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HIGH PEAK BOROUGH COUNCIL
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE

Date 10th September 2018

Application 
No:

HPK/2017/0247

Location Land At Linglongs Road, Whaley Bridge, Derbyshire
Proposal Reserved Matters application for 107 dwellings and 

associated works 
Applicant BDW Trading operating as Barratt Homes
Agent N/A   
Parish/ward Whaley Bridge   Date registered 7th June 2017 
If you have a question about this report please contact: Jane 
Colley,  Jane.Colley@highpeak.gov.uk  Tel: 01298 28400 ext. 4981

REFERRAL

This application has been brought before the Development Control 
Committee as it comprises major development. 

1. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION

Approve, subject to conditions 

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS

2.1The site lies to the south west of Whaley Bridge on land which slopes 
in an easterly direction. The highest point on the land is along the 
western boundary and adjacent to Linglongs Road. To the east are a 
number of mature trees which screen the site from the industrial estate 
known as Botany Business Park.  The land is currently used for grazing. 
And covers 6.3 hectares in area. To the north are residential properties 
along Macclesfield Road.  

2.2 A large number of trees, protected by a tree preservation order 
(TPO 262) dissect the site, and form an important landscaping screen, 
behind which properties and their rear gardens along Macclesfield Road 
form the backdrop to the site when viewed from the south. 

2.3 The Goyt Way - Midshires Way long distance recreational trail runs 
through the site in a north south direction, providing access from Taxal 
(Linglongs Road) to Macclesfield Road to the north and beyond onto 
Reddish Lane.  
 
  

3. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL 
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3.1  This reserved matters application seeks to agree layout, access, 
scale, appearance and landscaping following the grant of outline 
planning consent HPK/2014/0119 in May 2015 for up to 107 houses and 
the resolution to approve a revision to three planning conditions made 
by Members in July pursuant to the recent Section 73 application ref 
HPK/2017/0694. 

3.2 The submitted plans show the vehicular access taken from 
Linglongs Road. The site is broadly divided into three areas, one area 
located to the north western section of the site, one area to the north 
east and one to the south east. 

3.3 The total number of houses proposed is 107 comprising a mixture of 
1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 bedroom dwellings. The majority of the houses are two 
storeys, with only 3 detached houses being 2.5 storeys and a block of 6 
apartments contained within 3 storeys. The dwellings are arranged as 
detached, semi detached, terrace and one apartment block.    

The submitted plans show the following open market housing mix: 

3 bed houses = 23 
4 bed houses = 49
5 bed houses = 3

The submitted plans show the following affordable housing mix: 

1 bed apartments = 6
2 bed houses = 17
3 bed houses = 9

3.4 The Midshires Way which runs through the site in a north south 
direction between Macclesfield Road and towards Taxal would be 
retained as part of the development proposals.   

3.5 The application is accompanied by an Affordable Housing 
Statement, Archaeological Evaluation report, a Design and Access 
Statement, Energy Statement, Utility Statement, Noise Assessment, 
Transport Assessment and Travel Plan, Site Investigation Report, 
Refuse Strategy Layout, detailed landscape plans, Biodiversity 
Management Plan.  

3.6 Since the initial submission two sets of revised plans have been 
received and have been the subject of reconsultation with local 
residents. The latest set of revised plans, which have not been the 
subject of reconsultation with local residents, show trees 69, 57 and 58 
to be retained. As a consequence a minor alteration to the road 
alignment layout has been made with the removal of respect of plots 12 
and 500, plot 12 is now facing onto the cul de sac road and plot 500 
(now plot 102) repositioned to south east section of the site.    
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4. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

4.1 The following is a summary of the relevant planning applications 
relating to the site.

HPK/2017/0694 Variation of conditions 5, 24 and 31 
relating to HPK/2014/0119

Pending

DOC/2017/0071 Discharge of conditions in relation to 
HPK/2014/0119 
5,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,18,20,21,23,2
6,28,29 & 30

Pending

HPK/2014/0119 Proposed outline permission for up to 107 
dwellings including landscaping and 
public open space 

Approved 
7/5/15

5. PLANNING POLICIES RELEVANT TO THE DECISION

High Peak Local Plan 2016

S1 – Sustainable Development Principles
S1a – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
S2 – Settlement Hierarchy
EQ1 – Climate Change
EQ6 – Design and Place Making
EQ7 – Built and Historic Environment
EQ9 – Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows
EQ10 Pollution Control and Unstable Land
EQ11 – Flood Risk Management 
H1 – Location of Housing Development
H3 – New Housing Development
CF1 – Retail and Town Centres
CF3 - Local Infrastructure Provision
CF6 – Accessibility and Transport
CF7 – Planning Obligations and Community Infrastructure Provision

Supplementary Planning Guidance

Residential Design Guide SPD 2005
Planning Obligations SPD 2005

National Planning Policy Framework 2018
Section 2: Achieving sustainable development
Section 4: Decision making 
Section 5: Delivering a sufficient supply of homes
Section 6: Building a strong competitive economy
Section 8: Promoting healthy and safe communities 
Section 9: Promoting sustainable transport 
Section 11: Making effective use of land 
Section 12: Achieving well-designed places
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Section 10: Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and 
coastal change
Section 11: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment
Section 12: Conserving and enhancing the historic environment

6. CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT

Site notice Expiry date for comments: 024/07/2018 
Neighbour letters Expiry date for comments: 11/07/2018
Press notice Expiry date for comments: 08/02/2018 

Public Comments: 
110 Letters/emails of objection have been received, some of which are 
objectors responding more than once to the consultation, raising the 
following concerns: 

 Building on green belt land across the midshires way will have a 
negative impact on ecology and biodiversity, including badgers, 
owls, woodpeckers and meadow land.

 So many new homes will put a strain on the resources of the 
town including primary schools, dentists and medical facilities.

 Due to the terrain, people are unlikely to make the journey to 
Whaley Bridge on foot or by bike. 

 Buses do not run in the evenings and are infrequent, the buses 
are subsidized by Derbyshire County Council and a recent review 
has suggested that subsidies will be withdrawn. Therefore new 
residents are likely to take their cars for trips into Whaley Bridge 
which will have a negative effect on congestion and town centre 
parking. 

 The accesses would not meet the 6C’s guidance.  
 If people do not walk or drive into Whaley Bridge because of 

congestion, they are more likely to drive to Macclesfield therefore 
removing any economic benefits for local businesses and the 
Whaley Bridge community.

 There is already terrible congestion at the Macclesfield Road, 
Buxton Road and Chapel Road junction (Horwich End), 
particularly during peak and school drop off times. 

 The proposed access onto Macclesfield Road is dangerous, the 
access onto Linglongs Road is unsafe, and a danger to motorists, 
cyclists, wheelchair users and pedestrians. 

 The Council has a 5 years supply of housing, therefore the 
development is not necessary.
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 The access point onto Linglongs Road will create congestion and 
increase the volume of traffic down this narrow road. The junction 
with Macclesfield Road is insufficient to accommodate additional 
traffic. 

 The access point between 84 and 90 Macclesfield Road will 
increase the volume of traffic using this Macclesfield Road, which 
will be particularly problematic during peak times. This access 
would be dangerous as there is a steep hill. 

 Access to and from Taxal School already has difficulties owed to 
parked vehicles on the road, the proposal will exacerbate current 
tailbacks into Horwich End. 

 Traffic congestion and parking along Macclesfield Road is 
already a problem, an addition 200 vehicles will cause significant 
and acute problems.  

 There is no pavement on the side of Macclesfield Road that gives 
access to the site. The footpaths along Macclesfield Road are too 
narrow to be safe.

 When approaching the site from Kettleshume there is a blind 
summit.

 The submitted Transport Assessment is out of date, especially as 
other sites have been developed in surrounding areas. 

 Increase in pollution from the increased volume of traffic on 
Macclesfield Road and the town in general. 

 Children from the local area have already been refused entry to 
the local primary schools.  

 Development and run off will damage ecologically sensitive area 
at the  lower part of the site. 

 Wild deer regularly graze in this field. 
 This green space should not be developed, there are other 

brownfield site which would benefits from new development e.g. 
Jodrell Arms and Taxal Lodge and other agricultural land.

 The affordable housing pays lip service to the rules on the type of 
development, the majority of which are large houses than will 
yield a larger profit for the developer. 

 The development will blight Whaley Bridge.
 The traffic impact of this development along with HPK/2016/0516 

should be assessed.
 There have been more accidents this year on Macclesfield Road 

than previously.
 The footpaths along Macclesfield road are not safe or wide 

enough to provide safe passage. 
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 The changes to the footpath on Linglongs Road and widening 
works will encourage traffic to move quickly and cause disruption 
to local residents.   

 Macclesfield Road already experiences large lorries trying to 
access Botany Industrial Estate, any increase in traffic will impact 
on local residents.   

 The air ambulance has already been used several times due to 
traffic congestion. 

 New development should be accessed off the bypass and not by 
narrow roads such as Linglongs Road and Macclesfield Road.  

 The children’s area has been dropped from the plans.  
  This present government seems to be pressurising local 

authorities to rush into action, cutting corners in order to build 
often cheap and poorly designed homes that at lining the pockets 
of landowners and developers which have no care whatsoever 
for the communities. 

 The land is not vacant it is used of grazing.
 The suggestion that there is no consistent local vernacular is 

patronising to existing residents, the variability of the houses 
along Macclesfield Road is an asset and is the local character of 
this part of Whaley Bridge. High density development is not 
consistent with local character. 

 References to local schools is incorrect and local bus services.
 There are limited transport links to local schools and colleges, the 

nearest sixth form in New Mills is closing leaving the only sixth 
form provision out of the area. 

 This development is inappropriate and unsustainable.
 Information submitted with the application is out of date (e.g. 

transport assessment, traffic count and travel plan) and 
inadequate information has been submitted in respect of the 
accesses. 

 The junction onto Macclesfield Road from Linglongs Road does 
not meet highway standards in terms of sightlines and is 
inadequate.  

 What will the retaining wall on Linglongs Road look like? This will 
create a bottle neck because the widening works do not extend 
along the entire length.

 In creased traffic will create more noise disturbance.
 The development will destroy this valuable green space and 

trees. 
 The run off drainage will increase flood risk downstream in 

Horwich End and Whaley Bridge.
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 The majority of the houses will be sold to people from outside of 
the area.   

 The flow control valves to be installed on drainage outlets do not 
mimic the present situation by allowing unrestricted flow up to 
maximum flow restriction. 

 Loss of trees.
 The application does not take into account the considerable 

changes in the area since the initial application. There have been 
multiple developments in Chapel. 

 3 storey flats on elevated land are completely out of character 
with the existing housing near to the site. 

 The proximity of the houses and changes in land levels to 
residents along Macclesfield Road will have an unacceptable 
impact on privacy.

 It is unclear what changes to parking arrangements on 
Macclesfield Road itself are being proposed. 

 The public footpath through the site features as part of Stage 20 
of the new Peak District Boundary Walk, The layout does not 
satisfactorily mitigate the negative impact on what is currently 
open land. 

 Only 31 houses are proposed for affordable purposes which will 
not address housing issues in the area. 

 Whaley Bridge needs more affordable houses and bungalows for 
the elderly.

 The proposed materials which includes render and stone will not 
blend in. 

 There is no landscaping to the outer road edges.
 The site lies 100m from Peak District National Park, and will be 

visible from various vantage points. 
 The mix of dwellings is mainly 3 and 4 four bedroom, contrary to 

the Strategic Housing Market Assessment. The mix needs to 
based on evidence of need. 

 The proposals include 2.5 storeys but doesn’t explain what these 
are. 

 Several documents contradict one another. There is a lack of 
information concerning access.    

 The proposals will not integrate and compliment existing 
landscape character.

 The noises assessment does not address the noise impact on 
existing residents.  

 The impact of headlights should also be assessed. 
 The reserved matters application should be supported by a 

Heritage Statement in relation to Taxal Lodge.
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 Pedestrian access through the site will be compromised. 
 The proposals do not comply with the Environment Agency 

requirements to mimic the present water run off rates for all 
surface water inputs to the site.

 The site plan shows that the United Utilities surface water outfall 
(located NW field adjacent to Linglongs Road) drainage will be 
routed through the proposed development site with no 
attenuation.

 The fields regularly flood, flooding will increase elswhere. 
 Removal of dog walking areas. 
 Abandoned houses should be done up first. 
 No information has been submitted for the 31 conditions imposed 

at the outline stage.
 Insufficient time has been given to comment on the plans. 
 Some of the statements in the design and access statement and 

travel plan are incorrect e.g. there are no banks or butchers at 
Horwich End. 

 The consultation period has taken place when people are on 
holiday. 

