to use their motor vehicles on shopping trips or evening 
entertainment. There are also a number of old mills and factories 
within the existing town boundary that could and should be 
transformed and upgraded into apartment blocks, as they have in 
other towns and cities in the UK, which would save those 
buildings from further degradation, provide perfect housing within 
the town and help to keep the overall feel of the town and its 
history.  
 
Conclusion In conclusion it is my belief that the proposed 
development and size of that development will have a serious 
and negative impact on the market town of Leek and its Natural 
Zone boundary. As a society in general we are loosing touch with 
nature and the great outdoors. There are Government initiatives 
to reverse and combat this trend. Organisations, funded by the 
National Lottery, Government, County and Local councils 
including SMDC, are tasked to promote these initiatives assisting 
people to re-engage with nature. We are also constantly 
reminded these days of heath, well-being and mental heath 
issues that our society is increasingly subject too due to the 
pressures of our modern living and the need for places for people 
to unwind. With this in mind how can we justify increasing the 
urban zone into our countryside.   We have a duty to protect 
iconic landscapes, open spaces and the biodiversity such as can 
be found within the Mount Road area for the future generations of 
this fantastic town, so that they too, can experience quiet and 

to have a sound Local Plan in place. 
Government Policy promotes mixed land 
uses, subject to proper consideration of 
amenity impacts (such as noise). The 
Council works with neighbouring planning 
authorities under its duty to cooperate, to 
explore opportunities for the meeting of 
development requirements cross-border. 
However neighbouring authorities must 
also address their own development 
requirements. The Council consults with 
SCC Transport (regarding strategic 
impacts) during Local Plan preparation; 
and has regard to SCC’s Local Transport 
Plan Integrated Transport Strategy for the 
District. 
 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In relation to comments on economic 
impact, new housing has a proven 
positive economic benefit to an area, 
generated both by expenditure of 
construction industry and through longer 
term residential spend. 
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peaceful recreation as we have enjoyed over the years . Maybe 
the Officers involved in making the final decisions should take an 
early morning walk along the Mount Road to experience these 
quiet and peaceful surroundings with the only noise being 
provided by the local bird-life with their dawn chorus. Once we 
loose these areas they are lost forever.   
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PO676 Mr 
Jonathan 
Hulme 

      Object The mount is an important, free, extensively used recreation 
facility for Leek.  The proximity of the mount to the town makes it 
easily accessible, providing a rural escape for walkers, cyclists, 
joggers and families alike. This invaluable resource contributes to 
the physical and mental health and wellbeing of all who use 
it.  The mount provides panoramic views of the town and 
surrounding moor land including the Roches, and housing 
developments should not encroach on this.   The junctions with 
the A53 and the A523 are also quite dangerous and unsuited to 
large amounts of traffic.  Some form of traffic management would 
need to be added to these junctions, increasing congenstion in 
and around the town to even higher levels than currently (which is 
already too high!!).  This deters visitors to the town, reducing the 
amount of tourist trade.    The area is also important ecologically 
and accomodates a variety of species, some of which appear on 
the UK Biodiversity Action Plan.   This excessive allocation of 
sites appears to be national policy implemented at a local level 
without consideration of local needs and demographics.   The 
infrastructure in the east of the town is insufficient to cope with a 
population influx.  For instance, the schools and health facilities 
are already full.   Housing development should be concentrated 
on brownfield sights in the town such as Davenport mill on Mill 
Street and the mill on Ashbourne Road. The developers who own 
these sites should be incentivised to commence 
development.  Redevelop eyesores, don't diminish beauty spots.   

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 on 
highways 

Any new developments would need to 
adhere to design policies to ensure 
character of the District is maintained. 
 

 See para response to PO682 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO682 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

The Council consults with SCC Education 
during Local Plan preparation, and SCC 
have indicated a need for additional first- 
and middle- school land provision in Leek 
resulting from the town’s development 
requirements. These are laid out in the 
Preferred Options consultation document. 
 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 
All Planning Authorities are eligible to 
receive New Homes Bonus which was 
introduced by the Government to reflect 
and incentivise housing growth in their 
areas. It is based on the amount of extra 
Council Tax revenue raised for new 
homes and is payable annually over a 6 
year period. 
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PO702 Mr John 
Burnett 

      Object This exisiting field forms an intrinsic part of the open space known 
as the Mount. As such it provides views over Morridge and out to 
the Peak district and for users of the Mount affords an area of 
outstanding natural beauty. Building on this plot of land would 
severly restrict the views available and would mean that use of 
the Mount Road as an exercise and recreation facllity would be 
severly restricted. I would also object based on my concerns that 
building in this location would have severe impact on both 
existing infrastructure including roads and schools and would 
affect the ground water run off causing issues in other areas of 
the town. Building on this land would demonstrably damage the 
aspirations of the local community and would have severe 
economic and environmental consequences - completely at odds 
with the objectives of the consultation. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
public rights of way 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 on 
highways 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements 

The Council consults with utilities 
providers, the Environment Agency, and 
the SCC Lead Local Flood Risk Officer 
during Local Plan preparation. These 
bodies did not object to any of the Mount 
sites.  The SFRA provides an overview of 
flood risk from all sources across the 
District, and will be used alongside formal 
EA responses regarding proposed 
allocations. Note that subsequent 
development proposals would be required 
to integrate sustainable drainage features 
into layouts, as required by the Flood and 
Water Management Act.  
 

 See para response to PO682 
about economic benefits of 
housebuilding 

PO132
0 

Mr 
Stapleton 

Leek And 
District 
Civic 
Society 

    Object I write on behalf of Leek & District Civic Society to protest in the 
strongest possible terms against the decision to include The 
Mount’ Leek as a preferred option for housing development.  This 
area is heavily used by recreational walkers and is the sort of 
local amenity which would be absolutely spoilt by additional 
building.  Leek has few enough open spaces as it is and the loss 
of The Mount would be completely unjustifiable. Of all the site 
options in the Leek area, The Mount is the one which we feel 
should be absolutely sacrosanct and protected for the present 
populace and future generations. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

The Council is undertaking a review of  
open space, sport and recreation facilities 
which includes an updated playing pitch 
strategy.   
 

 See para response to PO193 
about option sites assessments 
and sustainability appraisal 
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PO135
0 

Mr A Birks       Object This morning whist taking my constitutional stroll around mount 
road I happened upon a group of people considering the best 
plots to build houses in this beauty spot. One member off the 
group introduced herself as a local councillor. My heart sank as it 
became clear that some minds at least, against the wishes of the 
local people, the decision to build seems to have been taken. It is 
outrageous that the local community is once again to be ignored 
by those elected to serve us. Mount Road is a very important part 
of the social scene of Leek as local people use it daily to enjoy 
the countryside which is within their homes. It would be an 
ecological and social outrage to remove this facility from the 
people of leek.  This area is more important to the wellbeing of 
residents from across the town than any other area around leek 
as it is their gateway to a relaxed walk in the fresh air in the 
countryside.  
 
Any development of this area would change the nature of Leek as 
it would necessitate the widening of the road, the installation of 
lighting and the uprooting of that special commodity trees. The 
Mount Road would be a major thoroughfare between the 
Ashbourne Road, and Buxton Road, Kniveden Lane Would be a 
conduit between the same roads meaning heavy traffic rushing 
through the estate and there would be a problems caused by 
necessary construction of major road junctions at each end of the 
Mount Road. Local residents this would be a disaster. There is a 
concern too that, with the addition of a large number of houses in 
this area, the infrastructure at this end of town would be 
challenged beyond its ability to cope. Schools and doctors 
surgeries are already very full and recent queues of vehicles to 
get into town were horrendous during the roadworks in the town. 
Imagine the chaos should we add another 500 families in the 
queue.  
 
 
 
In the unlikely event that Leek should actually need extra 
accommodation, consideration should be given to brownfields or 
less intrusive sites first. There are several derelict mills which 
could be utilised for apartments or demolished for housing. The 
infrastructure of drains, electricity and gas is readily available 
near these 2 areas too. I appeal to the council to reflect on the 
wishes of those who elected them to serve their needs and reject 
the idea of developing this area and retain it for enjoyment and 
health of the many people of leek who appreciate it. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
public consultation and Statement 
of Community Involvement 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access  

 See para response to PO682 on 
ecology evidence 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 
 

Issues such as external lighting in 
schemes can be controlled by the 
Council’s amenity policies. Streetlighting 
is a matter controlled by SCC Highways. 
 
The emerging Local Plan policy NE2 
protects all existing trees on site, or where 
this is not possible, expects a 2 for 1 
replacement. 
 

 See para response to PO682 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements 
 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 
 

 

PO963 Mr Alistair 
McLoughlin 

      Object Do not build on.  Comments noted. 
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PO114
2 

Mr R 
Harrison 

      Object I have recently looked at the site plans and talked to one of your 
officers concerning the location: This is a narrow road, used by 
many recreational purposes such as walking, cycling The views 
over leak Conservation area and its surrounding area are 2 nd to 
none both night and day There have been lots of houses built on 
the east side of leek in recent years mainly off Ashbourne road. 
As the majority of people travel to Macclesfield, Manchester and 
Stoke on Trent to work, this means they have to travel thought 
the centre and often Leek is gridlocked at busy times The exits 
from the Mount onto Buxton and the Ashbourne Roads are both 
very narrow and difficult to negotiate. Schools at the end of the 
town are already full to capacity and young children have to be 
taken across Leek early in the morning and collected in the 
evening. Drs Lists are so full. We are told that some of these 
houses are possible affordable housing. What does this mean? 
There are plenty of small terrace house on the market which I 
would consider as affordable. So do we need more? In fact do we 
need a 1000 new houses to in Leek at all anywhere? If so I would 
like to think that there are possible sites in Leek - West End could 
be given consideration before further action is taken. Leek is a 
beautiful small town with easy access to countryside. By allowing 
building on The Mount Road that access will be diminished as 
more of our green fields turned into housing developments and 
country roads become clogged with vehicles. Where will it end? 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access  

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO193 
about option sites assessments 
and sustainability appraisal 

 See para response to PO682 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements 

 
The Council consults with its Housing 
Officer when setting definitions of 
‘affordable’ in relation to affordable 
housing. This usually equates to a 
percentage of open market value which 
represents the upper limit that the house 
can be sold/resold for.  
 
An element of affordable housing will be 
required for all major housing schemes in 
the District, as set out in Local Plan 
Policies. The Council may also require an 
element of starter homes, and self-build 
plots on such sites. The Council’s 
housing/design policies and the NPPF 
expect that housing schemes provide for 
variegation in design; and a mix of house 
types to meet difffering socio-economic 
needs, including affordable housing. 
 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 
Note that none of the Mount sites falls 
within the Green Belt, whereas the 
western edge of Leek has Green Belt 
status. Whilst Councils can allocate within 
the Green Belt National Planning policy is 
clear that this requires exceptional 
circumstances to justify (as compared to 
non-Green Belt). The Council recently 
completed a Green Belt Review which 
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assessed the suitability for retention of all 
areas of Green Belt in the District, against 
the five Green Belt ‘purposes’ set out in 
the NPPF. This will be used by the 
Council alongside other evidence 
inprogressing its Local Plan.  The NPPF 
also allows for consideration of 
development proposals that would 
represent ‘limited infilling’, or in some 
cases redevelopment of ‘brownfield’  sites 
in the Green Belt. 
 

PO946 Mr Chris 
Clark 

      Object Building houses at this location would permanently destroy the 
rural aspect of Mount Road, which is used by walkers on a daily 
basis.  Mount Road is easy to access by residents living towards 
the north and east of the town, and is an irreplacable asset to the 
people of Leek. If houses were to be built here, most residents 
would work in Stoke-on-Trent (or Macclesfield) and therefore 
commute through Leek's town centre, adding to existing 
conjestion. 

  See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access  

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO11 on 
highways 

 
PO157
4 
 
PO157
7
  

Mrs S 
Chauveau 
 
Mr PJ 
Chauveau 

      Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount. 
It is I icon beauty spot, leeks gateway into the open country side 
and has been popular with walkers, joggers, cyclist and horse 
riding for generations and should be protected for future 
generations to I strongly recommend further consideration be 
given to the developing the empty mills, brownfield Sites and 
making use of the many vacant homes in the Moorlands before 
surrendering our precious Greenfields to hungry developers 

  See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

PO168
3 
 
PO167
7 
 
PO165
3 
 
PO164
7 
 
PO164
0 
 
PO167
1 
 
PO166

Mr N A 
Brundrett 
 
MRS A 
Staton 
 
Mrs G 
Webster 
 
Mrs J 
Lownds 
 
Mr W 
Johnson 
 
Mr S 
Panek 
 
Mr A 

      Object I am writing to protest against the latest version of the site 
allocation plan for the SMDC. The site references of particular 
interest are: LE022, LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142A, LE142B. 
The grounds for that are:  
 
Loss of important local amenity – The Mount is a very important 
open space close to the town.  
 
 
Visual impact – restrict important skyline and further afield. The 
proposed sites are near or run on particularly at night with street 
lighting.  
 
 
Impact for infrastructure – primary schools in particular (Leek 1 st 
school and Beresford Memorial School) will struggle to keep up 
demand and the situation where some children already have to 
school in the west of leek will become more common. Mount 
Road is a route of Staffordshire  Moorlands Walk a very popular 

  
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 
 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO1350 
about streetlighting 

 
 See para response to PO676 

about educational requirements 
 See para response to PO11 about 

public rights of way 
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4 
 
PO165
9
  
PO477
0
 
PO475
8 
 
 
PO475
4
  

Panek 
 
Miss J 
Panek 
 
Mrs A 
Lomas 
 
Mr & Mrs P 
& J 
Whitehurst 
 
Miss L 
Whitehurst 

route for Leisure activities such as running, cycling and walking. 
 
High quality Landscape – unsympathetic to landscape and the 
character and quality of the area. Urbanisation of the country lane 
that is mount road – if all 6 developments procede then the 500 
houses would be constructed. Mount Road would be linking the 
Ashbourne and Buxton Roads. The spatial distribution of the 
proposed access sites across leek is unbalance – there will not 
be sufficient demand to build all of these houses on one side of 
the town so the council will not meet its housing needs in any 
event. The Mount is, and has been a great source of pleasure for 
many people over years. It needs to stay that way in order that 
the future generations have as much enjoyment out of this as our 
generation has. 
 

 
 
 

 See para response to PO676 
about design policies 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 
The Council is undertaking Local Plan 
viablity work which will consider the 
viability of preferred option sites.  

PO168
6 

Mr David 
Morgan 

      Object I am writing to express my strong objection to the proposal to 
build houses on the Mount.  I specifically object to the building off 
houses on sites: LE022, LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142A, 
LE142B. When I first heard about the proposal to build in this 
area. I was genuinely shocked and still cannot believe that the 
proposal have been submitted to build on such beautiful 
landscape which has helped to shape leeks identity as Queen Of 
the moorlands. I work in the local community and I have not 
heard a single resident of Leek express support for these 
proposals – they have expressed deep anger and concern. I live 
locally to the Mount and regularly take walks there and it is very 
clearly, a popular destination for walkers and cyclist. However, I 
do not feel that this is area that is solely of Leek by these who live 
in its vicinity. I believe that the mount is an area that the people of 
Leek genuinely cherish and it would be a tragedy if a major 
housing development were built along it, The Mount does provide 
an important amenity for local residents including Hargate estate. 
I feel it would be unacceptable to build houses on it, spoiling the 
unspoilt beauty of the area and leading to a huge increase in the 
traffic which would obviously cause a major hazard to walkers 
and cyclist. I feel it is unacceptable to deprive residents of a very 
built up area such as Haregate estate of the opportunity to enjoy 
the beautiful country side and open space this that the mount 
offers. If this proposal is passed then I feel that the character and 
identity of Leek will be very adversely affected and this will have a 
very detrimental impact on its image in terms of visitors  and 
attracting business 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO682 
about economic benefits of 
housebuilding 

 See para response to PO676 on 
design policies 
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PO128
3 

Mrs B 
Ward 

      Object I write once again to protest against the proposed development of 
housing along and off mount road. We have already had 2 public 
enquires and each time the inspector has upheld the decision not 
to allow these fields to develop along mount road. This is a great 
amenity for the town, especially for residents this side of leek. I 
feel that we have been left a short stretch off mount road but with 
all the roads going off it Mount Road itself will probably have to be 
widened and will become a bi pass for traffic between Buxton 
Road. Walking along a country lane enjoying the views. Do 
people walk as much on the other side of town? Aren’t there still 
places for the development within the town? Not touching our 
open spaces. Where are 600 new houses on Mount Road going 
to work? 

The Council must justify proposed land 
allocations which form part of its new 
Local Plan to planning inspector during 
public examination of the Local Plan. The 
Inspector must consider the ‘soundness’ 
of the Plan as per para 182 NPPF. Note 
that as part of this process the Council 
must demonstrate that it meets its 
objectively assessed development 
requirements for housing (and other land 
uses) for the District. 
 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

PO147
0 

Mrs G 
Armstrong 

      Object As a resident of Moorland Road since 1975, I write to you to 
express my concerns over the appalling plan to yet again to 
destroy an area of the town much loved and frequented by its 
residents for countless generations. I can assure you that the 
contents of the letter not only reflect the views of me and the 
residents of moorland road and Kniveden Lane but those of leek 
in general. The proposal to build 400 houses on the Mount came 
as a shock to the town. Whilst I am not opposed to the idea of 
providing some housing In the Leek area, I cannot equate with 
the requirement for the number your department are planning.  As 
regards the location, how can you say that a beautiful location like 
the Mount is in need of development when there are numerous 
locations that in the area that are an eyesore and would be more 
than fit the bill for re development? If your department were to 
take the time too canvas the people of leek you would find that it 
is considered an asset to this town.  The Mount is an area of 
outstanding rural beauty with great views across the town, 
supporting an abundance of wildlife whose habitat would be 
destroyed if the plan goes ahead.  It has long been a source of 
relaxation, leisure, exercise, and even welcomes retreats for 
courting couples and families with children or people exercising 
their pets can be seen walking the Mount in complete safety 
without the fear of being subjected to danger from large numbers 
of cars. This would change if the whole scheme goes ahead. Is it 
right that future generations should be denied the pleasure their 
forebears derived from this beautiful road, With an average of 
each household owning 2 cars each the paln to build 400 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO682 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO1142 
about affordable housing 

 See para response to PO11 about 
public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 
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residents could unleash about 800 vehicles all trying to support 
those numbers. Mount road would be saturated with vehicles al 
trying to leave either via the junction with the A523 Ashbourne 
Road or the A53 Buxton Road.  Both roads are very busy main 
roads.  After frustration of accessing these knock on effect would 
choke the town centre which struggles now at certain times to 
maintain a smooth flow. No doubt the un adapted and unmade 
section of Kniveden Lane would be upgraded encouraging it to be 
used as a short cut between Ashbourne Road and Buxton Road. 
The only thing that stops it being a rat track now is that it is 
unmade and has ruts and pot holes. Also of concern is that with 
this sort of development you re require to provide a proportion for 
social housing. We all know who are housed in these and what 
effect it has on the surrounding area. I need say no more. Can 
you explain why there seems determination within the planning 
bodies to destroy what is beautiful and precious to the people of 
Leek with total disregard to the preservation of the environment 
and wishes of the Leek populace. If they want to improve this 
town why don’t they concentrate on some off those areas in dire 
need of redevelopment and of which there are many in this town. 
I along with the majority of the other house owners in the vicinity, 
share at the lack of the thought the has obviously not being 
thought that has gone into this project. I ask the question; have 
any of the councillors or those on the planning dep actually 
bothered to walk to location, to see for themselves what they 
would be destroying and ask residents for their thoughts. No, I 
doubt it very much if this is the case.is it just a figure on the map 
to them? I understand that the majority are not from leek and so 
don’t really have its best interests at heart. These so called 
councillors were voted in to represent  the towns folk and listen to 
their view. This has not obviously been thought out thoroughly 
and it makes me wonder what sort of people will be running the 
council. Is it yet again something to their advantage and not that 
of the town.  Their priorities do not appear to be the people of 
leek there to represent them. I make this representation not only 
on behalf of those directly affected but also the people of leek 
who are totally opposed to this desecration of one of the most 
beautiful and well-loved areas.   



Question 10 Do you have any comments on the proposed housing allocation LE142A in Leek? 
 

18 
 

ID Consultee 
Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Support/Object/Gen
eral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO152
2 

Ms Angie 
Guest 

      Object Detrimental impact on an important & much valued amenity area. 
The location provides a green space accessible to and used by 
the wider population of leek for walking cycling and jogging. The 
mount follows part of the route of the Staffs Moorlands walk ‘Leek 
Landscapes’ managed by the SDMC and marked on the OS 
1:25000 map. Described in the leaflet published by the district 
council as offering a walk ‘through attractive farmland with 
interesting views over Leek. This would be compromised by the 
development. The panoramic views from The Mount over the 
skyline of Leek and countryside beyond are 2 nd to none. These 
would be severely restricted. The scale and the unbalanced 
distribution of this development sites, concentrated in this part of 
the town will lead to increase traffic in making the mount a busy 
road between the Ashbourne & Buxton roads as well as loss of a 
rural environment outside the town’s boundary. 

  See para response to PO11 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
public rights of way 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

PO150
0 

MRS 
KAREN 
BARKER 

      Object I do not believe that it is necessary to extend the town boundary 
into farmland as there are still many available brownfield sites 
within the locality. There is much greater need for 
jobs/employment as priority in the town if people are to be enticed 
to come to live here by large scale housing developments. There 
are presently not enough jobs locally to adequately provide for 
the current housing occupants. There is likely to be an increased 
need for Housing Benefits affecting the local economy together 
with significant increased pressure on infrastructure due to need 
for travel in and out of the area for work. It is also important to 
note tourism is a significant driver to the local economy! 
Therefore the town gateway, especially from the Peak Park 
Buxton road A53, needs to be rigorous protection from the urban 
sprawl in order to maintain the ‘Queen of the moorlands’ identity. 
The point of entry into Leek from A53 Buxton Road is the most 
attractive picturesque and Tourist Route. It is also highly utilised 
public amenity for local residents of Leek who regularly make use 
of the whole area incorporating the A53 towards Tittesworth 
Reservoir/Blackshaw Moor, along Thorncliffe Road and its 
adjoining lanes, the Mount Road, as a place to exercise by 
walking, rambling, cycling, horse-riding, dog-walking, sightseeing, 
picnicking and general enjoyment of for health and well-being. 
The proposed areas particularly as it approaches the a53 Buxton 
Road junction with Thorncliffe Road and The Mount Road, is 
immediately adjacent to a landscape area which presumes 
against intrusive developments in order to protect its historic 
landscape nature. I would personally feel that the Special 
Landscape Area and environs ought to receive the highest priority 
protection. The designation encompasses the fact that it is 
special in nature and cannot therefore be replaced once lost or 
damaged. There is a number of brownfield sites within the town 
which could be very effectively used for housing development. 
For some reason? These are not shown on the accompanying 
consultation maps. However from attending a consultation 
meeting the existence of several sites a is a matter of common 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO676 
about design policies 

 
Green Belt is a long established 
designation that serves a number of 
important functions in separating 
settlements, and preserving ‘openness’. 
Whilst Councils can allocate/make 
boundary amendments within the Green 
Belt, National Planning policy is clear that 
this requires exceptional circumstances to 
justify (as compared to non-Green Belt). 
Note that landscape quality/character, and 
public access characteristics,  are not in 
themselves ‘purposes’ of Green Belt laid 
out in national guidance. The NPPF 
allows for consideration of development 
proposals upon ‘brownfield’ Green Belt 
sites. 
 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

  See para response to PO11 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 Note that since adoption of the 
2014 Core Strategy, there is no 
longer a ‘special landscape area’ 
designation. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO682 
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knowledge along with the fact that these would be ‘the preferred 
option housing sites’ in view of the residents of leek. There are 
also pockets of green belt land (designated such primarily for the 
purposes of town separation and quite often having no particular 
beauty or amenity), which in common with other towns in the 
country could be effectively utilised to expand the town boundary 
with selective use and sensitively to the environment. This would 
be better than destroying the areas which are highly valued by 
the Leek Community for beauty and recreation and which give the 
town of Leek its identity. The proposal to build almost 400 houses 
off the junction of the A53 as it joins Thorniclife Road and The 
Mount Road is a major intrusion into the public amenity and is 
unsupported in terms of the additional infrastructure requiring a 
need for development of roads, sewers, schools etc. The 
proposal will is completely unbalanced as it places virtually all the 
housing requirement? Unjustified along 1 narrow lane at the most 
flagship side of leek renowned for its visual beauty and 
recreational amenity. Please utilise the brownfield sites and 
protect leeks heritage and inheritance! 

about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO676 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO193 
about heritage impact 
considerations  

 See para response to PO682 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements 

PO140
1 

Mrs M 
Smith 

      Object With regard to the proposed 400 plus houses to be built on the 
mount, I would like to express my concerns on the matter. I can’t 
help but for see the problems 400 to 800 cars will create, trying to 
leave Mount Road to gain access to the Buxton Road.  They will 
be queuing up! Most families these days have at least one car 
some have two. Mount Road was not built for such traffic 

  See para response to PO11 
about highways  

 

PO171
1 

Mr G 
Carding 

      Object I would like to object to the proposed housing sites on Mount 
Road leek. The Mount has been a historic to the people of leek 
for generations for its 360 degree panoramic views of natural 
beauty. Being born in Leek I have walked over the mount all my 
life and always enjoyed the peace and quiet surrounded by the 
countryside views which are irreplaceable building housing in this 
area would also destroy the wildlife and a result in the loss of 
open space. This road is unsuitable for the large volume of traffic 
which would be generated by all the new houses and is narrow in 
places with dangerous junctions at both end of the road. The 
roads in this part cannot take any more traffic. Please find more 
suitable site within the town, if we keep building out into the 
countryside where will the border of Leek End? Ashbourne 

  See para response to PO11 
about landscape evidence 

  See para response to PO11 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO682 on 
ecology evidence 

  See para response to PO11 
about highways  

 

PO148
6 

Mrs C 
Lane 

      Object I object to any housing being built in this area. It is an area used 
by many people for walking etc. – many for health reasons e.g. 
for me. We must keep our open spaces that are in walking 
distance of our town, once lost – gone forever. Don’t let us loose 
it 

   See para response to PO11 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 
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PO169
8 

Mr Michael 
Owen 

      Object My wife and I would like to tender our personal objections to any 
proposed house building along Mount Road Leek. We don’t feel 
that the area has infrastructure to cope with the number of 
houses proposed and would spoil the landscape of a very popular 
and picturesque area used extensively by Leek residents 

  See para response to PO682 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

  See para response to PO11 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 
PO942
1
  

Mr Anthony 
Clark 

      Object LE142b, le142a, le140, Le128a, Le022, Le127 I write to object to 
the proposal to all the building of housed along mount road as set 
out in the preferred options doc. My 2 main objections are based 
on the implications for the environment and the traffic. 
 
Environment – For generations Mount Road has been a favourite 
walking/cycling/horse riding route for many residents of Leek. It is 
easily accessible (not requiring a car to reach it) and is quiet safe 
place by way which can be used by all people of all ages in all 
weathers. The major attraction is walkers are the outstanding 
vista the road provides both town and county. The proposed 
building at the north would destroy the turn the road into a noisy, 
busy thoroughfare, that would be unsafe and unpleasant for 
walkers and all over leisure users. The proposed housing at the 
southern end of the road would mean the views of the town would 
be lost. At a time when all our members of society are being 
encouraged to take more exercise the destruction of the mount is 
free, natural gym, seems very short sighted. Immediate area 
Mount road is not a wide enough area to safely take a major 
increase in traffic. The existing access points to this area off 
Buxton Road and Ashbourne Road are adequate for the present 
level of traffic but are wholly inadequate and dangerous for the 
high volume of vehicles. If as is most likely, Kniveden Lane was 
upgraded at its top end to allow access by vehicles the 
consequences for its junction with Ashbourne Road causes 
minimal amount of problems. An increase in traffic will queues will 
lead to frustration and rash decisions by drivers. This in turn 
would lead to calls for the removal of the trees and the 
destruction of a wonderful entrance to the town. Town Residents 
living in the proposed housing development will need to work and 
shop. Where will they go to do these activities? Traffic The 
consequences of the traffic of building many houses both in the 
immediate area and the town as whole will be very marked. Work 
Very few work in Buxton or Ashbourne which re easily accessible 
from the mount. The vast majority work in the town centre, the 
barn field’s industrial estate or on Cheadle road. Those 
commuting out of the town centre will be heading mostly to stoke 
Macclesfield/Manchester. All these people will have to drive 
through the town centre at least twice a day at peak times as 
there are no alternative routes they can use.    Shopping To reach 
the two large supermarkets in Leek (Morrisons and Sainsbury’s) 
residents of the Mount Road area would be forced, by the road 
system, to travel through the centre of town.  Those shopping 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
public rights of way 

  See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO676 on 
design policies 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO1350 
about tree protection 

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO193 
about option sites assessments 
and sustainability appraisal 

 
The 2016 Landscape impact study 
concludes that: 
- LE142B is of high landscape sensitivity 
and development cound be visible from 
the peak Park, and the rural approach to 
Leek;  
- LE140 is of medium landscape 
sensitivity and site-specific mitigation 
measures including boundary 
landscaping, and controlled building 
heights, are recommended;  
 - LE066 is of high landscape sensitivity 
owing to its location, despite the presence 
of site screening.  
Note the findings of this study form part of 
a wider evidence base to support SMDC’s 
Local Plan. Its conclusions must be 
weighed against other evidence. 
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further afield will, in the main, be heading for Stoke and 
Macclesfield and again will need to travel through the town 
centre.   
 
One look at the map would tell anyone that the major building 
works to the east of leek will cause major traffic problems. If 
building must take place on the mount, though I doubt there is a 
need, the least environmentally damaging site LE142b and 
LE140. Is there not a possibility of the building on the site existing 
site of Kniveden Hall (which is screened of by trees) and the old 
Social Services building? These sites would be the least invasive 
environmentally but would still generate major traffic problems 
both locally and still generate a lot more traffic throughout the 
town. In 2006 New York took the far sighted decision to turn a 
disused elevated railway in a linear park (the high lane). Would 
that Leek had planners and leader of similar vision to develop 
mount road into a high lane for the benefit all off the community   

 
 
 
 
Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included 
as a residential allocation in the Local 
Plan. 
 
The Council’s emerging Local Plan 
already contains a policy (T2) protecting 
existing railway lines from development; 
and supporting recreational re-use etc. 
The Mount does not contain any such 
routes. 
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PO173
1 
 
PO172
1
  

Mrs Mary 
Emery 
 
Mr & Mrs V 
and J 
Emery 

      Object LE066, LE067, LE068, LE143a, LE127, LE128, LE140, LE142A, 
LE142B. I wish to register my objection to the proposed 
development of the land on The Mount My reasons are as 
follows.  
 
 
 
 
There are sufficient brown field site available, such as The former 
Just juice site on Prince Street is now vacant The former Big Mill 
on Mill Street, ripe for development The former Brough, Nicolson 
and Hall Mill on Ashbourne Road A reasonable plot of land on the 
Organ Ground which was the former East Street Nursery which is 
now vacant. Shortly to become available the former Britannia 
Building Society plot of land on Cheddleton Road   Land on Foker 
Grange on Macclesfield road  
 
 
The Mount is a valued area of outstanding beauty and must be 
kept for future generations to enjoy. It is supposed to be green 
belt land; consideration that seems to have been overlooked.  
 
I would like to point out the impact of the proposed development 
would have on local services i.e. schools, GP services, the road 
infrastructure and employment needs. I am also very concerned 
about the effect on the local wildlife,, the increase in traffic, and 
noise levels this development will bring. I would like to know what 
happened to the housing development at the Sainsbury’s site, 
which never seems to have transpired 

Note that the Preferred Options do not 
currently include site LE143A, and sites 
LE067/LE068 are not formally identified 
as they fall within the town boundary (see 
para response to PO92 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall 
allowance). 
 
Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included 
as a residential allocation in the Local 
Plan. 
 
Note the former Britannia premises on 
both sides of the Cheddleton Rd are both 
preferred mixed employment/housing 
allocations, refs LE150 and LE235. 
 

 See para response to PO1142 
about western Green Belt 

 
 
 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 
 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO682 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO682 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO11 on 
highways 

 The noise impacts of schemes 
would be assessed against the 
Council’s adopted amenity Policies 
and NPPF Policies 

 
The Sainsburys site as part of its mixed 
use consent SMD/2013/1098 still enjoys 
residential consent on part of the site. 
Note Environmental Health Officer did not 
object to that scheme subject to 
conditions. The Council would assess 
residential schemes on sites affected by 
contamination in line with its adopted 
Policy SD4 and NPPF paras 120-121 
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NPPF. The responsibility of funding 
remediation rests with the developer. 
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PO176
6 
 
PO175
9 
 
PO177
4
 
  

Mr and Mrs 
W Lovatt 
 
Mrs J 
Lovatt 
 
Mr S Lovatt 

      Object LE127, LE069, LE128, LE140, LE066, LE142a, LE142b We 
would like to submit our comments concerning the above 
consultations with the specific regard to leek east. These 
consultations with specific regard to leek Ease and the area of 
mount road. This is a semi-rural area outside the town 
development boundary. One of the attractions of this area of leek 
is that the boundaries for development are very closely defined. 
This means that within 10mnutes walk of the town centre you 
have access to open space, which makes the mount area very 
popular for leisure activities such as walking jogging and cycling. 
This is a important when considering what opportunities there are 
for leisure and exercise so close to town. The fields provide a 
home for various types of wildlife and this together with the farm 
animals that graze them, provide access to a nature very close to 
the heart of leek. The views from the mount are spectacular and 
largely unspoilt. Any developments of any of all the listed 
developments of the type proposed would totally alter the area, 
as it has with the Buxton Road end of Mount road. If all the 
development listed above were to proceed. In excess 400 houses 
would be constructed on what is pleasant open countryside. The 
access along Ashbourne Road and Mount road provide a road 
infrastructure that would be totally inadequate with the volume of 
traffic generated by such a development especially on the bad 
junction where mount road meets Ashbourne road near Poplar 
Service Station.. Access via the already existing estate off 
kniveden lane and or High View road and Moorland Road would 
be impossible to sustain, given the narrow nature off the roads in 
question and the cars parked on either side of the roads in what 
is a already busy residential area. Creation of a rat run would 
have serious consequences Public transport via the bus service 
would be totally inadequate. There are significant areas of land 
that would be ideal for development that are presently brown field 
sites within the town centre and the town development boundary. 
Development would be ideal of these sites would not impact on 
local wildlife and leisure activities and would be more sustainable 
as they would result from a increase in traffic in outlying 
areas.  Given to the employment situation in Leek, a large 
proportion of these would inevitably be homes for communities for 
the potteries conurbation and or Macclesfield and greater 
Manchester. This would ruin the character and community feel of 
the area. Given the recent headlines concerning the lack of 
affordable housing in rural locations, more consideration should 
be given this type of development, rather than encouraging urban 
sprawl which would ruin the character of this town. 

Note that the Preferred Options do not 
currently include site LE069. 
 
Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included 
as a residential allocation in the Local 
Plan. 
 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 
Leek is already served by a number of 
frequent or less frequent bus routes, 
connecting to centres such as Hanley, 
Cheadle, Buxton and Macclesfield. A 
number of these use main arterial routes 
such as Buxton Road /Ashbourne Road 
/Springfield Road. In some circumstances, 
major residential developments may be 
required to contribute to improved bus 
routes/bus facilities in accordance with 
emerging Local Plan Pol T1/Staffordshire 
Local Transport Plan. 
 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO682 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO676 
about design policies 

 See para response to PO1142 
about affordable housing 
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PO155
9 

Miss A 
Hampson 

      Object Any development in the Mount on proposed sites will be visible 
from some distance, thereby impacting not just on leek, but also 
the wider area. The infrastructure is inadequate I am not 
convinced the possibility of infill sites in leek   

 See para response to PO11 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO682 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO11 on 
highways 

 See para response to PO92 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

PO155
4 

Mrs G 
Webster 

      Object I have never protested before but I feel compelled to write this let 
reg the proposed developments across the mount. When I was 
young I lived on Haregate Est and many times my parents took 
my siblings and I across the mount it was something we enjoyed 
seeing all the farm animal and wildlife. As I got older I would still 
walk the mount and dream of one day owning one of the houses 
which were only a couple of minutes’ walk away from being in the 
countryside. That dream was realised in 1976. Now I am retired it 
is wonderful to be able to stroll round the mount each day. My 
husband twice a day come rain or shine, and able to do just that 
take in the views or have conversations with people we meet, not 
just from this area but from other parts of town. It is good for the 
soul as well as the mind. It is a marvellous asset for the town for 
young and old alike a great place to relax and exercise. It is 
precious and should be protected for future generations ’never 
know what you have got till it’s gone’ comes to mind as was  the 
case with what was a beautiful roundabout which stood proud at 
the top off Derby St. Do we need so many more houses in leek if 
so we do not build on the field opposite the cricket club on 
Macclesfield Road which would not have the catastrophic impact 
of hundreds of houses on the  mount or why not build them on 
Blackshaw Moor where there is already a small estate. I hope this 
marvellous asset treasured by so many can be saved for the town 
and the people of Leek. 

 See para response to PO11 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO11 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO92 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO1142 
about western Green Belt 

 
Blackshaw Moor is identified as a ‘smaller 
village’ in the Council’s emerging Local 
Plan and should only attract a limited 
amount of additional housing within or 
around the built up area. Note that Anzio 
Camp received planning consent for 
erection of extra care housing, live work 
units, ancillary social centre and facilities 
building and change of use to holiday park 
in November 2015. 
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PO151
5 

Mrs J 
Pointon 

      Object We are writing to vehemently object to any planned housing on 
green fields along the Mount. This not only is a beautiful area on 
the edge of the town but also sustains farming and livestock 
crucial to our economy. There are within the town, sufficient 
brownfield sites and redundant mills to accommodate any 
development not to mention the 182 houses currently for sale 
within Leeks boundary together with the 56 properties up for rent. 
We would like to ask the council where these people are going to 
come from to buy these additional properties and where are they 
going to work being as Leek has a very little industry left. One 
other thing that has come to our attention is why is there is one 
rule for some and another ruled for someone else. I refer to the 
issue involving C & R Haulage at Werrington. A company which 
deals with agriculture and the transport of livestock who have 
been seeking to obtain planning permission to park their lorries 
on a small holding in the area to enable them to look after any 
livestock they have overnight but who have been refuses this 
application on the grounds that the property is green belt land by 
ac council that is contemplating building houses outside environs 
of the town on green belt land. There seems to be no consistency 
whatsoever to your planning guidelines and we ask that this 
should be explained.   

 See para response to PO11 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO92 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 
All planning applications must be 
assessed against current Local Plan 
Policy and the NPPF. The reasons behind 
individual planning decisions can be 
viewed at  
http://www.staffsmoorlands.gov.uk/smdc-
aurora .  
 
The Council must justify proposed land 
allocations which form part of its new 
Local Plan to planning inspector during 
public examination of the Local Plan. The 
Inspector must consider the ‘soundness’ 
of the Plan as per para 182 NPPF. Note 
that as part of this process the Council 
must demonstrate that it meets its 
objectively assessed development 
requirements for housing (and other land 
uses) for the District. 
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PO153
5 

Mrs C 
Whitehurst 

      Object I am disappointed that local objections to development along 
Mount Road leek have been ignored by those who claim to 
represent us, and I must once again voice my objections. The 
Mount is one of our most beautiful and well-loved amenities for 
local walkers, cyclist, runners and dog walkers. A short walk from 
town which I personally use at least 3 times a week whenever I 
walk around I meet at least 10-12 others. It is also a safe route to 
take children of all ages to appreciate the country side, farm use 
and wonderful views – all of which will disappear. Many habitants 
for small animals and birds will go along the grass verges and lost 
trees, so much for our greener landscapes. Who is going to buy 
these obviously very expensive houses not my children who can 
hardly afford to rent never mind buy? But I’m sure the overspill 
from Macclesfield, Manchester + Buxton will appreciate these 
cheaper houses than they can afford there. Where will all the 
children go to school our local ones are full and have little or no 
space to expand, more Drs and Dentists will be needed. Traffic 
along the mount will be busy. It has already increased during 
times of the road closures repairs etc, and now this new short out 
has been found it will continue to be used. As there are now plans 
in place to convert several old apartments such as old Mills in the 
town a large number of houses will not be needed by local people 
and smaller brown field sites can be found in and around leek for 
a much more acceptable amount rather than such a large 
estate.  If the £1000 per house built is so tempting why not just 
ask us for more council tax – I’m sure most people would be 
willing to pay to save this precious area for our children and 
grandchildren. I would. Please please listen to our objections 
regarding this atrocity in our wonderful town. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
public consultation and Statement 
of Community Involvement 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO682 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO1350 
about tree protection 

 See para response to PO1142 
about affordable housing 

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO682 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO676 
about new homes bonus 

PO154
3 

Mrs C 
Keates 

      Object The Mount is a very important area for the town of leek. This 
whole area is an important amenity area for the town – it was 
promised a few years ago that there will be no further 
development after the completion of Mountside gardens. Further 
developments’ will destroy the open views of the Morridge from 
the town. Some of the areas highlighted for development was 
gifted to the town presumably to protect them and for agricultural 
use. Development of the Mount will lead to greatly increased 
traffic on what is basically a country lane. Safety issues at both 
junctions. The importance of the local people who use it. Young 
walkers, runners, joggers, cyclist, horse riding, dog walkers. 
These include singles, couple. Family groups and organised 
walking groups aside. We urge you to look at these plans very 
carefully before you decide to ruin this beautiful area. Surely there 
are other smaller areas which could be utilized for future needs. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 

http://www.staffsmoorlands.gov.uk/smdc-aurora
http://www.staffsmoorlands.gov.uk/smdc-aurora
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PO148
9 

Ms Dawn 
Garrett 

      Object I write with reference to the planning proposals along The Mount 
in Leek. I moved to Leek last August, the countryside being one 
of the big draws. I'm dismayed to find that my favourite dog walk 
is earmarked for extensive development. The absolutely 
magnificent views would be lost forever. The birdsong drowned 
out by the inevitable increased traffic load. The wildflowers at the 
side of the road and the sheep peacefully grazing, all gone. The 
creeping urbanisation of such a lovely country town is a big worry. 
Surely it would be better environmental sense to deal with the 
falling-down mills and derelict housing in the town before building 
any further? Regeneration is a much more modern concept and 
would further revitalise the town itself. For me and my family 
access to the views, the fresh air and the wildlife is balm against 
our stressful and hectic working lives. I live on Ashbourne Road 
so this is not NIMBYism at work, it is a genuine plea to save this 
lovely area for everyone. Now and in the future. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO682 on 
ecology evidence 

PO158
4 

Mr C 
Chauveau 

      Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount 
as I love to go running there with my dad and really enjoy the 
view into open countryside. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

PO158
7 

Mr J Jones       Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount 
as I often go there cycling and walking there with my family and I 
think it is very special place and would be completely spoiled by 
houses. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

PO159
3 

Mr L 
Emerick 

      Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount 
as this is a natural beauty spot with open views into the 
countryside and it should need to be protected. My family often 
take our dog for walks there and feel it should be protected 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

PO159
9 

Mrs J 
Smith 

      Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount 
as this is a natural beauty spot with open views into the 
countryside and it should need to be protected 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

PO160
4 

Mr J Mays-
Woodhead 

      Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount 
as I often go there cycling and walking there with my family and I 
think it is very special place and would be completely spoiled by 
houses.                                      

  See para response to PO11 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 
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PO169
5 

Ms K 
Machin 

      Object I would like to object to the proposed housing sites on the mount 
road, leek as outlined in the preferred options site and boundaries 
of staffs moorlands local plans – sites LE127, LE128a, LE140, 
LE142A, LE142B. This area should not be built on as it will ruin 
the lovely views over Leek and the Horizon and has been enjoyed 
for generations by walker’s cyclist etc, who on a nice day vastly 
outnumber cars on this starch of road. This road also appears to 
be outside the site boundary. By building approx. 400 houses it 
will no longer be a country walk yet another housing est. The 
council should be committed to maintaining green belt land and 
encouraging people to get fresh air and exercise in an age 
increasing obesity. There are surely plenty of empty mills and 
brownfield or former industrial sites within the town which could 
be developed for housing instead of building on open fields. 
There is also no development proposed in the west end of leek- 
why not? The planners need to go back to their drawing board 
and identify more suitable sites across the whole leek instead of 
concentrating on the one unsuitable area. Please save the mount 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO1142 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

PO170
9 

Mr C 
Hoggarth 

      Object Ref: LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142A I am writing to you with 
regards to you with my objection to the proposed sites above for 
housing development that I consider will result in loss of 
countryside e an recreational amenity to local residents. My 
objections consist of 3 main concerns: The loss of green field 
sites. The enclosure of the open space that is mount road. The 
loss of recreational amenity of Mount Road through the amount of 
additional traffic. The areas of land in question is border Mount 
Road, a low traffic route with broad open views across 
countryside to the east over the town of Leek and beyond to its 
west. Mount Road well known locally for the pleasurable route for 
exercise it provides and is much used by local residents and 
visitors. Enclosure with housing development would turn an open 
country lane into just another urban roadway and would destroy 
the views reducing the attraction of the area. The associated 
increase in the traffic would severely reduce the safety route. I 
consider that the cumulative effect would be to destroy the area 
as a recreational amenity.   Of the area surrounding the current 
town boundaries, I think that this is one that would constitute the 
greatest loss, both with respect to the beauty of the outlook and 
the loss of its use for recreation. Mount Road is a beautiful 
location; visitors jealously comment how lucky I am to have such 
an area on my doorstep. To destroy it would be a disgrace and I 
hope you will reconsider the proposals 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
public rights of way 
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PO170
2 

Mrs J 
McGuiness 

      Object Ref: LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142A. As a local resident in 
objection to the above proposed plans For the Mount in Leek. I 
object to the scale of development for this beautiful country lane 
on the outskirts of our town. It is a area of outstanding beauty, 
boasting much wildlife, flora and fauna. The woodland and 
hedgerows are home to valued wildlife and birds. In addition there 
are farm animals, bats, foxes, stoats, mice all of which inhabit this 
area has been identified over existing brownfield sites in town. 
Could the planners not relax the rules and allow sites in town that 
have been previously been refused for development? Do we 
really need 400 houses? Do we really need another 1 st school, 
at this end of the town? I am dubious as there are as many 
properties in the town already for sale, unoccupied or derelict. 
Where are all the people coming from to buy these 400 houses? 
My main objection is the sheer volume of traffic. The roads are 
totally unsuitable to accommodate the amount of traffic that’s will 
be generated by a school and 400 houses. This development has 
the potential  to create at least 800 cars from the proposed 
housing development (average 2 cars per house hold) and even 
more generated from schools with staff and pupils, including the 
cars school  buses . The lane is already suffers from many 
vehicles using the lane, as a rat run and this will increase. In 
addition to being a resident The Mount I am also a daily dog 
walker and I am concerned for the safety of those using the lane 
for leisure, i.e walker, dog walkers, joggers, mums with little ones, 
cyclists, horse riders and those coming to sit on the seats 
provided to take in the beautiful views. If development goes 
ahead these activities will come to an end and once again our 
green landscape will disappear with the town boundaries being 
pushed out further and further. Where will local people be able to 
go without getting into these cars and causing more traffic 
congestion on the roads, and what about those without transport? 
The road junction at either end of the Mount are not without 
difficulties. The Buxton Road junctions Is a staggered cross roads 
with Novi Lane and needs to be approached with caution. At 
school times It is used by parents/carers/school buses. I cannot 
imagine the chaos that will transpire if another school is permitted 
on the Mount – it will certainly become a lot busier and more 
dangerous. Do we really want to put our children at risk? Walking 
to and from school will not be a solution as it will be to 
dangerous.   Let us not forget that in additions to this road 
junction, a short distance down the same road Churnet View 
transport comes onto the Buxton Road via Abbotts Road, and 
Leek High/The Meadows/East St 1 st School all feed into and use 
Buxton Road via Springfield Road. Each school has buses/taxis 
and cars transporting pupils and the volume using the roads at 
the same time of day has potential to cause bottle necks on this 
busy main road. Another school shall mean 7 school all using the 
same road – local residents will have to keep of the road to the 
volume of traffic down.   The other end of the mount leads to 
Ashbourne road and this junction not only has obscured visual 

 It is not considered that development of 
this particular site would be out of 
proportion with the rest of the town. Any 
new development taking place will be 
subject to design policies contained within 
the new Local Plan; and having regard to 
the Council’s landscape impact evidence. 
 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 
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access but a difficult angled junction. Surely this is totally 
unsuitable to transport large volumes of traffic which will be 
generated from 400 houses and a school! If a alternative junction 
is proposed this can only be achieved by sacrificing another 
green field.   The Mount, Ashbourne Road are all used by big 
lorries, buses, tractors, trailers, farm stock to and from stock 
market, farm machinery, lorries transporting goods to and from 
Buxton, Ashbourne, and Surrounding areas. These are very busy 
roads! Can we really add to this without causing major problems? 
I urge the council to consider these proposals very carefully 
giving due time and consideration to alternative sites in town, 
because once the boxes are ticked it will be irreversible and the 
mount will be changed forever. 

PO174
0 

Mr Martin 
Armstrong 

      Object LE127, LE128A, LE142A, LE142B Why turn a place of beauty 
into an eyesore when the council should be concentrating on 
transforming areas which are an eyesore into places of beauty. 
There are so many alternatives to the proposed sites for housing 
development around leek is without having to take away Leeks 
most cherished leisure route. Mount Road has long been a 
source of relaxation, leisure and exercise to the residents of Leek 
It is used daily by scores of locals who walk, run, cycle, and enjoy 
the tranquillity of this country lane which provides fantastic views 
across Leek and towards the peak district. Where else in the area 
is there such an amenity so conveniently within walking distance 
and safe for people to enjoy. The Mount is also a natural habitat 
for wildlife including many endangered species. The like of owls, 
woodpeckers and many more other birds and small mammals 
would be severely put to risk and their habitat will be seriously 
damaged. This proposed totally unnecessary housing 
development would not only destroy all this but also a place extra 
stress on the town centre already, struggling to cope with 
congestion. The large number of extra stress owns the town 
struggling to cope with congestion. The large number of extra 
vehicles would adversely affect road safety and be a danger to 
the public particularly on both exits from Mount Road. These are 
but a few of the issues generated by this ill thought out scheme 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO682 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO11 on 
highways 

 

PO171
6 

Miss JM 
Botham 

      Object With reference to the proposal for the mount new housing 
development This is and has been a delightful walk for the people 
of leek for many years. The older generation will have fond and 
lasting memories of the courtships over the mount. We as 
children used it for walking and horse riding in safety to go further 
afield to Cheddleton Heath. We know in recent times it is an it is a 
popular route of the Staffordshire moorlands walk. We believe 
more ought to be done with the brown fields site this would clear 
unsightly buildings and In most cases be more convenient to the 
town allowing for less use of vehicles and  allowing for the green 
areas to be maintained for leisure pursuits. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
public rights of way 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 
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PO258
6 

Consultatio
n Service 

Natural 
England 

    General comment Natural England notes the proposed preferred site for allocation 
in Leek. We note that it is located close to and/or adjoining 
existing areas of open space and green infrastructure. Suitable 
enhancements of existing open spaces’ may be required together 
with appropriate management (and funding thereof) in order to 
allow these open spaces to function effectively during the local 
plan period. Similarly the development of these preferred sites (if 
progressed) will need to include suitable multi-functional green 
infrastructure. Adopted local plan spatial objectives SO8 & 9 refer 
together with policies such as DC1 Design Considerations, DC3 
landscape and settlement setting, and C3 Green Infrastructure. 

 The Council has produced a Draft Green 
Infrastructure Strategy for consultation 
alongside the next draft version of the 
Local Plan.  The strategy identifies green 
infrastructure corridors around the towns 
and lists particular issues in relation to 
that corridor which can be addressed as 
part of the relevant site policy and / or at 
the planning application stage.  Similarly, 
a public open space study is underway 
covering all designated public open 
spaces in the Staffordshire Moorlands.  
One of the areas this will advise on is 
where improvements are needed to these 
spaces and new development in the 
vicinity could contribute towards this.  The 
Council has also designated Local Green 
Spaces in line with criteria set out in the 
NPPF and the Council will seek to 
facilitate improvements to these areas 
where required. 

PO290
1 

James 
Chadwick 

Staffordshir
e County 
Council 

    General comment The allocations proposed around Mount Road will necessitate 
highway improvements for example road widening, provision of 
footways, completing Kniveden Lane to adoptable standard, 
possible (probable) junction improvements at one or both ends. 
The removal of the sites between LE127 and LE128a could make 
the delivery of the required scheme more complicated and 
therefore requires further consideration including the 
reinstatement of sites LE069 & LE128b. 

 Comments noted. See para response to 
PO91 about highways. The emerging 
Local Plan sets out how the residual 
housing requirement for Leek will be 
achieved by a combination of allocations 
within the urban area, and along the 
Mount (making allowance for 
windfall/small sites allowances). 
Additional housing sites along the Mount 
are not required. 
 
Note that LE128b is included alongside 
LE128A, as a residential allocation in the 
Local Plan. 
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PO365
4 

Mr P Ash       Object My husband and I most strongly oppose the number of sites on 
Mount Road, Leek as preferred option for new homes. Both of us 
have lived in Leek all our lives and for the past 50 years have 
resided on the Moorland Road. Mount Road is acknowledged as 
an area of open space for walking, cycling, and jogging and it is a 
area of free from volumes of traffic? I know my mother exercised, 
pushing me in my pram walking round the Mount. Building 
houses either side of the road would most likely make the Mount 
Road into a main road linking Ashbourne Road to Buxton Road. 
This road is not sustainable not wide enough to take heavy 
vehicles and constant stream of Traffic, if numerous houses were 
to be built either side for Health and Safety reason would require 
pavements, gutters and drainage all of which will narrow, the 
width of the road for vehicles, in all probability each house will 
have 2 cars, which again will increase the flow of traffic. To 
surface the top of Kniveden lane would make this road a rat race 
and a highway leading to an increase of even more traffic may I 
remind the council that when the developers applied for planning 
permission to build homes on the land behind sunny view at the 
end of Ashbourne Road – grave concern was exposed by 
Staffordshire County Council of traffic from the houses 
converging onto a busy main road, would that not also apply to 
traffic from the houses converging onto  2 main roads – 
Ashbourne road,, and at the other end of Buxton road. I would 
like to draw your attention to the fact when Mr William Milnes 
gave the land he owned to the council, land where now stands 
Leek High School, and is playing fields which borders Kniveden 
Lane and extend on the Mount, there was a clause in the gift of 
land that this land would be only used for educational purposes. 
One may also ask the council “where are all families and buyers 
that require these houses? Leek has not the facilities to 
accommodate such a huge increase in its population. The Dr’s 
are already working to their full capacity, which schools primary 
and senior have places for an increase in children of school age? 
And where will the new comers to the area, travelling from the 
Mount to Macclesfield or to the potteries will increase the flow of 
traffic though the centre of the town these were problems with 
planning permission to build house on ??  At Leek brook on the 
site of Joshua Wardens factory, as to the nature of the ground 
and the fact the earth may have become contaminated from 
factory work etc. These problems were overcome and rectified 
and houses were built. Now houses cannot build on this land 
surrounding Sainsbury’s Supermarket because of problems with 
the land – if land at Leekbrook can overcome the problems with 
the land around Sainsbury’s overcome the problem? And houses 
can be built on land previously occupied and accommodating 
buildings.   

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 
The Council is not aware of any legal 
encumbrances upon this site. 
 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO682 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO1731 
about Sainsburys consent 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 
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PO369
5 

Mrs C 
Ryan 

      Object I am writing to express my objection to recently published plans to 
build on a large area of the Mount in Leek. Whilst understanding 
there is a need for some new housing, I feel this area is the 
wrong place and definitely too extensive. A few points I would like 
to share which may not take into account the professional opinion 
but a certainly take a common sense view. The Sainsbury’s site 
was passed as a area for retail and business development with a 
to build on a small housing estate. This has not been fully 
developed and I understand it may because there are issues with 
asbestos and or some other contamination. Yet it seems it is fit 
for a pub selling food, a children’s party play area and a 
supermarket selling some other consumable goods. If it is the 
case that there have been some bad decisions made around this 
site, the council officers responsible for passing this plan should 
own up and ensure this site Is cleaned up. Enabling the plans 
many locals objected to, be completed. Of course this will mean a 
cost to the taxpayers whom are left carrying he financial burden 
of bad decisions made. I have no objection Education Land 
boarding Mount Road being to extend or build a primary school 
as have a shortage of places, the concern would be of increased 
traffic and the requirement for good provision of off road parking 
at the school if there were to be an entrance on that road. There 
is a site on the Buxton road Blackshaw Moor which has stood 
unused for many years since the Army ceased training there. It 
must have drainage, electrics and water on this site. This would 
be ideal for a small scale affordable housing site. It would also 
benefit the local school which has a small numbers of pupils and 
probably in danger of being closed in years to come Transport 
should not be a issue because there some buses to Buxton and 
local bus companies can benefit by providing peak time services. 
 
There must be other sites within Leek area suitable for 
developing. I tried to locate brownfield site on SMDC website but 
it shows many wordy documents but nothing is clearly stating 
where these sites lie. This could be my ineptitude but there could 
be more clarity for the lay person on these issues Building in such 
a large scale on The Mount would devalue housing already there. 
This may be viewed as a narrow minded but many people have 
worked hard and taken out huge loans to secure there desired 
homes. To effect there in such a drastic way I think is unfair and 
unnecessary. Most of the housing is currently at the higher end of 
the market and build social or low cost housing amongst his could 
be problematic from all prospective. If housing is built at the 
current level at these sites then who shall benefit those on low 
paid jobs, where I understand the most need is there are many 
units built as affordable part share homes unsold and many more 
privately owed sites of apartments etc. standing empty in Leek. 

It is not considered that development of 
this particular site would be out of 
proportion with the rest of the town. Any 
new development taking place will be 
subject to design policies contained within 
the new Local Plan; and having regard to 
the Council’s landscape impact evidence. 
 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO1731 
about Sainsburys consent 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO1554 
about Anzio Camp 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 Property values are not 
considered material in planning 
law. 

 See para response to PO1142 
about affordable housing 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 
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PO364
3 

Mr and Mrs 
Jones 

      Object We would like to formally submit our comment concerning the 
above consultation with specific regard to Leek East LE127, 
LE069, LE128, LE066, LE142a and LE142b. These consultations 
relate to Leek East and the area of Mount Road. This semi-rural. 
area outside the town development boundary. One of its 
attractions of this area of Leek is that the boundaries for 
development are very closely defined. This means that within 10 
minutes’ walk of the town centre you have access to open space, 
which makes the Mount area very popular for leisure activities 
such as walking, jogging and cycling. This is important when 
considering what opportunities there are for leisure and exercise 
so close to town. The fields provide a home for various types of 
wildlife and this, together with the farm animals that graze them, 
provide access to nature very close to the heart of Leek. The 
combination of these two aspects make an early morning walk or 
late evening jog across Mount a uplifting and almost spiritual 
experience. The views from the Mount over Leek are spectacular 
and are largely unspoilt. Any development of the type and 
proposed would totally after the character of the area, as it has 
with Buxton road end of the Mount. If all of the developments 
listed above were to proceed in excess of 400 houses would be 
constructed on what is pleasant open countryside. The access 
along Ashbourne Road and Mount Road provide a road 
infrastructure that would be totally inadequate with the volume of 
traffic generated by such a development, especially on the bad 
junction where Mount Road meets Ashbourne Rad, given the 
development has taken place from an old development that has 
already taken place on an old Quarry site and the proposed 
development on the other  side of Ashbourne Road, near to the 
Poplar Service station, access via the already existing estate off 
either Kniveden Lane and  or High View Rod and or Moorland 
Road would be  impossible to sustain, given the narrow nature of 
roads in question are busy residential area. Creation of a rat run 
would have serious safety consequences. Public transport via the 
bus service would be totally inadequate. There are significant 
areas of land which would ideal for the development that are 
presently brown field sites within the town centre and the town 
development boundary. Development of these sites would not 
impact on local wildlife and leisure activities, and would be more 
sustainable as they would not involve significant damage to the 
environment that would result from an increase of traffic outlying 
areas. Given the department from Leek of major employers such 
as the Britannia Building Society, a large proportion of these 
houses would inevitably be home for commuters from the 
potteries conurbation and or Macclesfield and greater 
Manchester. This would totally ruin the character and community 
feeling of the area, and further issues in relation to the 
sustainable investment in local infrastructure. Planning conditions 
stating that the occupiers should have a connection with the local 
area have repeatedly been shown to be unenforceable in the 
contexts of the urban development. There have been applications 

Note that the Preferred Options do not 
currently include site LE069. 
 
Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included 
as a residential allocation in the Local 
Plan. 

 
 See para response to PO11 about 

open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO676 on 
design policies 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO1766 
about bus routes 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO682 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO682 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO1142 
about affordable housing 

 
It is standard practice for residential 
schemes which generate a requirement 
for ‘local needs’ affordable housing to 
have future occupation of those dwellings 
controlled via legal agreement linked to 
conditions upon the planning consent. 
 
Planning applications are assessed 
against the current Development Plan 
including the NPPF and adopted Core 
Strategy Policies. 
 



Question 10 Do you have any comments on the proposed housing allocation LE142A in Leek? 
 

36 
 

ID Consultee 
Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Support/Object/Gen
eral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

for planning permission relating to these areas before, most 
notably, in 2007. This was refused on appeal, given the strength 
of feeling within the local community against this development. 
Any temptation to alter the town development boundary to 
facilitate these proposals should be resisted are there is no 
proven case that the type or amount of development proposed is 
justifiable. Given in the recent headlines concerning the lack of 
affordable houses in rural locations, more consideration should 
be given to this type of development, rather than encouraging 
urban sprawl which would ruin the character of the town. 

PO472
6 
 
PO472
2 
 
PO473
5 
 
PO473
1 
 
PO474
1
 
 
 
  

Mr D And L 
Robinson 
 
Mr RP kerr 
 
 
Mr M 
Turnock  
 
Miss CM 
Hambleton 
 
Mr W 
Trafford 

      Object  I am writing to protest against the latest site allocation plan for 
the SMDC. To build upwards of 4000 house in our beautiful area 
is criminal. It is obvious a Central Government ploy, of threats, 
then offer of £1000.00/house has worked. For the SMDC to deny 
the £1000 donation has no bearing on the decision is pure 
fantasy. The area most concerned is to myself is the site 
allocated off Mount Road, Leek. At present most of the estates 
west of Mount Road are below the crest of the Mount, the 
proposed sites in places near or near to the crest, which will 
make them highly visible over a large area, particularly at night 
with street lighting. The site ref LE127 is of particular interest to 
me, it is obvious access to the site will be through the south end 
of High View Road with services readily available. If we are 
building approx. 100 houses on LE127, we can expect a large 
increase in traffic along High View Road and Moorland Road. 
Sites ref: LE066 & LE128 will be close proximity to a 35mtr high 
wind turbine and the plans already approved, which is highly 
undesirable. The building off 800 houses mainly on the eastern 
flank of the Town does not seem logical. There must be other 
sites in the Southern and Western flank of Leek which could be 
exploited; the advantage of this would be to reduce the great 
impact on schools & amenities in the Mount catchment area. 
Other problems concern electrical supply, gas supply, water 
supply sewage disposal, which can create serious problems due 
to the massive local increase in demand. 

 See para response to PO676 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO1350 
about streetlighting 

 See para response to PO11 about 
public consultation and Statement 
of Community Involvement 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 
Note that vehicular access to LE127 is 
anticipated off Mount Road; SCC 
Highways response was predicated on 
this (not High View Road). 
 
The Council would assess residential 
schemes in proximity to approved wind 
turbines in accordance with Core Strategy 
and NPPF amenity Policies, and ETSU 
(as amended) noise criteria etc.  
 

 See para response to PO193 
about option sites assessments 
and sustainability appraisal 

 See para response to PO1142 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO682 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements 

 See para response in PO702 
about utilities and flood risk 
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PO469
8 

Mr And 
Mrs C and 
P Deighton 

      Object We are writing to register our very deep concern about the 
proposal to build on the land at the Mount in Leek. Those 
involved in the making such decisions do not all live in Leek and 
probably unaware of the enormous importance of The Mount to 
the people living around it in Leek. The implications of losing this 
much loved countryside walk are very serious, and far reaching. 
The close proximity of The Mount to the homes of so many local 
people means that it is a place used regularly, often daily, for 
exercise and relaxation, and is vital to their health and mental 
well-being. A large number of local residents are elderly, and 
often unable to drive: there are young families who cannot afford 
a car: there are several care homes that residents come for walks 
with their careers. What make The Mount so important is that is 
so very close to people. It offers beautiful views across the fields 
and means that people, who cannot get out into the countryside 
further away, can still enjoy seeing the birds and animals here 
only just a small walk from where they live. People walking their 
dogs have a natural means of contact and conversation with 
others – so important especially for those who live alone. To sum 
up, we all be deeply distressed to lose this place. So many have 
been walking there all through their lives, the disruption, and 
seeing the gradual destruction of a cherished part of their lives 
will bring an increased sense of isolation, and the feeling of 
depression faced by those in their later years as they become 
less able to things without outside help. Having the ability to step 
outside and walk in open surroundings without having to ask for a 
lift means a lot to someone struggling to retain their 
independence and enjoyment for life. To build on The Mount is 
clearly not necessary. There are as we have all been made 
aware recently, many alterations for example: various Brown 
Field sites empty buildings such as factories and offices: disused 
mills, empty houses apparently unoccupied for long periods. In 
view of the very unpopular bad decisions made, and the 
continuing loss of trust in the judgement made and continuing 
loss of and motives,  of the planning department many now 
suspect that the decisions are influenced mainly by financial 
incentives from Government or other sources. We do not know 
whether this is true, but it seems obvious to us that a prompt 
decision to abandon the idea of building The Mount would bring 
peace of mind to many Leek Residents and go a long way to 
restoring the publics belief that members of the Planning 
Department actually do care about, and will respond to, consider 
and respect the views, the well-being and even the happiness, of 
the town they responsible for looking after, both now and the 
future.   

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO676 
about new homes bonus 
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PO393
7 

Mr Mike O 
Brien 

WYG     Object [Refer to submitted Representations Report attached to Question 
1] which states: The proposed urban extension to the east of the 
town...- LE127(100), LE128a(47), LE140(63), LE142a(140) and 
LE142b(40). The proposed extension also accommodates draft 
reserve sites LE069(42), LE128b(48) and LE066(50). These sites 
contribute a significant proportion of the proposed housing for 
Leek. The allocation of these sites, ahead of available 
brownfield/previously developed sites, is not in compliance Policy 
SS5a of the Core Strategy, which sets out the overarching 
strategy for development in Leek. ...None of the proposed 
allocations are considered likely to come forward in the short term 
based on the findings set out in the SHLAA (2015). However, we 
suggest that the allocation of sites which are deliverable within 
the short term should have been considered to a greater extent in 
formulating the preferred options due to the significant shortfall of 
housing delivery across the district. WYG consider that sites in 
Leek, such as LE243, are suitable to contribute to the short term 
delivery of housing in Staffordshire Moorlands. Furthermore, the 
spatial distribution of the draft potential allocations weighs heavily 
on this eastern stretch of agricultural land and it is noted that no 
potential allocations have been selected within the core urban 
area. 

 Refer to Council response to 
PO3934 under LE127 table 
Question 10. 

 
Note that LE128b is included alongside 
LE128A, as a residential allocation in the 
Local Plan. 
 
Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included 
as a residential allocation in the Local 
Plan. 

PO482
8 

Mrs L 
Scragg 

      Object I would like for to make it known that I oppose the above on 
numerous grounds. The Mount in Leek has always been 
somewhere for the people of Leek to walk, cycle, jog, ride around 
not just people up end of the Town but people from all areas, 
young and old and in-between. The views, the Countryside is 
there for all to enjoy and appreciate, and we do. The road is not 
big enough now for all the extra traffic that is using it never mind 
more homes and a school. The Government wants to be 
healthier, do more exercise, get out and move, where will the 
joggers, cyclist go? If you sat up there for 24hours you would 
understand how used The Mount is used for recreation, pleasure 
and socializing, it’s a free beautiful gymnasium – its where the 
children go to see their 1 st lamb or donkey walkers go to 
remember their youth and reflect on their lives, it’s a place that 
puts lives into prospective and brings the troubled some peace. 
Please let we and our children’s children keep the mount 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 on 
highways 
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PO470
7 

Mr and Mrs 
A & N 
Waterhous
e 

      Object Building 400+ houses on the area known by everyone as The 
Mount and used by countless generations as a gate way to the 
countryside would be against everything that “localism” would 
bring. The enclosed petition goes some way to demonstrate the 
strength of feeling that there is against the proposed building 
plots as set out in the Local Plan. The area is mainly agricultural 
and offers amazing views of the town and it’s unrivalled and area 
as a whole acts as a buffer, between the town and the Peak 
District National Park. The road itself could not cope with the 
estimated 600 to 800 extra houses would generate. The Mount is 
a narrow road with no footpaths and junctions at either end of The 
Mount would become even more dangerous. Historically people 
travelling out of Leek to work, use the Stoke-on-Trent and 
Macclesfield Road with few travelling to Buxton or Ashbourne. 
This would mean that the roads in Leek Town Centre would 
become even more congested at peak times as these people 
make their way through town. We urge the Council to think again 
and produce alternative sites for houses thereby saving this 
precious area for future generations to enjoy. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 

PO588
6 

Ms Linda 
M Beighton 

      Object I am writing to object to the proposed plan to allocate the 
following sites along Mount Road for housing: LE127, LE128a, 
and LE142a. Mount Road is used by hundreds of people every 
day of the week as a safe, sustainable leisure route something 
the council should be encouraging not removing. The current 
road for much of its length I too narrow for 2 cars to pass. 
Development would cause urbanisation & widening with the 
potential destruction of mature trees and dry stone walls. Exits 
particularly onto Ashbourne Road are already problematic and 
would need expensive, major work to cope with the extra traffic. 
People occupying houses at the moment would in the main work 
on the western side of the town in Cheshire-Manchester and 
Stoke. Major supermarkets are in the western side of town. Daily 
trips would further exacerbate the congestion which already 
chokes Leek. So many houses would destroy what is designated 
a special landscape area. They would impact on the views from 
the Peak Park and destroy an amenity area. Extending the own 
boundary to accommodate the proposed sites is undesirable. 
Using green field’s sites may be expected and enable larger 
profits for developers but there are still brown field sites and infill 
land available within the moorlands district. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO1350 
about tree protection 

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO1500 
about special landscape area 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 
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ID Consultee 
Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Support/Object/Gen
eral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO914
4 

Mr Ramon 
West 

      Object We wish to object to the 4 preferred housing allocation sites on 
the Mount, Leek. It would be an outrage to proceed with 
residential development on any of these sites: LE127, LE128a, 
LE140 and LE142a. The Council must take into consideration: 
Loss of local amenity - the Mount is a popular amenity enjoyed 
and cherished by walkers, joggers, cyclists, nature-lovers and 
dog-walkers. There is no comparable open countryside leisure 
amenity so close to the town centre. There is no comparable 
alternative within easy walking distance on the east side of town. 
Loss of such amenity would have an adverse effect on the health 
and wellbeing of a great many local people. Visual impact - the 
Mount is a classic example of outstanding moorland scenery. It 
provides unique and wonderful views over the town and beyond. 
Leek prides itself, and markets itself, as the Queen of the 
Moorlands. If this is to mean anything, the Council must do 
everything it can to halt the expansion of the town into the 
surrounding countryside and work to preserve the proximity and 
integrity of some of our finest moorlands scenery. Impact on 
infrastructure - hundreds of new houses will bring thousands of 
people. Nearby schools and GP surgeries will be put under 
further strain. Council services, social services and emergency 
services are already all under great strain. Traffic problems will be 
made worse. The future - the population of Leek is predicted to 
rise by a few thousand over the next couple of decades or so. 
This is mainly due to an ageing population. We are living longer. 
That means more of the people who are living here now will still 
be around in 20 or 30 years time. Therefore, planning for the 
future should be focused on local services for local people. We 
hope that the Council will heed our objections and explore 
alternative approaches to housing needs and development in our 
town. In particular, we wish to draw your attention to the 'Bimby 
Housing Toolkit' which was drawn up by the Prince’s Foundation 
for Building Community (bimby.org.uk). 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO682 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO1142 
about affordable housing 

 
The Council’s own housing need 
assessments are set out in its evidence 
base on the website. Note these assess 
the needs of ‘older people’ and other 
groups. The June 2014 SHMA concluded 
the number and proportion of older person 
households is expected to increase in the 
District over the period to 2031 (46% 
increase between 2011 and 2031) which 
has implications such as increased 
demand for both specialist/extra-care 
accommodation for older people, and for 
adaptable homes. Owing to an ageing 
population and other factors, the need for 
smaller units will in future exceed the 
need for larger, family units. For these 
reasons the SHMA recommends that 60% 
of future housing should be 1- or 2-bed. 
The Council’s current Core Strategy 
Policies expect larger housing schemes to 
provide for a mix of housing across all 
locations, to respond to identified local 
needs such as housing for older people. 
Note that where there is a policy 
requirement for affordable housing 
provision upon such sites, the nature of 
provision may reflect the above. 
 
The BIMBY toolkit is noted. The Council 
will continue to work with communities 
seeking to introduce (or influence the 
preparation of) Neighbourhood Plans, in 
accordance with the Neighbourhood 
Planning Regulations.  
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ID Consultee 
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Company / 
Organisati
on 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Support/Object/Gen
eral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO910
5 

Mr Robert 
McGuinnes
s 

      Object Email with representation form [attached] objecting to Preferred 
Options sites LE127/LE128A/LE140/LE142A and 'School Site' 
[presumed LE140] alongside 2015 'Options' sites 
LE066/LE069/LE128B with the following text: Overdevelopment, 
traffic congestion issues, inadequate infrastructure, inadequate 
road network. Brownfield sites and redundant mills should be 
brought into use first. 

 See para response to PO1702 
about scale of development 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO682 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 
Note that LE128b is included alongside 
LE128A, as a residential allocation in the 
Local Plan. 
 
Note that site LE069 is not included as an 
allocation in the Local Plan. 

PO909
0 

Ms Sarah 
Griffiths 

      Object I am objecting to the planning of new housing at Mount rd, Leek. 
The area is enjoyed by young and old alike for generations. We 
do not need new housing in this peaceful wonderful area. [2015 
Options consultation representation also submited with email]. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

PO906
5 

Mrs 
Suzanne 
Dimmick 

      Object I am writing to put forward my opposition to the building of houses 
on Mount Road in Leek. It upsets me greatly to think that an 
important local amenity could be lost forever if these proposals go 
ahead. "The Mount" as we fondly know it, is a valuable asset to 
the East side of Leek, a wonderful place to take our families for 
walks and bike rides. In our busy lives, it is vital for our health, 
both mental and physical to have somewhere to go to relax and 
unwind. What better place than a walk along the Mount with 
views over Bradnop and Morridge, so accessible from our homes. 
If the fields in the planning proposals-LE127, LE128, LE140 and 
most worryingly on the opposite side LE142 were to be built on 
then the landscape of our beautiful town will be lost forever. For 
those arriving in to Leek from Ashbourne Road, they would be 
met with yet another sprawling housing estate, replacing the 
picturesque fields full of animals that are so welcoming to see. 
The road will become a main thoroughfare from the Ashbourne 
Road to Buxton Road and will lose its charm for us all. Lets 
protect the gateway to LEEK for generations to come. SAVE THE 
MOUNT. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 
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Company / 
Organisati
on 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Support/Object/Gen
eral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO906
0 

Mr Terence 
Gee 

      Object I wish to object to the proposal to build housing on sites 
LE127,LE128,LE140,LE142a on mount road. This is a green field 
site with a rural road with unspoilt views only five minutes walk 
from Pick wood avenue. This road is used regularly by myself and 
often meet other walkers, cyclists in the area. Also the road would 
have extra traffic for 500 houses with poor access. There would 
be increased pressure on local schools,doctors,etc and I feel it 
would spoil the area with increased urbanisation. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO682 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements 

PO907
3 

Mr Stewart 
Johnson 

      Object I am writing to protest against the proposed plans to build 4000 
houses in the Leek area:-  
 
1, question how many unoccupied properties are there in the area 
 
 
2, Loss of beautiful countryside.  
 
 
3, Work vacancies in the local area.  
 
 
 
4, Local infrastructure .  
 
 
5, Places at local schools.  
 
 
The list is just a few of the considerations the planners seem to 
be ignoring. Of particular concern is the proposed development 
along Mount Road. Not only would this destroy a beautiful part of 
the town used by many residents,it would also cause serious 
traffic problems both in the immediate vicinity and the rest of the 
town. These new residents would have to commute,and the main 
routes would be right through the centre of town adding to an 
already serious congestion problem. Why do the planners want to 
destroy the treasure that is The Queen of the Moorlands! 

 
 
 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 

 
 See para response to PO11 about 

landscape evidence 
 

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 
 See para response to PO682 on 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements 

 
 See para response to PO11 about 

open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 

PO908
1 

Mr Simon 
Tansley 

      Object I am registering my objection to the leek plan proposals for 
building anywhere along the mount (le 142a,b,140,128a,022,127. 
To destroy this public amenity would be an outrageous and nigh 
on irreparable act of vandalism. Any one who is even considering 
this to be a way forwards for leek town should walk from 
ashbourne road to buxton road to see precisely what we would 
lose in terms of beauty and nature. This is an asset that Leek 
should be celebrating not destroying. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 
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PO909
6 
 
PO931
5 
 
 
PO940
7
  

Ms Sarah 
Bishop  
 
Ms Emily 
Hodgkinso
n 
 
Ms and Mr 
Carla and 
Anthony 
Hodgkinso
n and Bury 

      Object I would like to register my opposition to the plans for development 
along The Mount. I was born and raised in Leek as are all my 
family. I remember being dragged "round the mount" as a child 
and hated every minute of it. I left Leek in 1986 to pursue my 
career in nursing and I still return to Leek every weekend and 
Public Holiday. As an adult, I love going round the mount! I 
appreciate the openness, the air and the local views. I know it is 
valued by many local people for similar reasons. It is a wonderful 
asset to Leek which cannot be found elsewhere. In this age of 
government encouraging activity and reduction of population 
obesity, I can walk my dog, savour the views and see nature on 
the doorstep. Something to be encouraged and supported. Leek 
is very lucky indeed to have such a wonderful asset as part of its 
town and councillors would be well advised to recognise its 
importance to their locality. If councillors wish to see houses, 
roads and urbanisation as part of their tenure, I suggest they visit 
"The Potteries" or move to the nearest loss of urban space to 
understand the impact of building for the short term gain. I live still 
in the city I came to all those years ago. Back then, it was a new 
city with limits. Now, every route I can take from the centre is 
urbanised and each area is stuck "in its time" as architecture and 
design move on creating areas of decline and disrepair bringing 
new problems with the passing of time. For the love of Leek and 
its title of "Queen of the Staffordshire Moorlands" , Councillors 
need to appreciate what qualities give Leek that title and do their 
utmost to maintain them. Councillors have the opportunity to do 
the right thing for the future of Leek, not to bring in a fast buck for 
a short term gain. I hope the people of Leek are listened to when 
they say "Save The Mount"! 
 
As well as the benefits to Leek having such a widely used and 
accessible area, one should consider the risks and very real 
hazards to creating such estates in a position where traffic flow, 
at both access points to the Mount, is at best, difficult. On 
exiting Mount Road, on to Ashbourne Road and Buxton Road, 
there is extremely limited vision in both directions. Whilst currently 
the traffic flow is steady, and reasonably quiet, my concerns lie 
with the difficulties which will only grow with increased cars, 
placing those increased pedestrians walking to the proposed 
development, at a genuine risk. I am not against the development 
of affordable housing; what I am against is the travesty of those 
decisions, by councillors which we elect, to take green belt land, 
before brown belt land, for potential profit, before the views of 
their constituency and the future of generations to come. I 
understand that I am far from alone in my views- I feel they 
should be taken in to deep consideration before this gem in the 
town is lost forever. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO682 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO676 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO1142 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO11 about 
public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  
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PO911
9 

Mr Robert 
Barker 

      Object I do not believe that it is necessary to extend the town boundary 
into farmland as there are still many available brownfield sites 
within the locality. It is also important to note that TOURISM is a 
significant driver to the local Economy! Therefore the Town 
Gateway, especially from the PEAK PARK Buxton Road A53, 
needs rigorous protection from urban sprawl in order to maintain 
the 'Queen of The Moorlands' identity.   The point of entry into 
Leek from A53 Buxton Road is the most attractive and 
picturesque and is a key Tourist route.   It is also a highly utilised 
public amenity for local residents of Leek who very regularly 
make use of the whole area incorporating the A53 towards 
Tittesworth Reservoir/Blackshaw Moor, along Thorncliffe Road 
and its' adjoining lanes, and The Mount Road, as a place to 
exercise by walking, rambling, cycling, horseriding, dog-walking, 
sightseeing, picnicing, and general enjoyment for health and 
wellbeing.   The proposal area, particularly as it approaches the 
A53 Buxton Road junction with Thorncliffe Road and The Mount, 
is immediately adjacent to the SPECIAL LANDSCAPE AREA 
which presumes against intrusive developments in order to 
protect its Historic Landscape nature. I would personally feel that 
the Special Landscape Area and environs ought to receive the 
highest priority in its protection. The designation encompasses 
the fact that it is 'Special' in nature and cannot therefore be 
replaced once lost or damaged.   There are a number of 'brown' 
sites within the town which could be very effectively used for 
housing development. [Question why] these are not shown on the 
accompanying Consultation Maps. However from attending a 
consultation meeting the existence of several sites is a matter of 
common knowledge along with the fact that these would be "The 
Preferred Option Housing Sites" in the view of the residents of 
Leek.   There are also pockets of greenbelt land (designated such 
primarily for the purposes of town separation and quite often 
having no other particular beauty or amenity), which in common 
with other Towns in the country could be effectively utilised to 
expand the town boundary with selective use and sensitivity to 
the environment. This would be better than destroying the areas 
which are highly valued by the Leek Community for beauty and 
recreation and which give the Town of Leek its identity.   The 
proposal to build almost 400 houses off the junction of the A53 as 
it joins Thorncliffe Road and The Mount Road is a Major Intrusion 
into the public amenity and is unsupported in terms of the 
additional infrastructure requiring a need for development of 
roads, sewers, schools etc.. It would put a major strain onto the 
area and have significantly adverse effects on the locality.   The 
proposal is completely unbalanced as it places virtually all the 
"housing requirement"[queries this as unjustified] along 1 narrow 
lane at the most Flagship side of Leek renowned for its visual 
beauty and recreational amenity.   Please utilise the "brown sites" 
and protect Leek's Heritage and inheritance! 

 See para response to PO11 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO676 
about design policies 

 
Green Belt is a long established 
designation that serves a number of 
important functions in separating 
settlements, and preserving ‘openness’. 
Whilst Councils can allocate/make 
boundary amendments within the Green 
Belt, National Planning policy is clear that 
this requires exceptional circumstances to 
justify (as compared to non-Green Belt). 
Note that landscape quality/character, and 
public access characteristics,  are not in 
themselves ‘purposes’ of Green Belt laid 
out in national guidance. The NPPF 
allows for consideration of development 
proposals upon ‘brownfield’ Green Belt 
sites. 
 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

  See para response to PO11 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO1500 
about special landscape area 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO676 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO193 
about heritage impact 
considerations  

 See para response to PO682 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements 
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PO913
3 

Mr Richard 
Harding 

      Object It is shocking to think that a much valued area of Leek, enjoyed 
by many thousands of people each year that gives stunning views 
over many hundreds of acres of Moorland, is a valued place for 
recreation by the people to walk, hike, cycle, enjoy or just to rest 
with the freedom of a tranquil setting over the land of the 
Moorlands will be destroyed forever and what for, the offer of 
cash to the Council for each new house to be built to be spent by 
the Council that we all know will be wasted in ways only Councils 
inimitably can do whilst the result will be a beauty spot for Leek 
people will be destroyed forever. The Council can sit back and 
think the money was worth it yet they sit in splendid isolation 
allowing the areas they are elected to protect be destroyed. I 
wonder how the local and Staffs Council can think that the huge 
increase in housing is necessary bearing in mind that the 
shameful destruction of a much loved part of Leek will be 
replaced by huge housing estates on The Mount making it appear 
like a mini version of the Berlin Wall. I regularly see hundreds of 
people on weekends and on summer days, walking, dog walking, 
jogging and horse riding along Mount Road and if these awful 
plans are put in place The Mount will be a danger to all road 
users and will take on an ugly factor that is part and parcel of 
building on rural fields loved by so many people and all imposed 
without once allowing the voters of Leek the change to have their 
say on the planning issues that have secretly been imposed. 
Where is the democratic right of the people of Leek int his issue? 
Sold out to building firms who look on greedily at the profits they 
can make with help from a submissive Council who dare not fight 
for Leek people. It is worrying is that all the planning proposals for 
the Leek Moorlands were taken in secrecy denying people of the 
Moorland the chance to put forward their views and objections for 
all these houses to be built without ever once considering that 
there is not sufficient employment in the town to employ even 1 in 
100 of people who might live in these imposed properties and 
there clearly seems to be a total the lack of schools to educate 
the huge increase in children and a the lack of Health Care 
provision in respect to GP services and hospital care for the area. 
There is also the huge impact on the roads and the congestion 
that is already a great problem in Leek. It is as if the Council is 
blind or inept at seeing the problems that all these extra houses 
will cause but it seems that everything will be decided in the same 
manner as the destruction of the old town centre round about we 
were informed would ease traffic but contrary to all Council ideas 
the reverse is true. I cannot have any faith in a system that has 
denied us the vote on these extra 6000 houses or that the much 
loved Mount will be destroyed in the same cavalier and unthinking 
way as many planning issues have been allowed to go ahead 
even when so many Leek people do not want or need these 
homes to destroy The Mount. I therefore wish to state that I am 
against the building on any land along Mount Road AKA The 
Mount, so please register my objection. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO676 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO11 about 
public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO682 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements 
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PO939
2 

Mr Chris 
Taylor 

      Object Land ref LE142a:  Development  of this land should be resisted. It 
would block panoramic views from Mount Road towards the Peak 
Park, and specifically the Roaches. It would have the greatest 
negative impact on the character and amenity of the Mount Road, 
a widely appreciated natural environment much loved by many 
people from the Town who enjoy this leisure walk on a frequent 
basis. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO676 
about design policies 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 
PO919
6 

Mrs M 
Motum 

      Object I would like to strongly object to more houses being built on The 
Mount.   This very popular location is just a short walk from the 
town centre where you are in the countryside with far reaching 
views.  The beautiful location will command high prices, therefore 
no affordable houses will be built.  It would be a travesty of justice 
to build in such a well-loved area, used by dog walkers, walkers, 
courting couples, and car drivers.  I don't think the infrastructure 
could sustain the number of houses envisaged.  Please do not 
include this area in the local plan. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO1142 
about affordable housing 

 See para response to PO682 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

PO924
7 
 
PO920
1
  

Mr John 
Belfield 
 
Mrs 
Maureen 
Belfield 

      Object The rural fringe of Leek, and specifically Mount Road, would 
become urbanised. The Mount is a very popular route for leisure 
activities and exercise for many people and this would be lost. 
With the enormous number of proposed new houses there would 
be a massive increase in the amount of traffic both on the mount 
and also in the surrounding area. Kniveden Lane is already a 
busy road as it gives access to the small car park at the 
Moorlands Hospital. This car park is already insufficient for the 
needs of the hospital and many cars currently park on Kniveden 
Lane If hundreds of houses are built on the mount Kniveden Lane 
would become a significant means of access to Ashbourne Road. 
The road network would need to be considerably enhanced and 
part of Kniveden Lane would need to be properly surfaced. This 
would lead to a major change in traffic patterns in the area which 
would lead to a loss of public amenity. This would not only cause 
traffic chaos but would also pollute the surrounding area.  It would 
also make the smaller residential streets of Pitcher Lane and 
Trafford Close a potential car park for those who currently use 
Kniveden Lane for this purpose. There are brownfield sites 
available for building and also more suitable greenfield sites , for 
example Foker Grange and Home Farm, which have much easier 
access to the main road network. I therefore object to the building 
plans on the Mount which are numbered LE142a LE140, LE128a 
and LE127. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO1142 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO92 about 
air quality 

 
The Council maintains a database of 
housing site suggestions (SHLAA). This 
database formed the basis of the 2015 
‘Site Options’ consultation as all SHLAA 
sites above a minimum size threshold, 
and attracting a ‘B’ deliverability rating, 
were included in that consultation. 
Subsequently 2016 ‘Preferred Options’ 
were narrowed down from this.  
 
Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included 
as a residential allocation in the Local 
Plan. 
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PO933
9 

Mr Derek 
Kay 

      Object Herewith are my objections yet again about building proposals 
affecting open greenbelt land on Mount Road. I strongly object to 
deliniations LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142a and LE142b, on the 
grounds of unnecessary and deleterious incursion into valuable 
scenic amenities. The fringes of this town (Queen of the 
Moorlands) must be preserved at all costs. Open aspects across 
towards the Peak District are essential for our spiritual wellbeing; 
unwelcome development of additional traffic flow and population 
density would be the corollary of this building project, were it to 
succeed. Conversely, there is much brownfield potential within 
the town boundary itself; rundown old mills for example (which 
may be protected by outdated listing orders) and other unsightly 
structures causing blots on the "townscape". Not enough positive 
action to clean up the interior of this town has been taken over 
the years. Use compulsory purchase orders where difficult site 
owners will not cooperate and make the Queen worthy of her 
name.  

 See para response to PO1142 
about western Green Belt 

  See para response to PO11 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 
The Secretary of State for Culture, Media 
and Sport is responsible for the listing of 
buildings on the advice of Historic 
England. Apart from  being consulted,  the 
Council does not have any say in which 
buildings are added to the statutory list. 
The Council, however, is charged with 
protecting listed buildings insofar as it is 
possible and managing any changes to 
them through the planning system.  In 
discharging this responsibility, the Council 
has to work to the government’s advice 
set out in the National Planning Policy 
Framework which requires every effort to 
be made to preserve listed buildings and 
either keep them, or return them, to active 
use. 
 