 HPBC are not able to handle this application correctly and fairly.
 The  proposals are unattractive and unimaginative and are not 

carbon neutral. 
 The northern end of Whaley Bridge along the A6 should be 

developed. 
 The 900 houses approved in Chapel will impact on the Horwich 

End traffic junction.
 Whaley Bridge is often described as “The Gateway to the Goyt”, 

local tourism would suffer badly.
 Access to the site for large vehicles will be difficult and 

inappropriate. 
 The developer must demonstrate safe routes to school, mapped 

routes to bus stops, pavements and expected crossing points. 
 Loss of light, overshadowing. 
 The proposed level of car parking across the site is insufficient. 
 There are disable parking bays opposite the lower Macclesfield 

Road entrance. 
 This application is based on the theories of people who hate the 

countryside and want to destroy all small towns and villages 
because they think the people who live in them are politically and 
mentally backward.

 The amenities for youngsters, especially teenagers are few and 
far between. 
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 The visual impact of the development on the National Park would 
be disastrous.

 HPBC haven’t learn the lessons from the Ombudsman’s decision 
concerning the previous planning application.  

 There are no benefits of this development to residents in Whaley 
Bridge. 

 There are TPO trees on the site, some of which will be removed. 
These trees should be retained as they are important for wildlife. 

 The submitted access information is insufficient and does not 
accord with Article 9 (3) of the Town and County Planning Order 
2015.

 Under Article 5 (3) of the Development Management Procedure 
Order 2015 an outline application must indicate the area or areas 
where the accesses are to be situated. The Linglongs Road point 
of access differs at the outline stage from the Linglongs Road 
point of access in this application

 Whaley Bridge Matters do not believe that the applicant has the 
right to amend the point of access with submitting a further 
outline application. 

 Article 6 of the Town and County Planning Order 2015 states that 
any reserved matters application must be in line with the original 
planning application. It is evident that the reserved matters 
application is not in accordance with the outline consent, due to 
the omission of a children’s play area, the buildings of flats, 
density has increased from 25 dwellings per hectare to 30 
dwellings per hectare, more tress are to be felled, the soft 
planting to the south west of the site has been significantly 
reduced. 

 The differences between the planning layout for the reserved 
matters and the Development Framework for the outline 
application render the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 
invalid.

 The planning layout and other details submitted for the reserved 
matters application are clearly in breach of condition 31 of the 
outline consent. 

 A lighting plan should have been submitted to show light spill 
from the development and access road and its impact of 
neighbouring properties and the amount of intrusion into the 
countryside.  

 An updated Landscape and Visual Assessment should be 
submitted.

 There has been no community consultation with local residents 
by Barratts.
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 The discharge of planning conditions DOC/2017/0071 should be 
scrutinized by the planning committee. 

 The most serious concern is the access which is the same as 
that shown at the outline stage as Linglongs Road is not wide 
enough.

 The cycle paths do not connect to any local cycle path, it will just 
put cyclists onto Macclesfield Road. 

62 Neighbour representations objecting to the revised plans/details have 
been received stating: 

 Tree T74 is still shown for removal, to be replaced by plots 6 
and 7. 

 The gable end of plot 4 continues to feature three windows 
which will overlook and cause a loss of privacy to 138 
Macclesfield Road.

 Ground levels will be raised between 0.5m and 1.5m which will 
compromise the privacy of 138 Macclesfield further. 

 It is a dangerous T junction onto Macclesfield Road with traffic 
routinely breaking the speed limit. The S278 access works 
arrangement drawing shows the provision of a bus shelter to 
the left of the junction which will compromise the view of 
turning traffic. 

 The conclusion of the Supplementary Transport Assessment is 
flawed and is bias towards Barratts. Traffic congestion lasts 
longer than that states in the TA. 

 The development will destroy a greenfield site, which 
contributes hugely to preserving the pleasant rural character of 
Whaley Bridge.  

 The main access onto Linglongs Road is not wide enough to 
provide a decent pavement each side of the carriageway. 

 Macclesfield Road is very steep at the junction coming out of 
Linglongs Road, which is a dangerous junction. 

  The second entrance between 84-90 Macclesfield Road is 
even more dangerous, with very narrow pavements at this 
point on Macclesfield Road. 

 If double yellow lines are put down on Macclesfield Road near 
the second access point where will these residents park? 

 Local services, including schools, doctors and dentists will not 
be able to cope with additional houses. 

 Loss of habitat on the edge of the Peak District National Park. 
 Inadequate public transport to accommodate commuters. 
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 Building on green belt in a place of natural beauty is 
outrageous, there are other more suitable derelict/brownfield 
sites in Whaley Bridge. 

 At peak time Whaley Bridge is gridlocked with traffic. 
 Macclesfield Road is already a dangerous road. 
 The accesses will be dangerous for pedestrians. 
 Drainage is a major issue yet the application does not seem to 

have address this, concreting over the site will increase 
flooding elsewhere. 

 The current application does not fulfil the requirements of the 
Town and County Planning legislation. 

 Whaley Bridge does not need anymore housing, it is already 
an area for commuters who are unable to find local 
employment.  

 This is the area the town uses to get fresh air, quiet and space 
away from roads and houses. 

 Emergency services already struggle to get through Whaley 
during busy hours. 

 The development will not be beneficial to first time buyers.
 Public transport to workplaces are not adequate to support 

extra commuters. 
 The owners of White Briars have a right of way over the 

Midshires Way, the plans do not give us correct width of 
access as defined on our deeds.  

 The new homes bonus is bribery.
 Access to Taxal School is already difficult due to cars parked 

on the road. 
 The plans do not show the pedestrian crossing on Macclesfield 

Road. 
 Affordable housing is often ditched by developers once they 

have planning permission.
 The access does not take into account the needs of the 

disabled, elderly or young children.
 The revised/additional plans do not address access concerns 

and the negative impact on the National Park. 
 The site is home to wild deer, fox and owls and is a rich wild 

flower meadow in the summer months. 
 There will be more parked cars in the town itself, where there 

is limited parking owing to the increase in population.
 Future residents will not walk into the town as it is it too far. 
 Whaley Bridge Matters are in full agreement with comments 

made by Mr Hooley uploaded on 10th & 19th July 2017 and to 
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DOC/2017/0071, uploaded on 27th September and 26th 
October 2017 and the flooding concerns raised. 

 Whaley Bridge Matters note that the applicant is apparently 
utilising a tactic of subtly amending documents to make major 
changes without signposting those changes to relevant parties. 
For example which plans are currently active and which are 
superceded?

 Emergency vehicles already struggle to get up the hill and 
through the town. 

 With respect to the submitted transport assessment, the trip 
rates are between 25-30% lower than those in the original 
transport assessment, traffic flows at the Buxton Road junction 
have increased significantly since 2013, operational 
assessment of the junction shows significantly increased 
queues and severe delays in the future. There is a significant 
risk that additional pressure on vehicle capacity at the junction 
will serve to further reduce the provision for pedestrian and 
potential adverse highway safety implications. The operational 
assessment themselves were not made available in the 
original TA and are not made available in the Supplementary 
report. Footway widths to the west and east of the second 
access are very narrow and present a sever constraint, 
resulting in pedestrians and other vulnerable users walking on 
the carriageway. Access to local facilities is poor, and is made 
more difficult by the significant gradients involved, most 
journeys will be undertaken by private car and therefore the 
proposals are not in accordance with paragraph 34 of the 
NPPF. Linglongs Road will be reduced in width and not 
increased, the proposed works and intensification of use of 
Linglongs Road will lead to further structural damage to the 
property closest. It is not clear where a site compound can be 
established and how construction can be safely achieved. 

 Often large vehicles and vans are unable to pass one another 
on Macclesfield Road due to congestion and the parking of 
cars. 

 There have been several accidents in this area.
 The Council does not maintain adequately Linglongs Road, 

with repairs being ineffectual.
 The Council should not agree to the proposed variation to the 

unilateral agreement and the management plan as it serves a 
useful planning purpose in knowing who will be responsible for 
the management of the open spaces.
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 The developer is unaware of the presence of drains that 
discharge surface water onto the site from properties on 
Macclesfield Road. There is on old stone covered chamber 
behind 130 Macclesfield Road with multiple inlets for 
properties.

 Lizards have been found on land adjacent to the site. They are 
excluded from the biodiversity management plan. 

Whaley Bridge Matters (WBM): A total of 13 representations have 
been received, including from appointed representatives on highway, 
archaeological, surface water drainage and flood risk matters, previous 
correspondence from Richard Buxton in connection with the original 
outline consent HPK/2014/0119, the committee report for 
HPK/2014/0119,  an appeal decision in connection with the 
redevelopment of Taxal Lodge dated 10.11.11, copy of a letter dated 
27.08.18 to Derbyshire County Council Flood Risk Team, various 
documents relating to land pollution matters. In summary the following 
concerns are  raised:  

 The application site is now the subject of four separate 
applications, three of which are yet to be determined, no 
explanation has been provided by the Council when informing the 
public of this application inviting comments. How are the public 
expected to have any clear understanding? 

 The Local Government Ombudsman in relation to a complaint 
concerning HPK/2014/0119 concluded that the Councils initial 
evaluation of the application in August 2014 was significant 
flawed. Here we are several years later in relation to the same 
proposals facing uncertainty of process and legal twists as those 
which undermined the outline application. 

 The changes set out in the revised Development Framework 
substantially alter the proposed development from what has been 
approved under HPK/2014/0119.

 A section 73 application is not appropriate or valid in these 
circumstances. 

 WBM raised the fact that the reserved matters application was 
not in accordance with the outline consent in September 2017. 
Why has it taken so long to for this matter to be addressed? We 
considered that HPK/2017/0247 should be declared invalid.

 The highway Authority has not been included in the list of 
statutory consultees? Given the amendments to the point of 
access and internal roads, DCC need to evaluate these.

 What is the status of HPK/2017/0247? This is an application for 
the approval of reserved matters relying upon outline consent 
HPK/2014/0119. Section 73 application result in a new 
permission, does this mean HPK/2017/0247 is no longer being 
considered as a live application?
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 If this section 73 is passed, will a fresh reserved matters 
application be made?

 We would not expect any timeframe for public consultation to 
commence until you have provided these fundamental and basic 
details to use and the wider public affected.  

 Following the outcome of the previous LGO, they suggested that 
we should contact them to seek their intervention at an early 
stage if the Council continue to operate in a flawed manner. We 
reserve our rights in this regard.  

 To complicate matters the Council has initiated a further period of 
consultation on HPK/2017/0247 with over 70 new documents. 
Barratt Homes is one of the biggest housebuilders in the country 
and the Council should not even be entertaining such a half 
baked and sloppy applications, doing so reflects badly on the 
reputation of the Council as a whole. 

 On several days and on two successive weekends the Councils 
online portal has been made unavailable to view the documents. 

 Minor material amendments to conditions can be made via a 
section 73 process, but the changes should not be substantial or 
lead to significant differing development to that approved at the 
outline stage. The changes set out in the revised Development 
Frameworks substantially alter the proposed development from 
what was approved under HPK/2014/0119.  

 In an email from Ben Haywood on the 1st February 2018 it is 
stated that the development is not of a differing scale or nature. 
The council cannot legitimately say at this stage that it does not 
consider the section 73 application to be of a differing scale or 
nature. The consultation period is still underway and the 
proposed changes whether they are minor material or not is a 
matter for the Planning Committee to decide. The statement by 
Ben Haywood suggests that the application has been 
predetermined by the Council. 

 The applicant discloses in its Cover letter details of pre-
application advice received from the Council. Given that the 
Council has reportedly suggested the use of a section 73 as a 
vehicle and has apparently already concluded that the proposed 
development is not of a different scale or nature, we have serious 
concerns about the ability of the Council to maintain neutrality 
when evaluating the responses submitted during the consultation 
period. 

 The applicant has submitted a “cartoon” plan to replace the 
equivalent submitted under HPK/2014/0119.

 This section 73 application should be refused for the following 
reasons.

 Housing density – The density of housing has increased from 25 
dph to 28 dph. The residential area is being reduced from 4.29 ha 
to 3.75 dph. An increase in density will have a dramatic negative 
landscape impact. 
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 The increase density would have a significant detrimental impact 
on amenity value for future occupants, including noise levels, 
light pollution and privacy. 

 Part of the site was included in the High Peak Local Plan as an 
allocated site on the basis of 22.5 dph, the development 
framework at the outline stage was based on 25 dph and the 
changes under the development framework would increase the 
density to 28 dph. 

 The proposed change to the wording of condition 31 would allow 
development to proceed in general rather than in completed 
accordance with the Development Framework plan in 
HPK/2017/0694 and therefore would not bind the applicant to 
even the exact figure of the Development Framework. The most 
recent layout for HPPK/2017/0247 suggests that the intended 
final density is actually 30 dph overall, with a density of 33 dph in 
the two parcels nearest Macclesfield Road.  

 The successive proposals are moving further away from the 
strategy principle set down by the Council in its Local Plan, no 
justification has been presented for the proposed increase in 
housing density. Our position is that any increase in housing 
density is a substantial change. 

 The primary road is been moved to the southern boundary of the 
site meaning there is a profound reduced landscape buffer to the 
south of the primary road. The open countryside beyond is on 
rising ground and would be substantially negatively impacted 
without the landscape buffer. The cut and fill plans for 
HPK/2017/0247 suggest that around 4 metres of land would need 
to be cut away to facilitate the road resulting a steep artificial 
bank at the countryside boundary. 