Whilst Councils do retain CPO powers in 
principle, these are generally used (if at 
all) as a last resort where it is expedient 
and in the public interest for the Council to 
do so, where agreement with landowners 
is not possible. As explained in response 
to PO91 the Council makes assumptions 
that development schemes will come 
forward within the Leek development 
boundary to contribute to its housing need 
to 2031, which could include historic 
premises etc. Applications affecting listed 
or non-listed “heritage assets” would be 
asessed against Section 12 NPPF and 
Council Policies. The Council would also 
assess schemes in the town centre 
against the aspirations of the adopted 
Leek Town Centre Masterplan. 
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PO930
2 

Mr and Ms 
Gary and 
Elaine 
Turner 

      Object I wish to object to the proposed housing development at 
the mount (all of the sites) as this is a high quality amenity area 
enjoyed by all for its views, indeed, if ever Leek is featured on  TV 
programmes the cameras usually end up doing a view of the town 
from the mount, which says it all. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

PO923
9 

Mr John 
Burnett 

      Object I wish to formally object to the plans currently in consultation to 
allocate land for housing around the Mount Road in Leek. S  ome 
background. I have lived in Leek all my life, as have my parents 
and Grandparents. Throughout my life I have always viewed the 
Mount as the 'Countryside' and the border between Leek and the 
Peak district.  Since I can remember I have spent many happy 
hours walking the Mount as it is an accessible area of natural 
beauty.  What makes this area important to me and to anyone 
who lives in the East end of town. There are very few circular 
walks that take in such a wide variety of terrain and views as the 
Mount does. Whichever way its walked theres uphill and down 
dale terrain that has to be completed. What makes this worth 
while for many people is the wide open vista that is presented to 
the walker as you reach the top of the Mount. I complete this walk 
most days in the Summer, and every week in the Winter, and 
strongly believe it has added to my health and well being in 
immeasurable ways. I know and speak to the many others who 
also make this part of their leisure and health routines and know 
that a large proportion of the residents of both Haregate and 
Moorland Road estates rely on this open space as much as I do. 
 
 So - my main objection is the destruction of some beautiful 
greenfield leisure location on the outskirts of our town. However I 
have other concerns about the wider impact to others who may 
not view this as important. Leeks infrastructure is already at 
breaking point. In particular the road system is literally not fit for 
purpose. Since the short sighted decision to alter the traffic flow 
through our town was taken, the flow of traffic particularly from 
West to East has been severely curtailed resulting in large traffic 
build ups through a normal working day. I can only imagine the 
building of 100's of new houses on the East End of Leeks existing 
boundary will at best double the misery already experienced by 
hundreds of travellers each day and cause untold economic and 
environmental damage to our market town.  Additionally, I have 
serious concerns about the effects on the water run off if large 
areas of the Mount are built upon. The Mount is the highest point 
in our town, and huge amounts of water drain off it down towards 
Leek on a daily basis. Without the ground to soak up this water 
Im concerned the water table may be affected causing flooding 
and other damage to residents and infrastructure further down 
towards Leek centre. The first part of the consultation document 
says the following: They should, as far as possible, reflect the 
aspirations of local communities and should strive to contribute 
towards their wider social, economic and environmental 
objectives. Based on what I have seen of the document, I don't 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
public rights of way 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO682 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO92 about 
air quality 

 See para response to PO682 
about economic benefits of 
housebuilding 

 See para response in PO702 
about utilities and flood risk 

 
The Council must demonstrate to 
planning inspector that its Local Plan is 
based on the principles of sustainable 
development. The NPPF is clear that this 
means three roles – economic, social, and 
environmental, and that they are 
considered simultaneously. The Council’s 
submitted Policies and objectives would 
therefore have to satisfy this.  
 

  See para response to PO11 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO193 
about option sites assessments 
and sustainability appraisal 
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believe it succeeds in any of these fundamental objectives. Our 
local community want a town that is prosperous but also one in 
which people want to live and work. We should strive to be better 
than what we are but not to the detriment of what makes people 
want to live in Leek in the first place. I hope you seriously take on 
board my views as well as the views of 
other community members. We live in a democracy and as such I 
genuinely believe that if a decision doesn't have the backing of 
the community it shouldn't be pushed through. 

PO918
2 

Mrs E 
Adams 

      Object We would like to object to the developments proposed around 
The Mount.  This is a very popular safe area to walk.  It has a 
high quality landscape which would be restricted by the 
developments and traffic would increase significantly on the roads 
linking Buxton road and Ashbourne road. Visitors to the area also 
like this walk. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

PO925
3 

Ms Joan 
Hobster 

      Object I am writing to plead for the preservation of Mount Road, Leek, as 
an undeveloped open space and public amenity, available to all 
residents of the town. Any  building on the farmland that borders 
this road will destroy the ambience and far-reaching views of this 
delightful area. It has been shown by a headcount (see Leek Post 
letters May 11 2016 ) how well used it is by walkers, joggers, 
horse-riders etc and I would like to add to that, the small but 
regular number of cars that are parked on Mount Road by elderly 
residents. They may no longer be physically able to walk far but 
can still take a short stroll, sit on a bench, enjoy the fresh air and 
admire the views. I understand that Mount Road is part of the 
Staffordshire Moorland 's Way and is walked regularly by 
individuals and organised groups. Surely a designated “Way” 
cannot be allowed to pass through a housing estate. In addition I 
see on the Council website, a leaflet suggesting a walk entitled 
“Leek Landscapes, A Country Walk“ which includes Mount Road. 
I quote from this leaflet “The route passes through attractive 
farmland and offers many interesting views of Leek and its 
setting.” If the proposed houses are built, this leaflet will have to 
be amended. I suggest, “The route passes through a new 
housing estate which obscures many interesting views of Leek 
and its setting”  
 
If building does take place, Mount Road itself would have to be 
upgraded and widened, to accommodate increased traffic use. An 
estimated 600 extra cars daily has been suggested. No doubt 
street lighting would be installed and this would destroy one of the 
few “dark sky” areas in the town. I have observed the night sky 
regularly from this location on winter evenings and enjoyed 
seeing the eastern constellations, planet alignments, meteor 
showers, the occasional comet and the monthly spectacle of the 
full moon rising. All this would be lost by light pollution. I 
understand that planners did take note of objections raised about 
the development of Mount Road in 2015 and have reduced the 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
public rights of way 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO11 about 
public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO1350 
about streetlighting 
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proposed site allocations to either end of the road, thus 
preserving some of the views. For example, the field referenced 
LE128 will be split in two and only half of it built on. While 
appreciating this gesture to public opinion it would surely be only 
a matter of time before the inevitable “infill” would take place and 
the whole area would be lost for ever. PLEASE PLEASE PLEASE 
– SAVE THE MOUNT for future generations to enjoy. 

PO929
6 

Mrs Gwen 
Gledhill 

      Object Re sites LE127,128,140.142a I wish to object strongly to the 
proposal to make these sites on The Mount available for housing 
on the following grounds:     
 
1. Traffic The Mount is a narrow country lane with no pavements 
and little or no street lighting. There are narrow and dangerous 
junctions at both ends on to the Buxton and Ashbourne roads and 
a dangerous bend by LE127. The traffic generated by the 
proposed 400 houses will completely overload these junctions at 
busy times and generate a major risk to pedestrians on the lane 
itself, especially as there is not sufficient width for two cars to 
pass each other for most of the length of the lane. Commuters 
travelling from these house to Manchester, Macclesfield or Stoke 
will only add to the town centre traffic congestion at busy times.     
 
2. The Local Housing Need It is well documented that the local 
need is for starter homes for young people and ‘downsizing’ 
homes for older people. These are not required on the edge of 
town but need to be closer to the centre where there are shops, 
amenities and better public transport links. Whatever developers 
initially propose re ‘affordable housing’ on The Mount, the reality 
is that they will ultimately build executive homes attractive to 
commuters travelling to Manchester, Stoke and beyond at prices 
cheaper than can be found in Cheshire East! I believe that the 
buyers will not be local people and thus the developments will not 
answer the local housing need. There are other sites that could 
address this need  to the south and north west of the town and 
via infill in the centre itself. Planners should look more carefully at 
these and not settle quickly for ‘easier’ options.     
 
 
3 Our Environment The Mount is a long standing area of natural 
beauty, accessible to most town residents on foot with views 
equal to those enjoyed across the Peak District. The 
developments will ruin this aspect and destroy a major, free, 
leisure experience for local people right on the edge of The Peak 
District National Park - their officers will (I’m sure) be objecting 
too! 

  
 
 
 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO1142 
about affordable housing 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO9144 
about ageing District population 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO193 
about option sites assessments 
and sustainability appraisal 

 See para response to PO1142 
about western Green Belt 

 
 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 
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PO916
6 

Mrs Kath 
Fernyhoug
h 

      Object Please note that this email is an objection to the following site 
references regarding the development of Mount Road Leek., 
LE142b, LE142a, LE140, LE128a, LE127, LE022 We are 
residents of Kniveden Lane leek, and so we feel that we are well 
qualified to tell you why this development would be so disastrous 
for Leek. The Mount is an area of natural beauty which is used 
every single day of the year, by walkers, joggers, sightseers, 
cyclists, and people who enjoy it just for the sheer pleasure of the 
calm, peaceful area it provides us with. It is used by our senior 
citizens, who use the Mount as a daily walk to help keep them fit, 
and they enjoy sitting on one of the benches that have been left 
by the people of Leek for the people of Leek, to sit and chat or 
pass the time of day with other walkers. Good for the body and 
soul. It is an area that we, our parents, grandparents and children 
have enjoyed for many years, and if this development goes 
ahead our grandchildren and future generations will be denied 
this. It is an area of natural beauty that is home to a wide 
selection of wildlife. From hearing the owls hooting late evening 
and into the night, to the woodpeckers tapping away in the 
woods. From the bats swooping past in search of food to the 
kestrels that hover over the ground looking for their next meal. 
And the home of badgers and foxes. To name but a few. If this 
development goes ahead the homes of these beautiful animals 
and birds will be lost. Another loss for future generations and the 
townspeople of Leek, who you are supposed to represent the 
views of, so please take the time to read this and understand how 
passionate the people of Leek are about our beautiful green open 
space. As well as the above losses, the development will cause 
many problems. Namely access to and from Mount road. If 
planning permission is granted for all these new homes, imagine 
how many extra cars, delivery vans, school buses and refuse 
collectors will have to use Mount Road. If in excess of 400 homes 
are built, that will mean that there will probably be in excess of 
800 extra cars on a daily basis. Mount road can not deal with this. 
Our worries are as follows :- The exit from Mount road onto 
Buxton Road goes straight out into a 40mph area, opposite 
another junction with Novi Lane. The exit and entry from 
Ashbourne Road is even worse. To exit from the Mount onto 
Ashbourne Road you again have to exit into a 40mph area If you 
want to travel to Ashbourne you have to negotiate a 30% bend 
onto a very busy road If you want to exit Mount Road onto 
Ashbourne Road and travel down into town, you still have to join 
the traffic that is traveling at speed around Lowe Hill bends. This 
plan is dangerous, foolhardy and beyond belief. As the majority of 
people who will purchase property on Mount road will work in 
Stoke on Trent or Macclesfield, this will bring even more traffic 
that has to negotiate the town centre, which is often gridlocked 
now, let alone with a further 800 cars a day travelling through 
Leek town centre. The only other access to Mount Road is from 
Kniveden Lane, via the unadopted road at the top of the lane. If 
this road is adopted to improve access onto the Mount, Kniveden 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO682 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO92 about 
air quality 

 See para response to PO1350 
about tree protection 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO1142 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO11 about 
public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 
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Lane will become a rat run, along with Moorland Road. And it will 
not only be used by the new developments on the Mount, but by 
the estate accessed from Novi Lane, known as the Haregate 
estate. Kniveden Lane and Moorland road are residential roads in 
a residential area, and have not been built for vast amounts of 
traffic. The noise and level of traffic if this should happen would 
be very detrimental to a beautiful residential area, not to mention 
the dangers of traffic moving at speed to residents. Also the exit 
from Kniveden Lane is notoriously difficult due to the trees which 
line both sides of the junction reducing visibility to less than 50 
yards in either direction. What will you do then, cut down the trees 
to improve visibility and in the process removing more natural 
vegetation along with the fields on Mount Road that you are 
proposing to develop. As an alternative site, why do you not look 
at Macclesfield Road, the area around Foker Grange. Or develop 
some of the derelict mills that are lying empty and are nothing but 
eyesores. This way you would rid the area of the derelict 
buildings and build new more pleasing structures. We ask you to 
do the job you were voted in to do, which is to represent the 
views of the people of Leek. 
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PO927
2 

Mr Jeff 
Davies 

      Object I am writing to object to the designation of land on Mount Road, 
Leek as “Preferred Housing Allocation’. There are a number of 
problems with this intended designation:  
 
1) Overlook from the National Park - building as designated will 
adversely affect the view from the National Park  
 
2) Access - to increase traffic along the Mount would cause 
significant traffic problems and hazard at its junctions with both 
the Buxton and Ashbourne Roads. If Knivden Lane is paved then 
this would also cause problems with access to the hospital and 
cause a hazard at its junction with Ashbourne Road where there 
is poor visibility. Improving Mount Road is likely to be self-
defeating as it will then become a rat-run between Ashbourne and 
Buxton Roads further  increasing the traffic load.  
 
3) Services - there would be a significant cost to put in mains 
services as the existing water and drainage up Mount Road 
towards Padwick Farm are unlikely to adequate to service the 
proposed housing  
 
4) Amenity - the Mount is a much loved local resource, heavily 
used by walkers (including dog-walkers) and runners.  
 
5) Location - the bulk of working residents would probably work in 
Stoke or Maccesfield and the development is on the wrong side 
of Leek as it would then increase the traffic ‘flow’ through the 
centre of town  
 
6) Brownfield first - development on green fields should only 
occur when all the available brownfield sites have been used. 
There are multiple opportunities for in-fill housing developments 
within Leek (e.g. Prince St) as well as numerous mills that are 
currently eyesores (e.g. both Maccesfield & Ashbourne Roads)  
 
7) Size of housing allocation - there is a significant discrepancy 
between between SMDC & Government figures for required 
housing. I believe you are seriously over-estimating the local 
housing need. By doing this you are making it easier for 
developers to cherry-pick which bits they want to develop rather 
than encouraging development where it would be most beneficial 
to and have the least adverse impact on the town  
 
8) Unnecessary blight - by over-allocating housing designation 
you will have an unnecessary adverse impact on the value of 
properties which may not in practice be affected by  housing 
development throughout the life of the plan 

  
 
 
 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 
 See para response to PO11 about 

highways  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response in PO702 
about utilities and flood risk 

 See para response to PO682 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 
  See para response to PO11 

about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 
 See para response to PO682 

about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 
 See para response to PO92 about 

Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 
 
 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Property values are not considered as 
material considerations under the 
Planning Acts. 
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PO921
5 

Mrs E 
Adams 

      Object I wish to place my strong objections to the proposals to build 
house on the mount, leek.  It would devastate this beautiful area 
which benefits  tourists and residents alike.  Objections also 
relate to roads, schools, doctors etc. Please please rethink your 
plans. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO676 
about design policies 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO682 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements 

PO918
9 

Ms Michele 
Rushton 

      Object I wish to register my disapproval re the above development and 
quite the following points.  
 
Loss of an important local amenity – the Mount is a very 
important open space close to the town centre which is enjoyed 
by people across the town.  
 
Visual impact - restricting important and highly valued panoramic 
views across the Leek skyline and further afield.  
 
Impact on infrastructure - primary schools in particular (East 
Street, Beresford) will struggle to keep up with demand and the 
situation where some children already have to travel to schools in 
the west of Leek will become more and more common  
 
Mount Road is on the route of the Staffordshire Moorlands Walk – 
a very popular route for leisure activities such as walking, cycling 
and jogging  
 
High quality landscape – unsympathetic to the landscape 
character and quality of the area Urbanisation of the country lane 
that is Mount Road – if all the 6 developments proceed then in 
excess of 500 houses would be constructed. Mount Road would 
likely become a main road linking the Ashbourne and Buxton 
roads. The spatial distribution of proposed sites across Leek is 
unbalanced - there will not be sufficient demand to build all of 
these houses on one side of town so the council will not meet its 
housing needs in any event The volume and speed of traffic is 
likely to increase on Kniveden Lane where my family have been 
residents for over 25years. Please for the sake of Leek and her 
people, review your proposal. 
 
Question where are the jobs to support people buying new 
houses Traffic & congestion through & around Leek is already 
critical without the addition of more vehicles. Question why can't 
brownfield sites/old mills etc be converted to housing ·  I chose to 
live near Mount Road because I like it as it is, please do not 
change it! 

 
 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 
 

 See para response to PO91 about 
landscape evidence 

 
 See para response to PO675 

about educational requirements 
 

 
 

 See para response to PO680 
about public rights of way 
 
 

 See para response to PO90 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO1683 
about viability study 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
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windfall allowance 

PO920
7 

Mr Martin 
Bagshaw 

      Object I would like to register my objection to the proposed housing 
development on the mount area of Leek. I have lived in Leek for 
all of my life and I and many others , have spent 
many happy hours enjoying the scenery and tranquility that this 
area of the town offers to residents of the town. To develop in this 
area will drastically reduce the local amenity for the residents of 
the town. It is a lovely picturesque area that is within easy reach 
of the town centre. And I believe that to destroy it would be an 
absolute travesty. The area has many amenity uses, such as 
walking, horse riding, cycling and jogging, let alone just sitting on 
the benches and chilling. I think the existing schools will struggle 
to cope with the increased demand for places. The increase the 
traffic on the roads surrounding the mount will be significant, and 
traffic calming measures will need to be considered for safety 
reasons and quality of life of the existing residents in the area. 
There also be an increase in commuter traffic from this 
development. I think the majority of which will have to cross the 
town towards either Stoke on Trent or Cheshire. This will add 
to the already considerable traffic issues in the town. I believe the 
Barnfields, the rear of Sainsbury and Foker Grange Farm would 
be much better locations, so that the increase in traffic is kept 
away from the town centre. It was my understanding the houses 
were proposed for the rear of Sainsbury's. But I understand this 
has hit commercial difficulties with residual contamination.  

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 Existing industrial areas in use 
would not generally be allocated to 
other uses unless re-provision of 
equivalent or improved floorspace 
was involved.  

 See para response to PO1731 
about Sainsburys consent 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO1142 
about western Green Belt 
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PO917
5 

Mr and Mrs 
S A 
Hodkinson 

      Object We are writing as a young couple concerned about the prospect 
of many more houses being built on good quality farming green 
field sites in Leek and throughout the Staffordshire Moorlands, 
especially over the Mount Road in Leek. We use the Mount as 
many people of all ages do on a regular basis, whether it’s to 
walk the dog or to go out for a run. The Mount is used by many 
and if lost would be greatly missed. The main issue that concerns 
me with the proposed building of houses over the Mount is that 
the council & planners feel it is acceptable to potentially build 
houses on what is good quality farming green field sites. We need 
to protect our green spaces and farming land that is producing us 
with our food and local food at that. Another point to make is 
there are hundreds of empty properties throughout the 
Staffordshire Moorlands therefore if there is really a great need 
for additional housing which there is no evidence to suggest this. 
Also in this day and age we as a country are very conscious 
trying to reduce our carbon footprint and recycling everything 
possible. Therefore question why does this not apply to housing. 
There are all these properties sitting empty and you are wanting 
to build more, do we really need more if we already have so many 
empty. This includes new builds that have being built in the past 
twelve months that are vacant. Also question who are you 
expecting to buy these properties or live in them. There is 
obviously no jobs or prospects for people to want to move into 
Leek otherwise they would be here now. You only need to open 
the local paper or look on the internet there are always hundreds 
of properties at all prices for sale and up for rent in Leek. If you by 
some miracle find hundreds of families to live in these houses 
then question how do you propose to improve the infrastructure. It 
already takes up to twenty minutes to drive from one end of Leek 
town to the other and this isn’t even in ‘rush hour’. We certainly 
don’t have enough schools and the GP’s are already stretched to 
capacity. I also have a worry over the wildlife over the Mount 
there are many different species of birds and animals that are 
present around the Mount and the building of houses would 
interrupt them and significantly reduce the numbers of some 
already endangered species. Finally I urge you think very 
carefully before allowing these houses to be built in Leek, with a 
special thought to the Mount, once you have let properties be 
built there Leek as a lovely small market town will be spoilt and 
the beautiful uninterrupted views will be gone forever. 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to P0119 on 
housing needs evidence 

 
The NPPF expects Councils to meet 
objectively assessed development 
requirements, and also encourages 
brownfield development, subject to wider 
Policies. 
 

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO682 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO682 on 
ecology evidence 
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PO922
1 

Ms Lisa 
Milward 

      Object I wish to register my disapproval to the above development My 
objection has little to do with extra traffic and infrastructure but a 
lot to do with losing a place that is very dear to people's hearts. 
The Mount has always been a favourite short walk of mine and 
my family's. It is peaceful, has beautiful views and friendly people 
of all ages make a point of speaking. The Mount is somewhere 
that I spend a lot of time walking each week, a place that has 
been a part of my life since childhood. I have very fond memories 
of spending time walking over The Mount with family when we 
didn't have a car and little money to take buses elsewhere. The 
Mount is perfect for a short walk, it's somewhere that I have 
always felt safe to walk alone and not too far for a morning walk 
before work and for those people who perhaps struggle to walk 
longer distances. By developing housing on this land I believe 
that it will take away one of the town's best assets, one that 
people of Leek have enjoyed for many, many generations. So as 
councillors and planners who are in office for a relatively short 
period of time in comparison making a decision that will remove 
this for everyone who loves to walk here, I hope that you really 
consider how much The Mount means to people like me. It will be 
a huge shame if this goes ahead. 

 See para response to PO682 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 

PO928
9 

Mr Ian 
Harrison 

      Object I hereby which to object to the building of houses etc on The 
Mount, Leek.  This road, used by many is the last place to admire 
the scenic views of both Leek and the surrounding areas.  It is an 
area of outstanding natural beauty.  If one site is given permission 
for house building, then all others will follow and question where 
will it end. There must be countless brown field sites in the leek 
area which can be built on first and foremost. If 500 houses were 
to be built, what happens to Leek.  The jobs aren't there, 
infrastructure, the existing roads can't cope with todays traffic 
(constant gridlocks in the town centre, never mind 1000 further 
cars.  No hope of a ring road around leek.  Junior schools, can't 
cope with further numbers of school pupils. My wife and I 
continue to walk over the mount and admire the scenery, as well 
as the many more who walk, cycle, run and horse ride over 
it.  The new housing would block the outstanding views people go 
the the mount to view. 

  See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 
None of the Mount sites attract an AONB 
designation. 
 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO682 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 
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PO928
2 

Mr Ian 
McFaul 

      Object i am writing to protest against the latest version of the site 
allocations plan for th Staffs Moorlands, in particular the mount 
area of Leek. the following objections should be considered     
 
a)maintaining the individuality of our market town rather than 
going down the homogenisation route  
 
b)I’m not sure where the demand for these house is coming from 
- where is the research on households forecasted to require this  
 
c)The area of most concern to myself is particularly LE127 and 
the terrible prospect of houses being built on the town horizon, 
the entrance to Buxton makes me shudder and we should not go 
down that route  
 
d)there are lots of brownfield sites ripe for development in town 
that should be exhausted first rather than taking the easy option 
short term option.  
 
e)where i the visionary leader on the council who can set out a 
plan for the town not driven by short termism 

 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO676 
about design policies 

 
 See para response to PO119 on 

housing needs evidence 
 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 
 
 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 
 See para response to PO11 about 

public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

PO930
9 

Councillor 
Gail 
Lockett 

      General comment LE142a – is owned by [a local charity] and I believe they are 
against the development. 

The Council communicates with 
landowners of affected sites to ensure 
they are available, prior to selection. Note 
that the owner of site LE142A, as 
indicated on the Local Plan proposals 
map, has confirmed site availability. 
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PO932
4 

Ms 
Elizabeth 
Stretton 

      Object I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed housing 
development on the |Mount Road, Leek - ie Plots lE140, LE128a, 
LE127, LE142a, LE142b, and LEO22. On the edge of the Peak 
District, this area of Leek can only be described as an extension 
of this National Park and one which holds a special place in the 
hearts of Leek residents.  The number of walkers and cyclists 
using this area each week must be in the hundreds with many, 
like myself, enjoying the walk over The Mount on a daily basis. 
 
This walk commands beautiful views of the surrounding 
countryside, providing a "country" experience for so many 
walkers, cyclists and drivers, as well as a place to sit and 
watch,  for example,the sunsets, weather conditions unfold, or 
simply just to sit and ponder.  For years it has provided a walk 
within a few minutes walking distance, for families, courting 
couples, dog walkers and anyone else who wants to escape from 
the town and enjoy the views and the experience pleasures of a 
"country " walk without having to travel by car and park in an 
over-priced car park!  There are even opportunities for people to 
drive from anywhere in Leek within minutes to the Mount and 
then enjoy all the attractions described above.  The loss of this 
walk and seats would deprive many people of the opportunity to 
enjoy panoramic views across the town and the surrounding 
skyline: these vistas would be lost and replaced with houses 
instead - reducing the area to just another street of the kind to 
found anywhere and out of character with the landscape.  It also 
seems that all the attention has been focused on this area and 
side of Leek, when there are other areas around Leek which 
could be made use of. One of the most important problems, as I 
see it, is the strain on the local infrastructure.  Up to, or in excess 
of, 500 houses could be built along this road and all these new 
residents will need employment - already a problem in Leek and 
the surrounding areas and towns - as well as schools for their 
children.  Leek primary schools are already experiencing 
problems and some children are already having to travel across 
Leek to receive their education. Recently trees have been cut 
down on the top field of the High School - now work has started 
on fencing this area, apparently towards the building of a new 
primary school on this site.  I cannot remember being made 
aware of this possibility, although it may have been mentioned 
somewhere, but it seems that the building of this school means 
that councillors are confident that the housing development will 
take place and they will be able to wave aside any objections 
pertaining to education and say that a school is already being 
built . There are many houses in Leek which are empty, as there 
are many sites which could be used to provide areas for new 
homes, and it would make more sense to utilize these 
possibilities before taking away an important , local amenity which 
is used every day by so many people and which is our own area 
of "outstanding natural beauty" and which is available to 
everyone. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO1142 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements  

 See para response to PO682 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO676 
about design policies 

 
The emerging Local Plan is not yet 
finalised and needs to undergo 
independent public examination by 
Government appointed Planning Inspector 
before it can become adopted. Planning 
applications arising before this happens 
must be determined against the NPPF 
and current Council planning policies. 
 

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 
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PO933
2 

Dr Tracey 
Cole 

      Object I would like to hereby object to the areas of local interest around 
The Mount being developed (LE142b; LE142a; LE140; LE128a; 
LE127; LE022). As I am sure you are aware, there is 
considerable public opposition to the proposed building of 400 
houses on these sites. The area is well used, at all times of day 
for cyclists, walkers and horse-riders. It is an quiet oasis for the 
people of Leek to experience the calm of the countryside and look 
down on the splendid views of the town and further afield. As 
such, it is an extremely highly valued area in the town of 
Leek.  A  s a resident of Pitcher Lane..building on The Mount 
would seriously impact on me and my neighbours. The building of 
so many houses will bring at least 400-800 cars with it. Access for 
these vehicles will no doubt run straight past my house, causing 
noise and air pollution. I moved to Leek from Cheshire for exactly 
the same reasons: the road I lived on became unbearably busy. I 
noticed that sitting in the garden was impossible with the constant 
noise of the cars and the smell of the fumes, not to mention the 
health consequences of nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide and 
particulate matter. I am also concerned that with so many 
vehicles, the junctions of Kniveden/Ashbourne Rd and The 
Mount/Buxton Rd will easily generate queues during rush hours. 
Getting off my estate will be far more tricky and the increased risk 
of traffic and pedestrian accidents is not a pleasant thought.  A 
town like Leek is quite a jewel, but it could so easily be ruined 
forever if we don't seriously consider all the consequences of our 
actions.  

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO92 about 
air quality 

PO935
0 

Mr David 
Rowe 

      Object I am writing to object to the selection of all sites on Mount Road, 
LE127, LE128, LE140 and LE142a. This road is of great value to 
local people as a very accessible place to experience and benefit 
from the surrounding countryside. Many people walk, cycle, 
exercise their dogs along this road every day, and this would be 
completely lost if development was allowed to take place. There 
are several brownfield sites in the town that should be considered 
instead, e.g. the old mills, Barnfields site. 

  See para response to PO11 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO9207 
about existing industrial areas 
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PO938
7 

Councillor 
Charlotte 
Atkins 

      Object I am writing to object to the four development sites on The Mount 
as identified in the proposed SMDC Local Plan. My reasons for 
doing so are:  
 
The Mount provides unique and much valued panoramic views 
over Leek and its skyline as well as over parts of the National 
Peak Park The openess of The Mount makes it a hugely 
important local asset for public recreation and for biodiversity. 
This is particularly important at present when lack of physical 
exercise is creating a public health crisis. The Mount is very 
popular among walkers, cyclists, horse riders and joggers as well 
encouraging families to be active and enjoy the natural attractions 
of the area.  
 
The roads up to The Mount are totally unsuited to increased 
traffic. But if they were improved, that would encourage rat 
running between the Ashbourne and Buxton Roads totally 
destroying the quiet rural nature of the area. With increased 
traffic, the junctions at either end of Mount Road would be highly 
dangerous. The Mount is a developer's dream and would attract 
developers who want to build expensive executive homes. These 
would attract buyers from outside Leek rather than providing the 
affordable homes we need for both local young and older 
residents. If 400 houses are built on the Mount, they could 
potentially generate 800 cars driving through the centre of Leek 
as the prevailing flow of traffic out of Leek is to Stoke on Trent 
and Macclesfield. That would create even more gridlock than we 
experience already. More suitable development sites exist within 
Leek eg along the Macclesfield Road. But they have not been 
identified or consulted upon. I urge the Council to drop its plans to 
destroy The Mount and look elsewhere to develop affordable 
homes for local residents. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

  See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO1142 
about affordable housing  

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO1142 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  
 

Both the 2015 site options consultation, 
and the 2016 Preferred Options 
consultation, mapped sites for various 
land uses across the District including 
housing, employment, and mixed uses. 
 

 See para response to PO193 
about option sites assessments 
and sustainability appraisal 
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PO942
6 

Mr Michael 
Harvey 

      Object To whom this may concern. I would like to raise my 
strongest objections to the proposed plans to build across the 
mount - LE142A, LE140, LE128 & LE127.   This is a beautiful and 
precious area for the people of Leek who currently enjoy leisure 
activities such as walking etc which is easily accessed by 
many, both old and young.  The fantastic views of this high quality 
landscape and the therapeutic benefits it offers are easily 
available to all who want to enjoy the beauty and peacefulness of 
the countryside without having to travel far from their doorstep, 
and who may not be in a position to! To lose this lovely 
countryside would be a tragic and very sad loss to the people of 
Leek.  The Mount is a narrow county lane and is totally unsuitable 
for increasing the flow of traffic. Having Buxton Road at one end 
of The Mount and Ashbourne Road at the other, this would create 
a massive increase in the volume of traffic using it, and increase 
the risk of accidents - it's totally unsuitable! In addition to this, the 
increase in homes would ruin what is currently a peaceful retreat 
and a habitat for our wildlife which I have seen loads of rare birds 
when walking our dogs , these birds would go away and would 
not be seen again. Also foxes and badgers.  Concern that fatal 
traffic accidents will occur. Leave our mount and all it has to offer 
well alone!! There are loads of other areas in Leek that are within 
the boundaries of leek and not on green field sites (  Huge's 
Concrete site for one) Leek dose not need this amount of housing 
there is not the work/jobs for the increase in people. This is all 
about money in the pocket for the council. If we need another 
primary school increase extend Beresford Memorial school there 
is about 3 acres of fields behind the school. 

  See para response to PO11 
about landscape evidence 

  See para response to PO11 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

  See para response to PO11 
about highways  

 See para response to PO682 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO9207 
about existing industrial areas 

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO676 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO676 
about Leek educaation 
requirements 

PO938
0 

Cllr Dani 
Ogden 

      Object An area of natural beauty should never have been considered for 
planning application in the local plan. The outrage this has 
caused with local people has been overwhelming. The Mount is 
an area accessible to open countryside for local people, it is used 
for recreational purpose and attracts visitors coming to Leek. One 
lady told me that she could walk safely with a group of people 
with learning difficulties, the volume of traffic from four hundred 
dwellings would have a severe impact on those using The Mount 
for recreation, the infrastructure alone would not only cause a 
dramatic difference to the landscape it would also affect the 
wildlife in this area. That said, LE142a [landowner] are against 
development on this land, also there appears to be no indication 
on the map as to where the boundary is belonging to [the 
landowner]. LE127 and LE128a is not suitably distributed to 
urban infrastructure. It has been suggested LE066 where 
Kniveden Hall is, Folker Grange and Holme Farm on the west 
side of Leek are developable. 

  See para response to PO92 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways 

 See para response to PO682 on 
ecology evidence 

 

The Council communicates with 
landowners of affected sites to ensure 
they are available, prior to selection. Note 
that the owner of site LE142A, as 
indicated on the Local Plan proposals 
map, has confirmed site availability.  
 
Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included 
as a residential allocation in the Local 
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Plan. 
 
The map in the Preferred Options 
consultation document is intended to 
illustrate proposed allocations and 
development boundaries and other 
summary information, not the extent of 
land ownerships.  
 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements  

  See para response to PO682 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO193 
about option sites assessments 
and sustainability appraisal 

 See para response to PO1142 
about western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO682 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 
The 2016 Landscape impact study 
concludes that: LE066 is of high 
landscape sensitivity owing to its location, 
despite the presence of site screening. 
Note the findings of this study form part of 
a wider evidence base to support SMDC’s 
Local Plan. Its conclusions must be 
weighed against other evidence. 

PO937
2 

Councillor 
Rebecca 
Done 

      Object On the proposed planning for the Mount in Leek..I do not agree 
with and my reasons are stated below: The Mount is a very 
important open space close to the town centre which is enjoyed 
by a lot of people across the town including myself. There will be 
a massive impact on infrastructure, I think primary schools in 
particular would suffer (East Street, Beresford) and will struggle to 
keep up with demand. Mount Road is on the route of the 
Staffordshire Moorlands Walk – a very popular route for leisure 
activities such as walking, cycling and jogging` If all the 6 
developments proceed then in excess of 500 houses would be 
constructed. Mount Road would likely become a main road linking 
the Ashbourne and Buxton roads. The proposed sites across 
Leek are unbalanced - there will not be sufficient demand to build 
all of these houses on one side of town. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO676 
about educational requirements  

 See para response to PO682 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO11 about 
public rights of way 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO1683  
about viability study 
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PO939
8 

Ms Katie 
Giddings 

      Object I wish to register my strong objection to the sites identified for 
development along The Mount, Leek. The site reference numbers 
are LE127, LE128, LE140 & LE142a. The Mount is highly valued 
by the people of Leek. Hundreds of people use it every day & 
enjoy the landscape and views.  These people cover a broad mix 
- there are walkers & strollers, hikers & joggers, dog walkers, 
horse riders, cyclists - and they range through all ages, from 
young to old.  Generations have taken the air along The Mount 
and future generations deserve the same opportunity. Chance 
and regular encounters with this variety of people whose paths 
would probably otherwise not cross creates the sense of 
community so often lacking elsewhere but celebrated in Leek. 
The view of Leek from The Mount creates a sense of belonging to 
and connection with the whole town, enhancing this sense of 
belonging.  I may not live the other side of Leek but I can see it 
every time I walk the Mount and feel part of its whole.  The town 
is visible from The Mount & I can enjoy the view of its special 
architecture & character. This natural landscape is free for 
everyone to enjoy and is accessible within minutes of the town 
centre. It is a landscape and community which would be lost 
forever should the developments go ahead.  Such things are 
irreplaceable and I despair that The Mount is even being 
considered as a suitable option. I am a recent newcomer to Leek 
having moved here three years ago.  I have never lived anywhere 
more welcoming and cheerful and full of people appreciating and 
making the most of living in such a beautiful place. The Mount is 
at present a country lane offering peace and tranquil exercise.  Its 
urbanisation would completely change its character and make it a 
main road connecting Ashbourne & Buxton Roads.  The traffic 
increase would be beyond that contributed to by extra housing as 
it would become a highly attractive route for those seeking to 
avoid Leek town centre. The access to and from Ashbourne Road 
would also radically change the character of that end of town. The 
increased housing would alter the balance of the town and there 
is simply not that level of demand for housing in that area. The 
figures of required housing also appear to be based on doubtful 
statistics so that the very need for this level of housing in the 
Moorlands is questionable. It would really be dreadful if this so 
very important natural landscape were to disappear forever from 
Leek. In conversation with the people I meet along the Mount, 
there is a strong feeling of being threatened by changes beyond 
their control & of losing something very precious.  Many people 
have said they have no faith that their feelings and needs will be 
valued.  Please change their minds and show that local people 
will be listened to and their objections acted upon.  Please don't 
build on The Mount. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO92 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO119 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 
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PO941
4 

Mr Alan 
Percival 

      Object I wish to object to the proposed house building on The Mount. 
Along with many other people I walk along Mount Road several 
times a week winter and summer. It is a lovely country walk and 
the only one on the eastern side of the town that is away from 
traffic fumes. There are many other reasons why building should 
not be allowed on The Mount which I am sure you have been 
made aware of. 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO92 about 
air quality 

PO943
1 

Ms 
Catherine 
Harvey 

      Object To whom this may concern. I would like to raise my 
strongest objections to the proposed plans to build across the 
mount - LE142A, LE140, LE128 & LE127.   This is a beautiful and 
precious area for the people of Leek who currently enjoy leisure 
activities such as walking etc which is easily accessed by 
many, both old and young.  The fantastic views of this high quality 
landscape and the therapeutic benefits it offers are easily 
available to all who want to enjoy the beauty and peacefulness of 
the countryside without having to travel far from their doorstep, 
and who may not be in a position to! To lose this lovely 
countryside would be a tragic and very sad loss to the people of 
Leek.  The Mount is a narrow county lane and is totally unsuitable 
for increasing the flow of traffic. Having Buxton Road at one end 
of The Mount and Ashbourne Road at the other, this would create 
a massive increase in the volume of traffic using it, and increase 
the risk of accidents - it's totally unsuitable! In addition to this, the 
increase in homes would ruin what is currently a peaceful retreat 
and a habitat for our wildlife which I have seen loads of rare birds 
when walking our dogs , these birds would go away and would 
not be seen again. Also foxes and badgers.  Concern that fatal 
traffic accidents will occur. Leave our mount and all it has to offer 
well alone!! 

  See para response to PO11 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO11 about 
open spaces and countryside 
access 

 See para response to PO11 about 
highways  

 See para response to PO682 on 
ecology evidence 
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 Petition 
from Mount 
residents 
(1092 
signatures) 

   Object Dear Miss Ralphs, 
Building four hundred plus houses on the area known by 
everyone in Leek as The Mount and used by countless 
generations as a gateway to the countryside would be against 
everything that ‘Localism’ intended to bring. 
The enclosed petition goes some way to demonstrate the 
strength of feeling that there is against the proposed building 
plots as set out in the Local Plan. 
The area is mainly agricultural and offers amazing views of the 
town and its surrounding countryside. Indeed the views of Leek’s 
conservation area is unrivalled and the area as a whole acts as a 
buffer between the town the Peak District National Park.  
The road itself could not cope with the estimated 600 to 800 extra 
cars that the proposed housing would generate. The Mount is a 
narrow road with no footpaths and the junctions at either end of 
the Mount would become even more dangerous. 
Historically people travelling out of Leek to work use the Stoke on 
Trent and Macclesfield roads with few travelling to Buxton or 
Ashbourne. This would mean that the roads in Leek’s Town 
centre would become even more congested at peak times as 
these people make their way through town. 
We urge the Council to think again and produce alternative sites 
for the houses thereby saving this precious area for the future 
generations to enjoy. 
 

 See para response to PO11 about 
landscape evidence 

 
The broad justification for the Council’s 
selection of ‘preferred’ sites over other 
sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This 
includes consideration of heritage 
impacts, following consultation with the 
Council’s Conservation Officer, and the 
heritage impact recommendations of the 
most recent 2016 landscape impact study. 
All proposed sites must also be the 
subject of sustainability appraisal (the 
Council’s S.A. will be published as part of 
its evidence base). 
 

 See para response to PO11 on 
highways 

 See para response to PO11 about 
Council Assembly and statement 
of community involvement  

 See para response to PO221 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  
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PO120 Mrs Alison 
Campion 

      Object Extra housing will create more traffic on already busy narrow 
road. Views and open spaces should be left as they are for the 
public to enjoy when walking and cycling. 

The Council consults with SCC Highways 
during Local Plan preparation. SCC did 
not raise any objections to Preferred 
Options sites LE022 /LE127 /LE128 
/LE140 /LE142A /LE142B subject to 
development in this area contributing to 
the improvement of Mount Road including 
provision of footways and pedestrian 
links. Also Kniveden Lane should be 
brought up to adoptable standard with the 
implementation of footways. Further 
junction improvements at Mount 
Road/Ashbourne Road may also be 
appropriate. The Council would assess 
schemes having significant transport 
impacts against relevant NPPF and Local 
Plan policy (including requirement to 
submit transport statements, and provide 
highways improvements where deemed 
appropriate). 
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its 
selection of ‘Preferred’ allocation sites 
from wider sites. This includes landspace 
impact evidence. The most recent 2016 
landscape impact study also assessed 
impacts from the Peak Park, and 
concluded that the various Mount sites 
exhibited low- through to high- landscape 
sensitivity; it also provided 
recommendations regarding mitigatory 
measures where appropriate. It concluded 
site LE142B to be of high landscape 
sensitivity as the site is visible from the 
Peak Park and could affect its setting; and 
could also affect the rural approach to 
Leek from the Peak Park. Note that 
landscape evidence must be weighed 
against all other relevant evidence when 
the Council selects ‘Preferred’ sites. 
 
The public/visual open spaces proposed 
by the Council are those mapped in the 
Preferred Options consultation document. 
The Council’s emerging Local Plan 
policies seek to improve public access to 
open spaces/recreation generally where 
this is consistent with other policies. Note 
there is no automatic public right to cross 
privately owned land beyond public rights 
of way. 
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PO230 
 
 
PO235 

Miss Alicia 
Guy 
 
Mr Daniel 
Frith 

      Object Building nearly 400 houses in the Mount area will totally ruin the 
lovely breathtaking scenery and peace and quiet that you get up 
there, increased traffic will spoil the area also. It could bring 
house prices down as at the moment it is such a lovely peaceful 
area and this no doubt will change 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 on 
highways 

 Property values are not 
considered material in planning 
law. 

 
PO93 Mr Bill Reid       Object This area is a most popular area for walkers, runners, drivers and 

strollers. It has been, for as long as I can remember, an area 
that provides views over Leek town and the suurounding area 
which cannot be equalled. It is a beautiful peaceful part of Leek 
which should not be spoilt by housing estates and the disruption 
that goes with it. The top of Kniveden Lane has a piece of 
unadopted road which deters motorists from using it as a 
thoroughfare and I am sure that this would become adopted if the 
proposed plans go ahead causing untold traffic, noise and 
pollution, as well as the dangers to residents from the 
traffic. There are many areas around Leek which would be far 
more suitable. 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 on 
highways 
 

If the Council considered that a 
development may adversely impact on 
local air quality then the applicant is 
required to undertake air quality 
assessments to identify these issues and 
develop options to mitigate these impacts. 
In addition the Council continually 
monitors air quality across the District and 
regularly undertakes review and 
assessments of this data to identify areas 
where the traffic could have an 
unacceptable impact on local air quality. 
Policy SD4 in the emerging Local Plan 
covers control of all forms of pollution 
arising from development. 
 
Page 25 of the Preferred Options 
consultation document sets out the 
residual housing requirement for Leek to 
2031 (pursuant to Policy SS3 of the 
adopted Core Strategy). The Council must 
demonstrate that it will fully meet residual 
housing requirements for Leek to have a 
sound Local Plan in place. This 
requirement does not have to be met 
100% from land allocations – 
unanticipated development of other urban 
brownfield/greenfield sites counts too – 
Table 4.1 factors in assumptions about 
future windfall housing (resulting in a 
lower residual requirement). This windfall 
would include urban sites not formally 
identified on the map. Applications for 
residential uses arising on such sites 
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would be assessed on their merits against 
NPPF and Council Policies. As there is 
insufficient capacity to meet this residual 
need entirely from sites within the Leek 
town boundary, the remaining 
requirement is to be met from a 
combination of urban (brownfield and 
greenfield) sites, and peripheral “urban 
extensions” around Leek as set out in 
Tables 4.2 and 4.3. 
 
Note that none of the Mount sites falls 
within the Green Belt, whereas the 
western edge of Leek has Green Belt 
status. Whilst Councils can allocate within 
the Green Belt National Planning policy is 
clear that this requires exceptional 
circumstances to justify (as compared to 
non-Green Belt). The Council recently 
completed a Green Belt Review which 
assessed the suitability for retention of all 
areas of Green Belt in the District, against 
the five Green Belt ‘purposes’ set out in 
the NPPF. This will be used by the 
Council alongside other evidence 
inprogressing its Local Plan.  The NPPF 
also allows for consideration of 
development proposals that would 
represent ‘limited infilling’, or in some 
cases redevelopment of ‘brownfield’  sites 
in the Green Belt. 
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PO223 Mr Andrew 
Bodiam 

      Object Like many others I have enjoyed walking on the Mount for 12 
years and the planned housing site allocations in this area will 
completely destroy one of Leek's most valuable assets. Just take 
a walk along Mount Road and imagine what it would be like with 
the planned housing in place. I appreciate the Governments 
requirements but I am far from convinced that Leek's rural 
countryside should be sacrificed to their cause when there are so 
many brown field sites available. Furthermore, Leek is not a 
commuter town and I wonder if there is really the demand for 600 
houses especially when those that are for sale take forever to do 
so. I would therefore ask you to think again. 