 The new proposal for the road amounts to a substantial change 
for the Council has already acknowledged as a sensitive site at 
the outline stage.   

 We consider that view points from Linglongs Road, Linglongs 
Avenue and the Midshires Way would be a substantial change 
and not slight as stated by the applicant. 

 Other long range views including those from the National Park, 
from the south will be more visible. 

 From Macclesfield Road, a greater density of housing facing 
existing properties would hinder views through the site, the 
primary road would have greater prominence. 

 The movement of the primary road to the southern edge removes 
the provision of informal open space which was proposed as a 
children’s play area at the outline stage. This will have a 
substantial impact on the areas amenities once developed. 

 The change to the internal walkway, which was originally planned 
to pass through the open space to the southern edge of the site, 
would not cross the primary road which is a substantial change.

 The point of access on Linglongs Road would impact 
detrimentally on those living in the immediate vicinity. The 
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entrance is being moved nearer to the end of the existing 
pavement provision where the speed limit of the road is 60 mph 
with associate negative impact on highway safety. 

 The residential area in the south eastern field would be situated 
much closer to the boundary of Taxal Lodge, a non designated 
heritage asset, having a negative impact on its setting.

 The revised plans will lead to the loss of more trees on the site. If 
approved it would not prioritise the retention of the existing 
landscape characteristics. It would appear that four additional 
trees will be felled T36, T37, T38 (all protected by a TPO) and 
T74, which should not be removed.  

 The revised wording to the conditions are too imprecise and do 
not meet the six tests outline in paragraph 206. 

 The red line boundary shown on the revised plan in the north 
eastern corner of the site has change from the development 
framework approved at the outline stage. 

 The revised plan shows an additional strip of land along the 
western edge of the south eastern field, which is substantially 
different in scale and nature and encroaches into the open 
countryside and impacting on views, landscape, amenity and the 
setting of Taxal Lodge. 

 In conclusion the applicant is attempting to get substantial 
changes made to the permission they are meant to be working 
within. Therefore a fresh application is needed and the whole 
process needs to be started afresh. 

 The trip rates in the TA and supplemental TA are low for private 
dwelling in a location such as this. 

 Traffic flows at the Buxton Road junction have increased 
significantly sine 2013.  Operational assessments presented by 
the applicant indicate that this junction will be subject to severe 
delays. The observations of the junction show significant queues 
on Market Street, Chapel Road and Macclesfield Road. 

 The provision for pedestrian and cycles at the Buxton Road 
junction, when combined with additional pressure on vehicle 
capacity will cause adverse highway safety implications.

 There is a significant issue with the footway width to the east and 
west of the second access point, therefore pedestrians will walk 
on the carriageway and create safety concerns for vulnerable 
users.

 The majority of local facilities lie in excess of 800m from the 
development, along steep gradients, poorly lit and uneven routes 
which will be further exacerbated by the removal of the second 
access point.

 The proposals fail to present a coherent cycle access strategy for 
the site.

 The proposals will reduce the width of the Linglongs Road which 
is unacceptable.
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 The wall of the eastern side of Linglongs Road is in poor 
structural condition, the works will intensify the use of Ling Longs 
Road and lead to further structural damage to this property.

 Adverse impact of the road widening works on a sycamore tree. 
 No details are provided on where a site compound will be placed. 

And how construction access can be safety achieved. 
 As a result of the comments provided by the Highway Authority 

on the 18th May 2018, this represents a dramatic shift in the 
viability of the development and result in a substantially different 
development to the one which was approved at outline stage.  

 Upstream flows into the north western, north eastern and a spring 
to the south west of the site are discharging into the fields. The 
FRA fails to mimic the existing situation and would result in 
unconscionable discharge rate into the River Goyt. 

 The flow attenuation process from impervious areas within the 
site will increase initial discharge surge, thus increasing the 
discharge rate when compared to the present soakaway. 

 The applicant is underestimating likely run off. 
 The overland flow which currently absorbs into the south eastern 

field is heavily contaminated with “ochre” mine drainage, which 
could reach the Rover Goyt with the applicants diversion of 
overland flow directly to a ditch. 

 A surface discharge point exists immediately west of the 
development. The applicant proposes to convey surface water 
run off entering the site from the west via a 225mm culvert. Whilst 
this might be a valid scheme for conveying upstream inflows off 
site, this will lead to an increased risk of on site and off-site 
flooding. 

 Routing upstream inflows through a culvert will not allow for 
infiltration to occur, thus upstream inflow will not be attenuated 
proper to discharge. A concrete pipe will transmit flows more 
quickly than overland flow resulting in upstream flow arriving 
down stream more quickly.

 The proposed culvert has not been assessed with respect to the 
required flow capacity as per peak upstream flows. The existing 
downstream drainage ditch has not been assessed with respect 
to the required capacity to convey upstream inflows.  

 The use of other SUDS techniques should be explored 
rigorously.

 No separate drainage strategy has been considered to drain run 
–off generated within the permeable site area. Total site run off 
should be assessed. 

 Drainage calculations seem to include duplicated modelling for 
some rainfall scenarios, therefore providing inconsistent results. 

 Climate change rainfall allowances have not been appropriately 
applied to all rainfall scenarios. 

 The applicant proposes to alter the sewer network that currently 
existing across the site, this may increase risk of blockage as the 
pip gradient will be reduced. Implications of altering the path of a 
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public sewer have not been considered, assessed or mitigated in 
the FRA. 

 Routing spring flows through land drain will not allow for re-
infiltration and evapotranspiraton, thus peak flow rates will 
increase. 

 Re-testing of trial pits should take place; shallow groundwater 
flooding could be a constraint on some properties. 

 The increased amount of surface water run off to be discharged 
from the site into the drainage ditch downstream of the site may 
result in an increase in flood risk immediately downstream, where 
river flooding is expected to occur. 

 The applicant has failed to submit a statement of community 
involvement. 

 There is the possibility that the route of an old roman road runs 
through the site, including along the Midshires Way, therefore 
further investigations are required.  

 One of the six soil samples returned levels of polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons in excess of maximum safe lifetime exposure. 
Therefore the site needs to be fully surveyed with full scientific 
methodology to understand where the PAH’s are , their level of 
toxicity and the impact on future use of the site.      

Consultee Comment Officer 
respo
nse

DCC Highway 
Authority

19.09.17 - The original outline application 
was supported by a transport assessment, 
to demonstrate that the proposed 
development would not result in a severe 
impact on the existing highway network 
and that opportunities for more 
sustainable modes of travel to and from 
the site could be undertaken by future 
residents. In transportation terms the 
quantum of development proposed 
remains in accordance with what was 
originally approved and it is noted the 
same Transport Assessment has been 
submitted to support the current 
application. 

The original traffic surveys undertaken as 
part of the traffic assessment are now 
several years old and the opportunity to 
refresh or update this information, taking 
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into account any new committed 
development that may have been 
approved in the Whaley Bridge area in the 
intervening period together with up to date 
accident statistics, should have been 
taken. The applicant should also confirm 
that any assumptions / comments made 
within the document are still correct and 
applicable i.e. bus routes / timetables etc. 
I would not necessarily expect an entirely 
new document to be produced, although 
an addendum, bringing the data / statistics 
up to date would be useful.

As your Authority will be aware despite 
initial access designs being submitted as 
part of the outline application, means of 
access was subsequently withdrawn prior 
to determination, leaving the application in 
pure outline form. As such full detailed 
designs for access (for all users) to and 
from the development will need to be 
provided for consideration as part of this 
reserved matters application. I understand 
some information has now been received 
by your Authority in connection with the 
access proposals – the Highway Authority 
has also received a direct package of 
information (identical drawings) in order to 
progress a section 278 Agreement; 
necessary in order to carry out the 
highway improvement works within public 
highway limits. For the avoidance of doubt 
the drawings received by the Highway 
Authority, and on which the following 
comments are based, are:-

VD17501-100-01 Rev B
VD17501-100-03 Rev -  
VD17501-100-04 Rev -   
VD17501-120-01 Rev A
VD17501-120-02 Rev A
VD17501-120-03 Rev – 
VD17501-120-04 Rev -   
 VD17501-200-01 Rev A
VD17501-500-01 Rev – 
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 VD17501-700-01 Rev A
VD17501-1100-01 Rev B
VD17501-1200-01 Rev -  
VD17501-1200-02 Rev –

Based on the information provided there 
are likely to be a considerable number of 
issues to be resolved before the proposals 
would be acceptable for inclusion within a 
section 278 Agreement. Whilst this 
includes some specific construction 
elements (for the Highway Authority to 
deal with) there are some fundamental 
design issues that need to be raised in 
connection with the ‘access’ part of the 
planning application. These are included 
below:-

The proposals show works along 
Linglongs Road extending into adjoining 
third party driveways. The applicant is 
advised to clarify the precise extent of 
highway limits along Linglongs Road and 
modify the plans accordingly.

Pedestrian connectivity needs to be 
considered further – the Transport 
Assessment identifies the opportunities for 
future residents making more sustainable 
travel choices for everyday residential 
trips – section 4.3 states that ‘pedestrian 
connectivity between the proposed 
residential development and the 
surrounding area is a key component of 
the development access strategy’.  
However, this is not accurately translated 
into the current proposals or drawings 
submitted.  Connections across the 
Linglongs Road junction and to the north 
side of Macclesfield Road (to access bus 
stops and a continuous pedestrian route 
to the town centre, facilities etc.) from the 
development are particularly lacking. It is 
also noted that a funding stream was 
identified within the signed S106 
Agreement for the approved outline 
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planning application, for the introduction of 
a controlled pedestrian crossing point 
across Macclesfield Road (to provide 
access to existing bus stops and onward 
pedestrian trips). Indicative proposals are 
included for a crossing facility within the 
Transport Assessment document - 
perhaps its introduction should now be 
included as part of the proposed ‘access’ 
arrangements to ensure satisfactory 
pedestrian crossing facilities are provided 
at an early stage in the development 
proposals, rather than it being a funding 
requirement within the Section 106 
Agreement.

The proposals include cycle access within 
the development, however, no particular 
thought appears to have been given as to 
how this integrates with or links to existing 
cycle infrastructure outside the site. Again, 
the Transport Assessment recognises the 
benefits cycling could achieve and 
highlights the proximity of a National 
Cycle Network route, however it doesn’t 
really look at the cycling route or 
experience for a cyclist to reach these or 
other town centre facilities or whether any 
improvements may be required to support 
additional cycling use. 

The proposed one-way section of road, to 
the east of the site, shows Macclesfield 
Road being reduced in width. Given the 
existing geometric constraints, on-street 
parking (and disabled parking bays 
opposite) and frequency of HGV traffic 
along Macclesfield Road, any reduction in 
carriageway width is unlikely to be justified 
or warranted from a highway safety 
perspective. This should be removed from 
the proposals. 
 
The proposed highway cross-section for 
the re-aligned section of Linglongs Road 
is not in accordance with the County 
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Council’s adoptable criteria – the applicant 
is advised to view standard detail drawing 
SD/7/5 (6C’s design guide document) for 
an acceptable highway cross section 
detail in areas of fill material. This will 
require additional margin widths, 
pedestrian containment and associated 
embankment drainage to be provided. 
The extent of the highway works will 
therefore need to be extended from what 
is currently shown. This may have some 
impact on any retained trees alongside 
Linglongs Road.

The swept path analysis undertaken is not 
based on the largest refuse vehicle 
available and the exercise does not 
appear to cover all manoeuvres for the 
‘test’ vehicles. The applicant should base 
refuse vehicle tracking on a Phoenix 2 
Duo Recycler (P2-15W with Elite 6x4 
chassis) (1) vehicle, which is 11.25m long. 
It is also noted that one of the 
manoeuvres, the right turn into the one-
way section to the east, can only be 
undertaken in the absence of roadside 
parked vehicles (and disabled parking 
bay). At this location roadside parking is 
prevalent for the majority of the day and 
any swept path analysis should take this 
into consideration.
 
The alignment of the one-way section of 
road between existing properties (Nos 84 
and 90) is very constrained. The designs 
show the road alignment in close 
proximity to the plot boundary for No 90, 
however, this does not appear to be 
reflected in the cross section provided 
(see cross section CH20m). Again, the 
designs appear to be based on OS 
mapping and not topographical surveys 
(see also later comments in relation to 
different layouts for this section being 
shown on different drawings).
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The eastern ‘in-only’ access will require a 
traffic regulation Order to formally make it 
a one-way street. This would need to be 
promoted by the Highway Authority under 
separate legislation. The County Council’s 
Traffic Section have been consulted 
regarding the proposals and they have 
raised concerns regarding the length and 
dimensions of the street, which could be 
open to abuse. The proposed width of 
4.5m (plus footway) would certainly give 
the visual appearance of a two-way street. 
Further consideration should therefore be 
given to the street layout and geometry at 
this location to ensure the necessary 
Order can be supported through the traffic 
regulation process.