  See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

  See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 
Need for additional housing stems from a 
number of factors, for example household 
formation, in-migration, linkages with 
future workforce, and other factors.The 
NPPF makes clear that housing 
projections are the starting point for 
assessing housing needs; however these 
additional factors should also be taken in 
to account in Council SHMAs. The 
Council’s own housing need assessments 
are set out in its evidence base on the 
website. Note that this already takes into 
consideration  empty properties in the 
Moorlands. 

PO683 Andy 
McGraw 

        Extension of the Town Boundary into the Natural Zone The 
following blocks identified as, potentially suitable housing sites, all 
appear to be outside the town boundary on the maps supplied by 
the Staffordshire Moorlands District Council, on this second 
housing consultation June 2016 Block numbers; LE 127, LE128a, 
LE140, LE142a, LE142b All the above mentioned blocks are 
therefore proposed to be constructed on the Natural Zone land 
surrounding the town of Leek.    
 
Public Amenity The small narrow lane known as Mount Road 
which travels between the A53 Leek/ Buxton road and A523 
Leek/ Ashbourne road along which the following blocks appear, 
LE127, LE128a, LE140 and LE142a, are used on a daily basis as 
a public amenity. The lane is constantly used by locals and 
visitors to walk, ride and enjoy the views in relative safety at 
present. If the proposed housing goes ahead, with the number of 
houses planned on these sites, this road will undoubtedly suffer a 
dramatic increase in the number of vehicles using it, by averaging 
2 cars per household, thus reducing its safety and relative quiet 
enjoyment. The views over the town of Leek and its surrounding 
countryside will also be affected detrimentally. I also note that the 
lane is included as part of the Staffordshire Moorlands Walks, 
advertised and mapped by the Ordnance Survey as a 
recreational path but not highlighted as such on the SMDC 
consultation map. Surely the increase in vehicular traffic would 
compromise this route. Other public rights of way, public 
footpaths, are either not shown or seem now to stop at the new 

 Note that there is not a ‘natural zone’ 
designation for open countryside in the 
Staffordshire Moorlands. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 
Development proposals affecting the 
routes of recognised public rights of way 
would need to make allowance for them.  
 
The consultation map is intended to depict 
summary information only; it does not for 
example illustrate public rights of way. 
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development. When I raised the question of this fact at 
consultation the officer was unable to answer my query. In these 
times of austerity and the constant cut backs to local government, 
areas of free enjoyment and recreational use which also merit 
health benefits need to be conserved.  
 
Wildlife Concerns The blocks shown as, LE127, LE128a, LE140 
and LE142a are frequently used by several bird species, 
especially during the winter months, as important feeding 
grounds. Some of these bird species are afforded special 
protection under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 
(W&CA81) as Schedule 1 protected species, identified by BirdLife 
International as Globally Threatened species and are listed as 
Red List species of birds of conservation concern by 
organisations, the RSPB (Royal Society for the Protection of 
Birds), the British Ornithologists Union, Natural England and the 
British Trust of Ornithology, to name a few. The birds in question 
are; Fieldfare Turdus pilaris, Schedule 1 W&CA 81 and Red List 
species Redwing Turdus iliacus , Schedule 1 W&CA81 and Red 
List Species Starling Sturnus vulgaris, Red List species The small 
block of land between blocks LE127 and LE128a is also 
important to wildlife in particular bird species. Although this land is 
not earmarked for development I feel that the disturbance of the 
development would compromise the species using it. This small 
wooded block is used during the winter months as an important 
winter roost for a small number of Raven Corus corax, a species 
again afforded a certain amount of protection. Species using this 
block to breed include, Little Owl Athene noctua , although not 
afforded any specific protection via acts of Parliament or listed as 
a concern yet, it is a species showing major decline, UK 
population estimated to be down by 24%, as highlighted by the 
RSPB breeding bird data 1995 – 2008. Great Spotted 
Woodpecker Dendrocopos major , Nuthatch Sitta europaea, are 
other examples of regular breeding species in this area. Due to 
disturbance I predict that many of these species will refrain from 
using this important area.  
 
Infrastructure As mentioned previously the numbers of new 
houses proposed in the areas of Mount Road and Thorncliffe 
Road, blocks LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142a and LE142b, will 
put an enormous strain on the local infrastructure and road 
system. We all constantly experience the difficulties whilst 
travelling through the town of Leek caused by any one road 
closure. Both junctions from Mount Road can be difficult to 
negotiate now with the small amount of traffic using it with the 
A523 being particularly dangerous in its present form. Problems 
with access at both these junctions will be severely increased 
with the increased volume of traffic. At the original consultation 
July 2015 there was no mention of increasing employment 
opportunities even when the question was raised. I still feel that 
these concerns have yet to be addressed. It was implied but not 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its 
selection of ‘Preferred’ allocation sites 
from wider sites, including ecological 
evidence: the Mount sites LE022/ LE127/ 
LE128/ LE140/ LE142A/ LE142B were 
subject to a Phase I ecological survey in 
2014 and a later 2017 ecology study 
considered the scope for ‘local wildlife 
site’ (ie.SBI) designation for all preferred 
option sites. These studies set out 
ecological evaluations of the sites 
followed by recommended further 
surveys/actions in the event of future 
development.  The Council would expect 
subsequent schemes to take account of 
this evidence; further Policy NE1 allows 
for the Council to require ecological 
mitigatory or compensatory measures 
where appropriate. Note that ecology 
evidence must beweighed against all 
other relevant evidence when the Council 
selects ‘Preferred’ sites. According to the 
2006 NERC Act, the Council must in its 
Planmaking, have regard to the purpose 
of conserving biodiversity. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
National planning guidance states that the 
Council should assess the quality and 
capacity of infrastructure to meet forecast 
demands. An Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
is being prepared which will identify the 
infrastructure necessary to support the 
Local Plan proposals. It builds on the 
findings of the Development Capacity 
Study for the Core Strategy.  Consultation 
and work with infrastructure providers is 
ongoing and their feedback will inform the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and the Local 
Plan. The Council is working with the 
Staffordshire County Council to assess 
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confirmed that most of the individuals who would be residing in 
the new development would be commuter based, travelling to 
nearby cities to seek their employment. This surely is contrary to 
most local government policies that are tasked with reducing this 
activity to contribute towards climate change and global warming 
issues.   These planned developments will also have a visual, 
probably a negative impact from the adjoining Peak District 
National Park as it will be observed from the iconic Roaches and 
the boundary road of Morridge.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There seems to be little or no mention of the use of brown field 
sites throughout the proposal. With the relaxation of planning 
rules for developing these sites should the Council look to these 
sites first. Removing deteriorating buildings and areas within the 
town that look unsightly and replacing with new developments 
would surely enhance the town, and, as they are close to 
amenities within the town centre, reduce the need for occupants 
to use their motor vehicles on shopping trips or evening 
entertainment. There are also a number of old mills and factories 
within the existing town boundary that could and should be 
transformed and upgraded into apartment blocks, as they have in 
other towns and cities in the UK, which would save those 
buildings from further degradation, provide perfect housing within 

the impact  proposed development on 
school capacity, what additional capacity 
is needed and how this can be delivered. 
All proposed sites must also be the 
subject of sustainability appraisal (the 
Council’s S.A. will be published as part of 
its evidence base). 
 
Both the 2015 site options consultation, 
and the 2016 Preferred Options 
consultation, mapped sites for various 
land uses across the District including 
housing, employment, and mixed uses. 
 
Notwithstanding current commuting 
patterns, the District as a whole has 
residual general employment land 
requirement, and Leek has a requirement 
(of around 8ha to 2031) and the Council 
must demonstrate that it will fully meet 
these along with its housing requirements, 
to have a sound Local Plan in place. 
Government Policy promotes mixed land 
uses, subject to proper consideration of 
amenity impacts (such as noise). The 
Council works with neighbouring planning 
authorities under its duty to cooperate, to 
explore opportunities for the meeting of 
development requirements cross-border. 
However neighbouring authorities must 
also address their own development 
requirements. The Council consults with 
SCC Transport (regarding strategic 
impacts) during Local Plan preparation; 
and has regard to SCC’s Local Transport 
Plan Integrated Transport Strategy for the 
District. 
 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 
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the town and help to keep the overall feel of the town and its 
history.  
 
Conclusion In conclusion it is my belief that the proposed 
development and size of that development will have a serious 
and negative impact on the market town of Leek and its Natural 
Zone boundary. As a society in general we are loosing touch with 
nature and the great outdoors. There are Government initiatives 
to reverse and combat this trend. Organisations, funded by the 
National Lottery, Government, County and Local councils 
including SMDC, are tasked to promote these initiatives assisting 
people to re-engage with nature. We are also constantly 
reminded these days of heath, well-being and mental heath 
issues that our society is increasingly subject too due to the 
pressures of our modern living and the need for places for people 
to unwind. With this in mind how can we justify increasing the 
urban zone into our countryside.   We have a duty to protect 
iconic landscapes, open spaces and the biodiversity such as can 
be found within the Mount Road area for the future generations of 
this fantastic town, so that they too, can experience quiet and 
peaceful recreation as we have enjoyed over the years . Maybe 
the Officers involved in making the final decisions should take an 
early morning walk along the Mount Road to experience these 
quiet and peaceful surroundings with the only noise being 
provided by the local bird-life with their dawn chorus. Once we 
loose these areas they are lost forever.   

 
 
 
In relation to comments on economic 
impact, new housing has a proven 
positive economic benefit to an area, 
generated both by expenditure of 
construction industry and through longer 
term residential spend. 



Question 10 Do you have any comments on the proposed housing allocation LE142B in Leek? 
 

     8 
 

ID Consultee 
Name 

Compa
ny / 
Organi
sation 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Support/Object/Gen
eral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO677 Mr Jonathan 
Hulme 

      Object The mount is an important, free, extensively used recreation 
facility for Leek.  The proximity of the mount to the town makes it 
easily accessible, providing a rural escape for walkers, cyclists, 
joggers and families alike. This invaluable resource contributes to 
the physical and mental health and wellbeing of all who use 
it.  The mount provides panoramic views of the town and 
surrounding moor land including the Roches, and housing 
developments should not encroach on this.   The junctions with 
the A53 and the A523 are also quite dangerous and unsuited to 
large amounts of traffic.  Some form of traffic management would 
need to be added to these junctions, increasing congenstion in 
and around the town to even higher levels than currently (which is 
already too high!!).  This deters visitors to the town, reducing the 
amount of tourist trade.    The area is also important ecologically 
and accomodates a variety of species, some of which appear on 
the UK Biodiversity Action Plan.   This excessive allocation of 
sites appears to be national policy implemented at a local level 
without consideration of local needs and demographics.   The 
infrastructure in the east of the town is insufficient to cope with a 
population influx.  For instance, the schools and health facilities 
are already full.   Housing development should be concentrated 
on brownfield sights in the town such as Davenport mill on Mill 
Street and the mill on Ashbourne Road. The developers who own 
these sites should be incentivised to commence 
development.  Redevelop eyesores, don't diminish beauty spots.   

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 on 
highways 

Any new developments would need to 
adhere to design policies to ensure 
character of the District is maintained. 
 

 See para response to PO683 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO223 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO683 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

The Council consults with SCC Education 
during Local Plan preparation, and SCC 
have indicated a need for additional first- 
and middle- school land provision in Leek 
resulting from the town’s development 
requirements. These are laid out in the 
Preferred Options consultation document. 
 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 
All Planning Authorities are eligible to 
receive New Homes Bonus which was 
introduced by the Government to reflect 
and incentivise housing growth in their 
areas. It is based on the amount of extra 
Council Tax revenue raised for new 
homes and is payable annually over a 6 
year period. 
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PO703 Mr John 
Burnett 

      Object This exisiting field forms an intrinsic part of the open space known 
as the Mount. As such it provides views over the town out to the 
Macclesfield area and for users of the Mount affords an area of 
outstanding natural beauty. Building on this plot of land would 
severly restrict the views available and would mean that use of 
the Mount Road as an exercise and recreation facllity would be 
severly restricted. I would also object based on my concerns that 
building in this location would have sever impact on both existing 
infrastructure including roads and schools and would affect the 
ground water run off causing issues in other areas of the town. 
Building on this land would demonstrably damage the aspirations 
of the local community and would have severe economic and 
environmental consequences - completely at odds with the 
objectives of the consultation. 

  See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

None of the Mount sites attract an AONB 
designation. 
 

 See para response to PO120 on 
highways 

 See para response to PO677 
about educational requirements 

 
The Council consults with utilities 
providers, the Environment Agency, and 
the SCC Lead Local Flood Risk Officer 
during Local Plan preparation. These 
bodies did not object to any of the Mount 
sites.  The SFRA provides an overview of 
flood risk from all sources across the 
District, and will be used alongside formal 
EA responses regarding proposed 
allocations. Note that subsequent 
development proposals would be required 
to integrate sustainable drainage features 
into layouts, as required by the Flood and 
Water Management Act.  
 

 See para response to PO683 
about economic benefits of 
housebuilding 

PO1321 Mr 
Stapleton 

Leek 
And 
District 
Civic 
Society 

    Object I write on behalf of Leek & District Civic Society to protest in the 
strongest possible terms against the decision to include The 
Mount’ Leek as a preferred option for housing development.  This 
area is heavily used by recreational walkers and is the sort of 
local amenity which would be absolutely spoilt by additional 
building.  Leek has few enough open spaces as it is and the loss 
of The Mount would be completely unjustifiable. Of all the site 
options in the Leek area, The Mount is the one which we feel 
should be absolutely sacrosanct and protected for the present 
populace and future generations. 

   See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

The Council is undertaking a review of  
open space, sport and recreation facilities 
which includes an updated playing pitch 
strategy.   
 
The broad justification for the Council’s 
selection of ‘preferred’ sites over other 
sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This 
includes consideration of heritage 
impacts, following consultation with the 
Council’s Conservation Officer, and the 
heritage impact recommendations of the 
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most recent 2016 landscape impact study. 
All proposed sites must also be the 
subject of sustainability appraisal (the 
Council’s S.A. will be published as part of 
its evidence base). 

PO1349 Mr A Birks       Object This morning whist taking my constitutional stroll around mount 
road I happened upon a group of people considering the best 
plots to build houses in this beauty spot. One member off the 
group introduced herself as a local councillor. My heart sank as it 
became clear that some minds at least, against the wishes of the 
local people, the decision to build seems to have been taken. It is 
outrageous that the local community is once again to be ignored 
by those elected to serve us. Mount Road is a very important part 
of the social scene of Leek as local people use it daily to enjoy 
the countryside which is within their homes. It would be an 
ecological and social outrage to remove this facility from the 
people of leek.  This area is more important to the wellbeing of 
residents from across the town than any other area around leek 
as it is their gateway to a relaxed walk in the fresh air in the 
countryside.  
 
 
 
Any development of this area would change the nature of Leek as 
it would necessitate the widening of the road, the installation of 
lighting and the uprooting of that special commodity trees. The 
Mount Road would be a major thoroughfare between the 
Ashbourne Road, and Buxton Road, Kniveden Lane Would be a 
conduit between the same roads meaning heavy traffic rushing 
through the estate and there would be a problems caused by 
necessary construction of major road junctions at each end of the 
Mount Road. Local residents this would be a disaster. There is a 
concern too that, with the addition of a large number of houses in 
this area, the infrastructure at this end of town would be 
challenged beyond its ability to cope. Schools and doctors 
surgeries are already very full and recent queues of vehicles to 
get into town were horrendous during the roadworks in the town. 
Imagine the chaos should we add another 500 families in the 
queue.  
 
 
In the unlikely event that Leek should actually need extra 
accommodation, consideration should be given to brownfields or 
less intrusive sites first. There are several derelict mills which 
could be utilised for apartments or demolished for housing. The 
infrastructure of drains, electricity and gas is readily available 
near these 2 areas too. I appeal to the council to reflect on the 
wishes of those who elected them to serve their needs and reject 
the idea of developing this area and retain it for enjoyment and 
health of the many people of leek who appreciate it. 

The Council must conduct public 
consultation concerning its emerging 
Local Plan as set out in the Local Plan 
regulations (or exceeding these 
requirements); and in also in accordance 
with the Council’s adopted Statement of 
Community Involvement.  All stages of the 
local Plan (including consultations) must 
be agreed by the elected Council 
Assembly; and all meetings of the Council 
Assembly are open to the public. 
 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 See para response to PO683 on 
ecology evidence 

 
 See para response to PO120 

about highways 
 

Issues such as external lighting in 
schemes can be controlled by the 
Council’s amenity policies. Streetlighting 
is a matter controlled by SCC Highways. 
 
The Council would as far as possible seek 
the retention of, or replacement of trees 
against its Core Strategy NE1 Policy 
where a scheme proposes tree loss. 
 

 See para response to PO683 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO677 
about educational requirements 
 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO223 on 
housing needs evidence 
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PO1140 Mr R 
Harrison 

      Object I have recently looked at the site plans and talked to one of your 
officers concerning the location: This is a narrow road, used by 
many recreational purposes such as walking, cycling The views 
over leak Conservation area and its surrounding area are 2 nd to 
none both night and day There have been lots of houses built on 
the east side of leek in recent years mainly off Ashbourne road. 
As the majority of people travel to Macclesfield, Manchester and 
Stoke on Trent to work, this means they have to travel thought 
the centre and often Leek is gridlocked at busy times The exits 
from the Mount onto Buxton and the Ashbourne Roads are both 
very narrow and difficult to negotiate. Schools at the end of the 
town are already full to capacity and young children have to be 
taken across Leek early in the morning and collected in the 
evening. Drs Lists are so full. We are told that some of these 
houses are possible affordable housing. What does this mean? 
There are plenty of small terrace house on the market which I 
would consider as affordable. So do we need more? In fact do we 
need a 1000 new houses to in Leek at all anywhere? If so I would 
like to think that there are possible sites in Leek - West End could 
be given consideration before further action is taken. Leek is a 
beautiful small town with easy access to countryside. By allowing 
building on The Mount Road that access will be diminished as 
more of our green fields turned into housing developments and 
country roads become clogged with vehicles. Where will it end? 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 See para response to PO120 
about highways 

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO1321 
about option sites assessments 
and sustainability appraisal 

 See para response to PO683 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO677 
about educational requirements 

 
The Council consults with its Housing 
Officer when setting definitions of 
‘affordable’ in relation to affordable 
housing. This usually equates to a 
percentage of open market value which 
represents the upper limit that the house 
can be sold/resold for.  
 
An element of affordable housing will be 
required for all major housing schemes in 
the District, as set out in Local Plan 
Policies. The Council may also require an 
element of starter homes, and self-build 
plots on such sites. The Council’s 
housing/design policies and the NPPF 
expect that housing schemes provide for 
variegation in design; and a mix of house 
types to meet difffering socio-economic 
needs, including affordable housing. 
 

 See para response to PO223 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO93 about 
western Green Belt 
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ID Consultee 
Name 

Compa
ny / 
Organi
sation 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Support/Object/Gen
eral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO988 Mr Chris 
Clark 

      Object In conjunction with my comments on allocation LE142A, this site 
is totally unsuitable.  It is on a hill-top overlooking the town and 
surrounding countryside, and housing in this location will destroy 
the rural nature of the area. This site is way outside the current 
town boundary, and there are many alternative sites (including 
current "brown-field" ares) that are far more suitable for housing 
development. 

  See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO1321 
about option sites assessments 
and sustainability appraisal 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 
PO1575 
 
PO1571 
 
PO1576
  

Mrs S 
Chauveau 
 
Mrs S 
Chauveau 
 
Mr PJ 
Chauveau 

      Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount. 
It is I icon beauty spot, leeks gateway into the open country side 
and has been popular with walkers, joggers, cyclist and horse 
riding for generations and should be protected for future 
generations to I strongly recommend further consideration be 
given to the developing the empty mills, brownfield Sites and 
making use of the many vacant homes in the Moorlands before 
surrendering our precious Greenfields to hungry developers 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access  

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO223 on 
housing needs evidence 
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Compa
ny / 
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Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Support/Object/Gen
eral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO1684 
 
PO1678 
 
PO1654 
 
PO1639 
 
PO1648 
 
PO1672 
 
PO1665 
 
PO1660
 P
O4771 
 
PO4759 
 
 
PO4752 

Mr N A 
Brundrett 
 
MRS A 
Staton 
 
Mrs G 
Webster 
 
Mr B Day 
 
 
Mrs J 
Lownds 
 
Mr S Panek 
 
Mr A Panek 
 
Miss J 
Panek 
 
Mrs A 
Lomas 
 
Mr & Mrs P 
& J 
Whitehurst 
 
Miss L 
Whitehurst 

      Object I am writing to protest against the latest version of the site 
allocation plan for the SMDC. The site references of particular 
interest are: LE022, LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142A, LE142B. 
The grounds for that are:  
 
Loss of important local amenity – The Mount is a very important 
open space close to the town.  
 
 
Visual impact – restrict important skyline and further afield. The 
proposed sites are near or run on particularly at night with street 
lighting.  
 
 
Impact for infrastructure – primary schools in particular (Leek 1 st 
school and Beresford Memorial School) will struggle to keep up 
demand and the situation where some children already have to 
school in the west of leek will become more common. Mount 
Road is a route of Staffordshire  Moorlands Walk a very popular 
route for Leisure activities such as running, cycling and walking. 
 
High quality Landscape – unsympathetic to landscape and the 
character and quality of the area. Urbanisation of the country lane 
that is mount road – if all 6 developments procede then the 500 
houses would be constructed. Mount Road would be linking the 
Ashbourne and Buxton Roads. The spatial distribution of the 
proposed access sites across leek is unbalance – there will not 
be sufficient demand to build all of these houses on one side of 
the town so the council will not meet its housing needs in any 
event. The Mount is, and has been a great source of pleasure for 
many people over years. It needs to stay that way in order that 
the future generations have as much enjoyment out of this as our 
generation has. 

  
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 
 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO1349 
about streetlighting 

 
 See para response to PO677 

about educational requirements 
 See para response to PO683 

about public rights of way 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO677 
about design policies 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways 

 
The Council is undertaking Local Plan 
viablity work which will consider the 
viability of preferred option sites.  
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ID Consultee 
Name 

Compa
ny / 
Organi
sation 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Support/Object/Gen
eral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO1685 Mr David 
Morgan 

      Object I am writing to express my strong objection to the proposal to 
build houses on the Mount.  I specifically object to the building off 
houses on sites: LE022, LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142A, 
LE142B. When I first heard about the proposal to build in this 
area. I was genuinely shocked and still cannot believe that the 
proposal have been submitted to build on such beautiful 
landscape which has helped to shape leeks identity as Queen Of 
the moorlands. I work in the local community and I have not 
heard a single resident of Leek express support for these 
proposals – they have expressed deep anger and concern. I live 
locally to the Mount and regularly take walks there and it is very 
clearly, a popular destination for walkers and cyclist. However, I 
do not feel that this is area that is solely of Leek by these who live 
in its vicinity. I believe that the mount is an area that the people of 
Leek genuinely cherish and it would be a tragedy if a major 
housing development were built along it, The Mount does provide 
an important amenity for local residents including Hargate estate. 
I feel it would be unacceptable to build houses on it, spoiling the 
unspoilt beauty of the area and leading to a huge increase in the 
traffic which would obviously cause a major hazard to walkers 
and cyclist. I feel it is unacceptable to deprive residents of a very 
built up area such as Haregate estate of the opportunity to enjoy 
the beautiful country side and open space this that the mount 
offers. If this proposal is passed then I feel that the character and 
identity of Leek will be very adversely affected and this will have a 
very detrimental impact on its image in terms of visitors  and 
attracting business 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways 

 See para response to PO683 
about economic benefits of 
housebuilding 

 See para response to PO677 on 
design policies 
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Organisati
on 

Support/Object/Gen
eral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO1281 Mrs B Ward       Object I write once again to protest against the proposed development of 
housing along and off mount road. We have already had 2 public 
enquires and each time the inspector has upheld the decision not 
to allow these fields to develop along mount road. This is a great 
amenity for the town, especially for residents this side of leek. I 
feel that we have been left a short stretch off mount road but with 
all the roads going off it Mount Road itself will probably have to be 
widened and will become a bi pass for traffic between Buxton 
Road. Walking along a country lane enjoying the views. Do 
people walk as much on the other side of town? Aren’t there still 
places for the development within the town? Not touching our 
open spaces. Where are 600 new houses on Mount Road going 
to work? 

The Council must justify proposed land 
allocations which form part of its new 
Local Plan to planning inspector during 
public examination of the Local Plan. The 
Inspector must consider the ‘soundness’ 
of the Plan as per para 182 NPPF. Note 
that as part of this process the Council 
must demonstrate that it meets its 
objectively assessed development 
requirements for housing (and other land 
uses) for the District. 
 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways 

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

PO1471 Mrs G 
Armstrong 

      Object As a resident of Moorland Road since 1975, I write to you to 
express my concerns over the appalling plan to yet again to 
destroy an area of the town much loved and frequented by its 
residents for countless generations. I can assure you that the 
contents of the letter not only reflect the views of me and the 
residents of moorland road and Kniveden Lane but those of leek 
in general. The proposal to build 400 houses on the Mount came 
as a shock to the town. Whilst I am not opposed to the idea of 
providing some housing In the Leek area, I cannot equate with 
the requirement for the number your department are planning.  As 
regards the location, how can you say that a beautiful location like 
the Mount is in need of development when there are numerous 
locations that in the area that are an eyesore and would be more 
than fit the bill for re development? If your department were to 
take the time too canvas the people of leek you would find that it 
is considered an asset to this town.  The Mount is an area of 
outstanding rural beauty with great views across the town, 
supporting an abundance of wildlife whose habitat would be 
destroyed if the plan goes ahead.  It has long been a source of 
relaxation, leisure, exercise, and even welcomes retreats for 
courting couples and families with children or people exercising 
their pets can be seen walking the Mount in complete safety 
without the fear of being subjected to danger from large numbers 
of cars. This would change if the whole scheme goes ahead. Is it 
right that future generations should be denied the pleasure their 
forebears derived from this beautiful road, With an average of 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO223 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO683 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways 

 See para response to PO1140 
about affordable housing 

 See para response to PO1349 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 
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on 

Support/Object/Gen
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Consultee Comments Officer Response 

each household owning 2 cars each the paln to build 400 
residents could unleash about 800 vehicles all trying to support 
those numbers. Mount road would be saturated with vehicles al 
trying to leave either via the junction with the A523 Ashbourne 
Road or the A53 Buxton Road.  Both roads are very busy main 
roads.  After frustration of accessing these knock on effect would 
choke the town centre which struggles now at certain times to 
maintain a smooth flow. No doubt the un adapted and unmade 
section of Kniveden Lane would be upgraded encouraging it to be 
used as a short cut between Ashbourne Road and Buxton Road. 
The only thing that stops it being a rat track now is that it is 
unmade and has ruts and pot holes. Also of concern is that with 
this sort of development you re require to provide a proportion for 
social housing. We all know who are housed in these and what 
effect it has on the surrounding area. I need say no more. Can 
you explain why there seems determination within the planning 
bodies to destroy what is beautiful and precious to the people of 
Leek with total disregard to the preservation of the environment 
and wishes of the Leek populace. If they want to improve this 
town why don’t they concentrate on some off those areas in dire 
need of redevelopment and of which there are many in this town. 
I along with the majority of the other house owners in the vicinity, 
share at the lack of the thought the has obviously not being 
thought that has gone into this project. I ask the question; have 
any of the councillors or those on the planning dep actually 
bothered to walk to location, to see for themselves what they 
would be destroying and ask residents for their thoughts. No, I 
doubt it very much if this is the case.is it just a figure on the map 
to them? I understand that the majority are not from leek and so 
don’t really have its best interests at heart. These so called 
councillors were voted in to represent  the towns folk and listen to 
their view. This has not obviously been thought out thoroughly 
and it makes me wonder what sort of people will be running the 
council. Is it yet again something to their advantage and not that 
of the town.  Their priorities do not appear to be the people of 
leek there to represent them. I make this representation not only 
on behalf of those directly affected but also the people of leek 
who are totally opposed to this desecration of one of the most 
beautiful and well-loved areas.   

PO1501 
 
 
PO9120
  

MRS 
KAREN 
BARKER  
 
Mr Robert 
Barker 

      Object I do not believe that it is necessary to extend the town boundary 
into farmland as there are still many available brownfield sites 
within the locality. There is much greater need for 
jobs/employment as priority in the town if people are to be enticed 
to come to live here by large scale housing developments. There 
are presently not enough jobs locally to adequately provide for 
the current housing occupants. There is likely to be an increased 
need for Housing Benefits affecting the local economy together 
with significant increased pressure on infrastructure due to need 
for travel in and out of the area for work. It is also important to 
note tourism is a significant driver to the local economy! 
Therefore the town gateway, especially from the Peak Park 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO677 
about design policies 

 
Green Belt is a long established 
designation that serves a number of 
important functions in separating 
settlements, and preserving ‘openness’. 
Whilst Councils can allocate/make 
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Buxton road A53, needs to be rigorous protection from the urban 
sprawl in order to maintain the ‘Queen of the moorlands’ identity. 
The point of entry into Leek from A53 Buxton Road is the most 
attractive picturesque and Tourist Route. It is also highly utilised 
public amenity for local residents of Leek who regularly make use 
of the whole area incorporating the A53 towards Tittesworth 
Reservoir/Blackshaw Moor, along Thorncliffe Road and its 
adjoining lanes, the Mount Road, as a place to exercise by 
walking, rambling, cycling, horse-riding, dog-walking, sightseeing, 
picnicking and general enjoyment of for health and well-being. 
The proposed areas particularly as it approaches the a53 Buxton 
Road junction with Thorncliffe Road and The Mount Road, is 
immediately adjacent to a landscape area which presumes 
against intrusive developments in order to protect its historic 
landscape nature. I would personally feel that the Special 
Landscape Area and environs ought to receive the highest priority 
protection. The designation encompasses the fact that it is 
special in nature and cannot therefore be replaced once lost or 
damaged. There is a number of brownfield sites within the town 
which could be very effectively used for housing development. 
For some reason? These are not shown on the accompanying 
consultation maps. However from attending a consultation 
meeting the existence of several sites a is a matter of common 
knowledge along with the fact that these would be ‘the preferred 
option housing sites’ in view of the residents of leek. There are 
also pockets of green belt land (designated such primarily for the 
purposes of town separation and quite often having no particular 
beauty or amenity), which in common with other towns in the 
country could be effectively utilised to expand the town boundary 
with selective use and sensitively to the environment. This would 
be better than destroying the areas which are highly valued by 
the Leek Community for beauty and recreation and which give the 
town of Leek its identity. The proposal to build almost 400 houses 
off the junction of the A53 as it joins Thorniclife Road and The 
Mount Road is a major intrusion into the public amenity and is 
unsupported in terms of the additional infrastructure requiring a 
need for development of roads, sewers, schools etc. The 
proposal will is completely unbalanced as it places virtually all the 
housing requirement? Unjustified along 1 narrow lane at the most 
flagship side of leek renowned for its visual beauty and 
recreational amenity. Please utilise the brownfield sites and 
protect leeks heritage and inheritance! 

boundary amendments within the Green 
Belt, National Planning policy is clear that 
this requires exceptional circumstances to 
justify (as compared to non-Green Belt). 
Note that landscape quality/character, and 
public access characteristics,  are not in 
themselves ‘purposes’ of Green Belt laid 
out in national guidance. The NPPF 
allows for consideration of development 
proposals upon ‘brownfield’ Green Belt 
sites. 
 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

  See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 Note that since adoption of the 
2014 Core Strategy, there is no 
longer a ‘special landscape area’ 
designation. 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways  

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO677 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO223 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO1321 
about heritage impact 
considerations  

 See para response to PO683 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO677 
about educational requirements 

 See para response in PO703 
about utilities and flood risk 

PO1402 Mrs M 
Smith 

      Object With regard to the proposed 400 plus houses to be built on the 
mount, I would like to express my concerns on the matter. I can’t 
help but for see the problems 400 to 800 cars will create, trying to 
leave Mount Road to gain access to the Buxton Road.  They will 
be queuing up! Most families these days have at least one car 
some have two. Mount Road was not built for such traffic 

  See para response to PO120 
about highways  
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PO1487 Mrs C Lane       Object I object to any housing being built in this area. It is an area used 
by many people for walking etc. – many for health reasons e.g. 
for me. We must keep our open spaces that are in walking 
distance of our town, once lost – gone forever. Don’t let us loose 
it 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 

PO1710 Mr G 
Carding 

      Object I would like to object to the proposed housing sites on Mount 
Road leek. The Mount has been a historic to the people of leek 
for generations for its 360 degree panoramic views of natural 
beauty. Being born in Leek I have walked over the mount all my 
life and always enjoyed the peace and quiet surrounded by the 
countryside views which are irreplaceable building housing in this 
area would also destroy the wildlife and a result in the loss of 
open space. This road is unsuitable for the large volume of traffic 
which would be generated by all the new houses and is narrow in 
places with dangerous junctions at both end of the road. The 
roads in this part cannot take any more traffic. Please find more 
suitable site within the town, if we keep building out into the 
countryside where will the border of Leek End? Ashbourne 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO683 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways  

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 

PO1697 Mr Michael 
Owen 

      Object My wife and I would like to tender our personal objections to any 
proposed house building along Mount Road Leek. We don’t feel 
that the area has infrastructure to cope with the number of 
houses proposed and would spoil the landscape of a very popular 
and picturesque area used extensively by Leek residents 

 See para response to PO683 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 
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PO1730 Mrs Mary 
Emery 

      Object LE066, LE067, LE068, LE143a, LE127, LE128, LE140, LE142A, 
LE142B. I wish to register my objection to the proposed 
development of the land on The Mount My reasons are as 
follows.  
 
 
 
 
There are sufficient brown field site available, such as The former 
Just juice site on Prince Street is now vacant The former Big Mill 
on Mill Street, ripe for development The former Brough, Nicolson 
and Hall Mill on Ashbourne Road A reasonable plot of land on the 
Organ Ground which was the former East Street Nursery which is 
now vacant. Shortly to become available the former Britannia 
Building Society plot of land on Cheddleton Road   Land on Foker 
Grange on Macclesfield road  
 
The Mount is a valued area of outstanding beauty and must be 
kept for future generations to enjoy. It is supposed to be green 
belt land; consideration that seems to have been overlooked.  
 
I would like to point out the impact of the proposed development 
would have on local services i.e. schools, GP services, the road 
infrastructure and employment needs. I am also very concerned 
about the effect on the local wildlife,, the increase in traffic, and 
noise levels this development will bring. I would like to know what 
happened to the housing development at the Sainsbury’s site, 
which never seems to have transpired 

Note that the Preferred Options do not 
currently include site LE143A, and sites 
LE067/LE068 are not formally identified 
as they fall within the town boundary (see 
para response to PO93 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall 
allowance). 
 
Note the former Britannia premises on 
both sides of the Cheddleton Rd are both 
preferred mixed employment/housing 
allocations, refs LE150 and LE235. 
 

 See para response to PO93 about 
western Green Belt 

 
 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 
 

 See para response to PO677 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO683 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO683 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO120 on 
highways 
 

The noise impacts of schemes would be 
assessed against the Council’s adopted 
amenity Policies and NPPF Policies 
 
The Sainsburys site as part of its mixed 
use consent SMD/2013/1098 still enjoys 
residential consent on part of the site. 
Note Environmental Health Officer did not 
object to that scheme subject to 
conditions. The Council would assess 
residential schemes on sites affected by 
contamination in line with its adopted 
Policy SD4 and NPPF paras 120-121 
NPPF. The responsibility of funding 
remediation rests with the developer. 
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PO1767 
 
PO1760 
 
 P
O1775  

Mr and Mrs 
W Lovatt 
 
Mrs J Lovatt 
 
 
Mr S Lovatt 

      Object LE127, LE069, LE128, LE140, LE066, LE142a, LE142b We 
would like to submit our comments concerning the above 
consultations with the specific regard to leek east. These 
consultations with specific regard to leek Ease and the area of 
mount road.  
 
This is a semi-rural area outside the town development boundary. 
One of the attractions of this area of leek is that the boundaries 
for development are very closely defined. This means that within 
10mnutes walk of the town centre you have access to open 
space, which makes the mount area very popular for leisure 
activities such as walking jogging and cycling. This is a important 
when considering what opportunities there are for leisure and 
exercise so close to town. The fields provide a home for various 
types of wildlife and this together with the farm animals that graze 
them, provide access to a nature very close to the heart of leek. 
The views from the mount are spectacular and largely unspoilt. 
Any developments of any of all the listed developments of the 
type proposed would totally alter the area, as it has with the 
Buxton Road end of Mount road. If all the development listed 
above were to proceed. In excess 400 houses would be 
constructed on what is pleasant open countryside. The access 
along Ashbourne Road and Mount road provide a road 
infrastructure that would be totally inadequate with the volume of 
traffic generated by such a development especially on the bad 
junction where mount road meets Ashbourne road near Poplar 
Service Station.. Access via the already existing estate off 
kniveden lane and or High View road and Moorland Road would 
be impossible to sustain, given the narrow nature off the roads in 
question and the cars parked on either side of the roads in what 
is a already busy residential area. Creation of a rat run would 
have serious consequences Public transport via the bus service 
would be totally inadequate. There are significant areas of land 
that would be ideal for development that are presently brown field 
sites within the town centre and the town development boundary. 
Development would be ideal of these sites would not impact on 
local wildlife and leisure activities and would be more sustainable 
as they would result from a increase in traffic in outlying 
areas.  Given to the employment situation in Leek, a large 
proportion of these would inevitably be homes for communities for 
the potteries conurbation and or Macclesfield and greater 
Manchester. This would ruin the character and community feel of 
the area. Given the recent headlines concerning the lack of 
affordable housing in rural locations, more consideration should 
be given this type of development, rather than encouraging urban 
sprawl which would ruin the character of this town. 

Note that the Preferred Options do not 
currently include site LE069. 
 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways 

 
Leek is already served by a number of 
frequent or less frequent bus routes, 
connecting to centres such as Hanley, 
Cheadle, Buxton and Macclesfield. A 
number of these use main arterial routes 
such as Buxton Road /Ashbourne Road 
/Springfield Road. In some circumstances, 
major residential developments may be 
required to contribute to improved bus 
routes/bus facilities in accordance with 
emerging Local Plan Pol T1/Staffordshire 
Local Transport Plan. 
 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO683 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO677 
about design policies 

 See para response to PO1140 
about affordable housing 
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PO1558 Miss A 
Hampson 

      Object Any development in the Mount on proposed sites will be visible 
from some distance, thereby impacting not just on leek, but also 
the wider area. The infrastructure is inadequate I am not 
convinced the possibility of infill sites in leek   

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO683 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

PO1553 Mrs G 
Webster 

      Object I have never protested before but I feel compelled to write this let 
reg the proposed developments across the mount. When I was 
young I lived on Haregate Est and many times my parents took 
my siblings and I across the mount it was something we enjoyed 
seeing all the farm animal and wildlife. As I got older I would still 
walk the mount and dream of one day owning one of the houses 
which were only a couple of minutes’ walk away from being in the 
countryside. That dream was realised in 1976. Now I am retired it 
is wonderful to be able to stroll round the mount each day. My 
husband twice a day come rain or shine, and able to do just that 
take in the views or have conversations with people we meet, not 
just from this area but from other parts of town. It is good for the 
soul as well as the mind. It is a marvellous asset for the town for 
young and old alike a great place to relax and exercise. It is 
precious and should be protected for future generations ’never 
know what you have got till it’s gone’ comes to mind as was  the 
case with what was a beautiful roundabout which stood proud at 
the top off Derby St. Do we need so many more houses in leek if 
so we do not build on the field opposite the cricket club on 
Macclesfield Road which would not have the catastrophic impact 
of hundreds of houses on the  mount or why not build them on 
Blackshaw Moor where there is already a small estate. I hope this 
marvellous asset treasured by so many can be saved for the town 
and the people of Leek. 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO93 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO223 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO93 
about western Green Belt 

 
Blackshaw Moor is identified as a ‘smaller 
village’ in the Council’s emerging Local 
Plan and should only attract a limited 
amount of additional housing within or 
around the built up area. Note that Anzio 
Camp received planning consent for 
erection of extra care housing, live work 
units, ancillary social centre and facilities 
building and change of use to holiday park 
in November 2015. 

PO1548 Mr P 
Sinclair 

      Object Would like to object to the development of the 350+homes on 
sites across the Mount. The area is used by lots of people 
walkers, families with young and older children dog walkers, 
cyclist, runners, horse riders, all enjoying the wonderful views 
over the Leek, which has been enjoyed for many years. I’ve been 
coming around the mount since I moved to leek in the late 60’s, 
building more houses will mean the loss of this lovely scenery for 
ever. Also the health & safety factors of all these extra cars 600-
700 trying to get out at either end of the mount, onto the 
Ashbourne Road and Buxton Road which is already busy without 
adding additional traffic. Then pollution of the air 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways 

 See para response to PO93 
about air quality 
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PO1534 Mrs C 
Whitehurst 

      Object I am disappointed that local objections to development along 
Mount Road leek have been ignored by those who claim to 
represent us, and I must once again voice my objections. The 
Mount is one of our most beautiful and well-loved amenities for 
local walkers, cyclist, runners and dog walkers. A short walk from 
town which I personally use at least 3 times a week whenever I 
walk around I meet at least 10-12 others. It is also a safe route to 
take children of all ages to appreciate the country side, farm use 
and wonderful views – all of which will disappear. Many habitants 
for small animals and birds will go along the grass verges and lost 
trees, so much for our greener landscapes. Who is going to buy 
these obviously very expensive houses not my children who can 
hardly afford to rent never mind buy? But I’m sure the overspill 
from Macclesfield, Manchester + Buxton will appreciate these 
cheaper houses than they can afford there. Where will all the 
children go to school our local ones are full and have little or no 
space to expand, more Drs and Dentists will be needed. Traffic 
along the mount will be busy. It has already increased during 
times of the road closures repairs etc, and now this new short out 
has been found it will continue to be used. As there are now plans 
in place to convert several old apartments such as old Mills in the 
town a large number of houses will not be needed by local people 
and smaller brown field sites can be found in and around leek for 
a much more acceptable amount rather than such a large 
estate.  If the £1000 per house built is so tempting why not just 
ask us for more council tax – I’m sure most people would be 
willing to pay to save this precious area for our children and 
grandchildren. I would. Please please listen to our objections 
regarding this atrocity in our wonderful town. 

 See para response to PO1349 
about public consultation and 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO683 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO1349 
about tree protection 

 See para response to PO1140 
about affordable housing 

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO677 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways 

 See para response to PO683 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO677 
about new homes bonus 

PO1533 Mrs C 
Keates 

      Object With reference to SMDC local plan notification of consultation on 
preferred of consultation on preferred options site allocations and 
boundaries. I must object to the proposed building site of Mount 
Road Leek. This area is uses by walker’s cyclist runners etc. It is 
an area that can be used in all weather and seasons. It is great 
use for recreation purposes. Something vital to the community of 
Leek. I myself have used it for 60years. It is a place of 
outstanding beauty with in the open spaces and with its views 
and should not be ruined by the building off houses. Other sites 
should be found. 

  See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

  See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 
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PO1539 Mr B Day       Object The Mount is a very important area for the town of leek. This 
whole area is an important amenity area for the town – it was 
promised a few years ago that there will be no further 
development after the completion of Mountside gardens. Further 
developments’ will destroy the open views of the Morridge from 
the town. Some of the areas highlighted for development was 
gifted to the town presumably to protect them and for agricultural 
use. Development of the Mount will lead to greatly increased 
traffic on what is basically a country lane. Safety issues at both 
junctions. The importance of the local people who use it. Young 
walkers, runners, joggers, cyclist, horse riding, dog walkers. 
These include singles, couple. Family groups and organised 
walking groups aside. We urge you to look at these plans very 
carefully before you decide to ruin this beautiful area. Surely there 
are other smaller areas which could be utilized for future needs. 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 

PO1488 Ms Dawn 
Garrett 

      Object I write with reference to the planning proposals along The Mount 
in Leek. I moved to Leek last August, the countryside being one 
of the big draws. I'm dismayed to find that my favourite dog walk 
is earmarked for extensive development. The absolutely 
magnificent views would be lost forever. The birdsong drowned 
out by the inevitable increased traffic load. The wildflowers at the 
side of the road and the sheep peacefully grazing, all gone. The 
creeping urbanisation of such a lovely country town is a big worry. 
Surely it would be better environmental sense to deal with the 
falling-down mills and derelict housing in the town before building 
any further? Regeneration is a much more modern concept and 
would further revitalise the town itself. For me and my family 
access to the views, the fresh air and the wildlife is balm against 
our stressful and hectic working lives. I live on Ashbourne Road 
so this is not NIMBYism at work, it is a genuine plea to save this 
lovely area for everyone. Now and in the future. 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 

PO1585 Mr C 
Chauveau 

      Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount 
as I love to go running there with my dad and really enjoy the 
view into open countryside. 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

PO1590 
 
PO1605
  

Mr J Jones 
 
 
Mr J Mays-
Woodhead 

      Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount 
as I often go there cycling and walking there with my family and I 
think it is very special place and would be completely spoiled by 
houses. 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

PO1595 Mr L 
Emerick 

      Object I wish to firmly object to any housing development on the mount 
as this is a natural beauty spot with open views into the 
countryside and it should need to be protected. My family often 
take our dog for walks there and feel it should be protected 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 
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PO1715 Miss JM 
Botham 

      Object With reference to the proposal for the mount new housing 
development This is and has been a delightful walk for the people 
of leek for many years. The older generation will have fond and 
lasting memories of the courtships over the mount. We as 
children used it for walking and horse riding in safety to go further 
afield to Cheddleton Heath. We know in recent times it is an it is a 
popular route of the Staffordshire moorlands walk. We believe 
more ought to be done with the brown fields site this would clear 
unsightly buildings and In most cases be more convenient to the 
town allowing for less use of vehicles and allowing for less use of 
vehicles  and  allowing for the green areas to be maintained for 
leisure pursuits. 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO683 
about public rights of way 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 

PO1720 Mr & Mrs V 
and J 
Emery 

      Object LE066, LE067, LE068, LE143a, LE127, LE128, LE140, LE142A, 
LE142B. I wish to register my objection to the proposed 
development of the land on The Mount My reasons are as 
follows.  
 