The Transport Assessment identifies that 
public transport enhancements at existing 
bus stops will be provided as part of the 
development proposals, to promote bus 
travel for new (and existing) residents – 
this included the provision of shelters at 
existing bus stops in the vicinity. Again, 
these are not shown on any current 
drawings put forward to support the 
application.
 
It should also be noted that all proposed 
designs appear to be based on OS 
mapping rather than topographical 
surveys. This may have implications on 
the ability to deliver the dimensions 
indicated on the submitted designs.

Given the sensitivity of the vehicular and 
pedestrian / cycle access arrangements 
associated with this development the 
applicant should be encouraged to 
undertake a full road safety audit 
(including a pedestrian safety audit), on 
any amended access proposals to support 
the application.

Internal estate streets.
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The internal estate street design has been 
the subject of pre-application discussions, 
which has resulted in some revisions and 
improvements to the layout. It is 
appreciated the estate street gradients are 
difficult on parts of the site, however, it 
would appear from the engineering detail 
drawings submitted that steeper sections 
of street have been kept to a minimum. 
Cross-section information has been 
included, however, it would be useful to 
obtain accurate long section drawings for 
the estate streets.
 
As highlighted above, in connection with 
the widening works on Linglongs Road, 
the adoptable cross section for proposed 
roads in areas of fill material will require 
additional level areas at the back of 
footway to be provided, some form of 
pedestrian (and possibly vehicle) 
containment where level differences may 
have safety implications, as well as 
drainage at the top / bottom of the 
embankments. The interpretation of the 
embankment interfaces / site levels 
suggest that there may be a circa 3.5m 
increase in road height on the initial 
section of road (before the initial cul-de-
sac access). This will require an increased 
highway corridor width to be provided, 
which again may have an impact on 
nearby trees. This will need to be shown 
on revised plans.

There are some discrepancies between 
planning drawings 466/P/PL/01 Rev B, 
466/P/SH/01 and the engineering / access 
drawings – these show slightly different 
alignments / arrangements for the 
pedestrian / cycle connection to 
Macclesfield Road and the ‘one-way’ 
section of street between Nos 84 & 90 
Macclesfield Road. The drawings should 
be updated to reflect a single scheme.
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Swept path analysis should be provided to 
demonstrate that the largest refuse 
vehicle is able to manoeuvre around the 
estate streets (all junctions and bends) 
and is able to successfully turn within the 
closed ends of the cul-de-sacs (without 
entering into adjoining third party land – 
the manoeuvre should be able to be fully 
accommodated within proposed public 
highway limits). The analysis vehicle 
should be the refuse vehicle as identified 
above (11.25m long).

Pedestrian footways should be provided 
where there is demand from frontage 
properties and to provide continuous 
connections to existing pedestrian 
infrastructure outside the site. Additional 
footways will be required fronting plots 39 
– 50 and 51 – 70 (continuous links), 
together with appropriate crossing 
facilities for pedestrians.

2.4m x 25m visibility sightlines at internal 
junctions will need to be demonstrated on 
plans, the area in advance of the 
sightlines forming part of the highway 
(widened footway) to ensure appropriate 
visibility can be protected for future 
residents.
 
25m forward visibility also needs to be 
provided around bends, except where the 
street has been laid out to specifically 
suppress vehicle speeds, in accordance 
with a speed suppression bend identified 
in the 6C’s document; in which case a 
17m forward visibility sightline may be 
considered. The layout for plot 72 and 95 
will need to be demonstrated that 
appropriate visibility is achievable.

The junction arrangement shown in the 
vicinity of plot 95 will in reality be used as 
a bend, given the very limited traffic 
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generated to the south west. It would 
therefore be preferable for this to be laid 
out as a bend, with appropriate visibilities 
provided as identified above.

Individual driveways to the new estate 
streets will need to be provided with 
adequate visibility, based on the estate 
street design speed. Based on a 20mph 
design speed 2.4m x 25m visibility splays 
should be available from individual 
driveways with the area in advance of the 
sightlines remaining free from any 
obstruction to visibility. This may require 
some boundary treatments to be 
controlled to ensure this is achievable in 
the future, however, visibilities on certain 
plots will need to be checked further e.g. 
the driveways for plots 42, 43, 44, 71, 72, 
87, 88 and 94, to ensure acceptable 
splays are achievable.

Whilst the principle of residential 
development for this site has been 
established in planning terms under 
outline application HPK/2014/0119, there 
remain a number of highway related 
issues to be resolved before the Highway 
Authority may be in a position to sanction 
the proposals. The Transport Assessment 
identifies a number of improvements to 
support the development proposals, 
however, these do not appear to have 
been addressed or included within the 
current drawings supporting the 
application. There are also, as highlighted 
above, some issues to consider on the 
internal estate street layout, to ensure an 
‘adoptable’ and safe layout for all users 
can be achieved. I would be grateful if the 
applicant could consider the above 
comments with a view to providing 
addition and revised information, upon 
receipt of which I will comment further.

28.11.17 - I refer to the revised application 
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drawings and information below, which 
has been forwarded to the Highway 
Authority for further comment:-

466/ED/02 Rev D – Engineering Layout
466/ED/06 Rev A – Highway Surfacing 
Plan
466/ED/12 Rev B – Engineering Long 
Section – Road 1
466/ED/13 Rev B – Engineering Long 
Sections – Roads 2-4
466/ED/14 Rev B – Engineering long 
Sections – Roads 5, 7-9
466/ED/43 Rev A – Vehicle Tracking
466/ED/44 Rev - - Visibility Splays
466/P/PL/01 Rev G – Planning Layout
466/P/RS/01 Rev B – Refuse Strategy 
Layout
Supplemental Transport Assessment 
(viewed on HPBC website)

I would offer the following highway 
comments based on the information 
provided:-

The internal estate street layout has been 
amended and generally takes on board 
the issues raised by the Highway 
Authority as part of its initial consultation 
response. The amendments appear to be 
generally acceptable although there are 
further comments below on the individual 
drawings submitted to support different 
elements of the proposals.

466/ED/Rev D – Engineering Layout

This engineering drawing primarily shows 
foul and surface water sewer systems, 
together with street drainage, however, 
the main drainage systems have a shared 
use and will therefore be adopted by 
others (not the Highway Authority). 
Therefore the views of the adopting Water 
Authority and / or the Lead Local Flood 
Authority (given the outfall to an open 
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watercourse) should be sought.

It is however noted the new radius kerbs 
at the access between No’s 84 and 90 
Macclefield Road, do not appear to tie 
back to existing highway – this is carried 
through the revised drawings (and 
something picked up in the Road Safety 
Audit).

466/ED/06 Rev A – Highway Surfacing 
Plan

Ramped sections should not need to be 
incorporated into new estate street 
designs – they are often unnecessary and 
introduce requirements for additional 
street signage. With this in mind ramps 
could be removed, particularly as there 
will be no visual difference in surfacing 
material for these major and minor access 
road areas.

There appears to be a reduction in 
carriageway width fronting plot 39 (5.5m 
down to 4.8m). It would be preferable if a 
5.5m wide carriageway could continue 
through this section, up to plot 60 – this 
would essentially provide a ‘primary’ route 
for vehicles through the development 
(from Macclesfield Road to Linglongs 
Road). This could be achieved by 
widening the street on the non-developed 
side. This is something that could be 
conditioned or picked up as part of any 
future construction approval process with 
this Authority.

A shared cycle / footway route has now 
been provided between Linglongs Road 
and Macclesfield Road, which is 
welcomed. This takes the form of a 
widened (3m wide) surfaced route on one 
side of the street. However, details of 
access control, at the interface with 
Macclesfield Road, will need to be 
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provided and agreed.

The drawing key makes reference to 
construction details, provided on 
supporting drawings (which were not 
provided for the Highway Authority). 
Having viewed the information on your 
website I would advise that there are 
elements of the proposed construction 
details (shown on drawing number 
466/ED/16) that would not accord with the 
County Councils adoptable specification, 
found in the 6C’s document. If the 
developer wishes to pursue future 
adoption of the estate streets with this 
Authority minor amendments to the 
construction details would be required. 
However, purely for planning purposes 
alone the proposed construction is 
considered to be sufficiently robust and 
unlikely to represent a highway safety 
concern. Although the applicant should be 
made aware that acceptance of the 
proposals within the planning arena in no 
way conveys acceptance for adoption 
purposes or compels the Highway 
Authority to enter into an adoption 
Agreement at a future date.

The existing public right of way from 
Macclesfield Road appears to be retained 
on its existing lawful alignment, although it 
is noted there are no proposals to 
enhance it (surface quality), according to 
the ‘highway surfacing plan’. The 
proposals should however consider 
incorporating some form of pedestrian 
crossing feature where the new street 
bisects the lawful route of the right of way.

466/ED/12 Rev B – Engineering Long 
Section – Road 1

The topography of the site is challenging 
in terms of levels and will result in some 
streets being steeper than what the 
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County Council’s design guide normally 
recommends for public highway users – 
the 6C’s design guide recommends 1 in 
20 for adoptable estate streets to 
encourage walking  / cycling for all future 
highway users. However, this would 
clearly not be achievable on some parts of 
this site. 

It is however noted, from the long section 
provided for road 1, that the chosen 
alignment results in a considerable 
amount of excavation between chainage 
65 m and chainage 200m – up to 3 m in 
parts – this results in a street gradient of 1 
in 10. Whilst not ideal for new estate 
street design the Highway Authority would 
find it difficult to resist given the general 
highway network topography in the 
vicinity.

466/ED/13 Rev B – Engineering Long 
Sections – Roads 2-4

Whilst 1 in 10 gradient streets may be 
accepted on parts of the site, this should 
not form the benchmark for all other 
streets within the development and as 
highlighted above lesser gradients should 
wherever possible be incorporated to 
encourage cycling and walking for all 
highway users. With this in mind it is 
considered a better vertical highway 
alignment could be achieved on road 4, 
particularly between chainage 0m and 
chainage 210m - given the amount of 
excavation taking place on other areas of 
the site some addition excavation, 
certainly between chainages 65m and 
210m, would reduce estate street 
gradients in this area.

466/ED/14 Rev B – Engineering long 
Sections – Roads 5, 7-9

The proposals shown on this drawing are 
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generally acceptable to the Highway 
Authority.

466/ED/43 Rev A – Vehicle Tracking

This drawing shows vehicle tracking within 
the development only - additional details 
have been submitted in connection with 
the proposed access points and existing 
junctions on the highway network.

Vehicle tracking has now been provided 
based on a larger refuse vehicle. Whilst 
the geometry for this scale of vehicle is a 
little constrained in parts it does 
demonstrate that the vehicle is capable of 
traversing the proposed estate streets, 
bends and junctions within the 
development – however, as highlighted 
above the section of street from the 
access point off Macclesfield Road and 
plot 39 should be widened to 5.5m 
minimum as this will form one of the 
primary vehicle routes through the 
development. A refuse vehicle is likely to 
be the largest vehicle likely to use the 
streets on a regular basis and providing 
adequate off street parking and forward 
visibility is provided around bends it is 
unlikely the Highway Authority would be in 
a position to demonstrate the layout would 
be unsafe in highway terms.

466/ED/44 Rev - – Visibility Splays

Both junction and forward visibility splays 
around bends have been demonstrated 
on the plan, which confirms that 25m will 
be achievable within proposed highway 
areas and footways etc. (and not part of 
any adjoining plots). This correlates to a 
20mph design speed, which is generally 
considered acceptable, based on this 
layout.

Private driveway visibility sightlines have 
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also been shown on the plan, at locations 
previously highlighted by the Highway 
Authority. Again, this demonstrates that 
acceptable visibility will be available from 
the driveways of plots in the vicinity of 
bends and will. not be obscured by 
buildings etc. – However, it will be 
necessary to control frontage boundary 
treatments in these areas where the 
splays pass over the frontages of 
adjoining plots – in the case of private 
driveways this could be accepted and 
controlled through an appropriate planning 
condition.

466/P/PL/01 Rev G – Planning Layout

The revised drawing reflects the updated 
layout, however, comments on specific 
issues are highlighted in the above 
comments.

466/P/RS/01 Rev B – Refuse Strategy 
Layout

It is noted from the plan that provision is 
made within the plot for up to 4No refuse 
bins, however, purely from a highway 
safety perspective the Highway Authority 
needs to ensure that sufficient space is 
available just within the plot (or point close 
to the proposed highway for shared 
drives) to avoid bins obstructing the path 
for pedestrians on refuse collection days. 
The drawing indicates bins being placed 
on the footway areas, although in reality 
space would be available for these to be 
placed on the driveways within each plot, 
to avoid obstructing highway areas. The 
details in this respect are therefore 
generally acceptable.

Supplemental Transport Assessment

As you will be aware from the Highway 
Authority’s initial consultation response it 
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was considered that elements of the 
Transport Assessment would benefit from 
an update - in terms of looking at any 
additional committed development in the 
area, confirmation that sustainable travel 
options were still relevant and whether 
there had been any accidents in the 
intervening period, which may have an 
impact on the development proposals. 
However, the Transport Assessment 
Supplementary Report has, for reasons 
that are not entirely clear, taken the 
opportunity to revisit the trip rates for the 
development - suggesting that trip rates 
could  be as low as 0.414, two-way, in the 
morning peak hour. These rates are 
considered to be very low, particularly in 
the case of a site located on the periphery 
of the town centre, as is the case of this 
site (certainly relative to the centre of 
commercial activity in Whaley Bridge). 

In terms of the issues raised by the 
Highway Authority, the document 
identifies that there are no additional 
committed developments that would 
impact on the current development 
proposals - 2No sites were considered, 
however, HPK/2016/0516 has yet to be 
determined and HPK/2015/0436 has been 
the subject of an appeal, which has 
subsequently been dismissed. With 
regards to accident statistics and bus 
service provision / timetables, the 
document confirms that there are no 
notable differences to those considered in 
the original Assessment report (although it 
is noted that accident data is still only for 
the period up to 2016!).

It is however noted that the Supplemental 
Transport Report identifies that there have 
been increases in the level of 
‘background’ traffic on the existing 
highway network in the intervening period. 
Both Transport Assessments are based 
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upon a ‘snapshot’ of observed traffic count 
data and clearly there are a number of 
factors that could account for any 
difference between the two sets of traffic 
data – e.g. long term (upward) trends in 
traffic growth, seasonal factors and 
changes in local circumstances, even 
inclement weather; all of these factors can 
influence travel behaviour, hence traffic 
flows. However, these findings are largely 
academic as this site forms part of the 
adopted (April 2016) High Peak Local 
Plan, Policy DS 16, and already benefits 
from outline planning consent for a certain 
quantum of development (the current 
application does not proposed to vary the 
scale of development as part of the 
reserved matters application).

The outline planning application proposals 
were supported by a level of highway / 
pedestrian mitigation, which was included 
within the Section 106 Agreement. This 
continues to be required to support the 
current application proposals.

16.05.2018 - As you will be aware, 
through previous highway consultation 
responses, a number of issues were 
raised in connection with the access 
arrangements to serve the site, as 
well as issues regarding the internal 
estate street layout. The applicant 
subsequently made a number of 
amendments to the scheme proposals 
and submitted revised information / 
drawings, with a view to overcoming 
the Highway Authority’s concerns. 

Given the length of time the 
application has been submitted and 
the volume of information presented, 
including additional representations 
from third parties, I thought it would be 
prudent to summarise the Highway 
Authority’s position.
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Transport Assessment 

The original outline application was 
supported by a Transport 
Assessment, which was considered 
acceptable in principle for the scale of 
development envisaged for this site – 
more detailed highway comments 
relating to the Assessment were 
provided in a consultation response 
dated 5th November 2014.

The same document was submitted 
as part of the reserved matters 
application, however, given the period 
of time between the outline and 
reserved matters applications it was 
considered the document be 
‘refreshed’ to ensure the data it 
contained was up to date and still 
relevant. A revised document was 
produced, although it was noted it 
also contained revised trip rates, 
presumably to take account of 
updated data on the TRICS database 
that has become available since the 
original assessment was carried out. 
Whilst the TRICS database is the 
recognised tool for estimating trips 
rates for developments the results can 
be subject to some variation, as more 
data is collected and the software is 
developed. In this instance the 
assessments were carried out a 
number of years apart and whilst the 
assessments used the same site 
selection criteria different results were 
obtained for trip rates. This does not 
mean that the analysis is in any way 
flawed, it is merely taking the 
opportunity to use the most up to date 
data available at the time of the 
application.

The Highway Authority has been 
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made aware of an independent report 
commissioned by the ‘Whaley Bridge 
Matters’ group which looks at the 
application proposals, in particular the 
Transport Assessment works carried 
out by the applicant. This considers a 
number of serious issues with the 
sites transport sustainability, the 
safety of pedestrians using the routes 
to and from the local facilities, the 
proposals’ impact on the sensitive 
Buxton Road junction, the proposed 
treatment of Linglongs Road and the 
issue of construction access.

The report highlights a number of 
geometric deficiencies with the 
existing highway network in terms of 
carriageway and footway widths, 
however, this has not been 
demonstrated or linked to any direct 
causation factor for accidents in this 
area. The Highway Authority is 
mindful of the Governments National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), 
in particular Paragraph 32 i.e. that 
development should only be 
prevented or refused on transport 
grounds where the residual 
cumulative impacts of development 
are severe, whenever it prepares its 
response to any planning application. 
Whilst the report considers a number 
of issues to be ‘serious’ it does not 
seem to be arguing that there are 
grounds for either satisfying the test of 
‘severity’ or that there are 
insurmountable safety issues upon 
which to sustain an objection to the 
proposals on highway safety grounds.

In technical terms, the Highway 
Authority has to consider the 
significance of the volume and type of 
additional traffic generated by 
proposed development, in the context 
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of the surrounding highway network, 
and evaluate whether this would 
cause sufficient harm to warrant 
mitigation or rejection of the 
proposals. The National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) provides 
the over-arching policy context for this 
but other technical guidance (such as 
the Design Manual for Roads and 
Bridges, Manual for Streets and 
Manual for Streets 2 and the 6C’s 
Design Guide amongst others) are 
also referenced.  It is important to 
recognise that each of these criteria 
are guidance rather than absolute 
standards and have to be applied with 
engineering judgement based on 
available evidence.

It should also be understood that, as a 
generality, the Highway Authority 
does not “agree” the content of a 
Transport Assessment or, inevitably, 
concur with every detail contained 
therein. However, providing it is 
considered that the conclusion is 
sound then it is not regarded as 
reasonable or warranted to require the 
applicant to devote resources to 
amending detail which would not vary 
the conclusion. In this case the 
Highway Authority does not consider 
that there is an evidence base to 
suggest that the conclusion that the 
development would not have a 
significant adverse effect on capacity 
or safety of the local road network is 
incorrect. As submitted, there is no 
data that would support a reason for 
refusal of planning permission on the 
basis that the development would 
result in severe harm on the highway 
network, with reference to Paragraph 
32 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework.
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Access

Access proposals were considered as 
part of the originally outline planning 
application, however, access was 
ultimately withdrawn prior to 
determination of the application. At 
that stage the Highway Authority had 
considered the access proposals in 
some detail, however, it had not 
sought to raise objection in principle to 
the proposals, subject to resolving 
some detailed design issues. Outline 
approval was subsequently issued by 
your Authority, with all matters 
reserved for future consideration.

The current reserved matters 
application now includes ‘means of 
access’, which was primarily based on 
the previous position reached with the 
Highway Authority at outline stage. As 
you are aware from previous 
consultation responses the Highway 
Authority raised a number of specific 
issues with the detailed designs 
submitted. Further detailed design 
have now been provided and these 
were forwarded to the Highway 
Authority for further consideration. 
This included the following drawings:-
    
    VD17501-100-01-F
    VD17501-100-02-C
    VD17501-100-03.1-C
    VD17501-100-03.2-B
    VD17501-100-04-B
    VD17501-120-01-C
    VD17501-120-02-C
    VD17501-120-03-A
    VD17501-120-04-A
    VD17501-200-01-E
    VD17501-500-01-D
    VD17501-700-01-E
    VD17501-1100-01-F
    VD17501-1200-01-B
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    VD17501-1200-02-A

One issue previously highlighted by 
the Highway Authority related to the 
one-way section of road, into the 
development from Macclesfield Road. 
The Highway Authority anticipated 
that the short section of street, with 
geometry capable of accommodating 
2-way vehicle movement, may be 
open to abuse – this is also likely to 
be an issue raised by the Police (as 
enforcement authority) when 
commenting on any Traffic Regulation 
Order process required for this type of 
highway operation. This continues to 
be shown on the development access 
proposals. 

This secondary access also 
accommodates and encourages 
pedestrian movements from the lower 
part of the site, however, due to the 
absence of a usable pedestrian 
margin on the south side of 
Macclesfield Road, pedestrians will be 
obliged to cross the road at this point. 
This is a less than desirable location 
given the visibility available to 
approaching traffic at this location is 
limited. 

Pedestrian facilities will be available, 
utilising an upgraded section of public 
right of way, in the central part of the 
site, which will also include a formal 
pedestrian crossing facility (secured 
through section 106 funding). From a 
highway safety perspective this would 
certainly be the preferred route for 
pedestrians to use and cross 
Macclesfield Road.

This secondary access was 
introduced with a view to reducing the 
level of traffic accessing the 
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development via Linglongs Road, 
however, the predicted number of 
movements using this access are not 
particular large. The left turn 
manoeuvre required off Macclesfield 
Road would be relatively constrained 
and difficult to locate for turning traffic 
– requiring a slow vehicle manoeuvre 
off Macclesfield Road or would result 
in vehicles braking late to turn into the 
access point, which, due to the limited 
forward visibility available on this part 
of Macclesfield Road could introduce 
the potential for rear shunt type 
accidents in free flow traffic 
conditions. 

On this basis the Highway Authority 
considers that the perceived benefits 
of a secondary access point do not 
outweigh the potential highway safety 
concerns with future enforceability or 
its potential operation and, as such, it 
is considered this access route should 
be removed from the proposals.

Linglongs Road, for the initial circa 
50m at least, is shown on the 
proposed access arrangements 
drawing as being 4.8m wide, before 
being widened to 5.5m in the vicinity 
of the proposed development site 
access point (utilising controlled 
frontage land). The initial section of 
Linglongs Road currently has a 
carriageway width of between 5.2 and 
5.7m, therefore, a 4.8m carriageway 
would seemingly represent a 
reduction in width. However, the 
current carriageway in this area 
extends directly up to the adjacent 
property boundary walls - vehicles are 
therefore unlikely to use utilise the full 
width of street available, by driving 
directly adjacent to these walls. The 
actual wheel-track for vehicles 
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travelling north is in reality unlikely to 
change significantly by the 
introduction of the proposed low kerb. 

A 4.8m wide carriageway is a 
recognised carriageway width, as 
contained within the Manual for 
Streets document (Section 7.2, figure 
7.1). This is considered sufficient to 
allow combinations of road users to 
pass each other e.g. 2 cars, a cyclist 
and Light Goods Vehicle (LGV) and 
LGV and car. Given the predominant 
new traffic generated by the 
development is likely to be domestic 
vehicles a 4.8m wide carriageway 
would seem to be able to 
accommodate this over the initial 
straight section of street. In addition, 
the area beyond the proposed low 
kerb will be constructed to 
carriageway standard so that it could 
be over-run by vehicles if required. 
Even with some additional traffic (as a 
result of the secondary access to 
Macclesfield Road being omitted) the 
Highway Authority would not be in a 
position to demonstrate, based on 
evidence, that this would be unsafe or 
severe to warrant rejection of the 
proposals on highway safety grounds.

Vehicle swept path analysis at 
junction areas has also been provided 
for a range of vehicles likely to access 
the site. However, it should be noted 
that some of these manoeuvres 
already take place, to service the 
existing properties along Linglongs 
Road. It has been demonstrated that 
the manoeuvring associated with a 
refuse vehicle is limited, however, this 
is a short duration, weekly event that 
already takes place and there is 
currently no evidence or empirical 
data to suggest this is a highway 
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safety concern. 

It is noted that some concerns have 
been raised in connection with the 
provision of a new bus shelter on 
Macclesfield Road, to the west of the 
Linglongs Road junction. This is an 
existing bus stop, albeit currently with 
no shelter. The Highway Authority has 
not previously been made aware of 
any associated highway safety 
concerns regarding its location or use. 
Any new shelter would obviously be 
assessed in terms of its impact on 
visibility from adjacent junctions and 
its type or location designed 
accordingly. This is an existing 
sustainable transport facility that is 
merely being enhanced as part of the 
development proposals – it would be 
difficult to demonstrate that the 
development would contribute to or 
exacerbate a highway safety concern 
in this respect.

The applicant has submitted detailed 
engineering drawings for the access 
arrangements along Linglongs Road 
(and other access points to 
Macclesfield Road). Whilst the 
proposals are generally acceptable in 
principle (with the exception of the 
secondary, one-way access 
highlighted above), there are 
nevertheless some construction / 
design elements that do not accord 
with adoptable criteria and will need to 
be modified as part of the necessary 
construction approval process - which 
is a pre-requisite of this Authority 
entering into a Section 278 
Agreement to allow works to take 
place within highway limits. A more 
detailed assessment of the proposals 
will be conducted at this subsequent 
stage with the Highway Authority 
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direct.

General

Internally the estate street designs are 
generally acceptable and can be 
controlled via appropriate conditions 
to ensure adequate visibility sightlines 
and construction requirements are 
achieved, suitable for future 
residential purposes. However, it 
should be noted that acceptance of 
the proposals for planning purposes 
does not in any way compel the 
Highway Authority to adopt the streets 
in their submitted or planning 
approved form. In order for the 
Highway Authority to consider 
adopting the estate streets their layout 
and construction will need to accord 
with the adoptable criteria contained 
within the 6C’s document.
The Highway Authority did not seek to 
object to the original outline 
application on grounds of highway 
safety and even though means of 
access was withdrawn at a late stage 
in the determination process a 
considerable amount of time had been 
spent on the principle of whether 
acceptable access arrangements 
could be provided to serve this site. 
Had the Highway Authority considered 
an acceptable access solution could 
not be achieved this would have 
constituted grounds for a highway 
refusal; however, this was not 
forthcoming. Outline permission was 
subsequently granted approval by 
your Authority and there is therefore 
an expectation that the site can be 
developed for residential purposes. 