 
 
 
There are sufficient brown field site available, such as The former 
Just juice site on Prince Street is now vacant The former Big Mill 
on Mill Street, ripe for development The former Brough, Nicolson 
and Hall Mill on Ashbourne Road A reasonable plot of land on the 
Organ Ground which was the former East Street Nursery which is 
now vacant. Shortly to become available the former Britannia 
Building Society plot of land on Cheddleton Road  Land on Foker 
Grange on Macclesfield road 
 
The Mount is a valued area of outstanding beauty and must be 
kept for future generations to enjoy. It is supposed to be green 
belt land; consideration that seems to have been overlooked.  
 
I would like to point out the impact of the proposed development 
would have on local services i.e. schools, GP services, the road 
infrastructure and employment needs. I am also very concerned 
about the effect on the local wildlife,, the increase in traffic, and 
noise levels this development will bring. I would like to know what 
happened to the housing development at the Sainsbury’s site, 
which never seems to have transpired 

Note that the Preferred Options do not 
currently include site LE143A, and sites 
LE067/LE068 are not formally identified 
as they fall within the town boundary (see 
para response to PO93 about Leek 
housing requirements and windfall 
allowance). 
 
Note the former Britannia premises on 
both sides of the Cheddleton Rd are both 
preferred mixed employment/housing 
allocations, refs LE150 and LE235. 
 

 See para response to PO93 about 
western Green Belt 

 
 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 
 

 See para response to PO677 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO683 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO683 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO120 on 
highways 

 The noise impacts of schemes 
would be assessed against the 
Council’s adopted amenity Policies 
and NPPF Policies 
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The Sainsburys site as part of its mixed 
use consent SMD/2013/1098 still enjoys 
residential consent on part of the site. 
Note Environmental Health Officer did not 
object to that scheme subject to 
conditions. The Council would assess 
residential schemes on sites affected by 
contamination in line with its adopted 
Policy SD4 and NPPF paras 120-121 
NPPF. The responsibility of funding 
remediation rests with the developer. 

PO1696 Ms K 
Machin 

      Object I would like to object to the proposed housing sites on the mount 
road, leek as outlined in the preferred options site and boundaries 
of staffs moorlands local plans – sites LE127, LE128a, LE140, 
LE142A, LE142B. This area should not be built on as it will ruin 
the lovely views over Leek and the Horizon and has been enjoyed 
for generations by walker’s cyclist etc, who on a nice day vastly 
outnumber cars on this starch of road. This road also appears to 
be outside the site boundary. By building approx. 400 houses it 
will no longer be a country walk yet another housing est. The 
council should be committed to maintaining green belt land and 
encouraging people to get fresh air and exercise in an age 
increasing obesity. There are surely plenty of empty mills and 
brownfield or former industrial sites within the town which could 
be developed for housing instead of building on open fields. 
There is also no development proposed in the west end of leek- 
why not? The planners need to go back to their drawing board 
and identify more suitable sites across the whole leek instead of 
concentrating on the one unsuitable area. Please save the mount 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO683 
about public rights of way 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO120 on 
highways 

 See para response to PO93 about 
western Green Belt 
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PO1741 Mr Martin 
Armstrong 

      Object LE127, LE128A, LE142A, LE142B Why turn a place of beauty 
into an eyesore when the council should be concentrating on 
transforming areas which are an eyesore into places of beauty. 
There are so many alternatives to the proposed sites for housing 
development around leek is without having to take away Leeks 
most cherished leisure route. Mount Road has long been a 
source of relaxation, leisure and exercise to the residents of Leek 
It is used daily by scores of locals who walk, run, cycle, and enjoy 
the tranquillity of this country lane which provides fantastic views 
across Leek and towards the peak district. Where else in the area 
is there such an amenity so conveniently within walking distance 
and safe for people to enjoy. The Mount is also a natural habitat 
for wildlife including many endangered species. The like of owls, 
woodpeckers and many more other birds and small mammals 
would be severely put to risk and their habitat will be seriously 
damaged. This proposed totally unnecessary housing 
development would not only destroy all this but also a place extra 
stress on the town centre already, struggling to cope with 
congestion. The large number of extra stress owns the town 
struggling to cope with congestion. The large number of extra 
vehicles would adversely affect road safety and be a danger to 
the public particularly on both exits from Mount Road. These are 
but a few of the issues generated by this ill thought out scheme 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO683 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO120 on 
highways 

 

PO2587 Consultation 
Service 

Natural 
England 

    General comment Natural England notes the proposed preferred site for allocation 
in Leek. We note that it is located close to and/or adjoining 
existing areas of open space and green infrastructure. Suitable 
enhancements of existing open spaces’ may be required together 
with appropriate management (and funding thereof) in order to 
allow these open spaces to function effectively during the local 
plan period. Similarly the development of these preferred sites (if 
progressed) will need to include suitable multi-functional green 
infrastructure. Adopted local plan spatial objectives SO8 & 9 refer 
together with policies such as DC1 Design Considerations, DC3 
landscape and settlement setting, and C3 Green Infrastructure. 

The Council has produced a Draft Green 
Infrastructure Strategy for consultation 
alongside the next draft version of the 
Local Plan.  The strategy identifies green 
infrastructure corridors around the towns 
and lists particular issues in relation to 
that corridor which can be addressed as 
part of the relevant site policy and / or at 
the planning application stage.  Similarly, 
a public open space study is underway 
covering all designated public open 
spaces in the Staffordshire Moorlands.  
One of the areas this will advise on is 
where improvements are needed to these 
spaces and new development in the 
vicinity could contribute towards this.  The 
Council has also designated Local Green 
Spaces in line with criteria set out in the 
NPPF and the Council will seek to 
facilitate improvements to these areas 
where required. 
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PO2903 James 
Chadwick 

Stafford
shire 
County 
Council 

    General comment The allocations proposed around Mount Road will necessitate 
highway improvements for example road widening, provision of 
footways, completing Kniveden Lane to adoptable standard, 
possible (probable) junction improvements at one or both ends. 
The removal of the sites between LE127 and LE128a could make 
the delivery of the required scheme more complicated and 
therefore requires further consideration including the 
reinstatement of sites LE069 & LE128b. 

Comments noted. See para response to 
PO91 about highways. The emerging 
Local Plan sets out how the residual 
housing requirement for Leek will be 
achieved by a combination of allocations 
within the urban area, and along the 
Mount (making allowance for 
windfall/small sites allowances). 
Additional housing sites along the Mount 
are not required. 
 
Note that LE128b is included alongside 
LE128A, as a residential allocation in the 
Local Plan. 

PO3655 Mr P Ash       Object My husband and I most strongly oppose the number of sites on 
Mount Road, Leek as preferred option for new homes. Both of us 
have lived in Leek all our lives and for the past 50 years have 
resided on the Moorland Road. Mount Road is acknowledged as 
an area of open space for walking, cycling, and jogging and it is a 
area of free from volumes of traffic? I know my mother exercised, 
pushing me in my pram walking round the Mount. Building 
houses either side of the road would most likely make the Mount 
Road into a main road linking Ashbourne Road to Buxton Road. 
This road is not sustainable not wide enough to take heavy 
vehicles and constant stream of Traffic, if numerous houses were 
to be built either side for Health and Safety reason would require 
pavements, gutters and drainage all of which will narrow, the 
width of the road for vehicles, in all probability each house will 
have 2 cars, which again will increase the flow of traffic. To 
surface the top of Kniveden lane would make this road a rat race 
and a highway leading to an increase of even more traffic may I 
remind the council that when the developers applied for planning 
permission to build homes on the land behind sunny view at the 
end of Ashbourne Road – grave concern was exposed by 
Staffordshire County Council of traffic from the houses 
converging onto a busy main road, would that not also apply to 
traffic from the houses converging onto  2 main roads – 
Ashbourne road,, and at the other end of Buxton road. I would 
like to draw your attention to the fact when Mr William Milnes 
gave the land he owned to the council, land where now stands 
Leek High School, and is playing fields which borders Kniveden 
Lane and extend on the Mount, there was a clause in the gift of 
land that this land would be only used for educational purposes. 
One may also ask the council “where are all families and buyers 
that require these houses? Leek has not the facilities to 
accommodate such a huge increase in its population. The Dr’s 
are already working to their full capacity, which schools primary 
and senior have places for an increase in children of school age? 
And where will the new comers to the area, travelling from the 
Mount to Macclesfield or to the potteries will increase the flow of 
traffic though the centre of the town these were problems with 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways 

 
The Council is not aware of any legal 
encumbrances upon this site. 
 

 See para response to PO223 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO683 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO677 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO1730 
about Sainsburys consent 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 
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planning permission to build house on ??  At Leek brook on the 
site of Joshua Wardens factory, as to the nature of the ground 
and the fact the earth may have become contaminated from 
factory work etc. These problems were overcome and rectified 
and houses were built. Now houses cannot build on this land 
surrounding Sainsbury’s Supermarket because of problems with 
the land – if land at Leekbrook can overcome the problems with 
the land around Sainsbury’s overcome the problem? And houses 
can be built on land previously occupied and accommodating 
buildings.   

PO3644 Mr and Mrs 
Jones 

      Object We would like to formally submit our comment concerning the 
above consultation with specific regard to Leek East LE127, 
LE069, LE128, LE066, LE142a and LE142b. These consultations 
relate to Leek East and the area of Mount Road. This semi-rural. 
area outside the town development boundary. One of its 
attractions of this area of Leek is that the boundaries for 
development are very closely defined. This means that within 10 
minutes’ walk of the town centre you have access to open space, 
which makes the Mount area very popular for leisure activities 
such as walking, jogging and cycling. This is important when 
considering what opportunities there are for leisure and exercise 
so close to town. The fields provide a home for various types of 
wildlife and this, together with the farm animals that graze them, 
provide access to nature very close to the heart of Leek. The 
combination of these two aspects make an early morning walk or 
late evening jog across Mount a uplifting and almost spiritual 
experience. The views from the Mount over Leek are spectacular 
and are largely unspoilt. Any development of the type and 
proposed would totally after the character of the area, as it has 
with Buxton road end of the Mount. If all of the developments 
listed above were to proceed in excess of 400 houses would be 
constructed on what is pleasant open countryside. The access 
along Ashbourne Road and Mount Road provide a road 
infrastructure that would be totally inadequate with the volume of 
traffic generated by such a development, especially on the bad 
junction where Mount Road meets Ashbourne Rad, given the 
development has taken place from an old development that has 
already taken place on an old Quarry site and the proposed 
development on the other  side of Ashbourne Road, near to the 
Poplar Service station, access via the already existing estate off 
either Kniveden Lane and  or High View Rod and or Moorland 
Road would be  impossible to sustain, given the narrow nature of 
roads in question are busy residential area. Creation of a rat run 
would have serious safety consequences. Public transport via the 
bus service would be totally inadequate. There are significant 
areas of land which would ideal for the development that are 
presently brown field sites within the town centre and the town 
development boundary. Development of these sites would not 
impact on local wildlife and leisure activities, and would be more 
sustainable as they would not involve significant damage to the 
environment that would result from an increase of traffic outlying 

Note that the Preferred Options do not 
currently include site LE069. 

 
 See para response to PO120 

about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO677 on 
design policies 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways 

 See para response to PO1767 
about bus routes 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO683 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO683 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO223 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO1140 
about affordable housing 

 
It is standard practice for residential 
schemes which generate a requirement 
for ‘local needs’ affordable housing to 
have future occupation of those dwellings 
controlled via legal agreement linked to 
conditions upon the planning consent. 
 
Planning applications are assessed 
against the current Development Plan 
including the NPPF and adopted Core 
Strategy Policies. 
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areas. Given the department from Leek of major employers such 
as the Britannia Building Society, a large proportion of these 
houses would inevitably be home for commuters from the 
potteries conurbation and or Macclesfield and greater 
Manchester. This would totally ruin the character and community 
feeling of the area, and further issues in relation to the 
sustainable investment in local infrastructure. Planning conditions 
stating that the occupiers should have a connection with the local 
area have repeatedly been shown to be unenforceable in the 
contexts of the urban development. There have been applications 
for planning permission relating to these areas before, most 
notably, in 2007. This was refused on appeal, given the strength 
of feeling within the local community against this development. 
Any temptation to alter the town development boundary to 
facilitate these proposals should be resisted are there is no 
proven case that the type or amount of development proposed is 
justifiable. Given in the recent headlines concerning the lack of 
affordable houses in rural locations, more consideration should 
be given to this type of development, rather than encouraging 
urban sprawl which would ruin the character of the town. 

PO4727 
 
 
PO4736 
 
 
PO4732 
  
 
PO4742 
 
 
PO2014 
 
 
PO2017 
 
  
PO2012 
 
 
PO2008 
 
PO2006 
 
 
PO2000 
 
PO1994 
 
 

Mr D And L 
Robinson 
 
Mr M 
Turnock 
 
Miss CM 
Hambleton 
 
Mr W 
Trafford 
 
Mr S 
Johnson 
 
Miss K 
Johnson 
 
Mrs G 
Johnson 
 
Mr Massey 
 
Mrs CM 
Massey  
 
Mr J Gould 
 
Mr P 
Clewlow 
 

      Object I am writing to protest against the latest site allocation plan for the 
SMDC. To build upwards of 4000 house in our beautiful area is 
criminal. It is obvious a Central Government ploy, of threats, then 
offer of £1000.00/house has worked. For the SMDC to deny the 
£1000 donation has no bearing on the decision is pure fantasy. 
The area most concerned is to myself is the site allocated off 
Mount Road, Leek. At present most of the estates west of Mount 
Road are below the crest of the Mount, the proposed sites in 
places near or near to the crest, which will make them highly 
visible over a large area, particularly at night with street lighting. 
The site ref LE127 is of particular interest to me, it is obvious 
access to the site will be through the south end of High View 
Road with services readily available. If we are building approx. 
100 houses on LE127, we can expect a large increase in traffic 
along High View Road and Moorland Road. Sites ref: LE066 & 
LE128 will be close proximity to a 35mtr high wind turbine and the 
plans already approved, which is highly undesirable. The building 
off 800 houses mainly on the eastern flank of the Town does not 
seem logical. There must be other sites in the Southern and 
Western flank of Leek which could be exploited; the advantage of 
this would be to reduce the great impact on schools & amenities 
in the Mount catchment area. Other problems concern electrical 
supply, gas supply, water supply sewage disposal, which can 
create serious problems due to the massive local increase in 
demand. 

 See para response to PO677 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO1349 
about streetlighting 

 See para response to PO1349 
about public consultation and 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways 

 
Note that vehicular access to LE127 is 
anticipated off Mount Road; SCC 
Highways response referred to above was 
predicated on this. 
 
The Council would assess residential 
schemes in proximity to approved wind 
turbines in accordance with Core Strategy 
and NPPF amenity Policies, and ETSU 
(as amended) noise criteria etc.  
 

 See para response to PO1321 
about option sites assessments 
and sustainability appraisal 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 
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PO1992 
 
 
PO1988 
 
PO1986 
 
PO1984 
 
 
PO1982 
 
PO1961 
 
 
PO1980 
 
PO1978 
 
PO1976 
 
 
PO1974 
 
PO1972 
 
PO1970 
 
 
PO1968 
 
PO1966 
 
PO2004 
 
PO2002 
 
PO1962 
 
 
PO1964 
 
 
PO1998 
 
 
PO2020 
 
PO2022 

Mrs S 
Clewlow 
 
Mr R Heath 
 
Mr J Heath 
 
Mrs GS 
Lovatt  
 
Mr M Lovatt 
 
Mrs D 
Heath 
 
Mrs P Heath 
 
Mr A Heath 
 
Mrs J 
Guderis 
 
Mr V 
Guderis 
Mr S Hall 
 
Mr M 
Heathcote 
 
Mr J Barks 
 
Mrs J Mellor 
 
G W Smith 
 
J Smith 
 
Mrs Jane 
Scragg 
 
Mr Paul 
Scragg 
 
Mrs G 
Pointon 
 
Mr B Davies 
 
Mr And Mrs 
J Davies 

 See para response to PO93 about 
western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO683 
about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO677 
about educational requirements 

 See para response in PO703 
about utilities and flood risk 
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PO3696 Mrs C Ryan       Object I am writing to express my objection to recently published plans to 
build on a large area of the Mount in Leek. Whilst understanding 
there is a need for some new housing, I feel this area is the 
wrong place and definitely too extensive. A few points I would like 
to share which may not take into account the professional opinion 
but a certainly take a common sense view. The Sainsbury’s site 
was passed as a area for retail and business development with a 
to build on a small housing estate. This has not been fully 
developed and I understand it may because there are issues with 
asbestos and or some other contamination. Yet it seems it is fit 
for a pub selling food, a children’s party play area and a 
supermarket selling some other consumable goods. If it is the 
case that there have been some bad decisions made around this 
site, the council officers responsible for passing this plan should 
own up and ensure this site Is cleaned up. Enabling the plans 
many locals objected to, be completed. Of course this will mean a 
cost to the taxpayers whom are left carrying he financial burden 
of bad decisions made. I have no objection Education Land 
boarding Mount Road being to extend or build a primary school 
as have a shortage of places, the concern would be of increased 
traffic and the requirement for good provision of off road parking 
at the school if there were to be an entrance on that road. There 
is a site on the Buxton road Blackshaw Moor which has stood 
unused for many years since the Army ceased training there. It 
must have drainage, electrics and water on this site. This would 
be ideal for a small scale affordable housing site. It would also 
benefit the local school which has a small numbers of pupils and 
probably in danger of being closed in years to come Transport 
should not be a issue because there some buses to Buxton and 
local bus companies can benefit by providing peak time services. 
There must be other sites within Leek area suitable for 
developing. I tried to locate brownfield site on SMDC website but 
it shows many wordy documents but nothing is clearly stating 
where these sites lie. This could be my ineptitude but there could 
be more clarity for the lay person on these issues Building in such 
a large scale on The Mount would devalue housing already there. 
This may be viewed as a narrow minded but many people have 
worked hard and taken out huge loans to secure there desired 
homes. To effect there in such a drastic way I think is unfair and 
unnecessary. Most of the housing is currently at the higher end of 
the market and build social or low cost housing amongst his could 
be problematic from all prospective. If housing is built at the 
current level at these sites then who shall benefit those on low 
paid jobs, where I understand the most need is there are many 
units built as affordable part share homes unsold and many more 
privately owed sites of apartments etc. standing empty in Leek. 

It is not considered that development of 
this particular site would be out of 
proportion with the rest of the town. Any 
new development taking place will be 
subject to design policies contained within 
the new Local Plan; and having regard to 
the Council’s landscape impact evidence. 
 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO1730 
about Sainsburys consent 

 See para response to PO677 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways 

 See para response to PO1553 
about Anzio Camp 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 Property values are not 
considered material in planning 
law. 

 See para response to PO1140 
about affordable housing 

 See para response to PO223 on 
housing needs evidence 
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PO4699 Mr And Mrs 
C and P 
Deighton 

      Object We are writing to register our very deep concern about the 
proposal to build on the land at the Mount in Leek. Those 
involved in the making such decisions do not all live in Leek and 
probably unaware of the enormous importance of The Mount to 
the people living around it in Leek. The implications of losing this 
much loved countryside walk are very serious, and far reaching. 
The close proximity of The Mount to the homes of so many local 
people means that it is a place used regularly, often daily, for 
exercise and relaxation, and is vital to their health and mental 
well-being. A large number of local residents are elderly, and 
often unable to drive: there are young families who cannot afford 
a car: there are several care homes that residents come for walks 
with their careers. What make The Mount so important is that is 
so very close to people. It offers beautiful views across the fields 
and means that people, who cannot get out into the countryside 
further away, can still enjoy seeing the birds and animals here 
only just a small walk from where they live. People walking their 
dogs have a natural means of contact and conversation with 
others – so important especially for those who live alone. To sum 
up, we all be deeply distressed to lose this place. So many have 
been walking there all through their lives, the disruption, and 
seeing the gradual destruction of a cherished part of their lives 
will bring an increased sense of isolation, and the feeling of 
depression faced by those in their later years as they become 
less able to things without outside help. Having the ability to step 
outside and walk in open surroundings without having to ask for a 
lift means a lot to someone struggling to retain their 
independence and enjoyment for life. To build on The Mount is 
clearly not necessary. There are as we have all been made 
aware recently, many alterations for example: various Brown 
Field sites empty buildings such as factories and offices: disused 
mills, empty houses apparently unoccupied for long periods. In 
view of the very unpopular bad decisions made, and the 
continuing loss of trust in the judgement made and continuing 
loss of and motives,  of the planning department many now 
suspect that the decisions are influenced mainly by financial 
incentives from Government or other sources. We do not know 
whether this is true, but it seems obvious to us that a prompt 
decision to abandon the idea of building The Mount would bring 
peace of mind to many Leek Residents and go a long way to 
restoring the publics belief that members of the Planning 
Department actually do care about, and will respond to, consider 
and respect the views, the well-being and even the happiness, of 
the town they responsible for looking after, both now and the 
future.   

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO223 on 
housing needs evidence 

 See para response to PO677 
about new homes bonus 
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PO3938 Mr Mike O 
Brien 

WYG     Object [Refer to submitted Representations Report attached to Question 
1] which states: The proposed urban extension to the east of the 
town...- LE127(100), LE128a(47), LE140(63), LE142a(140) and 
LE142b(40). The proposed extension also accommodates draft 
reserve sites LE069(42), LE128b(48) and LE066(50). These sites 
contribute a significant proportion of the proposed housing for 
Leek. The allocation of these sites, ahead of available 
brownfield/previously developed sites, is not in compliance Policy 
SS5a of the Core Strategy, which sets out the overarching 
strategy for development in Leek. ...None of the proposed 
allocations are considered likely to come forward in the short term 
based on the findings set out in the SHLAA (2015). However, we 
suggest that the allocation of sites which are deliverable within 
the short term should have been considered to a greater extent in 
formulating the preferred options due to the significant shortfall of 
housing delivery across the district. WYG consider that sites in 
Leek, such as LE243, are suitable to contribute to the short term 
delivery of housing in Staffordshire Moorlands. Furthermore, the 
spatial distribution of the draft potential allocations weighs heavily 
on this eastern stretch of agricultural land and it is noted that no 
potential allocations have been selected within the core urban 
area. 

 Refer to Council response to 
PO3934 under LE127 table 
Question 10. 

 
Note that LE128b is included alongside 
LE128A, as a residential allocation in the 
Local Plan. 

PO4829 Mrs L 
Scragg 

      Object I would like for to make it known that I oppose the above on 
numerous grounds. The Mount in Leek has always been 
somewhere for the people of Leek to walk, cycle, jog, ride around 
not just people up end of the Town but people from all areas, 
young and old and in-between. The views, the Countryside is 
there for all to enjoy and appreciate, and we do. The road is not 
big enough now for all the extra traffic that is using it never mind 
more homes and a school. The Government wants to be 
healthier, do more exercise, get out and move, where will the 
joggers, cyclist go? If you sat up there for 24hours you would 
understand how used The Mount is used for recreation, pleasure 
and socializing, it’s a free beautiful gymnasium – its where the 
children go to see their 1 st lamb or donkey walkers go to 
remember their youth and reflect on their lives, it’s a place that 
puts lives into prospective and brings the troubled some peace. 
Please let we and our children’s children keep the mount 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 on 
highways 

 See para response to PO677 
about educational requirements 
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PO4708 Mr and Mrs 
A & N 
Waterhouse 

      Object Building 400+ houses on the area known by everyone as The 
Mount and used by countless generations as a gate way to the 
countryside would be against everything that “localism” would 
bring. The enclosed petition goes some way to demonstrate the 
strength of feeling that there is against the proposed building 
plots as set out in the Local Plan. The area is mainly agricultural 
and offers amazing views of the town and it’s unrivalled and area 
as a whole acts as a buffer, between the town and the Peak 
District National Park. The road itself could not cope with the 
estimated 600 to 800 extra houses would generate. The Mount is 
a narrow road with no footpaths and junctions at either end of The 
Mount would become even more dangerous. Historically people 
travelling out of Leek to work, use the Stoke-on-Trent and 
Macclesfield Road with few travelling to Buxton or Ashbourne. 
This would mean that the roads in Leek Town Centre would 
become even more congested at peak times as these people 
make their way through town.   We urge the Council to think 
again and produce alternative sites for houses thereby saving this 
precious area for future generations to enjoy. 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways 

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 

PO9091 Ms Sarah 
Griffiths 

      Object I am objecting to the planning of new housing at Mount rd, Leek. 
The area is enjoyed by young and old alike for generations. We 
do not need new housing in this peaceful wonderful area. [2015 
Options consultation representation also submited with email]. 

   See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

  See para response to PO93 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

PO9167 Mrs Kath 
Fernyhough 

      Object Please note that this email is an objection to the following site 
references regarding the development of Mount Road Leek., 
LE142b, LE142a, LE140, LE128a, LE127, LE022 We are 
residents of Kniveden Lane leek, and so we feel that we are well 
qualified to tell you why this development would be so disastrous 
for Leek. The Mount is an area of natural beauty which is used 
every single day of the year, by walkers, joggers, sightseers, 
cyclists, and people who enjoy it just for the sheer pleasure of the 
calm, peaceful area it provides us with. It is used by our senior 
citizens, who use the Mount as a daily walk to help keep them fit, 
and they enjoy sitting on one of the benches that have been left 
by the people of Leek for the people of Leek, to sit and chat or 
pass the time of day with other walkers. Good for the body and 
soul. It is an area that we, our parents, grandparents and children 
have enjoyed for many years, and if this development goes 
ahead our grandchildren and future generations will be denied 
this. It is an area of natural beauty that is home to a wide 
selection of wildlife. From hearing the owls hooting late evening 
and into the night, to the woodpeckers tapping away in the 
woods. From the bats swooping past in search of food to the 
kestrels that hover over the ground looking for their next meal. 
And the home of badgers and foxes. To name but a few. If this 
development goes ahead the homes of these beautiful animals 
and birds will be lost. Another loss for future generations and the 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO683 on 
ecology evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways  

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO93 about 
air quality 

 See para response to PO1349 
about tree protection 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO93 about 
western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO1349 
about public consultation and the 
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townspeople of Leek, who you are supposed to represent the 
views of, so please take the time to read this and understand how 
passionate the people of Leek are about our beautiful green open 
space. As well as the above losses, the development will cause 
many problems. Namely access to and from Mount road. If 
planning permission is granted for all these new homes, imagine 
how many extra cars, delivery vans, school buses and refuse 
collectors will have to use Mount Road. If in excess of 400 homes 
are built, that will mean that there will probably be in excess of 
800 extra cars on a daily basis. Mount road can not deal with this. 
Our worries are as follows :- The exit from Mount road onto 
Buxton Road goes straight out into a 40mph area, opposite 
another junction with Novi Lane. The exit and entry from 
Ashbourne Road is even worse. To exit from the Mount onto 
Ashbourne Road you again have to exit into a 40mph area If you 
want to travel to Ashbourne you have to negotiate a 30% bend 
onto a very busy road If you want to exit Mount Road onto 
Ashbourne Road and travel down into town, you still have to join 
the traffic that is traveling at speed around Lowe Hill bends. This 
plan is dangerous, foolhardy and beyond belief. As the majority of 
people who will purchase property on Mount road will work in 
Stoke on Trent or Macclesfield, this will bring even more traffic 
that has to negotiate the town centre, which is often gridlocked 
now, let alone with a further 800 cars a day travelling through 
Leek town centre. The only other access to Mount Road is from 
Kniveden Lane, via the unadopted road at the top of the lane. If 
this road is adopted to improve access onto the Mount, Kniveden 
Lane will become a rat run, along with Moorland Road. And it will 
not only be used by the new developments on the Mount, but by 
the estate accessed from Novi Lane, known as the Haregate 
estate. Kniveden Lane and Moorland road are residential roads in 
a residential area, and have not been built for vast amounts of 
traffic. The noise and level of traffic if this should happen would 
be very detrimental to a beautiful residential area, not to mention 
the dangers of traffic moving at speed to residents. Also the exit 
from Kniveden Lane is notoriously difficult due to the trees which 
line both sides of the junction reducing visibility to less than 50 
yards in either direction. What will you do then, cut down the trees 
to improve visibility and in the process removing more natural 
vegetation along with the fields on Mount Road that you are 
proposing to develop. As an alternative site, why do you not look 
at Macclesfield Road, the area around Foker Grange. Or develop 
some of the derelict mills that are lying empty and are nothing but 
eyesores. This way you would rid the area of the derelict 
buildings and build new more pleasing structures. We ask you to 
do the job you were voted in to do, which is to represent the 
views of the people of Leek. 

Statement of Community 
Involvement 
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PO9066 Mrs 
Suzanne 
Dimmick 

      Object I am writing to put forward my opposition to the building of houses 
on Mount Road in Leek. It upsets me greatly to think that an 
important local amenity could be lost forever if these proposals go 
ahead. "The Mount" as we fondly know it, is a valuable asset to 
the East side of Leek, a wonderful place to take our families for 
walks and bike rides. In our busy lives, it is vital for our health, 
both mental and physical to have somewhere to go to relax and 
unwind. What better place than a walk along the Mount with 
views over Bradnop and Morridge, so accessible from our homes. 
If the fields in the planning proposals-LE127, LE128, LE140 and 
most worryingly on the opposite side LE142 were to be built on 
then the landscape of our beautiful town will be lost forever. For 
those arriving in to Leek from Ashbourne Road, they would be 
met with yet another sprawling housing estate, replacing the 
picturesque fields full of animals that are so welcoming to see. 
The road will become a main thoroughfare from the Ashbourne 
Road to Buxton Road and will lose its charm for us all. Lets 
protect the gateway to LEEK for generations to come. SAVE THE 
MOUNT. 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways  

 

PO9075 Mr Stewart 
Johnson 

      Object I am writing to protest against the proposed plans to build 4000 
houses in the Leek area:-  
 
1, question how many unoccupied properties are there in the area  
 
 
2, Loss of beautiful countryside.  
 
 
3, Work vacancies in the local area.  
 
 
 
4, Local infrastructure .  
 
 
5, Places at local schools.  
 
 
The list is just a few of the considerations the planners seem to 
be ignoring. Of particular concern is the proposed development 
along Mount Road. Not only would this destroy a beautiful part of 
the town used by many residents,it would also cause serious 
traffic problems both in the immediate vicinity and the rest of the 
town. These new residents would have to commute,and the main 
routes would be right through the centre of town adding to an 
already serious congestion problem. Why do the planners want to 
destroy the treasure that is The Queen of the Moorlands! 

 
 
 

 See para response to PO223 on 
housing needs evidence 

 
 See para response to PO120 

about landscape evidence 
 

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 
 See para response to PO683 on 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
 

 See para response to PO677 
about educational requirements 

 
 See para response to PO120 

about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways 
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PO9082 Mr Simon 
Tansley 

      Object I am registering my objection to the leek plan proposals for 
building anywhere along the mount (le 142a,b,140,128a,022,127. 
To destroy this public amenity would be an outrageous and nigh 
on irreparable act of vandalism. Any one who is even considering 
this to be a way forwards for leek town should walk from 
ashbourne road to buxton road to see precisely what we would 
lose in terms of beauty and nature. This is an asset that Leek 
should be celebrating not destroying. 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 

PO9097 
 
PO9317 
 
 
PO9408
 
  

Ms Sarah 
Bishop 
 
Ms Emily 
Hodgkinson 
 
Ms and Mr 
Carla and 
Anthony 
Hodgkinson 
and Bury 

      Object I would like to register my opposition to the plans for development 
along The Mount. I was born and raised in Leek as are all my 
family. I remember being dragged "round the mount" as a child 
and hated every minute of it. I left Leek in 1986 to pursue my 
career in nursing and I still return to Leek every weekend and 
Public Holiday. As an adult, I love going round the mount! I 
appreciate the openness, the air and the local views. I know it is 
valued by many local people for similar reasons. It is a wonderful 
asset to Leek which cannot be found elsewhere. In this age of 
government encouraging activity and reduction of population 
obesity, I can walk my dog, savour the views and see nature on 
the doorstep. Something to be encouraged and supported. Leek 
is very lucky indeed to have such a wonderful asset as part of its 
town and councillors would be well advised to recognise its 
importance to their locality. If councillors wish to see houses, 
roads and urbanisation as part of their tenure, I suggest they visit 
"The Potteries" or move to the nearest loss of urban space to 
understand the impact of building for the short term gain. I live still 
in the city I came to all those years ago. Back then, it was a new 
city with limits. Now, every route I can take from the centre is 
urbanised and each area is stuck "in its time" as architecture and 
design move on creating areas of decline and disrepair bringing 
new problems with the passing of time. For the love of Leek and 
its title of "Queen of the Staffordshire Moorlands" , Councillors 
need to appreciate what qualities give Leek that title and do their 
utmost to maintain them. Councillors have the opportunity to do 
the right thing for the future of Leek, not to bring in a fast buck for 
a short term gain. I hope the people of Leek are listened to when 
they say "Save The Mount"! 
 
As well as the benefits to Leek having such a widely used and 
accessible area, one should consider the risks and very real 
hazards to creating such estates in a position where traffic flow, 
at both access points to the Mount, is at best, difficult. On exiting 
Mount Road, on to Ashbourne Road and Buxton Road, there is 
extremely limited vision in both directions. Whilst currently the 
traffic flow is steady, and reasonably quiet, my concerns lie with 
the difficulties which will only grow with increased cars, placing 
those increased pedestrians walking to the proposed 
development, at a genuine risk. I am not against the development 
of affordable housing; what I am against is the travesty of those 
decisions, by councillors which we elect, to take green belt land, 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO683 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO677 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways  

 See para response to PO93 about 
western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO1349 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  
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before brown belt land, for potential profit, before the views of 
their constituency and the future of generations to come. I 
understand that I am far from alone in my views- I feel they 
should be taken in to deep consideration before this gem in the 
town is lost forever. 

PO9134 Mr Richard 
Harding 

      Object It is shocking to think that a much valued area of Leek, enjoyed 
by many thousands of people each year that gives stunning views 
over many hundreds of acres of Moorland, is a valued place for 
recreation by the people to walk, hike, cycle, enjoy or just to rest 
with the freedom of a tranquil setting over the land of the 
Moorlands will be destroyed forever and what for, the offer of 
cash to the Council for each new house to be built to be spent by 
the Council that we all know will be wasted in ways only Councils 
inimitably can do whilst the result will be a beauty spot for Leek 
people will be destroyed forever. The Council can sit back and 
think the money was worth it yet they sit in splendid isolation 
allowing the areas they are elected to protect be destroyed. I 
wonder how the local and Staffs Council can think that the huge 
increase in housing is necessary bearing in mind that the 
shameful destruction of a much loved part of Leek will be 
replaced by huge housing estates on The Mount making it appear 
like a mini version of the Berlin Wall. I regularly see hundreds of 
people on weekends and on summer days, walking, dog walking, 
jogging and horse riding along Mount Road and if these awful 
plans are put in place The Mount will be a danger to all road 
users and will take on an ugly factor that is part and parcel of 
building on rural fields loved by so many people and all imposed 
without once allowing the voters of Leek the change to have their 
say on the planning issues that have secretly been imposed. 
Where is the democratic right of the people of Leek int his issue? 
Sold out to building firms who look on greedily at the profits they 
can make with help from a submissive Council who dare not fight 
for Leek people. It is worrying is that all the planning proposals for 
the Leek Moorlands were taken in secrecy denying people of the 
Moorland the chance to put forward their views and objections for 
all these houses to be built without ever once considering that 
there is not sufficient employment in the town to employ even 1 in 
100 of people who might live in these imposed properties and 
there clearly seems to be a total the lack of schools to educate 
the huge increase in children and a the lack of Health Care 
provision in respect to GP services and hospital care for the area. 
There is also the huge impact on the roads and the congestion 
that is already a great problem in Leek. It is as if the Council is 
blind or inept at seeing the problems that all these extra houses 
will cause but it seems that everything will be decided in the same 
manner as the destruction of the old town centre round about we 
were informed would ease traffic but contrary to all Council ideas 
the reverse is true. I cannot have any faith in a system that has 
denied us the vote on these extra 6000 houses or that the much 
loved Mount will be destroyed in the same cavalier and unthinking 
way as many planning issues have been allowed to go ahead 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO677 
about new homes bonus 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO120 
about highways  

 See para response to PO1349 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO683 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO677 
about educational requirements 
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even when so many Leek people do not want or need these 
homes to destroy The Mount. I therefore wish to state that I am 
against the building on any land along Mount Road AKA The 
Mount, so please register my objection. 

PO9197 Mrs M 
Motum 

      Object I would like to strongly object to more houses being built on The 
Mount.   This very popular location is just a short walk from the 
town centre where you are in the countryside with far reaching 
views.  The beautiful location will command high prices, therefore 
no affordable houses will be built.  It would be a travesty of justice 
to build in such a well-loved area, used by dog walkers, walkers, 
courting couples, and car drivers.  I don't think the infrastructure 
could sustain the number of houses envisaged.  Please do not 
include this area in the local plan. 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO1140 
about affordable housing 

 See para response to PO683 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways 

PO9341 Mr Derek 
Kay 

      Object Herewith are my objections yet again about building proposals 
affecting open greenbelt land on Mount Road. I strongly object to 
deliniations LE127, LE128a, LE140, LE142a and LE142b, on the 
grounds of unnecessary and deleterious incursion into valuable 
scenic amenities. The fringes of this town (Queen of the 
Moorlands) must be preserved at all costs. Open aspects across 
towards the Peak District are essential for our spiritual wellbeing; 
unwelcome development of additional traffic flow and population 
density would be the corollary of this building project, were it to 
succeed. Conversely, there is much brownfield potential within 
the town boundary itself; rundown old mills for example (which 
may be protected by outdated listing orders) and other unsightly 
structures causing blots on the "townscape". Not enough positive 
action to clean up the interior of this town has been taken over 
the years. Use compulsory purchase orders where difficult site 
owners will not cooperate and make the Queen worthy of her 
name.  

 See para response to PO93 about 
western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways  

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 
The Secretary of State for Culture, Media 
and Sport is responsible for the listing of 
buildings on the advice of Historic 
England. Apart from  being consulted,  the 
Council does not have any say in which 
buildings are added to the statutory list. 
The Council, however, is charged with 
protecting listed buildings insofar as it is 
possible and managing any changes to 
them through the planning system.  In 
discharging this responsibility, the Council 
has to work to the government’s advice 
set out in the National Planning Policy 
Framework which requires every effort to 
be made to preserve listed buildings and 
either keep them, or return them, to active 
use. 
 
Whilst Councils do retain CPO powers in 
principle, these are generally used (if at 
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all) as a last resort where it is expedient 
and in the public interest for the Council to 
do so, where agreement with landowners 
is not possible. As explained in response 
to PO91 the Council makes assumptions 
that development schemes will come 
forward within the Leek development 
boundary to contribute to its housing need 
to 2031, which could include historic 
premises etc. Applications affecting listed 
or non-listed “heritage assets” would be 
asessed against Section 12 NPPF and 
Council Policies. The Council would also 
assess schemes in the town centre 
against the aspirations of the adopted 
Leek Town Centre Masterplan. 

PO9303 Mr and Ms 
Gary and 
Elaine 
Turner 

      Object I wish to object to the proposed housing development at 
the mount (all of the sites) as this is a high quality amenity area 
enjoyed by all for its views, indeed, if ever Leek is featured on  TV 
programmes the cameras usually end up doing a view of the town 
from the mount, which says it all. 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

PO9240 Mr John 
Burnett 

      Object I wish to formally object to the plans currently in consultation to 
allocate land for housing around the Mount Road in Leek. S  ome 
background. I have lived in Leek all my life, as have my parents 
and Grandparents. Throughout my life I have always viewed the 
Mount as the 'Countryside' and the border between Leek and the 
Peak district.  Since I can remember I have spent many happy 
hours walking the Mount as it is an accessible area of natural 
beauty.  What makes this area important to me and to anyone 
who lives in the East end of town. There are very few circular 
walks that take in such a wide variety of terrain and views as the 
Mount does. Whichever way its walked theres uphill and down 
dale terrain that has to be completed. What makes this worth 
while for many people is the wide open vista that is presented to 
the walker as you reach the top of the Mount. I complete this walk 
most days in the Summer, and every week in the Winter, and 
strongly believe it has added to my health and well being in 
immeasurable ways. I know and speak to the many others who 
also make this part of their leisure and health routines and know 
that a large proportion of the residents of both Haregate and 
Moorland Road estates rely on this open space as much as I do. 
So - my main objection is the destruction of some beautiful 
greenfield leisure location on the outskirts of our town. However I 
have other concerns about the wider impact to others who may 
not view this as important. Leeks infrastructure is already at 
breaking point. In particular the road system is literally not fit for 
purpose. Since the short sighted decision to alter the traffic flow 
through our town was taken, the flow of traffic particularly from 
West to East has been severely curtailed resulting in large traffic 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO683 
about public rights of way 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways  

 See para response to PO683 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO93 about 
air quality 

 See para response to PO683 
about economic benefits of 
housebuilding 

 See para response in PO703 
about utilities and flood risk 

 
The Council must demonstrate to 
planning inspector that its Local Plan is 
based on the principles of sustainable 
development. The NPPF is clear that this 
means three roles – economic, social, and 
environmental, and that they are 
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build ups through a normal working day. I can only imagine the 
building of 100's of new houses on the East End of Leeks existing 
boundary will at best double the misery already experienced by 
hundreds of travellers each day and cause untold economic and 
environmental damage to our market town.  Additionally, I have 
serious concerns about the effects on the water run off if large 
areas of the Mount are built upon. The Mount is the highest point 
in our town, and huge amounts of water drain off it down towards 
Leek on a daily basis. Without the ground to soak up this water 
Im concerned the water table may be affected causing flooding 
and other damage to residents and infrastructure further down 
towards Leek centre. The first part of the consultation document 
says the following: They should, as far as possible, reflect the 
aspirations of local communities and should strive to contribute 
towards their wider social, economic and environmental 
objectives. Based on what I have seen of the document, I don't 
believe it succeeds in any of these fundamental objectives. Our 
local community want a town that is prosperous but also one in 
which people want to live and work. We should strive to be better 
than what we are but not to the detriment of what makes people 
want to live in Leek in the first place. I hope you seriously take on 
board my views as well as the views of 
other community members. We live in a democracy and as such I 
genuinely believe that if a decision doesn't have the backing of 
the community it shouldn't be pushed through. 

considered simultaneously. The Council’s 
submitted Policies and objectives would 
therefore have to satisfy this.  
 

 See para response to PO1349 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO1321 
about option sites assessments 
and sustainability appraisal 

 

PO9183 Mrs E 
Adams 

      Object We would like to object to the developments proposed around 
The Mount.  This is a very popular safe area to walk.  It has a 
high quality landscape which would be restricted by the 
developments and traffic would increase significantly on the roads 
linking Buxton road and Ashbourne road. Visitors to the area also 
like this walk. 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways  

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 
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PO9254 Ms Joan 
Hobster 

      Object I am writing to plead for the preservation of Mount Road, Leek, as 
an undeveloped open space and public amenity, available to all 
residents of the town. Any  building on the farmland that borders 
this road will destroy the ambience and far-reaching views of this 
delightful area. It has been shown by a headcount (see Leek Post 
letters May 11 2016 ) how well used it is by walkers, joggers, 
horse-riders etc and I would like to add to that, the small but 
regular number of cars that are parked on Mount Road by elderly 
residents. They may no longer be physically able to walk far but 
can still take a short stroll, sit on a bench, enjoy the fresh air and 
admire the views. I understand that Mount Road is part of the 
Staffordshire Moorland 's Way and is walked regularly by 
individuals and organised groups. Surely a designated “Way” 
cannot be allowed to pass through a housing estate. In addition I 
see on the Council website, a leaflet suggesting a walk entitled 
“Leek Landscapes, A Country Walk“ which includes Mount Road. 
I quote from this leaflet “The route passes through attractive 
farmland and offers many interesting views of Leek and its 
setting.” If the proposed houses are built, this leaflet will have to 
be amended. I suggest, “The route passes through a new 
housing estate which obscures many interesting views of Leek 
and its setting” If building does take place, Mount Road itself 
would have to be upgraded and widened, to accommodate 
increased traffic use. An estimated 600 extra cars daily has been 
suggested. No doubt street lighting would be installed and this 
would destroy one of the few “dark sky” areas in the town. I have 
observed the night sky regularly from this location on winter 
evenings and enjoyed seeing the eastern constellations, planet 
alignments, meteor showers, the occasional comet and the 
monthly spectacle of the full moon rising. All this would be lost by 
light pollution. I understand that planners did take note of 
objections raised about the development of Mount Road in 2015 
and have reduced the proposed site allocations to either end of 
the road, thus preserving some of the views. For example, the 
field referenced LE128 will be split in two and only half of it built 
on. While appreciating this gesture to public opinion it would 
surely be only a matter of time before the inevitable “infill” would 
take place and the whole area would be lost for ever. PLEASE 
PLEASE PLEASE – SAVE THE MOUNT for future generations to 
enjoy. 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO683 
about public rights of way 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways  

 See para response to PO1349 
about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO1349 
about streetlighting 

 

PO9216 Mrs E 
Adams 

      Object I wish to place my strong objections to the proposals to build 
house on the mount, leek.  It would devastate this beautiful area 
which benefits  tourists and residents alike.  Objections also 
relate to roads, schools, doctors etc. Please please rethink your 
plans. 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO677 
about design policies 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways  

 See para response to PO683 



Question 10 Do you have any comments on the proposed housing allocation LE142B in Leek? 
 