Based on the comments above the 
Highway Authority is still convinced 
that acceptable access arrangements 
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can be achieved, however, due to the 
potential issues surrounding the 
secondary, one-way access off 
Macclesfield Road, this should be 
omitted from the development 
proposals; the sole vehicular access 
to and from the site being via 
Linglongs Road. Subject to this 
amendment the Highway Authority 
would not be in a position to 
demonstrate that the development 
proposals submitted would 
exacerbate an existing highway safety 
concern or that it could be 
demonstrated the cumulative impacts 
of the development would be so 
severe that they warranted rejection 
on highway safety grounds.             

It is presumed the original outline 
planning conditions and obligations 
contained within the supporting 
Section 106 Agreement are still 
applicable and on this basis it is 
recommended a number of highway 
conditions and notes, or similar based 
on the same, be included in any 
consent issued, in the interests of 
highway safety. Condition include: 
Submission of a construction 
management plan, details for the 
storage of plant, materials and 
equipment etc, phasing details, details 
for the protection/treatment of the 
public right of way, no vehicular 
access from Macclesfield Road and 
the sole means of access from 
Linglongs Road, modifications to 
Linglongs Road to be in accordance 
with submitted plans, layout and 
construction details of the residential 
estates roads to be submitted, road 
sot be constructed up to base course 
level and final surface within 12 
months from the occupation of any 
dwelling, provision of estate road 
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visibility splays, driveway visibility 
splays, provision of turning facilities, 
provision of parking prior to 
occupation, withdrawal of pd rights for 
garage conversions, details of secure 
cycle provision, no gates and barriers 
to open over the highway, driveways 
to be no steeper than 1 in 10 for the 
first 5m, details for refuse storage, 
details to prevent the discharge of 
water on to the highway, scheme for 
the disposal of highway surface water, 
details for the future management and 
maintenance of the streets, 
submission of a residential travel plan, 
details of a sustainable drainage 
scheme.  Recommend a number of 
advisory notes.       

01.08.18 – Response to Whaley 
Bridge Matters Highways comments 
by Railton Ltd dated 10.07.18: 

It should be clarified from the start that outline 
planning consent has already been granted 
for this development and the current reserved 
matters application is not an opportunity to re-
visit the principle of residential development 
for this site. The Highway Authority, as a 
consultee to the planning process, provides 
completely independent technical advice on 
highways and transportation matters 
associated with planning applications. 
Consultation responses are provided for the 
Local Planning Authority and the Highway 
Authority do not engage directly with third 
party lobbyists (either for or against 
development) as this may adversely affect 
how highway advice is portrayed in any future 
appeal situations. Third parties are normally 
advised to submit their own comments on the 
application proposals to the Local Planning 
Authority, so that these can be considered in 
the planning balance, along with any other 
comments or consultation responses, when 
determining the application.

However, I note your Authority is seeking 
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clarification on the issues raised in the 
objector’s consultant’s report and I would 
therefore comment as follows:-

The Highway Authority was fully aware of the 
content of the original report, dated 14th 
November 2017 and sought to address the 
salient points within its consultation response 
to the Local Planning Authority, dated 16th 
May 2018. The latest ‘further objection’ report 
(dated 6th July 2018) raises broadly similar 
matters to those in the original report and 
whilst the Highway Authority may not have 
provided a rebuttal on every individual issue 
raised in the report, this does not mean they 
have not been considered or that they have 
been dismissed. The Highway Authority’s 
consultation response considered the 
highway matters relative to the current 
reserved matters planning application – some 
issues in the report relate to the outline 
application. As highlighted above the current 
application is not an opportunity to re-visit the 
principle of development, this was established 
and approved under the outline permission 
granted by your Authority.

The objector’s consultant’s report suggests 
that the trip rates in the applicants transport 
assessment considerably under-estimate the 
AM and PM trip rates, however, they do not 
provide any supporting evidence to 
substantiate their claim or identify how this 
would result in a highway safety issue, or 
exacerbate an existing accident problem, that 
would warrant rejection of the proposals on 
highway safety grounds. There will inevitably 
be an increase in traffic in the Whaley Bridge 
area as a result of the development and the 
Highway Authority has not sought to achieve 
a position of ‘nil-detriment’. Current guidance 
acknowledges that development will carry 
some impact, however, this needs to be 
considered against the wider objectives of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (The 
Framework) to secure the homes, jobs and 
infrastructure that the country needs and 
development should only be refused where it 
can be demonstrated the residual cumulative 
impacts are severe.
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Whilst the TRICS database is the recognised 
‘industry standard’ for determining trip rates 
for new development it is acknowledged that 
no two sites are the same, either in scale, 
location or demographics. Indeed, the TRICS 
Good Practice Guide recommends caution in 
the interpretation of results and accepts that it 
is entirely feasible that different practitioners 
using the database could obtain different 
results for trip rates. Whilst the exact level of 
new development related traffic (trip rates) 
may be debated, ultimately, it is whether this 
has any significant or detrimental impact on 
highway safety, which may affect the overall 
conclusions. Government guidance in 
paragraph 32 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (The Framework, March 2012 – 
being current at the time of the applications), 
required that all developments that generate 
significant amounts of movement should be 
supported by a Transport Statement or 
Transport Assessment (depending on the 
scale of development). It went on to state that 
decisions should take account of whether the 
opportunities for sustainable transport modes 
have been taken up, to reduce the need for 
major transport infrastructure; safe and 
suitable access to the site can be achieved 
for all people; and, improvements can be 
undertaken within the transport network that 
cost effectively limit the significant impacts of 
the development. Development should only 
be refused on transport grounds where the 
residual cumulative impacts are severe.

A mitigation strategy, included as part of the 
application proposals, includes 
enhancements to existing public transport 
infrastructure, improvements along Linglongs 
Road (for existing and proposed vehicle and 
pedestrian movements) as well as 
contributions within a section 106 Agreement 
for pedestrian crossing facilities across 
Macclesfield Road, MOVA control updates at 
the existing signalised junction and sums for 
promoting Traffic Regulation Orders, with a 
view to controlling roadside parking at 
locations that may be affected by the 
proposed works. Taking all this into 
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consideration, and the requirements of The 
Framework, the residual cumulative impact of 
the development are not considered to meet 
the test of severe based upon the available 
evidence.

The report commissioned by the objectors 
highlights limitations in geometry for vehicles 
and pedestrians at certain locations, however, 
any improvements to overcome such 
deficiencies would require the acquisition of 
third party land / buildings and potentially 
demolition of properties to improve highway 
infrastructure (especially at the Macclesfield 
Road signalised junction). Apart from being 
undesirable on environmental grounds it 
would be difficult to demonstrate that the 
movements associated with 107 No dwellings 
would justify such improvements, when 
compared to the existing level of activity in 
the study area as a whole. The report 
suggests there are current long wait times for 
high numbers of school children crossing at 
the signalised junction in the AM peak hour, 
however, this is not quantified in terms of 
numbers or timings (or what happens in the 
PM period). However, the introduction of 
more modern MOVA control, utilising 
developer contributions, is likely to improve 
the efficiency of the junction overall. 
     
The original Transport Assessment 
considered traffic impact from the 
development on local junctions - the 
supplemental document merely refreshed and 
updated certain elements to ensure it was 
appropriate to the timeframe the application 
was submitted. As part of the Highway 
Authority’s review of the transport 
assessment, consideration was given to how 
the incremental impacts of the traffic from the 
development could be mitigated. In this 
instance developer contributions were 
secured towards installation of a more 
modern MOVA control at the signalised 
junction (as highlighted above); this 
intervention will improve the operation of the 
traffic signal control junction.

The concerns relating to the Macclesfield 
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Road entrance, for vehicles and pedestrians, 
are documented in the Highway Authority’s 
consultation response, dated 16th May 2018. 
However, this does not constitute a 
‘significant’ reduction in the site’s accessibility 
on foot. Even with slightly increased walking 
distances quoted (this would be for the 
residents on the lower part of the site only) 
the centre of Whaley Bridge, train station and 
other amenities, facilities and employment 
opportunities would still fall within a 2km 
walking threshold from the site. Whilst the 
Tesco food-store would be outside this 
distance, linked trips using public transport 
(bus stops are within 400m walking distance 
of the site), would be available for future 
residents. It is presumed, in the Local 
Planning Authority’s assessment of the 
outline planning application and inclusion of 
the site within the High Peaks adopted Local 
Plan, that it was satisfied that the site was 
acceptable and sustainable for residential 
purposes.
The geometry of Linglongs Road is again 
covered in the consultation response dated 
16th May 2018 and whilst the highway 
corridor over the initial 50m or so from the 
Macclesfield Road junction may be fixed, 
there is no empirical data or evidence to 
suggest that its current operation is in anyway 
unsafe or is the common causation factor for 
any collisions at this location (for vehicles or 
pedestrians). Linglongs Road currently 
accommodates movements from a range of 
different vehicles (HGV’s, Agricultural 
vehicles and residential traffic) and 
pedestrians and based on the evidence 
available (not supposition) it would be difficult 
to demonstrate that the additional 
development related movements would result 
in a severe impact on the existing highway 
network and one which could be successfully 
defended in the event of an appeal.

It is noted the report raises issues relating to 
the impact on a sycamore tree, however, it is 
assumed you have received comments from 
your Authority’s Arboricultural Officer 
regarding the impact on any existing trees 
within the site. I presume you Authority is 
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therefore satisfied that this has been 
adequately dealt with.

The Highway Authority has the ability to 
control roadside parking where necessary, 
through the use of Traffic Regulation Orders 
and previous advice from the Planning 
Inspectorate has made it clear that where 
powers exist under alternative legislation to 
manage the misuse of the public highway this 
should not form the basis of an objection to 
development. In this instance the developer 
has, through obligations within the Section 
106 Agreement, agreed to provide a funding 
stream for the County Council to pursue 
parking restrictions should this become 
necessary.

DCC County 
Archaeologist

04.07.17 - The outline consent 
HPK/2014/0119 includes an archaeological 
condition (Condition 7) which requires 
archaeological evaluation before the reserved 
matters stage and subsequent works to be 
carried out in accordance with the approved 
archaeological WSI.

Archaeological evaluation was carried out on 
most of the site, and has established that 
there are no significant remains in the areas 
trenched. However, the terraced line of the 
existing footpath across the site may be the 
line of the Roman road previously 
encountered just to the north in the vicinity of 
Reddish Farm. This line has not yet been 
evaluated because the footpath still remains 
in active use. 

The proposed layout of the development 
shows that the majority of the line of the 
footpath remains as open space, although 
there are proposed impacts across the line 
associated with the access road and with 
drainage, and the area will be subject to 
some landscaping, tree-planting, and 
resurfacing of the footpath line. The 
landscaping plan does not make reference to 
possible archaeological sensitivity and is not 
therefore designed with minimising impacts in 
mind.

I therefore advise that in order to understand 
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whether the proposed layout and landscaping 
design is appropriate, and to guide an 
appropriate design for these areas, some 
careful evaluation trenching across the line of 
the footpath needs to take place. This should 
be carried out in the two locations where the 
access road and drainage are intended to 
cross, and should establish the sequence and 
significance of the terraced routeway on 
which the footpath now sits. This work would 
enable an understanding of the significance 
of the terracing, and the depth of any 
significant archaeological remains, to be 
understood. The results should be presented 
to the local planning authority before 
determination of the reserved matters 
application, to allow the appropriateness of 
the proposed design to be properly 
understood with relation to cultural heritage.

03.11.17 - The applicant has now completed 
archaeological evaluation of the line of the 
footpath across the site. Overall, the evidence 
is somewhat unclear, but the balance of 
probability is that this may have been the line 
of a Roman road, though much disturbed and 
surviving in a discontinuous manner. There is 
certainly not a well-preserved Roman 
structure that would attract a recommendation 
of preservation in situ under the policies at 
NPPF chapter 12, so there is no 
archaeological objection to the reserved 
matters application as currently constituted.
The archaeological trench in the area of the 
proposed road crossing suggests that there is 
a man-made clay bank on the line of the 
existing footpath, which is reminiscent of a 
the profile seen nearby on another 
development site at Elnor Farm, a little way to 
the south, and taken together suggests that 
this clay deposit could represent part of the 
surviving agger of the Buxton-Manchester 
Roman road. No dating evidence was found 
to confirm this. 

Because the proposed access road will cross 
the suspected Roman road line in this 
location, and will impact further on these 
deposits, I recommend that there is a 
requirement under NPPF para 141 for the 
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‘road’ to be further investigated in this location 
before the development takes place, in line 
with NPPF para 141, to confirm the 
identification and to provide firm dating for the 
sequence of activity. This work should be 
undertaken under the existing pre-
commencement archaeological condition on 
the outline consent, and this condition should 
therefore stay in place until an additional WSI 
has been approved and the appropriate 
fieldwork carried out.

12.02.18 – I can confirm that my previous 
comments on the 3.11.17 still apply. 

Environmental 
Health Officer 

I can’t see any new information pertinent to 
EH with regard to the reserved matters 
application. Please see comments made with 
regard to HPK/2014/0119.

Arboriculture 
Officer

08.08.17: The Arboricultural Method  
Statement (AMS)  is based on the out dated 
survey. The condition of some trees has 
changed since this survey and I recommend 
that it is updated – I think this may provide an 
opportunity to removed some trees shown to 
be retained if this means that amendments 
can be made to the plan allowing higher value 
trees shown to be removed can be 
accommodated. 

There is no reference to veteran trees and 
their management – I consider that the Root 
Protection Areas should be greater that the 
minimum required by BS5837:2012 wherever 
possible to accommodate the requirements of 
these trees. 

The cross sections provided are insufficient to 
fully evaluate the impact on the trees. 

The AMS does not deal with the level 
changes on the site. 

There are a number of locations where to 
achieve the regrading suggested by the cross 
sections I consider that there will need be 
level changes within the proposed RPA of 
retained tree  particular in the  vicinity of trees 
to the north west quadrant of the site. 

I have concerns about the close proximity of  
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proposed dwellings to trees 53 to 47 and the 
impact this will have on the future residents 

I have concerns about the footpath running 
through the POS. This will encroach in to the 
RPA of the trees. If a footpath is provided 
adjacent to the highway I am not convinced 
that there is an overriding need for a second 
hard surface pedestrian access in this area. 
Informal paths across this area with minimum 
or no construction (i.e. mown strips) would be 
far more preferable.

The PROW has an engineered surface within 
the RPA of protected trees.  I am not sure 
how this path will sit within level changes 
across the site and how much regrading will 
be required for this. Therefore I have 
concerns that this is potentially detrimental to 
important protected trees on site. 

The engineering plan shows some detail near 
the trees which is not defined in the key to the 
plan.  I need to establish whether this 
indicates any new construction which will 
impact on the trees.  

At present whilst the above matters are 
outstanding I would raise an Arboricultural 
objection to the application.  I hope that a 
meeting with the applicant’s Arboricultural 
consultant  might enable some of the of the 
issues to be resolved  by amendment to the 
AMS however  unless it can be demonstrated 
that there will be no level changes within an 
appropriate RPA the objection is likely to be 
sustained.  

01.09.17 - I now have the up to date survey 
and plans now. I have worked with the 
available documents but the plans 
accompanying the AMS are incorrectly 
annotated with regards to the scale and the 
size of the drawings is too small to be 
workable. These should be to scale at A1. 

I am not entirely sure whether the RPA shown 
in the AMS corresponds exactly with the other 
plans present e.g. to the engineering works 
and the proposed cut and fill plan. 
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(466/ED/01 rev C).

I consider that the a significant number of the 
mature trees on the site that should be 
considered, at least to some degree, as 
veterans – given that BS5837:2012 at 3:12 
describes a veteran tree as a tree that, by 
recognised criteria*, shows features of 
biological, cultural or aesthetic value that are 
characteristic of, but not exclusive to, 
individuals surviving beyond their typical age 
range for the species concerned. 

For the definition of recognised criteria 
referred to above I have referred to  Natural 
England’s - Veteran Trees: A guide to good 
management (IN13) as a reference.  These 
are appended. 
Using this as a basis for assessment I 
consider that many individual trees have 
several of the features indicated above. Also 
when considered as a group the trees are of 
historical and cultural interest 1875 maps 
show mature trees  in the location of the 
mature trees  and their location is consistent 
with tithe map boundaries prior to this. They 
are linked via woodland around Taxal lodge 
to ancient woodland to the south. The trees 
are also prominent in the landscape.  Several 
of the trees have bat roost potential and well 
as providing habitat for less obvious 
endangered species – such as invertebrates. 
Therefore should be considered as veterans 
and should be managed as such. 

Given the above I consider that it is therefore 
not appropriate to confine the root protection 
areas (RPA) to the minimum recommended 
by BS5837.

I have significant concerns about the changes 
in level across the site and the issues that 
these will cause with regards to the trees and 
their retention 

The level changes diagram shows cut or fill 
right up to the edge of the illustrated RPA – 
there is no indication of how this change in 
level between the RPA and surrounding area 
will be dealt with. This is another reason why I 
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consider that the RPAs need to be greater so 
that a transition zone between levels can be 
accommodated. 

The plans for reforming the land in to 
accommodate the proposals will lead to trees 
( Eg T60, T51 -T56) being retained within 
areas at a lower level than surrounding land 
where natural water will drain to there 
creating significant alterations in the water 
table and therefore sudden changes in the 
rooting environment for the retained trees. 
The converse is true of T61-67 which will be 
on a raised area. Sudden alterations in the 
rooting environment, particularly drainage can 
be detrimental to mature trees.

The changes in level necessitated the 
construction of retaining walls in close 
proximity to the trees. These are either within 
or immediately adjacent to the RPA. ( For 
example  T64 -T67, T60, T51- T56)   These 
are significant engineered structures which 
will require access for construction this has 
not been taken in to account in the AMS. As 
such this will make it impossible to create 
construction exclusion zones (CEZ) that 
equates to the RPA’s shown.  

I am still unclear as to whether the PROW 
and other footpaths in the POS are to be 
surfaced or not there seems to be 
contradiction between the Arboricultural 
Consultant who has advised that they are not 
and the landscape master plan  at 4.6 and 4.8  
which refers to a  self-binding footpath. This 
needs to be clarified and be presented 
consistently across the documents submitted

Also there is desirability from archaeological 
point of view to retain the natural land form of 
the existing PROW as this may related back 
to the roman road. There are ongoing 
investigations in to the location of this feature. 
In any event the natural land form of the 
footpath and the trees  on a raised area 
adjacent to this of the PROW are clearly 
historical features which should be retained 
within the POS.
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The road layout deviates from the approved 
master plan which shows only one point 
access through the group of trees to the 
south of the north west quadrant of the site. 
The second access road in to this part of the 
site requires the loss of 2 veteran Oak trees 
T56 and T57.  I would prefer to see the road 
layout as set out in the outline application, 
however if it is agreed that access is 
necessary through this group of trees. I 
would prefer it to be located to the west of 
T56 and T57 so that these tree can be 
retained. These are of more importance and 
potential longevity than trees T52, T53 and 
potentially 51 which would be lost to 
accommodate the road further north as 
agreed at outline stage of the application.  

Given that a number of the trees show 
veteran features for example deadwood and 
cavities altering the land use below the 
canopies and within falling distance of the 
trees will impact on the risk that they pose. 
For example T53 /plot 38 or T25 / plot 105.  

A Landscape Masterplan (D6270.02.001) and 
statement of landscape design (SLD) and 
been submitted along with a biodiversity 
management plan. I consider that given that 
these documents cross over in terms of the 
implementation and management of the POS 
that all these issues would be best served by 
a single Landscape and ecological mitigation 
plan (LEMP)

The outline consent requires that a detailed 
landscape master plan and strategy is 
required. A draft plan has been provided 
which gives an over view of the proposed 
landscaping but it lacks detail. A more 
detailed proposal will be required to 
discharge the landscape element of the 
reserved matters application unless there is a 
pre- commencement condition attached. Also 
the plan should be on the finalised proposed 
layout.  

The Biodiversity Management Plan (BMP) 
deal with some specific ecological issues but 
also sets out how the site will managed 
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following completion of the development and 
gives the schedules for the maintenance of 
the POS. The plan should include the veteran 
trees as one of the identified local BAP 
habitats on site. Also it should refer to both 
TPO’s including the one on the trees on site 
as well as the one on the trees adjacent to 
the site. 
The plan does not give sufficient detail of the 
future management of the POS. It needs to 
be clearer on who will own the POS and have 
ultimate responsibly for the land and its 
management. Also it needs to clarify how 
management will be finically sustainable in 
the long term. The plan only lasts for 5 years 
after which it is unclear how it  will be 
managed.  Given that the plan includes the 
establishment of woodland and woodland 
edge planting as well as a number of 
ecological features I consider that it should be 
for minimum of 20 years. 

Other issues include: 
Implementation of the landscaping should be 
phased with the construction not on 
completion of the development 

The section on mature tree management 
section is vague and generic for example 
there is no mention of need to get consent for 
managing TPO’d trees or how risk is 
assessed and managed. 

The plan mentions protection of species rich 
grass land during construction but not where 
or how this will be achieved and there is no 
indication that this has considered the cut and 
fill required. 

It mentions the retention of deadwood from 
maintenance but not how or where it might be 
stored 

Bat and bird boxes mentioned but no details 
of location, type numbers etc 

This also includes reference to the self 
binding footpath 

The SLDS (4.1) gives the impression that 
only low value trees are to be lost and that 
the majority are to be retained .This is 



58

misleading.  Several category A trees and 
veteran trees are to be removed and even 
trees shown to be retained are likely to be 
severely impacted on.  

In terms of mitigation the number of new trees 
planted will outnumber the trees lost but 
some important elements of the tree cover 
are not mitigated for in particular the 
biodiversity afforded by the veteran tree 
features. For example there is no strategy for 
retaining wood from the trees felled to 
accommodate the proposal to create 
deadwood habitat on site within the POS. 
There is a vague mention of bat and bird 
boxes in the BMP but no detail on type, 
number or location 

There is some mention in the biodiversity plan 
of the retention of species rich areas of grass 
land, however the whole of the site outside 
the defined RPA’s of the trees is subject to 
some cut and fill therefore any natural 
existing species rich grass land will be 
removed.  I consider that there is scope to 
increase the CEZ around the trees within the 
POS to give better protection to the existing 
habitats.  

There are no details of how the ground will be 
prepared, this is important as the drastic 
reformation of the site which will disturb 
naturally developed soil profiles and the 
ground will be compacted by machinery 
movements. Without careful preparation this 
will not be a suitable environment for tree 
establishment 

With regards to layout and species 
composition without the full detail it is only 
possible to make some initial general 
comments about the principals of proposals. 

The species diversity on the site has been 
divided in to those rural fringe areas which 
reflect the Landscape character with more 
diverse species and non native species within 
the gardens development. This is good in 
principal. 
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Where non native species are to be used 
there should be diversity in species and 
botanical families to avoid future problems 
with pest and diseases, as well as to create a 
sense of place. 

I am not sure whether woodland edge 
planting will work directly to the rear of the 
proposed and existing properties. Unless 
there is a clear ongoing, financed 
management plan for these areas. 

Derbyshire wildlife trust need to comment on 
the wildflower and native grassland mixes 
proposed. 

25.04.18 – Revised details: 

Approval to the amended Development 
Framework 5660-L-03 (HPK/2017/0694) has 
been granted.  This sets out the general 
parameters of the site and constraints and 
indicates  trees to be retained.  

The site currently has approximately 17.5 % 
canopy cover. The tree removals required to 
accommodate the proposals will reduce the 
canopy cover by around 25% to 13% 
coverage.. 

Statement of landscape design dated May 
2017 Section 4.1  - Gives the impression that 
only low value trees are to be lost and that  
the majority are to be retained .This is 
misleading.

77 trees have been individually recorded in 
the tree survey accompanying the 
application.

20 trees are outside the red line of the 
application and all but one of these are to be 
retained. The single  tree  recommend for 
removal is in poor condition 

Of the 57 trees within the site 12 are to be 
removed and 2 (T37 and T38) may have to 
be removed to accommodate drainage but 
this will need to be determined when the 
excavations are undertaken. 
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Of the 12 which will be removed 2 are 
classified (in accordance with BS5837:2012) 
as unsuitable for retention as they ‘cannot 
realistically be retained as living trees in the 
context of the current land use for longer than 
10 years’.

The 10 other trees to be removed  2 are 
classified in accordance with BS5837:2012 by 
the developers arboriculturist as category A  
trees – High quality , 5 as category B trees of 
moderate quality and 3 as low quality trees. 
Most of the trees have some veteran features 
which provide a diverse range of features and 
valuable niche habitats.

There is potential for some trees shown to be 
retained to be impacted on by the proposals.

Planning layout 466 / P / PL / 01 Rev I This 
layout shows the re-orientation of plot 500 
improves the relationship with the retained 
tree (T60). Also several plots have been 
omitted between 102 and 103 this creates a 
better relationship with the retained trees 
(T21 to T25).

The current proposals indicate T74 which is a 
specimen ‘ A ‘ rated tree in the north west 
quadrant of the site.  The proposed level 
changes would indicate that this is due to the 
significant increase in level required by the 
proposals at the location of the tree.  

The additional access point in to the north 
west quadrant in the revised Development 
Framework Plan cuts through the main group 
of trees which run (east to west) across the 
site. To accommodate this the plans indicate 
the removal of two oaks T58 and T57. If the 
access to the north west quadrant could have 
been relocated to the west these could have 
be retained. This has been previously 
suggested and is no clear justification why 
this is not possible has been considered. 