     43 
 

ID Consultee 
Name 

Compa
ny / 
Organi
sation 

Agent 
Name 

Company / 
Organisati
on 

Support/Object/Gen
eral Comment 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

about Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
 See para response to PO677 

about educational requirements 

PO9273 Mr Jeff 
Davies 

      Object I am writing to object to the designation of land on Mount Road, 
Leek as “Preferred Housing Allocation’. There are a number of 
problems with this intended designation:  
 
1) Overlook from the National Park - building as designated will 
adversely affect the view from the National Park  
 
2) Access - to increase traffic along the Mount would cause 
significant traffic problems and hazard at its junctions with both 
the Buxton and Ashbourne Roads. If Knivden Lane is paved then 
this would also cause problems with access to the hospital and 
cause a hazard at its junction with Ashbourne Road where there 
is poor visibility. Improving Mount Road is likely to be self-
defeating as it will then become a rat-run between Ashbourne and 
Buxton Roads further  increasing the traffic load.  
 
3) Services - there would be a significant cost to put in mains 
services as the existing water and drainage up Mount Road 
towards Padwick Farm are unlikely to adequate to service the 
proposed housing  
 
4) Amenity - the Mount is a much loved local resource, heavily 
used by walkers (including dog-walkers) and runners.  
 
 
5) Location - the bulk of working residents would probably work in 
Stoke or Maccesfield and the development is on the wrong side 
of Leek as it would then increase the traffic ‘flow’ through the 
centre of town  
 
6) Brownfield first - development on green fields should only 
occur when all the available brownfield sites have been used. 
There are multiple opportunities for in-fill housing developments 
within Leek (e.g. Prince St) as well as numerous mills that are 
currently eyesores (e.g. both Maccesfield & Ashbourne Roads)  
 
7) Size of housing allocation - there is a significant discrepancy 
between between SMDC & Government figures for required 
housing. I believe you are seriously over-estimating the local 
housing need. By doing this you are making it easier for 
developers to cherry-pick which bits they want to develop rather 
than encouraging development where it would be most beneficial 
to and have the least adverse impact on the town  
 
8) Unnecessary blight - by over-allocating housing designation 
you will have an unnecessary adverse impact on the value of 

  
 
 
 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 
 See para response to PO120 

about highways  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response in PO703 
about utilities and flood risk 

 See para response to PO683 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 
 See para response to PO120 

about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 
 See para response to PO683 

about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 
 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 
 
 

 See para response to PO223 on 
housing needs evidence 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Property values are not considered as 
material considerations under the 
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properties which may not in practice be affected by  housing 
development throughout the life of the plan 

Planning Acts. 

PO9176 Mr and Mrs 
S A 
Hodkinson 

      Object We are writing as a young couple concerned about the prospect 
of many more houses being built on good quality farming green 
field sites in Leek and throughout the Staffordshire Moorlands, 
especially over the Mount Road in Leek. We use the Mount as 
many people of all ages do on a regular basis, whether it’s to 
walk the dog or to go out for a run. The Mount is used by many 
and if lost would be greatly missed. The main issue that concerns 
me with the proposed building of houses over the Mount is that 
the council & planners feel it is acceptable to potentially build 
houses on what is good quality farming green field sites. We need 
to protect our green spaces and farming land that is producing us 
with our food and local food at that. Another point to make is 
there are hundreds of empty properties throughout the 
Staffordshire Moorlands therefore if there is really a great need 
for additional housing which there is no evidence to suggest this. 
Also in this day and age we as a country are very conscious 
trying to reduce our carbon footprint and recycling everything 
possible. Therefore question why does this not apply to housing. 
There are all these properties sitting empty and you are wanting 
to build more, do we really need more if we already have so many 
empty. This includes new builds that have being built in the past 
twelve months that are vacant. Also question who are you 
expecting to buy these properties or live in them. There is 
obviously no jobs or prospects for people to want to move into 
Leek otherwise they would be here now. You only need to open 
the local paper or look on the internet there are always hundreds 
of properties at all prices for sale and up for rent in Leek. If you by 
some miracle find hundreds of families to live in these houses 
then question how do you propose to improve the infrastructure. It 
already takes up to twenty minutes to drive from one end of Leek 
town to the other and this isn’t even in ‘rush hour’. We certainly 
don’t have enough schools and the GP’s are already stretched to 
capacity. I also have a worry over the wildlife over the Mount 
there are many different species of birds and animals that are 
present around the Mount and the building of houses would 
interrupt them and significantly reduce the numbers of some 
already endangered species. Finally I urge you think very 
carefully before allowing these houses to be built in Leek, with a 
special thought to the Mount, once you have let properties be 
built there Leek as a lovely small market town will be spoilt and 
the beautiful uninterrupted views will be gone forever. 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to P0223 on 
housing needs evidence 

 
The NPPF expects Councils to meet 
objectively assessed development 
requirements, and also encourages 
brownfield development, subject to wider 
Policies. 
 

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO120 
about highways  

 See para response to PO683 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO677 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO683 on 
ecology evidence 
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PO9190 
 
PO9261
  

Ms Michele 
Rushton 
 
Mrs Jane 
Harrison 

      Object I wish to register my disapproval re the above development and 
quite the following points.  
 
Loss of an important local amenity – the Mount is a very 
important open space close to the town centre which is enjoyed 
by people across the town.  
 
Visual impact - restricting important and highly valued panoramic 
views across the Leek skyline and further afield.  
 
Impact on infrastructure - primary schools in particular (East 
Street, Beresford) will struggle to keep up with demand and the 
situation where some children already have to travel to schools in 
the west of Leek will become more and more common  
 
Mount Road is on the route of the Staffordshire Moorlands Walk – 
a very popular route for leisure activities such as walking, cycling 
and jogging  
 
High quality landscape – unsympathetic to the landscape 
character and quality of the area Urbanisation of the country lane 
that is  
 
Mount Road – if all the 6 developments proceed then in excess of 
500 houses would be constructed. Mount Road would likely 
become a main road linking the Ashbourne and Buxton roads. 
The spatial distribution of proposed sites across Leek is 
unbalanced - there will not be sufficient demand to build all of 
these houses on one side of town so the council will not meet its 
housing needs in any event The volume and speed of traffic is 
likely to increase on Kniveden Lane where my family have been 
residents for over 25years. Please for the sake of Leek and her 
people, review your proposal. 
 
Question where are the jobs to support people buying new 
houses Traffic & congestion through & around Leek is already 
critical without the addition of more vehicles. Question why can't 
brownfield sites/old mills etc be converted to housing ·  I chose to 
live near Mount Road because I like it as it is, please do not 
change it! 

 
 
 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 
 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 
 

 See para response to PO677 
about educational requirements 

 
 
 
 See para response to PO683 

about public rights of way 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways  

 See para response to PO1684  
about viability study 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance 
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PO9208 Mr Martin 
Bagshaw 

      Object I would like to register my objection to the proposed housing 
development on the mount area of Leek. I have lived in Leek for 
all of my life and I and many others , have spent 
many happy hours enjoying the scenery and tranquility that this 
area of the town offers to residents of the town. To develop in this 
area will drastically reduce the local amenity for the residents of 
the town. It is a lovely picturesque area that is within easy reach 
of the town centre. And I believe that to destroy it would be an 
absolute travesty. The area has many amenity uses, such as 
walking, horse riding, cycling and jogging, let alone just sitting on 
the benches and chilling. I think the existing schools will struggle 
to cope with the increased demand for places. The increase the 
traffic on the roads surrounding the mount will be significant, and 
traffic calming measures will need to be considered for safety 
reasons and quality of life of the existing residents in the area. 
There also be an increase in commuter traffic from this 
development. I think the majority of which will have to cross the 
town towards either Stoke on Trent or Cheshire. This will add 
to the already considerable traffic issues in the town. I believe the 
Barnfields, the rear of Sainsbury and Foker Grange Farm would 
be much better locations, so that the increase in traffic is kept 
away from the town centre. It was my understanding the houses 
were proposed for the rear of Sainsbury's. But I understand this 
has hit commercial difficulties with residual contamination.  

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO677 
about educational requirements 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways  

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements  

 Existing industrial areas in use 
would not generally be allocated to 
other uses unless re-provision of 
equivalent or improved floorspace 
was involved.  

 See para response to PO1730 
about Sainsburys consent 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO93 about 
western Green Belt 

PO9222 Ms Lisa 
Milward 

      Object I wish to register my disapproval to the above development My 
objection has little to do with extra traffic and infrastructure but a 
lot to do with losing a place that is very dear to people's hearts. 
The Mount has always been a favourite short walk of mine and 
my family's. It is peaceful, has beautiful views and friendly people 
of all ages make a point of speaking. The Mount is somewhere 
that I spend a lot of time walking each week, a place that has 
been a part of my life since childhood. I have very fond memories 
of spending time walking over The Mount with family when we 
didn't have a car and little money to take buses elsewhere. The 
Mount is perfect for a short walk, it's somewhere that I have 
always felt safe to walk alone and not too far for a morning walk 
before work and for those people who perhaps struggle to walk 
longer distances. By developing housing on this land I believe 
that it will take away one of the town's best assets, one that 
people of Leek have enjoyed for many, many generations. So as 
councillors and planners who are in office for a relatively short 
period of time in comparison making a decision that will remove 
this for everyone who loves to walk here, I hope that you really 
consider how much The Mount means to people like me. It will be 
a huge shame if this goes ahead. 

 See para response to PO683 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways  

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 
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PO9283 Mr Ian 
McFaul 

      Object i am writing to protest against the latest version of the site 
allocations plan for th Staffs Moorlands, in particular the mount 
area of Leek. the following objections should be considered     
 
a)maintaining the individuality of our market town rather than 
going down the homogenisation route  
 
b)I’m not sure where the demand for these house is coming from 
- where is the research on households forecasted to require this 
 
c)The area of most concern to myself is particularly LE127 and 
the terrible prospect of houses being built on the town horizon, 
the entrance to Buxton makes me shudder and we should not go 
down that route  
 
d)there are lots of brownfield sites ripe for development in town 
that should be exhausted first rather than taking the easy option 
short term option.  
 
e)where i the visionary leader on the council who can set out a 
plan for the town not driven by short termism 

 
 
 
 

 See para response to PO677 
about design policies 

 
 See para response to PO223 on 

housing needs evidence 
 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 
 
 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 
 See para response to PO1349 

about public consultation and the 
Statement of Community 
Involvement 
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PO9325 Ms 
Elizabeth 
Stretton 

      Object I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed housing 
development on the |Mount Road, Leek - ie Plots lE140, LE128a, 
LE127, LE142a, LE142b, and LEO22. On the edge of the Peak 
District, this area of Leek can only be described as an extension 
of this National Park and one which holds a special place in the 
hearts of Leek residents.  The number of walkers and cyclists 
using this area each week must be in the hundreds with many, 
like myself, enjoying the walk over The Mount on a daily basis. 
This walk commands beautiful views of the surrounding 
countryside, providing a "country" experience for so many 
walkers, cyclists and drivers, as well as a place to sit and 
watch,  for example,the sunsets, weather conditions unfold, or 
simply just to sit and ponder.  For years it has provided a walk 
within a few minutes walking distance, for families, courting 
couples, dog walkers and anyone else who wants to escape from 
the town and enjoy the views and the experience pleasures of a 
"country " walk without having to travel by car and park in an 
over-priced car park!  There are even opportunities for people to 
drive from anywhere in Leek within minutes to the Mount and 
then enjoy all the attractions described above.  The loss of this 
walk and seats would deprive many people of the opportunity to 
enjoy panoramic views across the town and the surrounding 
skyline: these vistas would be lost and replaced with houses 
instead - reducing the area to just another street of the kind to 
found anywhere and out of character with the landscape.  It also 
seems that all the attention has been focused on this area and 
side of Leek, when there are other areas around Leek which 
could be made use of. One of the most important problems, as I 
see it, is the strain on the local infrastructure.  Up to, or in excess 
of, 500 houses could be built along this road and all these new 
residents will need employment - already a problem in Leek and 
the surrounding areas and towns - as well as schools for their 
children.  Leek primary schools are already experiencing 
problems and some children are already having to travel across 
Leek to receive their education. Recently trees have been cut 
down on the top field of the High School - now work has started 
on fencing this area, apparently towards the building of a new 
primary school on this site.  I cannot remember being made 
aware of this possibility, although it may have been mentioned 
somewhere, but it seems that the building of this school means 
that councillors are confident that the housing development will 
take place and they will be able to wave aside any objections 
pertaining to education and say that a school is already being 
built . There are many houses in Leek which are empty, as there 
are many sites which could be used to provide areas for new 
homes, and it would make more sense to utilize these 
possibilities before taking away an important , local amenity which 
is used every day by so many people and which is our own area 
of "outstanding natural beauty" and which is available to 
everyone. 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO93 about 
western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO677 
about educational requirements  

 See para response to PO683 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO677 
about design policies 

 
The emerging Local Plan is not yet 
finalised and needs to undergo 
independent public examination by 
Government appointed Planning Inspector 
before it can become adopted. Planning 
applications arising before this happens 
must be determined against the NPPF 
and current Council planning policies. 
 

 See para response to PO223 on 
housing needs evidence 
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PO9333 Dr Tracey 
Cole 

      Object I would like to hereby object to the areas of local interest around 
The Mount being developed (LE142b; LE142a; LE140; LE128a; 
LE127; LE022). As I am sure you are aware, there is 
considerable public opposition to the proposed building of 400 
houses on these sites. The area is well used, at all times of day 
for cyclists, walkers and horse-riders. It is an quiet oasis for the 
people of Leek to experience the calm of the countryside and look 
down on the splendid views of the town and further afield. As 
such, it is an extremely highly valued area in the town of 
Leek.  A  s a resident of Pitcher Lane..building on The Mount 
would seriously impact on me and my neighbours. The building of 
so many houses will bring at least 400-800 cars with it. Access for 
these vehicles will no doubt run straight past my house, causing 
noise and air pollution. I moved to Leek from Cheshire for exactly 
the same reasons: the road I lived on became unbearably busy. I 
noticed that sitting in the garden was impossible with the constant 
noise of the cars and the smell of the fumes, not to mention the 
health consequences of nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide and 
particulate matter. I am also concerned that with so many 
vehicles, the junctions of Kniveden/Ashbourne Rd and The 
Mount/Buxton Rd will easily generate queues during rush hours. 
Getting off my estate will be far more tricky and the increased risk 
of traffic and pedestrian accidents is not a pleasant thought.  A 
town like Leek is quite a jewel, but it could so easily be ruined 
forever if we don't seriously consider all the consequences of our 
actions.  

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways  

 See para response to PO93 about 
air quality 
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PO9422 Mr Anthony 
Clark 

      Object I am writing to make you aware of the concerns I have over the 
housing proposals for the Mount Road area, Leek, set out in 
Staffordshire Moorlands Preferred Options and Development 
Boundaries Consultation. The consequence on traffic of building 
many houses in the Mount Road area will be very marked both in 
the immediate area and the town as a whole . Immediate 
area    Mount Road is not wide enough to safely take a major 
increase in traffic. The road is very popular with walkers, horse 
riders and cyclists.  Increased trafic will discourage such use and 
be a danger to those leisure users who do continue to use the 
road. The existing access points to the area off Buxton Road and 
Ashbourne Road are adequate for the present level of traffic but 
are woefully inadequate and dangerous for high volumes of 
vehicles. If, as is most likely ,Kniveden Lane was upgraded at its 
top end to allow access by vehicles the consequences for its 
junction with Ashbourne Road would be great.  At present the 
limited amount of traffic means that the restricted visibility due to 
the trees on Ashbourne Road causes minimal problems.  An 
increase in traffic queues  would lead to frustration and rash 
decisions by drivers.  This in turn would lead to calls for the 
removal of the trees and the consequent destruction of a 
wonderful entrance to the town.    Town Residents living in the 
proposed housing development will need to work and 
shop.  Question where will they go to do these two 
activities.    Work      Very few will work in Buxton or Ashbourne 
which are easily accessible from Mount Road.  The vast majority 
will work in the  town centre, the Barnfields industrial estate or on 
Cheadle Road.  Those commuting out of town will be mostly 
heading for Stoke or Macclesfield/Manchester.  All these people 
will have to drive through the centre of town at least twice a day 
at peak times as there are no alternative routes they can 
use.    Shopping To reach the two large supermarkets in Leek 
(Morrisons and Sainsbury’s) residents of the Mount Road area 
would be forced, by the road system, to travel through the centre 
of town.  Those shopping further afield will, in the main, be 
heading for Stoke and Macclesfield and again will need to travel 
through the town centre.    One look at the map would tell anyone 
that major building to the east of Leek will cause major traffic 
problems.    If building must take place on the Mount, though I 
doubt there is a need, the least environmentally damaging sites 
are LE142b and LE140.  Question is there not a possibility of 
building on the existing sites of Kniveden Hall (which is well 
screened by trees) and the old Social Services site.  These sites 
would be the least invasive environmentally but would still 
generate major traffic problems both locally and in town. In 2006 
New York took the far sighted decision to turn a disused  elevated 
railway into an linear park (The High Line).  Would that Leek had 
planners and leaders of similar vision to develop Mount Road into 
The High Lane for the benefit of all the community. 

  See para response to PO120 
about highways  

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO1349 
about tree protection 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO1321 
about option sites assessments 
and sustainability appraisal 

 
The 2016 Landscape impact study 
concludes that: 
- LE142B is of high landscape sensitivity 
and development cound be visible from 
the peak Park, and the rural approach to 
Leek;  
- LE140 is of medium landscape 
sensitivity and site-specific mitigation 
measures including boundary 
landscaping, and controlled building 
heights, are recommended;  
 - LE066 is of high landscape sensitivity 
owing to its location, despite the presence 
of site screening.  
Note the findings of this study form part of 
a wider evidence base to support SMDC’s 
Local Plan. Its conclusions must be 
weighed against other evidence. 
 
Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included 
as a residential allocation in the Local 
Plan. 
 
The Council’s emerging Local Plan 
already contains a policy (T2) protecting 
existing railway lines from development; 
and supporting recreational re-use etc. 
The Mount does not contain any such 
routes. 
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PO9373 Councillor 
Rebecca 
Done 

      Object On the proposed planning for the Mount in Leek..I do not agree 
with and my reasons are stated below: The Mount is a very 
important open space close to the town centre which is enjoyed 
by a lot of people across the town including myself. There will be 
a massive impact on infrastructure, I think primary schools in 
particular would suffer (East Street, Beresford) and will struggle to 
keep up with demand. Mount Road is on the route of the 
Staffordshire Moorlands Walk – a very popular route for leisure 
activities such as walking, cycling and jogging` If all the 6 
developments proceed then in excess of 500 houses would be 
constructed. Mount Road would likely become a main road linking 
the Ashbourne and Buxton roads. The proposed sites across 
Leek are unbalanced - there will not be sufficient demand to build 
all of these houses on one side of town. 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO677 
about educational requirements  

 See para response to PO683 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO683 
about public rights of way 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways  

 See para response to PO1684  
about viability study 

PO9381 Cllr Dani 
Ogden 

      Object An area of natural beauty should never have been considered for 
planning application in the local plan. The outrage this has 
caused with local people has been overwhelming. The Mount is 
an area accessible to open countryside for local people, it is used 
for recreational purpose and attracts visitors coming to Leek. One 
lady told me that she could walk safely with a group of people 
with learning difficulties, the volume of traffic from four hundred 
dwellings would have a severe impact on those using The Mount 
for recreation, the infrastructure alone would not only cause a 
dramatic difference to the landscape it would also affect the 
wildlife in this area. That said, LE142a [landowner] are against 
development on this land, also there appears to be no indication 
on the map as to where the boundary is belonging to [the 
landowner]. LE127 and LE128a is not suitably distributed to 
urban infrastructure. It has been suggested LE066 where 
Kniveden Hall is, Folker Grange and Holme Farm on the west 
side of Leek are developable. 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways 

 See para response to PO683 on 
ecology evidence 

 

The Council communicates with 
landowners of affected sites to ensure 
they are available, prior to selection. Note 
that the owner of site LE142A, as 
indicated on the Local Plan proposals 
map, has confirmed site availability.  
 
Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included 
as a residential allocation in the Local 
Plan. 
 
The map in the Preferred Options 
consultation document is intended to 
illustrate proposed allocations and 
development boundaries and other 
summary information, not the extent of 
land ownerships.  

 See para response to PO677 
about educational requirements  

  See para response to PO683 on 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
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 See para response to PO1321 
about option sites assessments 
and sustainability appraisal 

 See para response to PO93 about 
western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 
The 2016 Landscape impact study 
concludes that: LE066 is of high 
landscape sensitivity owing to its location, 
despite the presence of site screening. 
Note the findings of this study form part of 
a wider evidence base to support SMDC’s 
Local Plan. Its conclusions must be 
weighed against other evidence. 

PO9388 Councillor 
Charlotte 
Atkins 

      Object I am writing to object to the four development sites on The Mount 
as identified in the proposed SMDC Local Plan. My reasons for 
doing so are:  
 
The Mount provides unique and much valued panoramic views 
over Leek and its skyline as well as over parts of the National 
Peak Park The openess of The Mount makes it a hugely 
important local asset for public recreation and for biodiversity. 
This is particularly important at present when lack of physical 
exercise is creating a public health crisis. The Mount is very 
popular among walkers, cyclists, horse riders and joggers as well 
encouraging families to be active and enjoy the natural attractions 
of the area.  
 
The roads up to The Mount are totally unsuited to increased 
traffic. But if they were improved, that would encourage rat 
running between the Ashbourne and Buxton Roads totally 
destroying the quiet rural nature of the area. With increased 
traffic, the junctions at either end of Mount Road would be highly 
dangerous. The Mount is a developer's dream and would attract 
developers who want to build expensive executive homes. These 
would attract buyers from outside Leek rather than providing the 
affordable homes we need for both local young and older 
residents. If 400 houses are built on the Mount, they could 
potentially generate 800 cars driving through the centre of Leek 
as the prevailing flow of traffic out of Leek is to Stoke on Trent 
and Macclesfield. That would create even more gridlock than we 
experience already. More suitable development sites exist within 
Leek eg along the Macclesfield Road. But they have not been 
identified or consulted upon. I urge the Council to drop its plans to 
destroy The Mount and look elsewhere to develop affordable 
homes for local residents. 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO120 
about highways  

 See para response to PO1140 
about affordable housing  

 See para response to PO683 
about Leek employment land 
requirements 

 See para response to PO93 about 
western Green Belt 

 See para response to PO93 about 
Leek housing requirements and 
windfall allowance  
 

Both the 2015 site options consultation, 
and the 2016 Preferred Options 
consultation, mapped sites for various 
land uses across the District including 
housing, employment, and mixed uses. 
 

 See para response to PO1321 
about option sites assessments 
and sustainability appraisal 
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PO9415 Mr Alan 
Percival 

      Object I wish to object to the proposed house building on The Mount. 
Along with many other people I walk along Mount Road several 
times a week winter and summer. It is a lovely country walk and 
the only one on the eastern side of the town that is away from 
traffic fumes. There are many other reasons why building should 
not be allowed on The Mount which I am sure you have been 
made aware of. 

 See para response to PO120 
about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 See para response to PO93 about 
air quality 

PO1054 Mr Michael 
Downs 

Leek 
Co-
housing 
Limited 

    Support Leek Co-housing is a company limited by guarantee which was 
formed in November 2015 by a group of households intending to 
develop the main part of potential residential allocation 142b as a 
self-build development comprising about 20 dwellings with shared 
facilities, live-work opportunities and shared outdoor space.  Most 
of the dwellings will be freehold privately owned homes for the 
Company’s members and their families, the remainder being 
available for sale or rent at an affordable level to future members 
of the Leek Co-housing.  
 
It is our intention to develop the site according to the principles of 
sustainable development, minimizing energy requirements, 
incorporating on-site energy generation, and using renewable, 
recycled and natural materials as far as possible in the 
construction.  Our aim is to have a low impact on the 
environment, and to utilize appropriate technologies, and 
contemporary, natural and vernacular external building materials, 
in order to harmonize with the local area and landscape setting. 
 
In our view site 142b is eminently suited to a sensitive, 
environmentally conscious residential development for the 
following reasons: The main part of the site, which is the part we 
are interested in developing, is in a discreet location, and is not 
visible from the public highway or from the surrounding 
countryside.  There are a number of trees on the site and on its 
borders, which it is our intention to retain and which effectively 
hide the main part of the site from external view.  A sensitively 
designed residential development with lower than average 
density would enable existing trees to be retained and the 
development to have minimal impact on the environment.  Our 
development would be set in natural landscaping and would be 
designed to preserve and enhance biodiversity.  The site is 
currently used as a livery and stables, a business which the 
present owner says is not viable.  There are two stable buildings 
on the site made from concrete block and corrugated sheeting 
materials which are poor quality, and a number of other smaller 
structures of a temporary nature.  Our development would 
replace the existing low grade structures with attractive, 
environmentally friendly dwellings and shared facilities designed 
to blend with the landscape setting, providing a net gain in 
environmental and visual quality.   
 
Leek Co-housing is a self-build eco-housing organisation.  As the 

 Comments noted. 
 
The Council since April 2016 has 
publicised and maintained a list of those 
interested in self-build/custom-build 
throughout the District, and will integrate 
the data this provides into its broader 
planmaking, as required by law. The 
Government requires that, broadly, 
demand for SBCB within an authority 
(arising in annual ‘base periods’) is met by 
the authority. The Council will ensure its 
wider housing policies support those 
wishing to undertake SBCB schemes 
(subject to consideration of wider 
policies); and will consider the case for 
allocating land for this purpose where this 
register/other evidence suggests a need 
for this. 
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its 
selection of ‘Preferred’ allocation sites 
from wider sites. This includes landspace 
impact evidence and other studies. The 
most recent 2016 landscape impact study 
also assessed impacts from the Peak 
Park, and concluded that the various 
Mount sites exhibited low- through to 
high- landscape sensitivity; it also 
provided recommendations regarding 
mitigatory measures where appropriate. It 
concluded site LE142B to be of high 
landscape sensitivity as the site is visible 
from the Peak Park and development 
could affect its setting; and could also 
affect the rural approach to Leek from the 
Peak Park. Note that landscape evidence 
must be weighed against all other relevant 
evidence when the Council selects 
‘Preferred’ sites. 
 
The Council’s Core Strategy Sustainable 
Development Policies set out 
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District Council will be aware it has a legal duty under the Self-
Build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 to support bodies such 
as ours to identify suitable sites for self-build housing, and to 
have regard to the needs of such bodies when exercising their 
planning and other legal functions.  Site 142b is one of the most 
suitable sites in Leek for this purpose.  As an eco-developer we 
are mindful of the consequences of motor vehicles in terms of 
carbon emissions, pollution and visual impact.  Following 
completion of the development Leek Co-housing will continue as 
the management company for the site and will apply a green 
travel plan for the development, which would reduce the average 
number of motor vehicles per dwelling compared to a typical 
housing estate, provide charging points for electric cars including 
one for shared use, and promote the use of bicycles, walking and 
car sharing.  

expectations concerning carbon-saving / 
water saving in new developments. 
Schemes may exceed these (subject to 
consideration of wider policies). 

 Petition 
from Mount 
residents 
(1092 
signatures) 

   Object Dear Miss Ralphs, 
Building four hundred plus houses on the area known by 
everyone in Leek as The Mount and used by countless 
generations as a gateway to the countryside would be against 
everything that ‘Localism’ intended to bring. 
The enclosed petition goes some way to demonstrate the 
strength of feeling that there is against the proposed building 
plots as set out in the Local Plan. 
The area is mainly agricultural and offers amazing views of the 
town and its surrounding countryside. Indeed the views of Leek’s 
conservation area is unrivalled and the area as a whole acts as a 
buffer between the town the Peak District National Park.  
The road itself could not cope with the estimated 600 to 800 extra 
cars that the proposed housing would generate. The Mount is a 
narrow road with no footpaths and the junctions at either end of 
the Mount would become even more dangerous. 
Historically people travelling out of Leek to work use the Stoke on 
Trent and Macclesfield roads with few travelling to Buxton or 
Ashbourne. This would mean that the roads in Leek’s Town 
centre would become even more congested at peak times as 
these people make their way through town. 
We urge the Council to think again and produce alternative sites 
for the houses thereby saving this precious area for the future 
generations to enjoy. 
 

 See para response to PO120 
about landscape evidence 

 
The broad justification for the Council’s 
selection of ‘preferred’ sites over other 
sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This 
includes consideration of heritage 
impacts, following consultation with the 
Council’s Conservation Officer, and the 
heritage impact recommendations of the 
most recent 2016 landscape impact study. 
All proposed sites must also be the 
subject of sustainability appraisal (the 
Council’s S.A. will be published as part of 
its evidence base). 
 

 See para response to PO120 on 
highways 

 
 See para response to PO1349 

about Council Assembly and 
statement of community 
involvement  

 
 See para response to PO683 

about Leek employment land 
requirements  
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PO111
3 

Mrs S 
McDermott 

      Object The construction of the 179 houses would cause us considerable 
congestion on the main Cheadle Road and the a520 together 
with traffic from the coop (Britannia) buildings at peak times eg: 
9am, 5pm, there will be major congestion. This could be a safety 
issue for the schools opening and closing times. All saints’ school 
opening and closing times, there is already congestion traffic 
between 4.30pm and 5.30pm weekdays.   It is my understanding 
that Newton House has a preservation order on it as a 1960’s 
construction and the Sir Hubbert Newton placed 
restrictions/regulations on it the building this needs to be 
addressed. Surely the land by the canal / scrapyard would be a 
more suitable I to be built Cornhilll Site LE235 what happened to 
the affordable housing which is supposed to be built on the 
Sainsbury’s site? Happened as partying the Sainsbury’s deal then 
there would be no need for this development. 

The Council consults with SCC Highways 
and SCC Transportation during Local 
Plan preparation. SCC Highways did not 
raise any objections to this site, however 
advise that the existing access road into 
the site could be upgraded to adoptable 
standard depending on the final proposal; 
and advise there is good access from the 
existing roundabout. A Transport 
Assessment will be required with any 
proposed scheme, which should look at 
capacity and operation of existing 
roundabout and effect on Leek town 
centre. SCC Transportation also advise 
that links into the town centre for 
pedestrians and cyclists would also 
require consideration. Note that the 
Council would assess schemes having 
significant transport impacts against 
relevant NPPF and Local Plan policy 
(including requirement for the developer 
to provide highways improvements where 
deemed appropriate). 
 
The Council is not aware that the site is 
presently affected by legal restrictions for 
the uses proposed.  
 
A 6.59 hectare industrial site off Barnfield 
Road, Leek near the Caldon canal was 
granted outline consent in August 2015 
for redevelopment for residential, 
employment, tourism and leisure uses, 
retail units and pub, including railway 
station and marina. However existing 
industrial areas in use would not generally 
be allocated to other uses unless re-
provision of equivalent or improved 
floorspace was involved.  
 
Site LE235 is also proposed for mixed 
employment and residential uses in the 
Council’s Preferred Options. 
 
The Sainsburys site as part of its mixed 
use consent SMD/2013/1098 still enjoys 
residential consent on part of the site. 
Note Environmental Health Officer did not 
object to that scheme, subject to 
conditions. The Council would assess 
residential schemes on sites affected by 
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contamination in line with relevant Local 
Plan policies and NPPF paras 120-121. 
The responsibility of funding remediation 
rests with the developer. 
 
Page 25 of the Preferred Options 
consultation document sets out the 
residual housing requirement for Leek to 
2031 (pursuant to Policy SS3 of the 
adopted Core Strategy). The Council must 
demonstrate that it will fully meet residual 
housing requirements for Leek to have a 
sound Local Plan in place. This 
requirement does not have to be met 
100% from land allocations – 
unanticipated development of other urban 
brownfield/greenfield sites counts too – 
Table 4.1 factors in assumptions about 
future windfall housing (resulting in a 
lower residual requirement). This windfall 
would include urban sites not formally 
identified on the map. Applications for 
residential uses arising on such sites 
would be assessed on their merits against 
NPPF and Council Policies. As there is 
insufficient capacity to meet this residual 
need entirely from sites within the Leek 
town boundary, the remaining 
requirement is to be met from a 
combination of urban (brownfield and 
greenfield) sites, and peripheral “urban 
extensions” around Leek as set out in 
Tables 4.2 and 4.3. 

PO425 Mr David 
John Allen 

      Object Consider the development here should be limited to Housing to fit 
in with surroundings and be in place of housing on several  site 
Leek East thus retaining the Green Belt area on the mount. This 
would also give a lesser inpact on the road infra structure.  

Any new developments would need to 
adhere to design policies to ensure 
character of the District is maintained. 
 

• See para response to PO1113 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 
The broad justification for the Council’s 
selection of ‘preferred’ sites over other 
sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the Council website. 
This includes consideration of heritage 
impacts, following consultation with the 
Council’s Conservation Officer, and the 
heritage impact recommendations of the 
most recent 2016 landscape impact study. 
All proposed sites must also be the 
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subject of sustainability appraisal. A 
sustainability appraisal report is being 
published for consultation alongside the 
Preferred Options Local Plan July 2017. 
The SA Report considers the economic, 
social and environmental effects of 
proposed development site allocations 
including access to services and facilities.    
 
Note that none of the Mount sites falls 
within the Green Belt, whereas the 
western edge of Leek has Green Belt 
status. Whilst Councils can allocate within 
the Green Belt National Planning policy is 
clear that this requires exceptional 
circumstances to justify (as compared to 
non-Green Belt). The Council recently 
completed a Green Belt Review which 
assessed the suitability for retention of all 
areas of Green Belt in the District, against 
the five Green Belt ‘purposes’ set out in 
the NPPF. This will be used by the 
Council alongside other evidence in 
progressing its Local Plan.  The NPPF 
also allows for consideration of 
development proposals that would 
represent ‘limited infilling’, or in some 
cases redevelopment of ‘brownfield’  sites 
in the Green Belt. 
 

• See para response to PO1113 on 
highways 

PO142
6 

Mrs B 
White 

      Object I always thought that this area is green belt The build of these 
houses is going to put a great strain on the resources, esp 
Compton School resources and the a520 at the moment the 
volume of the traffic is horrendous, queuing back to the railway 
bridge very often at 8 am onwards and between 3.30- 4pm and 5- 
6.30 we residents find it difficult to get into the streets because of 
the traffic. Neither do I think it’s necessary to put? With?What has 
always been a residential area? We are much overloaded already 

•  See para response to PO425 
about western Green Belt 

• See para response to PO1113 on 
highways 

 
The Council consults with SCC Education 
during Local Plan preparation, and SCC 
have indicated a need for additional first- 
and middle- school land provision in Leek 
resulting from the town’s development 
requirements. These are laid out in the 
Preferred Options consultation document. 
 

• See para response to PO425 
about option sites assessments 
and sustainability appraisal 
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PO129
7 

Mr Price    Object Summary - please see attached document for full version) 

ASNW - Ballington Wood at Grid Ref SJ989553 is adjacent. 

We are concerned that proposed development adjacent or in proximity 
to the wood will have negative impacts on it, causing damage and 
potential loss. 

Ancient woodland is defined as an irreplaceable natural resource that 
has remained constantly wooded since at least AD1600. The length at 
which ancient woodland takes to develop and evolve (centuries, even 
millennia), coupled with the vital links it creates between plants, animals 
and soils accentuate its irreplaceable status. The varied and unique 
habitats ancient woodland sites provide for many of the UK's most 
important and threatened fauna and flora species cannot be re-created 
and cannot afford to be lost. 

With Staffordshire Moorlands District Council showing a valuable above 
average ancient woodland resource at 3.09% of land area compared to 
a UK average of 2.5%, it is critical that this irreplaceable natural 
resource is absolutely protected in this Document and highlighted 
appropriately. 

Development impacts on ancient woodland in a number of ways: 

• Chemically through acidification, eutrophication and toxic 
pollution, 

• Disturbance by noise, light, trampling and other human activity, 
• Fragmentation as a result of the destruction of adjacent semi-

natural habitats, 
• Development provides a source of non-native plants and aids 

their colonisation, 
• Any effect of development can impact cumulatively on ancient 

woodland - this is much more damaging than individual 
effects. 

We would recommend a buffer zone of at least 50 metres of semi-
natural vegetation would be required to protect the woodland from the 
change in land use on the site for each allocation. This 50m should be 
included as part of the policy for each site. 

According to the 2006 NERC Act, the 
Council must in its Planmaking, have 
regard to the purpose of conserving 
biodiversity. 
 
The site was subject to a Phase I 
ecological survey in 2014. The site report 
acknowledges the site’s proximity to this 
ancient woodland (and Ladydale SBI etc); 
and factors this into subsequent 
evaluation/conclusions, recommending a 
number of further surveys/actions would 
be appropriate prior to development, 
including the creation of a buffer zone with 
the woodland given its AWI status.  
 
Also the Council’s 2016 ecology study 
considers the scope for ‘local wildlife site’ 
(ie.SBI) designation for all preferred 
option sites, concluding that LE150 “has 
medium ecological value in its potential to 
support protected species. The site 
habitats are considered to be of nature 
conservation value at district level only. 
However, more information is required 
regarding the scattered trees on site in 
order to establish their ecological 
importance, and the potential to support a 
population of reptiles and badgers.” 
 
Development proposals will need to 
consider the findings of these reports and 
will be assessed against relevant Local 
Plan and NPPF ecological policy. Note 
that the emerging Local Plan will contain 
policies specific to tree/foliage protection 
and already cover ancient woodland 
protection.  
 
The site-specific policy for LE150 will 
require that schemes incorporate an 
eastern buffer.  

PO174
9 

Miss S 
Riley 

    Object LE0150 - Leek has many areas which could be regenerated to 
bring standards up in the community. We should want visitors to 
look at town and say how wonderful this it is. When so much can 
be improved within the town why spend the money destroying the 
already pleasant and ambient areas outside the town? On a 
personal level, I grew up on a council estate for 28yrs I had as 
immediate neighbours a alcoholic, a family with domestic 
violence, a prostitute followed by a drug addict. My 25 yr old 
sister committed suicide 10 yrs ago. Burglars stole some of her 

•  See para response to PO1113 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 
• See response to PO1297 

 
An element of affordable housing will be 
required for all major housing schemes in 
the District, as set out in Local Plan 
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ashes which were never returned despite pleas. Some people 
may find the drama of this funny  or exciting. I do not. I grew up 
petrified and vowed to go to work to earn enough money so that I 
never had to live in this sort of environment again. My husband 
works shifts so is not here half of the time. However due there my 
house is and its current environment I find I do not feel safe. 
There is good and bad everywhere but building affordable houses 
will bring obviously more people, more problems, more anti-social 
behaviour. Gone would be our peaceful area. Gone would be my 
feelings of security. I’m not bothered if offices, a cinema, a hotel, 
a super markets even a mc Donald’s is put on this site. If the 
same or similar foot print to newton house was kept it would 
retain some wildlife to continue to enjoy. I am however completely 
against any houses being built.   I agree people should have a 
right to affordable housing but people have the right affordable 
housing but people should also have the right to live in a more 
select area should they wish to work hard enough to achieve it.   

Policies. The Council may also require an 
element of starter homes, and self-build 
plots on such sites. The Council’s 
housing/design policies and the NPPF 
expect that housing schemes provide for 
variegation in design; and a mix of house 
types to meet difffering socio-economic 
needs, including affordable housing. 
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PO2582 Consultation 
Service 

Natural 
England 

    LE249 General 
comment 

Natural England  notes the proposed preferred site for allocation 
in Leek. We note that it is located close to and/or adjoining 
existing areas of open space and green infrastructure. Suitable 
enhancements of existing open spaces’ may be required together 
with appropriate management (and funding thereof) in order to 
allow these open spaces to function effectively during the local 
plan period. Similarly the development of these preferred sites (if 
progressed) will need to include suitable multi-functional green 
infrastructure. Adopted local plan spatial objectives SO8 & 9 refer 
together with policies such as DC1 Design Considerations, DC3 
landscape and settlement setting, and C3 Green Infrastructure. 

 The Council has produced a Draft Green 
Infrastructure Strategy for consultation 
alongside the next draft version of the 
Local Plan.  The strategy identifies green 
infrastructure corridors around the towns 
and lists particular issues in relation to 
that corridor which can be addressed as 
part of the relevant site policy and / or at 
the planning application stage.  Similarly, 
a public open space study is underway 
covering all designated public open 
spaces in the Staffordshire Moorlands.  
One of the areas this will advise on is 
where improvements are needed to these 
spaces and new development in the 
vicinity could contribute towards this.  The 
Council has also designated Local Green 
Spaces in line with criteria set out in the 
NPPF and the Council will seek to 
facilitate improvements to these areas 
where required. 
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PO129
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Mr Price    Object Summary - please see attached document for full version) 

ASNW - Ballington Wood at Grid Ref SJ989553 is adjacent. 

We are concerned that proposed development adjacent or in proximity 
to the wood will have negative impacts on it, causing damage and 
potential loss. 

Ancient woodland is defined as an irreplaceable natural resource that 
has remained constantly wooded since at least AD1600. The length at 
which ancient woodland takes to develop and evolve (centuries, even 
millennia), coupled with the vital links it creates between plants, animals 
and soils accentuate its irreplaceable status. The varied and unique 
habitats ancient woodland sites provide for many of the UK's most 
important and threatened fauna and flora species cannot be re-created 
and cannot afford to be lost. 

With Staffordshire Moorlands District Council showing a valuable above 
average ancient woodland resource at 3.09% of land area compared to 
a UK average of 2.5%, it is critical that this irreplaceable natural 
resource is absolutely protected in this Document and highlighted 
appropriately. 

Development impacts on ancient woodland in a number of ways: 

• Chemically through acidification, eutrophication and toxic 
pollution, 

• Disturbance by noise, light, trampling and other human activity, 
• Fragmentation as a result of the destruction of adjacent semi-

natural habitats, 
• Development provides a source of non-native plants and aids 

their colonisation, 
• Any effect of development can impact cumulatively on ancient 

woodland - this is much more damaging than individual 
effects. 

We would recommend a buffer zone of at least 50 metres of semi-
natural vegetation would be required to protect the woodland from the 
change in land use on the site for each allocation. This 50m should be 
included as part of the policy for each site. 

According to the 2006 NERC Act, the 
Council must in its Planmaking, have 
regard to the purpose of conserving 
biodiversity. 
 
The site was subject to a Phase I 
ecological survey in 2014. The site report 
acknowledges the site’s proximity to this 
ancient woodland (and Ladydale SBI etc); 
and factors this into subsequent 
evaluation/conclusions, recommending a 
number of further surveys/actions would 
be appropriate prior to development, 
including the creation of a buffer zone with 
the woodland given its AWI status.  
 
Also the Council’s 2016 ecology study 
considers the scope for ‘local wildlife site’ 
(ie.SBI) designation for all preferred 
option sites, concluding that LE150 “has 
medium ecological value in its potential to 
support protected species. The site 
habitats are considered to be of nature 
conservation value at district level only. 
However, more information is required 
regarding the scattered trees on site in 
order to establish their ecological 
importance, and the potential to support a 
population of reptiles and badgers.” 
 
Development proposals will need to 
consider the findings of these reports and 
will be assessed against relevant Local 
Plan and NPPF ecological policy. Note 
that the emerging Local Plan will contain 
policies specific to tree/foliage protection 
and already cover ancient woodland 
protection.  
 
The site-specific policy for LE150 will 
require that schemes incorporate an 
eastern buffer.  

PO174
9 

Miss S 
Riley 

    Object LE0150 - Leek has many areas which could be regenerated to 
bring standards up in the community. We should want visitors to 
look at town and say how wonderful this it is. When so much can 
be improved within the town why spend the money destroying the 
already pleasant and ambient areas outside the town? On a 
personal level, I grew up on a council estate for 28yrs I had as 
immediate neighbours a alcoholic, a family with domestic 
violence, a prostitute followed by a drug addict. My 25 yr old 
sister committed suicide 10 yrs ago. Burglars stole some of her 

•  See para response to PO1113 
about Leek housing requirements 
and windfall allowance 

 
• See response to PO1297 

 
An element of affordable housing will be 
required for all major housing schemes in 
the District, as set out in Local Plan 
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ashes which were never returned despite pleas. Some people 
may find the drama of this funny  or exciting. I do not. I grew up 
petrified and vowed to go to work to earn enough money so that I 
never had to live in this sort of environment again. My husband 
works shifts so is not here half of the time. However due there my 
house is and its current environment I find I do not feel safe. 
There is good and bad everywhere but building affordable houses 
will bring obviously more people, more problems, more anti-social 
behaviour. Gone would be our peaceful area. Gone would be my 
feelings of security. I’m not bothered if offices, a cinema, a hotel, 
a super markets even a mc Donald’s is put on this site. If the 
same or similar foot print to newton house was kept it would 
retain some wildlife to continue to enjoy. I am however completely 
against any houses being built.   I agree people should have a 
right to affordable housing but people have the right affordable 
housing but people should also have the right to live in a more 
select area should they wish to work hard enough to achieve it.   

Policies. The Council may also require an 
element of starter homes, and self-build 
plots on such sites. The Council’s 
housing/design policies and the NPPF 
expect that housing schemes provide for 
variegation in design; and a mix of house 
types to meet difffering socio-economic 
needs, including affordable housing. 
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PO2582 Consultation 
Service 

Natural 
England 

    LE249 General 
comment 

Natural England  notes the proposed preferred site for allocation 
in Leek. We note that it is located close to and/or adjoining 
existing areas of open space and green infrastructure. Suitable 
enhancements of existing open spaces’ may be required together 
with appropriate management (and funding thereof) in order to 
allow these open spaces to function effectively during the local 
plan period. Similarly the development of these preferred sites (if 
progressed) will need to include suitable multi-functional green 
infrastructure. Adopted local plan spatial objectives SO8 & 9 refer 
together with policies such as DC1 Design Considerations, DC3 
landscape and settlement setting, and C3 Green Infrastructure. 

 The Council has produced a Draft Green 
Infrastructure Strategy for consultation 
alongside the next draft version of the 
Local Plan.  The strategy identifies green 
infrastructure corridors around the towns 
and lists particular issues in relation to 
that corridor which can be addressed as 
part of the relevant site policy and / or at 
the planning application stage.  Similarly, 
a public open space study is underway 
covering all designated public open 
spaces in the Staffordshire Moorlands.  
One of the areas this will advise on is 
where improvements are needed to these 
spaces and new development in the 
vicinity could contribute towards this.  The 
Council has also designated Local Green 
Spaces in line with criteria set out in the 
NPPF and the Council will seek to 
facilitate improvements to these areas 
where required. 
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PO78 MR 
DARREN 
HOOLEY 

  Within ADD01 
(extension to 
Churnet Middle 
School) 

Support This site is situated adjacent to Churnet View middle school and 
is in the perfect position to accomodate expansion of this school 

 Comments noted. 
 
A sustainability appraisal report is being published for consultation 
alongside the Preferred Options Local Plan July 2017. The SA 
Report considers the economic, social and environmental effects 
of proposed development site allocations including access to 
services and facilities.    
 
The broad justification for the Council’s selection of ‘preferred’ sites 
over other sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site Assessments’ on 
the website. This includes consideration of statutory consultee 
responses and numerous evidence base documents, such as the 
most recent 2016 landscape impact study. All proposed sites must 
also be the subject of sustainability appraisal (the Council’s S.A. 
will be published as part of its evidence base). 

PO413 Mr David 
John Allen 

  Within ADD01 
(extension to 
Churnet Middle 
School) 

General 
comment 

If possible provision to drop and pick school children without 
blocking road. Draw in bays.  

Comments noted. SCC Highways are legally responsible for 
alterations to the public highway incluing highway space re-
allocation. SCC would undertake measures where deemed 
appropriate according to its latest adopted Local Transport Plan.   

PO2577 
 
 
 
 
PO2562 
 

Mrs Maggie 
Taylor 
 
 
 
Mrs Maggie 
Taylor 

Sport 
England 
 
 
 
Sport 
England 

Within ADD01 
(extension to 
Churnet Middle 
School) 
 
Within LE140 
(first school) 
 
 

General 
comment 
 
 
 
Object 
 

It is important to ensure that extended schools do not lead the 
loss of outdoor sports provision.  There will be more demand from 
more pupils for curricular sports facilities (indoor and outdoor) to 
help promote healthy lifestyles etc. but all too often sports 
facilities are lost as a result of expansion resulting in more 
demand and less supply.  Key schools that are/will become sites 
will community shared facilities (such as playing fields an sports 
halls) need to be required to offer secured community use outside 
of school hours where this is needed in the local area to meet 
identified needs for sports facilities.  This should be a policy 
requirement. 

Comments noted. ADD01 is private land that is not currently 
identified as school playing fields or public open space. LE140 is 
not currently identified as school playing fields. 
 
Playing Pitch Strategy Interim Report April 2017: Consultants KKP 
consulted with Leek High School who did not raise many key 
issues - school is considered to have adequate playing field to 
accommodate curricular demand.  
 
Leek High School converted to academy status in April 2016. 
During the conversion, the School was required to renegotiate its 
former lease agreement with Staffordshire County Council 
regarding the School’s footprint and in doing so the School lost 
access to LE140. The field itself is extremely uneven and unsafe in 
places for any form of school based activity as well as being 
inadequate to accommodate any form of playing pitch (and 
historically has not accommodated any form of playing pitch). 
Through consultation with the School, it was identified that there is 
little requirement for the field with it only previously being utilised 
for cross-country running, which is now restricted to its other 
playing field land due to a perimeter fence causing segregation. 
The School suggests that whilst there is possible land available to 
be utilised for any potential first school (as part of the development 
of Mount Road), this would have to be negotiated with its 
governing board 
 
The Council is undertaking a review of  open space, sport and 
recreation facilities which includes an updated playing pitch 
strategy.  Any inconsistencies will be investigated as part of this 
updated work. 

PO2852 James 
Chadwick 

Staffordshire 
County 

Within ADD01 
(extension to 

General 
comment 

In Leek additional land is required adjacent to Churnet View 
Middle school in order to facilitate potential expansion. It is noted 

The Council is currenlty having on-going discussions with SCC 
LEA regarding school provision. 
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Council Churnet Middle 
School) 

that land in the adjacent housing site has been proposed and we 
will need to consider options in liaison with the school for 
extending the buildings and how this affects the external spaces. 
It is noted however that the school field shares a boundary with 
District Council owned public open space and it may be that this 
provides an opportunity to re-provide the school external space 
that will be lost through extending the building footprint. We would 
therefore like to meet to discuss what potential exists in this 
respect to inform the Plan going forward. 

PO1423 Mrs A 
Williams 

  Within ADD01 
(extension to 
Churnet Middle 
School) 

Support This site is ideal for both the school expansion and a new housing 
development. In addition the development of this site would 
reduce pressure to build on more sensitive sites elsewhere. The 
site is less than 200 metres from  a bus stop and also a very short 
walk from the amenities of Leek which would restrict the need/use 
of vehicles. 

 Comments noted. 
 

 See para response to PO78 about option sites 
assessments and sustainability appraisal 

 

PO9367 Mr David & 
Ros Barnes 
& Tyrrell 

  Within ADD01 
(extension to 
Churnet Middle 
School) 

Object Response form submitted [attached] that objects to this proposed 
allocation: question will the access for school still be via the 
existing entrance off Haregate Road – or would it use an 
alternative entrance to be constructed along the track to Wardle 
Barn Farm.  This would be inappropriate [public footpath]. The re-
drafting of the town boundary to encompass ADD01 is taking 
away more greenfield site from the perimeter of the town - 
unacceptable encroachment on public countryside. 

The Council consults with SCC Highways during Local Plan 
preparation. SCC did not raise any objections to ADD01 as the 
road into Horse croft Farm is now almost complete and will 
ultimately be adopted as highway. Development of this site will be 
acceptable subject to access design. The Council would assess 
schemes having significant transport impacts against relevant 
NPPF and Local Plan policy (including requirement to submit 
transport statements, and provide highways improvements where 
deemed appropriate).  
 
Development proposals affecting the routes of recognised public 
rights of way would need to make allowance for them. 
 
The Council consults with SCC Education during Local Plan 
preparation, and SCC have indicated a need for additional first- 
and middle- school land provision in Leek resulting from the town’s 
development requirements. These are laid out in the Preferred 
Options consultation document. 
 
The NPPF expects Councils to meet their objectively assessed 
development requirements for all relevant land uses, meaning the 
Council must demonstrate this to Planning Inspector at 
examination, to have a sound Plan in place. 
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its selection of ‘Preferred’ 
allocation sites from wider sites. This includes landspace impact 
evidence. The most recent 2016 landscape impact study also 
assessed impacts from the Peak Park, and concluded that the 
various Mount sites exhibited low- through to high- landscape 
sensitivity; it also provided recommendations regarding mitigatory 
measures where appropriate. It concluded site ADD01 to be of 
high landscape sensitivity as it is open to the north-west allowing 
long distance views and inter-visibility between the site and higher 
ground across the valley to the north-west. Development of the site 
would be visually prominent, and would encroach on the 
countryside by extending beyond this ridge. Note that landscape 
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evidence must be weighed against all other relevant evidence 
when the Council selects ‘Preferred’ sites. The Council will require 
developers to integrate on-site landscaping/screening mitigatory 
measures to reduce landscape impacts, as part of a site-specific 
policy 

PO385 mrs Brenda 
pigott 

  Within LE140 
(first school) 

General 
comment 

Rather than building a new first school on LE140 (on Mount Rd) - 
increasing traffic along this country lane and encouraging more 
people to use Kniveden Lane and Moorland Rd - why not build 
the school next to Churnet View Middle school? 

  See para response to PO9367 about educational 
requirements 

Site ADD01 is identified for the necessary expansion of Churnet 
View Middle School (if this site were allocated for the new first 
school site instead, middle school expansion would need to occur 
elsewhere in the town). 
 
Note that SCC LEA advise on future educational requirements 
including their location. 
 
The Council consults with SCC Highways during Local Plan 
preparation. SCC did not raise any objections to Preferred Options 
sites LE022 /LE127 /LE128 /LE140 /LE142A /LE142B subject to 
development in this area contributing to the improvement of Mount 
Road including provision of footways and pedestrian links. Also 
Kniveden Lane should be brought up to adoptable standard with 
the implementation of footways. Further junction improvements at 
Mount Road/Ashbourne Road may also be appropriate. The 
Council would assess schemes having significant transport 
impacts against relevant NPPF and Local Plan policy (including 
requirement to submit transport statements, and provide highways 
improvements where deemed appropriate). 

 
PO864 Mr Daniel 

Noble 
  Within LE140 

(first school) 
General 
comment 

Where are the potential locations for new/extended schools in 
Leek? 

   See para response to PO9367 about educational 
requirements 

PO9106 Mr Robert 
McGuinness 

  Within LE140 
(first school) 

Object Email with representation form [attached] objecting to Preferred 
Options sites LE127/LE128A/LE140/LE142A and 'School Site' 
[presumed LE140] alongside 2015 'Options' sites 
LE066/LE069/LE128B with the following text: Overdevelopment, 
traffic congestion issues, inadequate infrastructure, inadequate 
road network. Brownfield sites and redundant mills should be 
brought into use first. 

It is not considered that development of these particular sites 
would be out of proportion with the rest of the town. Any new 
development taking place will be subject to design policies 
contained within the new Local Plan; and having regard to the 
Council’s landscape impact evidence. 

 See para response to PO385 about highways 

National planning guidance states that the Council should assess 
the quality and capacity of infrastructure to meet forecast 
demands. An Infrastructure Delivery Plan is being prepared which 
will identify the infrastructure necessary to support the Local Plan 
proposals. It builds on the findings of the Development Capacity 
Study for the Core Strategy.  Consultation and work with 
infrastructure providers is ongoing and their feedback will inform 
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the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and the Local Plan. The Council is 
working with the Staffordshire County Council to assess the impact  
proposed development on school capacity, what additional 
capacity is needed and how this can be delivered. All proposed 
sites must also be the subject of sustainability appraisal (the 
Council’s S.A. will be published as part of its evidence base). 

Page 25 of the Preferred Options consultation document sets out 
the residual housing requirement for Leek to 2031 (pursuant to 
Policy SS3 of the adopted Core Strategy). The Council must 
demonstrate that it will fully meet residual housing requirements for 
Leek to have a sound Local Plan in place. This requirement does 
not have to be met 100% from land allocations – unanticipated 
development of other urban brownfield/greenfield sites counts too 
– Table 4.1 factors in assumptions about future windfall housing 
(resulting in a lower residual requirement). This windfall would 
include urban sites not formally identified on the map. Applications 
for residential uses arising on such sites would be assessed on 
their merits against NPPF and Council Policies. As there is 
insufficient capacity to meet this residual need entirely from sites 
within the Leek town boundary, the remaining requirement is to be 
met from a combination of urban (brownfield and greenfield) sites, 
and peripheral “urban extensions” around Leek as set out in 
Tables 4.2 and 4.3. 

Note that LE128b is included alongside LE128A, as a residential 
allocation in the Local Plan. Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is 
included as a residential allocation in the Local Plan. 

Note site LE069 is not included as an allocation in the Local Plan. 

PO194 Mr John 
Pigott 

  Support The plan to build a new first school on land adjoining Leek High 
School is good as it will allow the new xchool to use some of the 
facilities of the High School. The land is of limited value except for 
dog walkers. 

Comments noted. Note that the land is presently owned by SCC, 
who have indicated that it is available for the proposed uses. 

       

PO9168 Mrs Kath 
Fernyhough 

  Within LE140 
(first school) 

Object Then we come to the proposed new school development on 
LE140. This area years ago was used to tip waste, probably 
unofficially but it happened. Rumour has it that there is asbestos 
buried there. And so if this proposal goes ahead, this would mean 
that you are happy for our children to be schooled on top of 
hazardous waste. This is despite housebuilding being stopped 
down on the Sainsburys site on Macclesfoeld Road Leek due to 
asbestos contamination. Would not a better idea be to build the 
new school, if indeed it is needed, on the site of Churnet View 
Middle School. We see that under site reference no ADD01, there 
is already a proposal for a new development to provide more 

 In general if the Council has reason to believe contamination 
could be an issue, developers will be required to provide 
proportionate but sufficient site investigation/ information (a risk 
assessment) with a planning application, to determine the 
existence or otherwise of contamination, its nature and extent, and 
the risks it may pose and to whom/what (the ‘receptors’) so that 
these risks can be assessed and satisfactorily reduced to an 
acceptable level. The Council would assess schemes on sites 
affected by contamination in line with its adopted Policy SD4 and 
NPPF paras 120-121 NPPF. The responsibility of funding 
remediation rests with the developer. 
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classroom area. If the new school were to be built there, there is 
already parking and school bus areas. The two schools would 
work hand in hand with the new school automatically feeding into 
Churnet View School.   
 
If the proposed new school is built on the Mount, where are 
parents going to park when dropping off and picking up their 
children, and where are the school buses and other cars going to 
pass along the road. It will mean even more traffic, noise and 
pollution which will be the end of the wildlife and just another 
polluted area. Also for the people who walk along the Mount, 
there are no footpaths. So our schoolchildren will not be safe 
either. If the area has further street lighting, we are losing one of 
our "dark spaces".  We ask you to do the job you were voted in to 
do, which is to represent the views of the people of Leek. 

 
The Sainsburys site as part of its mixed use consent 
SMD/2013/1098 still enjoys residential consent on part of the site. 
Note Environmental Health Officer did not object to that scheme 
(subject to conditions).  
 

  See para response to PO9367 about educational 
requirements 

Problems arising from the construction period of any works, e.g. 
noise, dust, construction vehicles, hours of working (covered by 
Control of Pollution Acts) are not material planning considerations 
nor is the possibility of noise from the school or parking issues. 
 
See response to PO385 
 

 See para response to PO385 about highways 
 
Problems arising from the construction period of any works, e.g. 
noise, dust, construction vehicles, hours of working (covered by 
Control of Pollution Acts) are not material planning considerations. 
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its selection of ‘Preferred’ 
allocation sites from wider sites, including ecological evidence: 
the Mount sites LE022/ LE127/ LE128/ LE140/ LE142A/ LE142B 
were subject to a Phase I ecological survey in 2014 and a later 
2016 ecology study considered the scope for ‘local wildlife site’ 
(ie.SBI) designation for all preferred option sites. These studies set 
out ecological evaluations of the sites followed by recommended 
further surveys/actions in the event of future development.  The 
Council would expect subsequent schemes to take account of this 
evidence; further Policy NE1 allows for the Council to require 
ecological mitigatory or compensatory measures where 
appropriate. Note that ecology evidence must beweighed against 
all other relevant evidence when the Council selects ‘Preferred’ 
sites. According to the 2006 NERC Act, the Council must in its 
Planmaking, have regard to the purpose of conserving biodiversity. 
 
If the District council considered that a development they may 
adversely impact on local air quality then the applicant is required 
to undertake air quality assessments to identify these issues and 
develop options to mitigate these impacts.    In addition the Council 
continually monitors air quality across the district and regularly 
undertakes review and assessments of this data to identify areas 
where the traffic could have an unacceptable impact on local air 
quality. 

There is a policy in the Local Plan covering control of all forms of 
pollution. 
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ID Full Name Company / 
Organisation 

Allocation Support / 
Object/ 
General 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

Issues such as external lighting in schemes can be controlled by 
the Council’s amenity policies. Streetlighting is a matter controlled 
by SCC Highways. 
 
The Council must conduct public consultation concerning its 
emerging Local Plan as set out in the Local Plan regulations (or 
exceeding these requirements); and in also in accordance with the 
Council’s adopted Statement of Community Involvement.  All 
stages of the local Plan (including consultations) must be agreed 
by the elected Council Assembly; and all meetings of the Council 
Assembly are open to the public. 

 



Question 12 Do you have any comments on the Leek town centre boundary? 
 

    1 
 

ID Full Name Company / 
Organisation 

Support / Object / General Consultee Comments Officer response 

PO640 Ms Alison Conybeare   General comment please see general comment on previous page.   Comments noted. 
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ID Full Name Company / 
Organisation 

Support / 
Object/ General 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO414 Mr David John 
Allen 

  General 
comment 

Provision for car drop off and pick up points Alterations to the public highway along shopping streets, 
including highway space re-allocation are a matter for SCC 
Highways, in accordance with their latest Local Transport Plan. 
The Council will work with SCC Highways in recommending 
appropriate alterations where this would be considered to 
benefit the functioning of the town centre, subject to the 
Council’s adopted Leek Town Centre Masterplan and other 
policy documents. 
 
Note that all planning applications arising in the town centre 
must be assessed against relevant Local Plan Policy and the 
NPPF, including the consideration of Highways Officer 
recommendations (for example with respect to provision of off-
street parking or loading facilities).  

PO426 Mr David John 
Allen 

  Support Looks fine to me.   Comments noted. 

PO641 Ms Alison 
Conybeare 

  General 
comment 

I have no comment on the frontages   Comments noted. 

PO135
7 

Ms Rosamund 
Worrall 

Heritage 
England 

General 
comment 

Map 4.4 Leek Town Centre - Historic England has no objections in principle to 
the proposed primary and secondary frontages at this stage although it is 
difficult for these to be meaningful without any policy context at present.  It is 
expected that such policy context would be addressed in the full Local Plan as 
it progresses and we may wish to comment further at that stage. 

Comments noted. 
 
The Council’s emerging Local Plan contains Policies in relation 
to development within town centres, and the historic 
environment, which would be used in the assessment of 
planning applications alongside all other applicable policies 
(including NPPF policy), and the adopted Leek Town Centre 
Masterplan.  
 
The Council will review its existing Core Strategy policies in light 
of changing policy circumstances (such as the publication of the 
Housing White Paper), and consult on any proposed 
amendments to these policies, prior to submission of the Local 
Plan for examination. 
 
Note that most of the proposed primary and secondary 
frontages lie within the Leek Town Centre Conservation Area. 
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ID Full Name Company / 
Organisation 

Support / 
Object / 
General 

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO224 Mr Andrew 
Bodiam 

  General 
comment 

The construction of the website makes it extremely difficult to find the comment area. 
Even your planning operator admitted it was far from easy to find when I was forced to 
call him for assistance, And I was not the only one.! 

The consultation was widely publicised and included a flyer 
being sent to all households and businesses in the District 
through Royal Mail.   High levels of responses have been 
received by the Council from Leek residents which suggests that 
a significant number of residents knew about the consultation. 
Responding on the Council’s website by using the consultation 
portal was an option but there were other ways of responding too 
– by email, completing a form or letter. 
 

PO415 Mr David 
John Allen 

  General 
comment 

Houses would be better developed in small pockets , infill where possible. Employment 
and housing site better kept separate.  

Page 25 of the Preferred Options consultation document sets out 
the residual housing requirement for Leek to 2031 (pursuant to 
Policy SS3 of the adopted Core Strategy). The Council must 
demonstrate that it will fully meet residual housing requirements 
for Leek to have a sound Local Plan in place. This requirement 
does not have to be met 100% from land allocations – 
unanticipated development of other urban brownfield/greenfield 
sites counts too – Table 4.1 factors in assumptions about future 
windfall housing (resulting in a lower residual requirement). This 
windfall would include urban sites not formally identified on the 
map. Applications for residential uses arising on such sites would 
be assessed on their merits against NPPF and Council Policies. 
As there is insufficient capacity to meet this residual need 
entirely from sites within the Leek town boundary, the remaining 
requirement is to be met from a combination of urban (brownfield 
and greenfield) sites, and peripheral “urban extensions” around 
Leek as set out in Tables 4.2 and 4.3. 
 
A range of sites are proposed in the plan both large and small to 
meet Leek’s housing needs.  It would be unrealistic to identify 
only small sites across the town as the Council is required by the 
Government to demonstrate that sites they identify will actually 
be built and smaller sites tend to be less viable (for example 
because of affordable housing requirements, or site clearance 
costs etc). 
 
General employment purposes encompasses light 
industry/officing through to general industry and warehousing. 
Government Policy promotes mixed land uses and sustainable 
development patterns, subject to proper consideration of amenity 
impacts (such as noise).  

PO427 Mr David 
John Allen 

  General 
comment 

I feel Leek is a thriving Town with a good mixture of shops. Any new housing should be 
spread in a linear manner utilising existing pockets on infill , in some cases with minor 
expansion of the development boundary. Small clusters of new houses would impact 
less on the existing road infra- structure and allow monies to be spend on housing not 
roads.  Adjustment need to be made to the various speed limits to provide a safer 
environment for the existing and new houses. Green Belt should be protected as far as 
possible and priority given to alternative infill site.   

The NPPF expects Councils to meet their objectively assessed 
development requirements for all relevant land uses, meaning 
the Council must demonstrate this to Planning Inspector at 
examination, to have a sound Plan in place. 
 
Given previous retail permissions in the town, the emerging 
Local Plan sets out that Leek has a zero requirement for 
additional retail floorspace up to 2031. It also sets out the 
primary retail frontage for the town centre and its general extent 
 
A range of sites are proposed in the Local Plan both large and 
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small to meet Leek’s residual housing needs.  It would be 
unrealistic to identify only small sites across the town as the 
Council is required by the Government to demonstrate that sites 
they identify will actually be built and smaller sites tend to be less 
viable (for example because of affordable housing requirements, 
or site clearance costs etc). 
 
The Council consults with SCC Highways and SCC 
Transportation during Local Plan preparation. SCC did not raise 
any objections to the Leek Preferred Options sites subject to 
developers funding certain highway improvement measures. The 
Council would assess schemes having significant transport 
impacts against relevant NPPF and Local Plan policy (including 
requirement to submit transport statements, and provide 
highways improvements where deemed appropriate). 
 
Speed limits on public highways are a matter for SCC Highways; 
in some cases these can be adjusted as a result of a 
development scheme, where deemed appropriate by SCC 
Highways. 
 

 See para response to PO415 about Leek housing 
requirements and windfall allowance 

 
Note that none of the Mount sites falls within the Green Belt, 
whereas the western edge of Leek has Green Belt status. Whilst 
Councils can allocate within the Green Belt National Planning 
policy is clear that this requires exceptional circumstances to 
justify (as compared to non-Green Belt). The Council recently 
completed a Green Belt Review which assessed the suitability 
for retention of all areas of Green Belt in the District, against the 
five Green Belt ‘purposes’ set out in the NPPF. This will be used 
by the Council alongside other evidence inprogressing its Local 
Plan.  The NPPF also allows for consideration of development 
proposals that would represent ‘limited infilling’, or in some cases 
redevelopment of ‘brownfield’  sites in the Green Belt. 
 

PO642 Ms Alison 
Conybeare 

  General 
comment 

I have no further comment to make about Leek, other than to listen to the local 
residents and prevent further chaos like the roundabout to traffic light change.  

Residents views have been sought as part of the consultation. 
All public responses are considered by the Council in the 
emerging Local Plan. 
 
The highways alterations to the town centre referred to were 
required under condition to the Sainsburys Leek redevelopment, 
following SCC Highways recommendations to manage the 
town’s resultant traffic flows. 

PO908 Mrs Tracy 
McMullen 

  General 
comment 

Why are there no proposals to tackle the numerous crumbling Textile mills that sit 
empty.Either restoration or demolition? 

  See para response to PO415 about Leek housing 
requirements and windfall allowance 

 
The Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport is 
responsible for the listing of buildings on the advice of Historic 
England. Apart from  being consulted,  the Council does not 
have any say in which buildings are added to the statutory list. 
The Council, however, is charged with protecting listed buildings 
insofar as it is possible and managing any changes to them 
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through the planning system.  In discharging this responsibility, 
the Council has to work to the government’s advice set out in the 
National Planning Policy Framework which requires every effort 
to be made to preserve listed buildings and either keep them, or 
return them, to active use. 
 
Planning applications arising in the town centre would be 
considered against the adopted Leek Town Centre Masterplan in 
addition to Local and National planning policies. 

PO1372 Ms 
Rosamund 
Worrall 

Heritage 
England 

General 
comment 

Paragraph 126 of the NPPF requires Local Plans to set out a positive strategy for the 
conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment. This means that the plan, as a 
whole (including the sites it is putting forward as allocations) has to set out a framework 
which is likely to conserve the historic environment of the Plan area. The Plan puts 
forward a number of sites which, if developed, appear likely to affect the significance of 
one or more designated heritage assets in their vicinity. The Allocation of a site for 
development within the Local Plan is, in effect, establishing that the principle of 
development in that particular location is acceptable.  However, in the case of this Local 
Plan, at present, there is no clear meaningful evaluation of what impact the 
development of these areas might have upon those heritage assets.  The evidence 
base relies on the Historic Environment Character Assessment of 2010 and the 
Landscape and Settlement Character Assessment (LSCA) of 2008 amongst others.  It 
is also noted that the SHLAA methodology includes reference to constraints and 
opportunities in relation to the LSCA but does not mention the Historic Environment 
Character Assessment.  In addition, it is noted that the Halcrow Toolkit of 2011 used for 
the Core Strategy information has been used in respect of the current SHLAA.  Table 
2.1 of the site rating criteria includes reference to designated heritage assets, but there 
is no reference to non-designated heritage assets, setting or harm.  As such, it is not 
clear how impact on the historic environment has been assessed and subsequently 
applied to the site options in relation to them being put forward as allocation sites, other 
than where mentioned in the associated SA.  Even in the SA it is not clear how the sites 
have been assessed in respect of the historic environment. It is also of concern that 
Para 1.16 of the draft plan sets out that further evidence base studies will be completed 
to inform the Local Plan including Landscape and Heritage Impact Study.  In the 
Options Sites Assessments tables, part of the evidence base, it is also noted that 
Heritage Impact Assessments will be undertaken during the plan production if sites, 
where negative effect on the historic environment and heritage assets has been 
identified, are taken forward.  These assessments should be undertaken and 
considered at this stage to ensure that the preferred allocation sites are deliverable in 
respect of the historic environment but, at present, Part 7 of the SA does not deal with 
this.  In the absence of any assessment of the degree of harm which the proposed 
Allocations might cause to the historic environment or, indeed, what measures the Plan 
might need to put in place in order to ensure that any harm is minimised, at present, the 
authority cannot demonstrate that the sites it is putting forward for development is 
compatible with the Plan’s own policies for the protection of the historic environment. 
Moreover, in terms of national policy guidance, the Plan also fails to demonstrate that:- 
(a) The sites that it is putting forward for development will deliver a “positive strategy for 
the historic environment” as is required by NPPF Paragraph 126.  (b) The sites that are 
allocated will be likely to “contribute to protecting or enhancing the historic 
environment”. Therefore, it has not shown that it is likely to deliver sustainable 
development in terms of the historic environment [NPPF Paragraph 7]. (c) The sites 
which it has allocated are likely to “conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to 
their significance”. Therefore it has not shown that it will be likely to deliver the 
Government’s objectives for the historic environment [NPPF Paragraph 17]. (d) It has 
complied with the statutory duty under S72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act, 1990 to pay “special attention” to “the desirability of 

The Council has recently undertaken a Landscape, Local Green 
Space and Heritage Impact Study to form part of the evidence 
base to support the Local Plan and assess the potential heritage 
impacts of the development allocations and mitigation measures. 
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preserving or enhancing the character or appearance” of its Conservation Areas. 
Moreover, from the information available there is no evidence that, in preparing the 
Plan, the local planning authority has had “special regard to the desirability of 
preserving” any of its Listed Buildings. Whilst it is accepted that S66 of the Planning 
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act, 1990 does not apply, specifically, to 
Plan making, the absence of any evaluation potentially brings into question the 
deliverability of some sites and, for some, the amount of development they can 
accommodate.  When the requirements of the Act are eventually undertaken, it may be 
found that the quantum of development on some of the sites is, either, unachievable or, 
at worst, that the need to safeguard the setting of the building actually renders them 
largely undevelopable. Please note that these comments are based on known heritage 
assets at a national level and do not include local information available through heritage 
environment records which should be considered by the local authority. 

PO2578 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PO2628 

Consultation 
Service 

Natural 
England 

General 
comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support 

With regard to baseline data and additional new sites : The Council may need to check 
that up to date information on local wildlife sites (Sites of Biological Interest and 
Biodiversity Alert Sites in Staffordshire) has been referenced when  identifying preferred 
sites. Our previous advice letter dated 14.9.15 gave detailed advice on themes and 
issues including these non-statutory  sites. Natural England no longer has access to this 
dataset and the as the preferred sites consultation includes a number of additional sites 
(not considered as part of last year’s consultation) the Council will need to access up to 
date information to check on any impacts on these sites. Please contact the 
Staffordshire Wildlife Trust (01889 880 100 or email info@staffswt.org.uk ) for further 
information if you do not hold the relevant dataset in house. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Natural England welcomes the deletion of those site options described in our advice 
letter dated 14.9.15 where selection would involve the loss of part or all of local Wildlife 
Sites (known as Sites of Biological Interest SBI and Biodiversity Alert Sites BAS in 
Staffordshire).   Those sites are LE057 (affecting Ladydale Local Wildlife Site) , LE091 
(affecting Ballhaye Green disused tip Local wildlife Site and adjoining Brough Park Hall 
Local Nature Reserve), LE045, 076, 243 and 259 (collectively ccupying the remainder 
of the Ballhaye Green disused tip Local wildlife Site   This deletion of these site options 
is consistent with NPPF paras 110, 113, 117 and 118. 

The Council uses evidence to justify its selection of ‘Preferred’ 
allocation sites from wider sites, including ecological evidence: 
all current Preferred Options sites were subject to Phase I 
ecological surveys between 2014 and 2016; a 2016 ecology 
study also considered the scope for ‘local wildlife site’ (ie.SBI) 
designation for all of these preferred options. These studies set 
out ecological evaluations of the sites followed by recommended 
further surveys/actions in the event of future development.  The 
Council would expect subsequent schemes to take account of 
this evidence; further Local Plan Policy NE1 allows for the 
Council to require ecological mitigatory or compensatory 
measures where appropriate. Note that ecology evidence must 
beweighed against all other relevant evidence when the Council 
selects ‘Preferred’ sites. According to the 2006 NERC Act, the 
Council must in its Planmaking, have regard to the purpose of 
conserving biodiversity. 
 
Comments noted. The broad justification for the Council’s 
selection of ‘preferred’ sites over other sites, is site out in the 
‘Options Site Assessments’ on the website. 

PO2816 Mr Martin 
Ross 

Environment 
Agency 

General 
comment 

LE045: According to information held by the Environment Agency this site is located 
above historic landfill sites. The local council, as lead regulator for these sites, should 
be contacted for further information. 

Comments noted. Note that this site which was included in the 
2015 ‘Site Options’ consultation was not taken forward into the 
2016 Preferred Options sites.  
 
The broad justification for the Council’s selection of ‘preferred’ 
sites over other sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This includes consideration of 
environmental issues etc following consultation with the 
Environment Agency and other organisations, and consideration 
of relevant evidence base. All proposed sites must also be the 
subject of sustainability appraisal (the Council’s S.A. will be 
published as part of its evidence base). 

PO2817 Mr Martin 
Ross 

Environment 
Agency 

General 
comment 

LE076: According to information held by the Environment Agency this site is located 
above historic landfill sites. The local council, as lead regulator for these sites, should 
be contacted for further information. 

 Comments noted. Note that this site which was included in the 
2015 ‘Site Options’ consultation was not taken forward into the 
2016 Preferred Options sites.  
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The broad justification for the Council’s selection of ‘preferred’ 
sites over other sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This includes consideration of 
environmental issues etc following consultation with the 
Environment Agency and other organisations, and consideration 
of relevant evidence base. All proposed sites must also be the 
subject of sustainability appraisal (the Council’s S.A. will be 
published as part of its evidence base). 

PO2818 Mr Martin 
Ross 

Environment 
Agency 

General 
comment 

LE091: According to information held by the Environment Agency this site is located 
above historic landfill sites. The local council, as lead regulator for these sites, should 
be contacted for further information. 

 Comments noted. Note that this site which was included in the 
2015 ‘Site Options’ consultation was not taken forward into the 
2016 Preferred Options sites.  
 
The broad justification for the Council’s selection of ‘preferred’ 
sites over other sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This includes consideration of 
environmental issues etc following consultation with the 
Environment Agency and other organisations, and consideration 
of relevant evidence base. All proposed sites must also be the 
subject of sustainability appraisal (the Council’s S.A. will be 
published as part of its evidence base). 

PO2831 Mr Martin 
Ross 

Environment 
Agency 

General 
comment 

The appropriate level and detail of ecological appraisal should be provided for any 
developments going forward on the proposed site allocations. These should be 
completed to CIEEM guidelines namely to identify and evaluate the ecological features 
of interest and potential impacts upon them. The mitigation hierarchy should be 
employed from the outset of any design and development planning to avoid, minimise, 
mitigate, offset impacts, both direct and indirect. Many proposed allocations are 
adjacent to priority habitats and statutory and non-statutory designated sites, including 
watercourses. In line with the mitigation hierarchy and relevant NPPF sections, i.e. 
109, every effort should be made to re-naturalize watercourses, including de-culverting 
where technically feasible. The main impact on any sites from a developable point of 
view, are easements from watercourses to help promote Green and Blue corridors and 
networks where migration and movement along the watercourse banks can occur. This 
is likely to be between 5 metres, up to 10 metres on some main river stretches. Impacts 
on water quality need to be assessed, particularly the cumulative impact to ensure the 
relevant WFD waterbodies do not deteriorate in status and listed measures in the 
RBMP are taken into account. Collective contributions from specific areas could be 
used to support innovative land management schemes upstream in the catchment 
delivering natural flood management to reduce flood risk in the new developments and 
wider communities downstream. We would recommend and welcome the opportunity to 
comment on pre-applications to ensure the best opportunities and outcomes are 
realised.   

  See para response to PO2578 on ecology evidence 

The Council would consult with both EA and internal ecology 
officers over individual schemes, regarding appropriate 
mitigation measures in light of NPPF policy and local policy 
regarding the natural environment and flood risk.. 
 
The Council has completed a Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment for the District, the results of which are being used 
to inform the site selection process. Mitigation measures will be 
taken as part of the site development to address any surface 
water issues.  
 
Note that Local Plan Policy will require that, wherever possible, 
development will promote the reduction of flood risk by the use of 
sustainable drainage techniques as per the Flood and Water 
Management Act., as well as taking opportunities to contribute to 
wider Council objectives such as its emerging Green 
infrastructure Network; to enhancing biodiversity and recreation 
opportunities etc. 
 
Policies for sites affected by watercourses will require that early 
discussions with the Environment Agency and the Lead Local 
Flood Authority are undertaken, and may specify requirement for 
FRAs.   
 
The Council has produced a Draft Green Infrastructure Strategy 
for consultation alongside the next draft version of the Local 
Plan.  The strategy identifies green infrastructure corridors 
around the towns and lists particular issues in relation to that 
corridor which can be addressed as part of the relevant site 
policy and / or at the planning application stage.  Similarly, a 
public open space study is underway covering all designated 
public open spaces in the Staffordshire Moorlands.  One of the 
areas this will advise on is where improvements are needed to 
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these spaces and new development in the vicinity could 
contribute towards this.  The Council has also designated Local 
Green Spaces in line with criteria set out in the NPPF and the 
Council will seek to facilitate improvements to these areas where 
required. 

PO2857 James 
Chadwick 

Staffordshire 
County 
Council 

General 
comment 

Whilst we have not assessed each site in detail it is clear that many of them will be 
crossed by public rights of way which will need to be considered in full as part of any 
proposed development. We are also in the process of preparing the 4th Review of the 
Definitive Map and Statement for Staffordshire Moorlands area and the District Council 
will be provided with copies of the maps and Statement to indicate the alignment of all 
recorded routes. Staffordshire Moorlands District Council currently hold copies of the 
existing Definitive Map and Statement which should form part of any discussions with 
developers regarding the proposed sites. As the Plan progresses we suggest policy 
provision to ensure that all public rights of way are protected and, where possible, 
enhanced in conjunction with any development. If any Public Path Orders are required 
to enable the development to take place these should be processed alongside the 
planning application by the District Council. Many of the sites chosen are close to 
existing urban areas and it is likely that there are non-definitive routes across the sites 
which should be considered by any applicants. In many cases these routes could have 
become rights of way by virtue of established usage over many years and should be 
treated as public. There will also be sites where such usage or historic evidence has 
already resulted in applications being made to the County Council under Section 53 of 
the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 to add or modify the Definitive Map of Public 
Rights of Way, which affects the land in question. As the Plan evolves it would be useful 
to provide guidance to developers/applicants around enhancing the existing path 
network where possible in line with Staffordshire County Council’s Rights of Way 
Improvement Plan. This could include: - the creation of public bridleways or the 
upgrading of public footpaths to bridleways to improve provision for horse riders and 
cyclists across Staffordshire where there is currently a shortfall in available access 
routes. - the creation and promotion of short circular walks to promote the health 
benefits of walking - the replacement of stiles with gaps (where there are no stock) or 
gates (where there are) in line with Staffordshire County Council’s Least Restrictive 
Principle for path furniture The County Council is able to provide further advice and 
guidance as and when required. 

Comments noted.  The Council will have regard to the latest 
records concerning recognised public rights of way and ensure 
that site-specific policies reference the need to protect (or divert) 
these, where applicable. 
 
Local Plan Policy T2 supports and promotes the development of 
a network of safe walking, horse riding and cycling routes,  
linking communities and recreational/tourist areas; and requires 
that all legally recognised public rights of way affected by 
development are protected (or diverted where necessary) and, 
where possible, enhanced. 
 
Local Plan Policy NE1 already supports opportunities to increase 
public access to wildlife sites including supporting the objectives 
of the SCC Rights of Way Improvement Plan. 
 
See para response to PO2831 about draft Green Infrastructure 
Strategy 

PO2923 James 
Chadwick 

Staffordshire 
County 
Council 

General 
comment 

See attached trasport comments in relation to sites.  Comments noted. See Council responses to individual sites. 

PO2927 James 
Chadwick 

Staffordshire 
County 
Council 

General 
comment 

In relation to surface water flood risk you have provided to us recently a GIS mapping 
layer of the proposed allocations that we have run through our flood risk software. 
Attached are our initial comments on the sites and it is hoped that these should help 
identify any potential issues at each site and assist in framing policy for assessment and 
SuDS requirements. However, we have only been able to undertake a high level initial 
assessment at this stage and would welcome the opportunity to discuss with you further 
and perhaps identify sites that require further detailed consideration. 

Comments noted. SCC LLFA Officer comments have been taken 
into account during Local Plan preparation; and will be consulted 
where appropriate when planning applications are received. 
 
The Council has completed a Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment for the District, the results of which are being used 
to inform the site selection process. Mitigation measures will be 
taken as part of the site development to address any surface 
water issues. 
 
Policies for sites affected by watercourses will require that early 
discussions with the Environment Agency and the Lead Local 
Flood Authority are undertaken, and may specify requirement for 
FRAs.   

PO2877 James 
Chadwick 

Staffordshire 
County 
Council 

General 
comment 

In relation to more general matters regarding the Local Plan’s approach and considering 
the incorporation of policies for the next iteration the following should be considered. A 
Historic Environment Assessment (HEA) has previously been prepared for the 

The Council has recently undertaken a Landscape, Local Green 
Space and Heritage Impact Study to form part of the evidence 
base to support the Local Plan and assess the potential heritage 
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Staffordshire Moorlands and its focus and extent was informed through discussion with 
the District Council.  The statement regarding the need for further evidence including a 
‘Heritage Impact Study’ (s1.16) of the Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan booklet is to 
be supported and should also be welcomed by Historic England.  This Heritage Impact 
Study should review the previous work of the HEA (and update where required), extend 
the boundaries of the previous study where necessary and enhance the assessment 
where appropriate.  It should cover all aspects of the historic environment and  be 
undertaken by a suitably experienced historic environment specialist following a 
detailed brief agreed in advance with Historic England, the SMDC Conservation Team 
and the Staffordshire County Council Historic Environment Team. We have not 
assessed each site in detail as it is considered that the Heritage Impact Study (identified 
in s1.16) will undertake this work with reference to all relevant documentary information 
and databases (Staffordshire County Council Historic Environment Record, National 
Heritage List for England etc).  The Heritage Impact Study should also make use of all 
available recent studies to inform its assessment including, where appropriate, the 
relevant Extensive Urban Survey (available on www.staffordshire.gov.uk/ search under 
EUS) and the historic farmsteads guidance available on the same web pages.  Bearing 
in mind the scale of many of these developments, where appropriate applicants should 
be encouraged to undertake, as a minimum, a Heritage Statement in support of any 
application in order to ‘…describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, 
including any contribution made by their setting.’ (NPPF, s.128).  Where more complex 
remains or larger developments are being considered, then a full Historic Environment 
Desk-Based Assessment should be prepared.  In all cases these documents should be 
prepared at an early stage by appropriately experienced historic environment specialists 
and they will inform discussions with the Local Planning Authority and their historic 
environment advisors regarding the need for and scale of any historic environment 
interventions including opportunities (where appropriate) to enhance heritage assets 
within a scheme. The Staffordshire County Council Historic Environment Team would 
be happy to be consulted by the historic environment specialist appointed to undertake 
the Heritage Impact Study.  We would also be content to advise on the production of 
Heritage Statements/Historic Environment Desk-Based Assessments to inform 
development proposals and can advise the LPA on, in particular, the archaeological and 
historic landscape character aspects of specific developments at the planning 
application stage. 

impacts of the development allocations. 
 
 
 

PO3940 Mr Richard 
Percy 

Steven Abbott 
Associates 
LLP 

General 
comment 

These representations are submitted on behalf of the site owner, Mr Leslie Hughes and 
seek to promote the allocation of the site [LE259] for housing. The site is outlined in red 
on the attached plan (SAA/2911/RAP) and consists of a two storey club building 
towards the road frontage with a senior sized football pitch and associated buildings to 
the rear.  It is understood that the club is now closed and the use of the football pitch is 
at the discretion of the site owner. The site is within the settlement area of Leek, 
approximately 600m to the north east of the town centre.  It is adjacent to the Bode 
Business Park to the east, which was described as “underused employment area” in the 
SHLAA Site Assessment Form, extensive factory premises to the west, residential 
properties to the south and west and a farm and wooded area to the north.  The farm is 
accessed via a track on the western edge of the Working Mens Club site. The site is in 
a highly sustainable location with access to the full range of retail, community and 
leisure facilities and public transport.  It is noted that the Site Assessment for the site 
identifies the proximity of the site to a heritage asset and a Local Nature Reserve as 
being significant effects and the development of greenfield land as being a negative 
effect.  Each of these impacts would be addressed as part of any formal development 
proposals and none are seen as being incapable of resolution. In terms of the 
requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework, the site is suitable, available 
and achievable/deliverable.  The site is part brownfield and part greenfield. The site has 
no known constraints which would prevent its development in the short term, other than 
the designation of the site as an Outdoor Sports Facility in the adopted Core Strategy 

The broad justification for the Council’s selection of ‘preferred’ 
sites over other sites, is set out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the Council’s website. 
 
The football pitch contributes to outdoor sports facilities for Leek, 
consequently it is not considered appropriate to allocate for 
housing. Core Strategy Policy C2 states that existing open space 
will be protected unless suitable alternative provision is made or 
the site is surplus to requirements.  
 
The Council is undertaking a review of  open space, sport and 
recreation facilties which includes an updated playing pitch 
strategy.   
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(Policy C2 – Sport, Recreation and Open Space).  Evidence will be produced to 
demonstrate that at least one of the requirements of the policy can be met. The Council 
cannot demonstrate a five year supply of land for housing as required by the NPPF. It 
appears that the current supply is less than two years and consequently it follows that 
relevant policies for the supply of housing cannot be considered to be up to date. The 
Council’s SHLAA Site Assessment Form indicates that the site has a net area of 1.48 
ha and a capacity of some 50 dwellings.  The delivery of the site for housing would 
assist in meeting the Council’s housing requirement in a highly suitable location. Given 
the above factors, we consider that the site should be allocated for housing purposes. 
[Location Plan attached]. 

PO1329 Ms K Dewey Staffordshire 
Wildlife Trust 

Object Not all the proposed allocation sites have had ecological surveys carried out. We 
understand around 11 sites have been added to the proposed allocation sites that were 
not consulted upon in 2015, and these have not been assessed for their ecological 
value.  
 
The SMDC Local Plan Policy C3 Sustainable Communities - Green Infrastructure 8.7.16 
and 8.7.17 references the production of a Green Infrastructure Strategy, which “ will 
inform the production of the Site Allocations Development Plan Document and will 
establish appropriate objectives and targets.”   No Green Infrastructure Strategy has as 
yet been produced. Therefore, we are concerned that this lack of evidence base will not 
enable good decisions to be made on allocation sites.  
 
The Extended Phase 1 Habitat Surveys carried out by Lockwood Hall Associates Ltd in 
2015 do not comprehensively cover all natural features that the NPPF and Planning 
Practice Guidance list as needing to be mapped as part of ecological networks:  the 
location and extent of internationally, nationally and locally designated sites; Existing 
designated sites are recognised, but identification of all Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) is not 
as yet comprehensive. In terms of potential allocation sites, there are several where 
information from the Extended Phase 1 Habitat Surveys, other ecological survey reports 
for planning applications, and habitat data from MAGIC indicate potentially high value 
habitats, which should be assessed against the Staffordshire Local Wildlife Sites 
criteria.  the distribution of protected and priority habitats and species ; Priority habitats 
and species are taken to mean those listed as habitats or species of Principal 
Importance for Conservation in England according to the list under section 41 of the 
NERC Act 2006, plus those listed on the Staffordshire, and any more local, Biodiversity 
Action Plan. The Extended Phase 1 Habitat Surveys do provide data that would allow 
identification of some priority habitats, but do not highlight priority habitats where they 
are present or use the definitions to describe habitats found. Recommendations for 
further protected and priority species surveys are made, but full information on their 
presence has not been gathered.  areas of irreplaceable natural habitat , such as 
ancient woodland or limestone pavement, the significance of which may be derived 
from habitat age, uniqueness, species diversity and/or the impossibilities of re-creation; 
This includes veteran trees and ancient hedgerows. Records for these features are not 
comprehensive. Some veteran tree records are available on http://www.ancient-tree-
hunt.org.uk/discoveries/interactivemap It does not appear that this database was 
searched in the desk studies informing the habitat surveys in 2014.  The survey reports 
do not specifically mention irreplaceable habitats. habitats where specific land 
management practices are required for their conservation; Some mention is made of 
current land management in the Extended Phase 1 Habitat Surveys, but important 
areas are not highlighted. main landscape features which, due to their linear or 
continuous nature, are important for the migration, dispersal and genetic exchanges of 
plants and animals, including any potential for new habitat corridors to link any isolated 
sites that hold nature conservation value, and therefore improve species dispersal; 
Good habitat links and recommended buffer areas are mentioned in the Extended 
Phase 1 Habitat Surveys, and the information within the surveys could be used to 

Ecus Ltd have now completed ecological assessment of all sites 
includes in the Preferred Options Sites and Boundaries (April 
2016) consultation. 
 
A Green Infrastructure Strategy for the Staffordshire Moorlands 
has been produced by the Council with assistance from partners 
such as the Staffordshire Wildlife Trust and will be published 
alongside the next Preferred Options consultation.   
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identify corridors and stepping stones, but specific identification of these features is not 
part of the report or clearly and consistently highlighted. Corridors and stepping stones 
need to be recognised and protected, and their other benefits to visual and access 
amenity in urban areas recognised.  areas with potential for habitat enhancement or 
restoration, including those necessary to help biodiversity adapt to climate change or 
which could assist with the habitats shifts and species migrations arising from climate 
change; The ecology surveys would help identify such areas, and some Visual Open 
Space and Public Open Space areas are proposed in the allocations plans, but areas to 
be enhanced in terms of habitat value are not specifically identified. information on the 
biodiversity and geodiversity value of previously developed sites and the opportunities 
for incorporating this in developments; Previously developed sites are among those 
proposed for allocation and covered by ecological surveys, which give some 
recommendations. However geodiversity is not covered.  If ecological networks and 
other GI features could be mapped for each settlement, this would give a good basis for 
allocating sites, both for hard development, and for green space and environmental 
enhancements. This would also provide a framework for any CIL monies, partnership 
projects etc. to target priorities in the area and improve the environmental quality of 
each town and village. 

PO1480 Mr N 
Simpson 

  Object LE102 Site is visually obstructive, outside the towns boundary and is on greenfield 
access will  be required onto a very busy road at a dangerous point 

Comments noted. This site which was included in the 2015 ‘Site 
Options’ consultation was not taken forward into the 2016 
Preferred Options sites. However the site was subsequently 
suggested during the 2016 Preferred Options, and is now an 
emerging Local Plan housing allocation. Note that subsequent 
schemes would have to satisfy both landscape and design 
policies; and be acceptable on highway safety grounds.  
 
The broad justification for the Council’s selection of ‘preferred’ 
sites over other sites, is set out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This follows consultation with 
statutory consultees, and consideration of relevant evidence 
base.  
 
A sustainability appraisal report is being published for 
consultation alongside the Preferred Options Local Plan July 
2017. The SA Report considers the economic, social and 
environmental effects of proposed development site allocations 
including access to services and facilities.    

PO1481 Mr N 
Simpson 

  Object Le103 Site is greenbelt I think it is vital that development into open 
countryside/greenfield site should be fully justified and only when all other options have 
been fully exhausted. I am concerned that planning decisions such as Sainsbury’s site 
do not appear to have provided the required returns on housing development. This 
failure shouldn’t be at the cost of destruction of green fields 

 Comments noted. Note that this site which was included in the 
2015 ‘Site Options’ consultation was not taken forward into the 
2016 Preferred Options sites.  
 
The broad justification for the Council’s selection of ‘preferred’ 
sites over other sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This follows consultation with 
statutory consultees, and consideration of relevant evidence 
base.  
A sustainability appraisal report is being published for 
consultation alongside the Preferred Options Local Plan July 
2017. The SA Report considers the economic, social and 
environmental effects of proposed development site allocations 
including access to services and facilities.    
 

 See para response to PO415 about Leek housing 
requirements and windfall allowance 
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The Sainsburys site as part of its mixed use consent 
SMD/2013/1098 still enjoys residential consent on part of the 
site. This permission remains intact because the wider 
Sainsburys redevelopment has commenced. Residential 
permissions such as this ‘count’ as commitments against the 
residual housing requirement for the town to 2031. 

PO2692 Mr Martin 
Ross 

Environment 
Agency 

Object There is no commentary around the issue of flood risk and how the sites have been 
chosen with the Sequential process in mind. However, we do note that the sites we 
previously identified as being the most severely impacted due to flood risk, have not 
been taken forward to this stage, which we welcome. We have however, identified 
some sites where further work is necessary and we wish to remind the Local Planning 
Authority that Sequential Test evidence should be provided and reiterate if these sites 
are to be taken forward, then a Level 2 SFRA should also be undertaken.  At this 
Preferred Options stage, this work should already be done.   However, there is one final 
chance for this to be undertaken, prior to the Publication Draft towards the end of this 
year. If it is not done by that stage, the Site Allocation Document risks being found 
unsound as it will be at odds with the guidance set out in the SFRA Level 1 and 
potentially, Flood Risk policies that will be set out in the next consultation. 

Sites identified are not located in Leek.  

PO1733 
 
 
PO1725
  

Mrs Mary 
Emery  
 
Mr & Mrs V 
and J Emery 

  Object LE066, LE067, LE068, LE143a, LE127, LE128, LE140, LE142A, LE142B. I wish to 
register my objection to the proposed development of the land on The Mount My 
reasons are as follows.  
 
 
 
There are sufficient brown field site available, such as The former Just juice site on 
Prince Street is now vacant The former Big Mill on Mill Street, ripe for development The 
former Brough, Nicolson and Hall Mill on Ashbourne Road A reasonable plot of land on 
the Organ Ground which was the former East Street Nursery which is now vacant. 
Shortly to become available the former Britannia Building Society plot of land on 
Cheddleton Road   Land on Foker Grange on Macclesfield road  
 
The Mount is a valued area of outstanding beauty and must be kept for future 
generations to enjoy. It is supposed to be green belt land; consideration that seems to 
have been overlooked.  
 
I would like to point out the impact of the proposed development would have on local 
services i.e. schools, GP services, the road infrastructure and employment needs. I am 
also very concerned about the effect on the local wildlife,, the increase in traffic, and 
noise levels this development will bring. I would like to know what happened to the 
housing development at the Sainsbury’s site, which never seems to have transpired 

Note that the Preferred Options do not currently include sites 
LE143A, and sites LE067/LE068 are not formally identified as 
they fall within the town boundary (see para response to PO415 
about Leek housing requirements and windfall allowance). 
 
Note that LE128b is included alongside LE128A, as a residential 
allocation in the Local Plan.  Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is 
included as a residential allocation in the Local Plan. 
 
 
 
Note the former Britannia premises on both sides of the 
Cheddleton Rd are both preferred mixed employment/housing 
allocations, refs LE150 and LE235. 
 

 See para response to PO427 about western Green Belt 
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its selection of ‘Preferred’ 
allocation sites from wider sites. This includes landspace impact 
evidence. The most recent 2016 landscape impact study also 
assessed impacts from the Peak Park, and concluded that the 
various Mount sites exhibited low- through to high- landscape 
sensitivity; it also provided recommendations regarding 
mitigatory measures where appropriate. Note that landscape 
evidence must be weighed against all other relevant evidence 
when the Council selects ‘Preferred’ sites. 
 
 
The Council consults with SCC Education during Local Plan 
preparation, and SCC have indicated a need for additional first- 
and middle- school land provision in Leek resulting from the 
town’s development requirements. These are laid out in the 
Preferred Options consultation document. 

 
National planning guidance states that the Council should 
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assess the quality and capacity of infrastructure to meet forecast 
demands. An Infrastructure Delivery Plan is being prepared 
which will identify the infrastructure necessary to support the 
Local Plan proposals. It builds on the findings of the 
Development Capacity Study for the Core Strategy.  
Consultation and work with infrastructure providers is ongoing 
and their feedback will inform the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
and the Local Plan. The Council is working with the Staffordshire 
County Council to assess the impact  proposed development on 
school capacity, what additional capacity is needed and how this 
can be delivered. All proposed sites must also be the subject of 
sustainability appraisal (the Council’s S.A. will be published as 
part of its evidence base). 
 
Notwithstanding current commuting patterns, the District as a 
whole has residual general employment land requirement, and 
Leek has a requirement (of around 8ha to 2031) and the Council 
must demonstrate that it will fully meet these along with its 
housing requirements, to have a sound Local Plan in place. 
Government Policy promotes mixed land uses, subject to proper 
consideration of amenity impacts (such as noise). The Council 
works with neighbouring planning authorities under its duty to 
cooperate, to explore opportunities for the meeting of 
development requirements cross-border. However neighbouring 
authorities must also address their own development 
requirements. The Council consults with SCC Transport 
(regarding strategic impacts) during Local Plan preparation; and 
has regard to SCC’s Local Transport Plan Integrated Transport 
Strategy for the District. 
 

 See para response to PO2578 on ecology evidence 
 
The Council consults with SCC Highways during Local Plan 
preparation. SCC did not raise any objections to Preferred 
Options sites LE022 /LE127 /LE128 /LE140 /LE142A /LE142B 
subject to development in this area contributing to the 
improvement of Mount Road including provision of footways and 
pedestrian links. Also Kniveden Lane should be brought up to 
adoptable standard with the implementation of footways. Further 
junction improvements at Mount Road/Ashbourne Road may 
also be appropriate. The Council would assess schemes having 
significant transport impacts against relevant NPPF and Local 
Plan policy (including requirement to submit transport 
statements, and provide highways improvements where deemed 
appropriate). 
 

 The noise impacts of schemes would be assessed 
against the Council’s adopted amenity Policies and NPPF 
Policies 

 
The Sainsburys site as part of its mixed use consent 
SMD/2013/1098 still enjoys residential consent on part of the 
site. Note Environmental Health Officer did not object to that 
scheme subject to conditions. The Council would assess 
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residential schemes on sites affected by contamination in line 
with its adopted Policy SD4 and NPPF paras 120-121 NPPF. 
The responsibility of funding remediation rests with the 
developer. 

PO1754 
 
 
PO1761 
 
PO1777 
 
PO3645
 
 
  

Mr and Mrs 
W Lovatt 
 
Mrs J Lovatt 
 
Mr S Lovatt 
 
Mr and Mrs 
Jones 

  Object LE069, LE143a, LE128, LE140, LE142A, LE142B, LE127, LE066 We would like to 
submit our comments concerning the above consultations with the specific regard to 
leek east. These consultations with specific regard to leek Ease and the area of mount 
road. This is a semi-rural area outside the town development boundary. One of the 
attractions of this area of leek is that the boundaries for development are very closely 
defined. This means that within 10mnutes walk of the town centre you have access to 
open space, which makes the mount area very popular for leisure activities such as 
walking jogging and cycling. This is a important when considering what opportunities 
there are for leisure and exercise so close to town. The fields provide a home for 
various types of wildlife and this together with the farm animals that graze them, provide 
access to a nature very close to the heart of leek. The views from the mount are 
spectacular and largely unspoilt. Any developments of any of all the listed 
developments of the type proposed would totally alter the area, as it has with the 
Buxton Road end of Mount road. If all the development listed above were to proceed. In 
excess 400 houses would be constructed on what is pleasant open countryside. The 
access along Ashbourne Road and Mount road provide a road infrastructure that would 
be totally inadequate with the volume of traffic generated by such a development 
especially on the bad junction where mount road meets Ashbourne road near Poplar 
Service Station.. Access via the already existing estate off kniveden lane and or High 
View road and Moorland Road would be impossible to sustain, given the narrow nature 
off the roads in question and the cars parked on either side of the roads in what is a 
already busy residential area. Creation of a rat run would have serious consequences 
Public transport via the bus service would be totally inadequate. There are significant 
areas of land that would be ideal for development that are presently brown field sites 
within the town centre and the town development boundary. Development would be 
ideal of these sites would not impact on local wildlife and leisure activities and would be 
more sustainable as they would result from a increase in traffic in outlying areas.  Given 
to the employment situation in Leek, a large proportion of these would inevitably be 
homes for communities for the potteries conurbation and or Macclesfield and greater 
Manchester. This would totally ruin the character and community feeling of the area, 
and further issues in relation to the sustainable investment in local infrastructure. Given 
the recent headlines concerning the lack of affordable housing in rural locations, more 
consideration should be given this type of development, rather than encouraging urban 
sprawl which would ruin the character of this town. 
 
Planning conditions stating that the occupiers should have a connection with the local 
area have repeatedly been shown to be unenforceable in the contexts of the urban 
development. There have been applications for planning permission relating to these 
areas before, most notably, in 2007. This was refused on appeal, given the strength of 
feeling within the local community against this development. Any temptation to alter the 
town development boundary to facilitate these proposals should be resisted are there is 
no proven case that the type or amount of development proposed is justifiable.  

Note that the Preferred Options do not currently include sites 
LE069/LE143A. 
 
Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included as a residential 
allocation in the Local Plan. 
 
The public/visual open spaces proposed by the Council are 
those mapped in the Preferred Options consultation document. 
The Council’s adopted Core Strategy policies seek to improve 
public access to open spaces/recreation generally where this is 
consistent with other policies; and subject to landowner 
agreement. Note there is no automatic public right to cross 
privately owned land beyond public rights of way. See para 
response to PO11 about landscape evidence 
 

 See para response to PO1733 about highways 
 
Leek is already served by a number of frequent or less frequent 
bus routes, connecting to centres such as Hanley, Cheadle, 
Buxton and Macclesfield. A number of these use main arterial 
routes such as Buxton Road /Ashbourne Road /Springfield 
Road. In some circumstances, major residential developments 
may be required to contribute to improved bus routes/bus 
facilities in accordance with Core Strategy Pol T1/Staffordshire 
Local Transport Plan. 
 

 See para response to PO415 about Leek housing 
requirements and windfall allowance 

  See para response to PO2578 on ecology evidence 
 See para response to PO1733 about Leek employment 

land requirements 
 

Any new developments would need to adhere to design policies 
to ensure character of the District is maintained. 
 

 See para response to PO3659 on housing needs 
evidence 

 
The Council’s housing evidence points to a need for additional 
affordable housing across the District. An element of affordable 
housing will be required for all major housing schemes in the 
District, as set out in Local Plan Policies. The Council may also 
require an element of starter homes, and self-build plots on such 
sites. 
 
It is standard practice for residential schemes which generate a 
requirement for ‘local needs’ affordable housing to have future 
occupation of those dwellings controlled via legal agreement 
linked to conditions upon the planning consent. 
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Planning applications are assessed against the current 
Development Plan including the NPPF and adopted Core 
Strategy Policies. 

PO1526 Ms Angie 
Guest 

  Object le069 Detrimental impact on an important & much valued amenity area. The location 
provides a green space accessible to and used by the wider population of leek for 
walking cycling and jogging. The mount follows part of the route of the Staffs Moorlands 
walk ‘Leek Landscapes’ managed by the SDMC and marked on the OS 1:25000 map. 
Described in the leaflet published by the district council as offering a walk ‘through 
attractive farmland with interesting views over Leek. This would be compromised by the 
development. The panoramic views from The Mount over the skyline of Leek and 
countryside beyond are 2 nd to none. These would be severely restricted. The scale 
and the unbalanced distribution of this development sites, concentrated in this part of 
the town will lead to increase traffic in making the mount a busy road between the 
Ashbourne & Buxton roads as well as loss of a rural environment outside the town’s 
boundary.   

 Comments noted. Note that this site which was included in the 
2015 ‘Site Options’ consultation was not taken forward into the 
2016 Preferred Options sites.  
 
The broad justification for the Council’s selection of ‘preferred’ 
sites over other sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This follows consultation with 
statutory consultees, and consideration of relevant evidence 
base. All proposed sites must also be the subject of sustainability 
appraisal (the Council’s S.A. will be published as part of its 
evidence base). 

PO1527 Ms Angie 
Guest 

  Object Lee066 Detrimental impact on an important & much valued amenity area. The location 
provides a green space accessible to and used by the wider population of leek for 
walking cycling and jogging. The mount follows part of the route of the Staffs Moorlands 
walk ‘Leek Landscapes’ managed by the SDMC and marked on the OS 1:25000 map. 
Described in the leaflet published by the district council as offering a walk ‘through 
attractive farmland with interesting views over Leek. This would be compromised by the 
development. The panoramic views from The Mount over the skyline of Leek and 
countryside beyond are 2 nd to none. These would be severely restricted. The scale 
and the unbalanced distribution of this development sites, concentrated in this part of 
the town will lead to increase traffic in making the mount a busy road between the 
Ashbourne & Buxton roads as well as loss of a rural environment outside the town’s 
boundary. 

 Comments noted. Note that this site which was included in the 
2015 ‘Site Options’ consultation was not taken forward into the 
2016 Preferred Options sites.  
 
The broad justification for the Council’s selection of ‘preferred’ 
sites over other sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This follows consultation with 
statutory consultees, and consideration of relevant evidence 
base. All proposed sites must also be the subject of sustainability 
appraisal (the Council’s S.A. will be published as part of its 
evidence base). 

PO1562 Miss A 
Hampson 

  Object LE066 Any development in the Mount on proposed sites will be visible from some 
distance, thereby impacting not just on leek, but also the wider area. The infrastructure 
is inadequate I am not convinced the possibility of infill sites in leek   

 Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included as a residential 
allocation in the Local Plan. 
 
The broad justification for the Council’s selection of ‘preferred’ 
sites over other sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This follows consultation with 
statutory consultees, and consideration of relevant evidence 
base. All proposed sites must also be the subject of sustainability 
appraisal (the Council’s S.A. will be published as part of its 
evidence base). 

PO1563 Miss A 
Hampson 

  Object LE128 Any development in the Mount on proposed sites will be visible from some 
distance, thereby impacting not just on leek, but also the wider area. The infrastructure 
is inadequate I am not convinced the possibility of infill sites in leek   

 See para response to PO1525 about landscape 
evidence 

 See para response to PO1733 about Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan 

 See para response to PO415 about Leek housing 
requirements and windfall allowance 

 
PO1564 Miss A 

Hampson 
  Object LEE069 Any development in the Mount on proposed sites will be visible from some 

distance, thereby impacting not just on leek, but also the wider area. The infrastructure 
is inadequate I am not convinced the possibility of infill sites in leek   

 Comments noted. Note that this site which was included in the 
2015 ‘Site Options’ consultation was not taken forward into the 
2016 Preferred Options sites.  
 
The broad justification for the Council’s selection of ‘preferred’ 
sites over other sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This follows consultation with 
statutory consultees, and consideration of relevant evidence 
base. All proposed sites must also be the subject of sustainability 
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appraisal (the Council’s S.A. will be published as part of its 
evidence base). 

PO1565 Miss A 
Hampson 

  Object LEE143 Any development in the Mount on proposed sites will be visible from some 
distance, thereby impacting not just on leek, but also the wider area. The infrastructure 
is inadequate I am not convinced the possibility of infill sites in leek   

 Comments noted. Note that this site which was included in the 
2015 ‘Site Options’ consultation was not taken forward into the 
2016 Preferred Options sites.  
 
The broad justification for the Council’s selection of ‘preferred’ 
sites over other sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This follows consultation with 
statutory consultees, and consideration of relevant evidence 
base. All proposed sites must also be the subject of sustainability 
appraisal (the Council’s S.A. will be published as part of its 
evidence base). 

PO1566 Miss A 
Hampson 

  Object LE234 Any development in the Mount on proposed sites will be visible from some 
distance, thereby impacting not just on leek, but also the wider area. The infrastructure 
is inadequate I am not convinced the possibility of infill sites in leek   

 Comments noted. Note that this site did not form part of either 
the 2015 ‘Site Options’ consultation nor the 2016 Preferred 
Options sites. 
 
The broad justification for the Council’s selection of ‘preferred’ 
sites over other sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This follows consultation with 
statutory consultees, and consideration of relevant evidence 
base. All proposed sites must also be the subject of sustainability 
appraisal (the Council’s S.A. will be published as part of its 
evidence base). 

PO1567 Miss A 
Hampson 

  Object LLE134a Any development in the Mount on proposed sites will be visible from some 
distance, thereby impacting not just on leek, but also the wider area. The infrastructure 
is inadequate I am not convinced the possibility of infill sites in leek   

 Comments noted. Note that site LE143A was included in the 
2015 ‘Site Options’ consultation but was not taken forward into 
the 2016 Preferred Options sites.  
 
The broad justification for the Council’s selection of ‘preferred’ 
sites over other sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This follows consultation with 
statutory consultees, and consideration of relevant evidence 
base. All proposed sites must also be the subject of sustainability 
appraisal (the Council’s S.A. will be published as part of its 
evidence base). 

PO3920   Hourigan 
Connolly 

Object Hourigan Connolly is promoting land at Buxton Road, Leek for inclusion in the 
Staffordshire Moorlands District Local Plan as a housing allocation. [Refer to 
Report attached to Question 1 which includes response to Question 14]. 

See response to Question 6 – response PO3919.  

PO3914 Ms Mairead 
Kiely 

  Object We note that planning permission (ref. 10/00042/OMAJEI) was granted on Churnet 
Works, Macclesfield Road, Leek back in 2011. This granted full planning permission for 
a new superstore, retail units, employment units and a petrol filling station as well as 
outline permission for residential development. This permission has been part 
implemented, for example the foodstore has been built out and is now occupied by 
Sainsbury’s. Although the residential permission has now lapsed, other elements of the 
scheme such as the retail units could still be implemented under this permission. We 
note that the red line boundary for this planning permission extends beyond the town 
settlement boundary proposed in Map 4.1 ‘Leek West’. We also note that the Churnet 
Works site is not allocated for development. We consider that the town settlement 
boundary proposed in Map 4.1 should be extended to include the land contained within 
the Churnet Works planning permission. We also consider that the site should be 
allocated for mixed use development, having regard to its planning history and ability to 
meet planning needs. Given its previously proven acceptability we would suggest this 
allocation should encompass a range of uses including retail, employment and 
residential (as previously permitted and considered acceptable at this location) but also 

See response to PO3913 under Question 6. 
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to include hotel and leisure uses. 
PO3915 Ms Sophie 

Trouth 
Pegasus 
Group 

Object We act on behalf of owner of SHLAA site LE147. The site is being promoted by the 
landowners as a suitable site for residential development. [Representation form 
attached]. 

 Comments noted. Note that this site which was included in the 
2015 ‘Site Options’ consultation was not taken forward into the 
2016 Preferred Options sites.  
 
The broad justification for the Council’s selection of ‘preferred’ 
sites over other sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This follows consultation with 
statutory consultees, and consideration of relevant evidence 
base including ecological evidence. All proposed sites must also 
be the subject of sustainability appraisal (the Council’s S.A. will 
be published as part of its evidence base). 
 
In particular the site forms part of a wider SBI – refer to Core 
Startegy Policy NE1 which states that development will not 
normally be permitted across such sites. It is noted that the 
illustrative scheme provided does not show residential 
development across the entire site, makes allowance for a 
badger sett buffer, and provides for the restoration of the 
adjacent listed well, however development across any part of the 
site would need to be justified against this policy. 

PO3930 Mr Phil 
Bamford 

Gladman 
Developments 

Object This submission provides Gladman Development’s written representations on the 
Staffordshire Moorlands Preferred Option Sites and Boundaries Consultation.  These 
representations concern the following matters. Duty to Cooperate Sustainability 
Appraisal Objectively Assessed Housing Need Development Requirements and 
Distribution Green Belt Review Preferred Option Sites and Boundaries - Leek. [Refer to 
2 submitted attachments to Question 1]. 

 See response to Question 6 – response PO3929. 

PO3939 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PO3931 

Mr Mike O 
Brien 

WYG Object 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Object 

Submitted Representations Report [attached to Question 1]: argues that residual Leek 
housing requirement should be increased by incorporating a 10% buffer (given previous 
under-delivery); argues that none of the proposed housing allocations for Leek are 
considered likely to be developed within the next five years [in contrast to LE243], and 
therefore the identified housing shortfall in Leek will not have been addressed. Argues 
current housing density range expectations in Policy H1 are unrealistic ; includes a 
deliverability/viability overview of Bode Business Park LE243 arguing that the site fails 
to meet any of the criteria required to safeguard employment sites as set out in Policy 
EM2 of the Core Strategy (outlined at paragraph 5.2.1 of this report) and should 
therefore be allocated for residential development. 
 
This representation has been prepared by WYG planning & Environment on behalf of 
Key Plant Automation Limited to support the allocation of land at Bode Business Park, 
Ball Haye Green, Leek for residential development. The owner of the site is to re-locate 
the Key Plant Automation business to an alternative location and is considering 
alternative uses for the present site. This representation aims to demonstrate that 
further consideration should be given to the allocation of the site for residential use. 
 
Council should increase District and Leek housing requirements consequently to 
allocate more Leek housing sites (including LE243); and revisiting the proposed 
allocations in light of Policy SS5a of the Core Strategy which states that priority will be 
given to previously developed sites within the urban area. 

  See para response to PO92 about Leek housing 
requirements and windfall allowance 

 The Council will be reviewing its current Core Strategy 
Policies following public consultation later in 2017 
 

Comments and confirmation of owner position, noted. The 
emerging Local Plan sets out how the residual housing 
requirement for Leek will be achieved by a combination of 
allocations within the urban area, and along the Mount (making 
allowance for windfall/small sites allowances). Additional housing 
sites around Leek are not required. 
 
All of the sites referenced above are identified as either available 
now, or potentially available in the SHLAA. The Council 
communicates with landowners of affected sites to ensure they 
are available, prior to selection. 
 

 See para response to PO1683 about viability study  
 

As set out in the Options site assessment tables on the website, 
a number of sites within the Leek development boundary are not 
proposed as either preferred allocations or ‘reserve’ sites owing 
to the fact that these sites could come forward at any time and 
be assessed against relevant Core Strategy and NPPF policies. 
 

 See para response to PO427 about western Green Belt 
 



Question 14 Do you have any other comments to make regarding Leek? 
 

    16 
 

The density expectations set out in Pol H1 were deemed sound 
by the Examination Inspector, and the NPPF allows for individual 
LPAs to adopt their own approaches according to Local 
circumstances. Policy H1 in the emerging Local Plan expects 
that all housing development should be at the most appropriate 
density compatible with the site and its location, and with the 
character of the surrounding area. It also assumes that higher 
densities will be appropriate in locations which are accessible by 
public transport. The policy is not considered to ‘straitjacket’ 
schemes to a certain density, as it allows for consideration of the 
surrounding streetscene. Also the Council acknowledges the 
growing importance of SuDS integration into scheme layouts. 
 

PO9241 Mr John 
Burnett 

  Object I wish to formally object to the plans currently in consultation to allocate land for housing 
around the Mount Road in Leek. I have other concerns about the wider impact to others 
who may not view this as important. Leeks infrastructure is already at breaking point. In 
particular the road system is literally not fit for purpose. Since the short sighted decision 
to alter the traffic flow through our town was taken, the flow of traffic particularly from 
West to East has been severely curtailed resulting in large traffic build ups through a 
normal working day. I can only imagine the building of 100's of new houses on the East 
End of Leeks existing boundary will at best double the misery already experienced by 
hundreds of travellers each day and cause untold economic and environmental damage 
to our market town.  

Comments noted. See responses to Question 10 – regarding 
sites around The Mount. 

PO9184 Mrs E 
Adams 

  Object [Sites LE057/LE069/LE066]: We would like to object to the developments proposed 
around The Mount.  This is a very popular safe area to walk.  It has a high quality 
landscape which would be restricted by the developments and traffic would increase 
significantly on the roads linking Buxton road and Ashbourne road. Visitors to the area 
also like this walk. 

 Comments noted. Note that LE057/LE069 which were included 
in the 2015 ‘Site Options’ consultation was not taken forward into 
the 2016 Preferred Options sites.  
 
Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included as a residential 
allocation in the Local Plan. 
 
The broad justification for the Council’s selection of ‘preferred’ 
sites over other sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. This follows consultation with 
statutory consultees, and consideration of relevant evidence 
base. All proposed sites must also be the subject of sustainability 
appraisal (the Council’s S.A. will be published as part of its 
evidence base). 

PO9255 Ms Joan 
Hobster 

  Object When making their decisions after June 13 th , I beg the planning committee NOT to 
allow ONE green field to be included in the site allocations while one brown field site 
remains a possibility for development. For example, it seems criminal to me to exclude 
Springhill and Knivedon Hall on Mount Road ( LE066, neither buildings of beauty and 
already Council owned) while destroying green the fields, opposite and alongside. 
(LE142a, LE128a) We have several old mills in Leek that have been tastefully 
developed and preserved as examples of Leek's industrial heritage. It would be no loss 
to that heritage if the remaining ugly, and increasingly dangerous, mills were 
demolished to provide land for housing. Mill Street is a prime example of this. It is a 
danger and an eyesore and must give an appalling impression to visitors approaching 
our town from Macclesfield. PLEASE, NOT ONE GREEN FIELD WHILE BROWN 
SITES EXIST 

  See para response to PO415 about Leek housing 
requirements and windfall allowance  
 

The Council must conduct public consultation concerning its 
emerging Local Plan as set out in the Local Plan regulations (or 
exceeding these requirements); and in also in accordance with 
the Council’s adopted Statement of Community Involvement.  All 
stages of the local Plan (including consultations) must be agreed 
by the elected Council Assembly; and all meetings of the Council 
Assembly are open to the public. 
 
The 2016 Landscape impact study concludes that: 
 - LE142A to be of high landscape sensitivity as the site is 
visually prominent and visible from the PDNP, as it is located 
atop of the ridge that screens views of Leek; 
 - LE128A and LE128B to be of medium landscape sensitivity 
and recommends that site-specific landscape mitigation 
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measures  could include advanced planting and landscaping on 
the eastern boundary, and limited building heights in the eastern 
half of the site; 
- LE066 to be of high landscape sensitivity owing to its location, 
despite the presence of site screening.  
Note the findings of this study form part of a wider evidence base 
to support SMDC’s Local Plan. Its conclusions must be weighed 
against other evidence. 
 
Note that Kniveden Hall LE066 is included as a residential 
allocation in the Local Plan. 
 

 See para response to PO9343 about listed buildings 
PO9067 Mrs 

Suzanne 
Dimmick 

  Object Sainsbury's site would be a far better option for large scale affordable housing on a 
main road in an already established residential area than in a semi rural area that will 
be changed forever. I thought that this was part of the agreement to Sainsbury's coming 
in to town and us losing our roundabout. 

 See para response to PO415 about Leek housing 
requirements and windfall allowance 

 
The Sainsburys site as part of its mixed use consent 
SMD/2013/1098 still enjoys residential consent on part of the 
site. This permission remains intact because the wider 
Sainsburys redevelopment has commenced. Residential 
permissions such as this ‘count’ as commitments against the 
residual housing requirement for the town to 2031. 

PO9177 Mr and Mrs 
S A 
Hodkinson 

  Object Another point to make is there are hundreds of empty properties throughout the 
Staffordshire Moorlands therefore if there is really a great need for additional housing 
which there is no evidence to suggest this. Also in this day and age we as a country are 
very conscious trying to reduce our carbon footprint and recycling everything possible. 
Therefore question why does this not apply to housing. There are all these properties 
sitting empty and you are wanting to build more, do we really need more if we already 
have so many empty. This includes new builds that have being built in the past twelve 
months that are vacant. Also question who are you expecting to buy these properties or 
live in them. There is obviously no jobs or prospects for people to want to move into 
Leek otherwise they would be here now. You only need to open the local paper or look 
on the internet there are always hundreds of properties at all prices for sale and up for 
rent in Leek. If you by some miracle find hundreds of families to live in these houses 
then question how do you propose to improve the infrastructure. It already takes up to 
twenty minutes to drive from one end of Leek town to the other and this isn’t even in 
‘rush hour’. We certainly don’t have enough schools and the GP’s are already stretched 
to capacity. 

 See para response to PO3659 on housing needs 
evidence 

 
The Council’s sustainable development policies SD1 and SD3 
contain expectations concerning sustainable use of resources 
within new development; and also support other measures linked 
to carbon-saving, such as contribution to District Heating etc. 
 

 See para response to PO415 about Leek housing 
requirements and windfall allowance 

 See para response to PO1733 about highways  
 See para response to PO1733 about educational 

requirements 
 See para response to PO1733 on Infrastructure Delivery 

Plan 

PO9210 Ms Margaret 
Clowes 

  Object Mount Road, Leek - Site LE125 I wish to register an objection to the proposed housing 
sites on the above road. This road is an important local amenity, it has been a favourite 
place with the people of Leek for years and years. It is a wonderful place to walk, cycle 
etc., and because it is on the  doorstep is used by many people each day. To build on 
the road (as you propose) would ruin this pleasurable pass time for many people. In this 
day and age when people are encouraged  to take more exercise it seems a backwood 
step. Also to accommodate such a large number of houses and associated vehicular 
traffic, the road would have to be widened considerably,  thus a quiet walk in the 
countryside would disappear. The junctions at either end of Mount Road are not easy to 
pull out of. I have witnessed one traffic collision at the Buxton Road end recently and 
also two very near misses. Since the Amos  development was allowed at the old garage 
site on Ashbourne Road with it's associated highway alterations, the pull out from the 
Ashbourne Road side of Mount Road is more difficult. Question how will  these two 
junctions cope with the traffic numbers that your proposals would generate. Question 
why is it necessary to propose such a large number of new houses when there are a 
considerable number of ones which are already vacant in the town and also  a number 

 See para response to PO1754 about open spaces and 
countryside access 

 
Development proposals affecting the routes of recognised public 
rights of way would need to make allowance for them.  
 

 See para response to PO1733 about highways  
 See para response to PO3659 on housing needs 

evidence 
 See para response to PO415 about Leek housing 

requirements and windfall allowance 
 See para response to PO2818 about option sites 

assessments and sustainability appraisal 
 See para response to PO427 about western Green Belt 
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of disused mills which could be converted to housing. Question w hy has the majority of 
new housing proposed for Leek got to be in this area. Years ago there was a proposal 
to build off the Macclesfield Road, question why is this not included in your proposals. 
And finally, question why does the local authority come up with one figure when our MP 
comes up with a lesser one. 

PO9334 Mr Derek 
Simkins 

  Object Response form submitted [attached] which: queries lack of information on Leek's future 
in the Preferred Options consultation; queries lack of plans to change mills into 
apartments; queries plan to expand services to acommodate Leek's growth; suggests 
possible route for link road which links the town's 4 main roads. raises further questions 

  See para response to PO415 about Leek housing 
requirements and windfall allowance 

 
The broad justification for the Council’s selection of ‘preferred’ 
sites over other sites, is site out in the ‘Options Site 
Assessments’ on the website. All proposed sites must also be 
the subject of sustainability appraisal (the Council’s S.A. will be 
published as part of its evidence base). 
 
These Assessments set out that it would not be appropriate to 
allocate all initial ‘site options’, either because they lie within the 
town development boundary so schemes arising could in any 
event be assessed against Development Plan policies; or for 
other reasons. 
 
•  See para response to PO1733 about highways 
 
Adopted Core Strategy Policy T2 sets out the circumstances the 
Council would support new road schemes; Policies T1 and T2 
set out when improvements/financial contributions to the road 
network are expected.  
 
The Strategic Policy controlling future growth of Leek is already 
set out in Core Strategy Policy SS6A. The town’s future 
development requirements to 2031 are already set out in pages 
12-16 in the Preferre Options consultation document. 
 

 See para response to PO1733 on Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan 

 See par response to PO1754 about affordable housing 
 See para response to PO3659 on housing needs 

evidence 
PO9223 Mrs Lesley 

Roberts 
 Object Representations form submitted [attached] objecting to: 

 District housing requirement as this deviates from ONS data 
 
 

 development at the Mount (L127, L128a L140, L142a L142b) on landscape 
protection grounds (setting of national park); lack of screening; 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 See para response to PO3659 on housing needs 

evidence 
 
The Council uses evidence to justify its selection of ‘Preferred’ 
allocation sites from wider sites. This includes landspace impact 
evidence. The most recent 2016 landscape impact study also 
assessed impacts from the Peak Park, and concluded that the 
various Mount sites exhibited low- through to high- landscape 
sensitivity; it also provided recommendations regarding 
mitigatory measures where appropriate.  It concluded:  
- LE127 to be of high landscape sensitivity; development within 
the site would likely be visible from the PDNP and could 
therefore affect its setting. 
- LE128A and LE128B to be of medium landscape sensitivity 
and recommends that site-specific landscape mitigation 
measures  could include advanced planting and landscaping on 
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 as development along the Mount will require major infrastructure (roads) 
 

 future commuting patterns across town. 
 

the eastern boundary, and limited building heights in the eastern 
half of the site; 
- LE140 to be of medium landscape sensitivity; recommending 
that site-specific landscape mitigation measures could include 
advanced planting and landscaping on the eastern boundary, 
and limited building heights in the eastern half of the site. 
- LE142A to be of high landscape sensitivity as the site is visually 
prominent and visible from the PDNP, as it is located atop of the 
ridge that screens views of Leek; 
 - LE142B to be of high landscape sensitivity as the site is visible 
from the Peak Park and could affect its setting; and could also 
affect the rural approach to Leek from the Peak Park. 
 
Note that landscape evidence must be weighed against all other 
relevant evidence when the Council selects ‘Preferred’ sites. 
 

 See para response to PO1733 about highways 
 See para response to PO1733 about Leek employment 

land requirements 
 
 

PO4392 Mr Andy 
Frost 

 Object On behalf of our client, The Kemshead Family, we wish to make Representations in 
respect of land at Mount Road, Leek. The aim is to secure the allocation of the entire 
site within their ownership for residential development in the emerging Local Plan.  
 
We note that the Council proposes an annual housing requirement of 320 homes per 
year across the District over the period 2012 to 2031 (i.e. 6080 additional homes in 
total). However, we consider this to be inadequate. The requirement should be 
significantly higher, at approximately 440 dwellings per annum: 320 homes per year 
across the District is inadequate because it fails to support potential employment 
growth. It is also unlikely to fully address affordable housing needs in the District. Also 
seriously doubt the deliverability of the windfall and small sites allowance which has 
been made in calculating likely supply.  
 
For the reasons given [in the Supporting Statement] the Plan is therefore ‘unsound’ at 
present.  
 
[Refer to attached Supporting Statement letter]. 
 

Comments and confirmation of owner position, noted. The 
emerging Local Plan sets out how the residual housing 
requirement for Leek will be achieved by a combination of 
allocations within the urban area, and along the Mount (making 
allowance for windfall/small sites allowances). Additional housing 
sites around Leek are not required. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework requires that local 
planning authorities identify the objectively assessed need for 
housing in their areas, and that Local Plans translate those 
needs into land provision targets.  The Council has prepared a 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment to assess the district’s full 
housing needs, including affordable housing, whilst taking into 
account migration and demographic change. 
 
The large windfall site allowance for Leek in Table 4.1 of the 
consultation booklet is based on assumed potential capacity of 
redevelopment sites in the town, and differs to that of the other 
towns.  The small sites allowance is based on an average of 
previous years residential completions. 

PO3941 Mr Alan Knott Knights LLP Support [Site Plan and letter attached to representation, stating:] This letter is submitted on 
behalf of Renew Land Developments Limited who have an interest in the promotion of 
land to the west of Mount Road, Leek (site references LE069, LE127, LE128a, 
LE128b). Site references LE128A and LE127 are identified in the current consultation 
as “Draft Potential Allocations”, and sites LE069 and LE128b are shown as “Draft 
Reserve Sites”. In the case of all of these sites, Renew Land Developments Limited 
consider that all of the land within the attached red edge plan should be allocated for 
housing development, including public open space and the retention of existing trees 
across the site.  
 
Housing Requirement In response to the proposed increase in the annual housing 
requirement from 300 dwellings per annum in the adopted Core Strategy, to 320 
dwellings as part of the review being carried out as part of the Preferred Options 

Comments and confirmation of owner position, noted. The 
emerging Local Plan sets out how the residual housing 
requirement for Leek will be achieved by a combination of 
allocations within the urban area, and along the Mount (making 
allowance for windfall/small sites allowances). Additional housing 
sites around Leek are not required. 
 
Note that LE128b is included alongside LE128A, as a residential 
allocation in the Local Plan. Site LE069 is not included. 
 
The Council is undertaking a review of  open space, sport and 
recreation facilities which includes an updated playing pitch 
strategy.   
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Consultation, our client supports the proposed increase in the annual housing 
requirement, as this increase is considered to be justified by the latest evidence of 
housing need contained in the updated Strategic Housing Market  Assessment.  
 
The proposed distribution of housing across the area is also supported, including 
providing 30% of the overall housing requirement in Leek (which is one of the three 
largest towns in the District). The provision of additional housing in the Leek would be 
compatible with its role and function as a large settlement, containing a town centre, 
and a range of other services and facilities, including a small hospital, a range of 
education provision, and a good range of employment opportunities. Leek therefore has 
a good range of services to support additional housing development. Conversely, 
developer contributions and / or CIL levies that would arise from additional housing 
development would also support the improvement and enhancement of public services 
and local infrastructure where required.  
 
Otherwise, additional housing allocations on the edge of larger towns such as Leek 
would not only meet requirements for open market housing, but it would also facilitate 
the delivery of starter homes and affordable housing in order to enable the plan to meet 
the Government’s housing objectives. 

 
The emerging Local Plan policy NE2 protects all existing trees 
on site, or where this is not possible, expects a 2 for 1 
replacement. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework requires that local 
planning authorities identify the objectively assessed need for 
housing in their areas, and that Local Plans translate those 
needs into land provision targets.  The Council has prepared a 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment to assess the district’s full 
housing needs, including affordable housing, whilst taking into 
account migration and demographic change. 
 
 

 See para response to PO4392 about justification for 320 
annual housing requirement 

 
The justification for the broad apportionment of future housing 
and employment land between the three towns, and the rural 
areas under Core Strategy Spatial Strategy Policy SS3, is set out 
in the Core Strategy (and retained in emerging local Plan). This 
was accepted as sound by the Planning inspector at 
examination. 
 

 See para response to PO1733 about Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan 
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Object/ 
General 
Commen
t  

Consultee Comments Officer Response 

PO2307 
PO2308 
PO2309 
PO2304 
PO2305 
PO2306 

Mrs Miriam 
Burns 
Mr Burns 

      Object I am writing to protest against the latest site allocation 
plan for the SMDC. To build upwards of 4000 house in 
our beautiful area is criminal. It is obvious a central 
government ploy, of threats, then offer of £1000.00/ 
house has worked. For the SMDC to deny the £1000 
donation has no bearing on the decision is pure fantasy. 
The area most concerned is to myself are the site 
allocated off mount road, leek. At present most of the 
estates west of mount road are below the crest of the 
mount, the proposed sites in places near or near to the 
crest, which will make them highly visible over a large 
area, particularly at night with street lighting. The site ref 
LE127 is of particular interest to me, it is obvious access 
to the site will be through the south end of high view 
road with services readily available. If we are building 
approx. 100 houses on LE127, we can expect a large 
increase in traffic along high view road and moorland 
road. Sites ref: LE066 & LE128 will be close proximity to a 
35mtr high wind turbine and the plans already approved, 
which is highly undesirable. The building off 800 houses 
mainly on the eastern flank of the town does not seem 
logical. There must be other sites in the southern and 
western flank of leek which could be exploited; the 
advantage of this would be to reduce the great impact 
on schools & amenities in the mount catchment area. 
Other problems concern electrical supply, gas supply, 
water supply sewage disposal, which can create serious 
problems due to the massive local increase in demand. 

See response relevant question in site tables for site 
specific comments 
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