Protection of the trees extends to their roots, 
the soils and there associated flora and  fungi  
therefore damage to the ground around trees 
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by compaction, changes in ground level, or 
the water table are critical to the health of 
trees. Reducing the impact can therefore be 
achieved by ensuring that as much ground 
around the trees is left undisturbed.
 
Root Protection Area (RPA) recommend by 
BS5837:2012  is a minimum recommendation  
and in the case of veteran trees may be 
insufficient to ensure their roots and the 
rooting environment are properly protected. 
The recommendation of the standing advice 
is that a root protection area of 15 times the 
trunk diameter or 5 metres beyond the 
canopy of the tree, whichever is the greater, 
is appropriate for veteran trees.  Increasing 
the RPA  beyond the minimum should be a 
consideration in the layout of the site.  I note 
that the Landscape and Ecological Mitigation 
plan (LEMP) requires that an area around the 
trees is retained to ensure that the 
microclimate around the trees is protected for 
foraging bats.  There is a strong case for 
increasing the RPAs in this case. The 
majority of the trees are in areas of POS so 
there is scope  to extend the RPAs .

The impact of proposed level changes. A 
significant area of concern is in relation to the 
trees to be retained is the implementation 
and consequences of the proposed level 
changes across the site.   Plan 466/ED/01 
Rev G gives an indication of the level 
changes across the site, although this may 
be subject to change.  There are 2 impacts 
on the trees 

1.  Although the levels within the root 
protection areas (RPAs) are shown to remain 
unchanged how the changes in the levels are 
integrated from the surrounding levels is not 
detailed and not dealt with the Arboricultural 
Method Statement (AMS). 

 
2. The changes in level will impact on the 
drainage within the rooting zones of the trees 
most trees are to be retained at a lower level  
and there is potential for these areas to 
become water logged  this could lead to the 
decline in the condition of the trees and 
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possibly premature death.  

The impacts may be reduced by:
 

1. Extending the  RPA’s  to  protected a large 
rooting area around the trees 

2. Agreeing a methodology for how the levels 
will be graded between levels inside and 
outside the RPA

3. Ensuring that the works are supervised by 
a consultant arboriculturist

4. Including within the Landscape and 
Ecological Management plan (LEMP) the 
monitoring of the ground conditions around 
the retained trees by a suitably qualified 
arboriculturist and a contingency for suitable 
mitigation should this be required. 

The construction of the public right of way 
which runs north to south across the site is 
not set out in either the LEMP or AMS.  This 
is within the RPA of several retained trees.  In 
the landscape strategy document dated May 
2017 this is indicated as being self binding 
footpath. I understand that there are to be no 
changes in the surfacing of the path but this 
needs to be confirmed by the applicant.

The applicant has submitted a Landscape 
and Ecological Mitigation Plan (LEMP) dated 
March 2018 I have assumed that this has 
replaced the earlier landscape Strategy plan 
which has not been resubmitted.  I will deal 
with the tree and landscape issues in this 
document Derbyshire Wildlife Trust (DWT) 
will comment on specific ecological issues 
particularly in relation to protected species 
and grassland. 

Comments on LEMP:
1. s2.16 and 2.20, 4.1, 4.21   Acknowledges 
the presence of veteran  trees,  their status as 
a BAP habitat and the need to safeguard 
them as one of the management objectives 
for the site 

2. S4.2 Refers to an ecological clerk of works 
– this should be a condition of approval  
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3. S4.114 A number of bat boxes are to be 
attached to protected  and or veteran trees – 
the method of attachment needs to be agreed 
to avoid damage to the trees. 

Detailed landscaping plans 
The site currently has approximately 17.5 % 
canopy cover with around reduction to around 
13% following tree removals require to 
accommodate proposals.  Given the extent of 
proposed planting on the site there is 
potential for the tree canopy cover level to be 
restored but this will take time and the impact 
will not be immediate. Achieving this will 
depend on good tree selection and ground 
preparation and ongoing maintenance and 
replacement planting this can be secured via 
the LEMP.  

The detailed landscaping plans dated 
9/3/2018D6270.02.003B to D6270.02.012B 
provide in formation on the proposed 
landscaping. Area 1 – the north west 
quadrant of the site shows trees being 
retained near the proposed access to the site 
from Linglongs Road that are shown to be 
removed on other plans.  The plan needs to 
be altered to accurately reflect the proposals  
and these trees will need to be replaced with 
semi mature specimens. 

Species selection - The scheme provides for 
a mixture of native and landscape character 
planting and some ornamental planting within 
garden areas.   There are a few issues with 
selected species and over emphasis on some 
species.
 
Semi-Mature Planting The scheme provides 
for 13 semi mature trees to be planted 5 of 
which are beech -  whilst beech would be 
appropriate for replacing the trees to be felled  
it is more difficult to establish when planted at 
larger sizes and where the ground has been 
disturbed and compacted. Planting of these 
trees would require very thorough and careful 
ground preparation and maintenance to 
ensure they establish. So I would rather see 
the 3 of the beech replaced with Oak, which 
are more likely to be successfully established 
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although equally require good ground 
preparation and maintenance.  

Standard trees – the species selection is 
generally acceptable but there is far too much 
hornbeam and alder  across the site. The 
hornbeam can be planted as an occasional 
specimens but the planting  on the Public 
Open Space (POS)  adjacent to the access 
road should be more typical of the landscape 
character eg beech, oak, sycamore, field 
maple and  small leaf lime. The alder is fine 
as an occasional specimen and more suited 
to the wetter areas near the brook where it is 
in keeping with the area.

Entrance to the site.  There should be 
additional semi mature tree planting at the 
entrance to the site along either side of the 
main access road. Currently the tree planting 
is standard trees the trees should be  oak 
with some  sycamore, field maple and  small 
leaf lime.
 
Boundary treatments - Adjacent to plots 31, 
35 and 36 there are retaining walls and close 
board fencing this will be to the rear of the 
POS this should screened/soften with some 
hedgerow or native shrub planting to help 
integrate it into the POS. 

The POS between plots 102 and 103 is 
boarded by close board fencing. The 
landscaping scheme shows this as hedgerow. 
I consider that as this is the interface between 
the open countryside and the POS this should 
be post and rail fencing with hedgerow. The 
fencing needs to be located to accommodate 
the trees and minimise the impact on their 
roots system of these trees. This will need to 
be dealt with in the AMS.

Ground preparation – I have already 
recommend that the RPA is extended. 
Protecting a larger area of ground also 
protected the ground from compaction and 
changes in soil profile which can impact 
negatively on the establishment of trees.  
Where the planting is to be undertaken on 
ground which has been part of the 
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construction area careful ground preparation 
will be required to ensure that  the trees are 
able to thrive. There is very little detail on 
planting specification  and no reference to 
relevant good practice of standards.  

The landscape impact of this scheme will be 
significant and the cut and fill required to 
construct the road  and the retained land form 
to the south will help to some degree that 
planting on the southern boundary is native 
woodland but it is a relatively narrow strip and 
the trees are being planted as small 
specimens so the impact of this planting will 
be very limited for the first 10-15 years. 

Other Mitigation
There is loss of mature tree cover on the site 
and the loss of some trees due to their age 
and veteran features cannot simply be 
replaced with new planting. Some action can 
be taken to limit this this but it cannot be fully 
mitigated. 

There are plans for Bat boxes to be erected 
–DWT will comment of the quantity and 
appropriateness of this proposals.  Some bat 
boxes are to be attached to trees, the way in 
which they area attached  should ensure that 
no damage is caused to the trees 

Deadwood . Wood from felled veteran trees, 
particularly that with veteran features  should 
where possible be retained on site as this is 
valuable habitat. The wood should be left 
close to the other veteran trees and woodland 
to retain the ecological connectivity. 

Phasing of landscaping 

Landscaping needs, particular tree planting 
needs to be undertaken in the correct season 
to ensure that it establishes. With large site 
such as this the landscaping will need to be 
phased along with the phasing of the 
buildings. Section 3.48 of the LEMP simply 
states planting will be undertaken  after 
construction of dwellings between November 
and March. As far as practical this should be 
phased along with the proposed construction 
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phases

Implementation 

Condition 28 of the outline permission  
requires that an AMS is submitted  and 
approved prior to commencement on site. 
The submitted AMS will need up dated to 
take in to account the any changes to the 
revised layout and to address the issues 
raised in this report before it can be 
approved.  In particular it is essential that the 
RPAs of the trees are redrawn and the area 
increased and the integration between 
proposed and existing ground levels in the 
vicinity of the trees addressed.  
  
The AMS submitted and the LEMP state that 
the applicant will appoint an Arboricultural 
consultant and an ecological clerk of works to 
supervise the construction phase.  I 
recommend that this supervision is a 
condition of any approval 

The LEMP is required by Condition 18 of 
HPK/2014/0119 and is to be provided prior to 
commencement o site. This requires a few 
amendments particular in relation to the 
future management of the site which is tied to 
the s106 agreement 

Summary 

There are mature trees on site which form an 
important landscape feature and have 
veteran features, some of which are to be lost 
to accommodate the proposals.

Approximately 25% of the mature trees and 
the canopy cover from trees is to be removed 
to accommodate the proposals 

The direct loss of trees could be  justified or 
avoided by amending the road layout to the 
north west quadrant so that trees 58-57 can 
be retained

To minimise the risk of damage to trees 
indicated for retention during the construction 
of the proposals I would recommend :
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Amendments to the AMS  to be agreed 
before approval granted. 

1. Increasing the root protection areas around 
the trees to  greater than the minimum 
recommended by BS5837:2012  and closer to  
15x the stem diameter or 5m from the canopy 
in accordance with standing advice

2. Protective fencing should be shown in the 
AMS as it is to be erected rather than as neat 
circles. BS5837:2012 allows some flexibility in 
the shape of the RPA around trees   to 
achieve required area of root protection.

3. The AMS is to indicate the methodology for 
how the levels will be graded between the 
existing levels inside the RPA  and the 
proposed levels outside the RPA

4. Confirming that there will be no formal 
construction of a footpath to form part of the 
PROW. 

Amendments to LEMP to be agreed before 
approval granted

Including within the Landscape and 
Ecological Management plan (LEMP) the 
monitoring of the ground conditions around 
the retained trees by a suitably qualified 
arboriculturist and a contingency for suitable 
mitigation should this be required. As set out 
in section 4.

Additional conditions 

1. Ensuring that the whole of the construction 
phase the works are supervised by an 
arboriculturist – to be secured by condition 

2. Confirm  the appointment of an ecological 
clerk of works to be secured by condition 

Mitigation can be enhanced by 

1. Amending the landscaping plan in 
accordance with the comments in section 4.3. 
This is to be submitted and approved before 
consent is granted 
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Recommended conditions 

Outline conditions still outstanding – the 
following have been provided but still require 
amendment before they can be agreed  

Condition 6 –  As part of reserved matters 
application provide a detailed 
landscape masterplan and 
strategy

Condition 18 - Before any development 
or operations on site provide a 
Biodiversity Plan 

Condition 28 – Before any development 
or operations on provide 
Arboricultural Method 
Statement 

05.06.18:

1. There are mature trees on site which form 
an important landscape feature and have 
veteran features, some of which are to be lost 
to accommodate the proposals.

2. EQ9 in the local plan requires that existing 
woodlands, healthy, mature trees and 
hedgerows are retained and integrated within 
a proposed development unless the need for, 
and benefits of, the development clearly 
outweigh their loss. Where trees are to be 
removed they should be replaced on at least 
2:1 basis. The current proposals require that 
12 of the 57 trees within the site are removed 
to accommodate the proposals this equates to 
approximately 25% of the mature trees and 
canopy cover. 

3. The revised landscaping scheme (Rev C) 
provide a better mix of species appropriate to 
the area and  includes the planting of 263 
individual standard trees,  plus  areas of native 
woodland shrub and hedgerow planting.  

4.There have also been a number of late 
revisions to the AMS plan that have addressed 
initial concerns. 
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-The extent of the root protection area around 
the trees have been increased 

-The retention of large deadwood with 
conservation features

-Additional arboricultural supervision of 
stages in development which are potentially 
detrimental to retained trees have been 
included in the AMS.

Reserved matters additional conditions 

The following conditions are required 

Standard conditions

LA04  - Landscaping to be implemented 
LA07 -  Landscaping to be phased 
LA08 -  Earth works
LA10 – Tree retention 
LA14 -  Implementation of the tree protection 
scheme 

Non standard condition 

Supervision 
You must apply to us for our approval of 
details of an auditable system of arboricultural 
and ecological site supervision and record 
keeping prepared by suitably qualified 
arboricultural and ecological consultants. The 
details of such supervision must include: 

 Identification of individual responsibilities 
and key personnel.

 Induction and personnel awareness of 
arboricultural matters.

 supervision schedule, indicating frequency 
and methods of site visiting and record 
keeping

 Procedures for dealing with variations and 
incidents.

You must not start any demolition, site 
clearance or building work, and you must not 
take any equipment, machinery or materials 
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for the development onto the site, until we 
have approved what you have sent us.  You 
must then adhere to the approved supervision 
schedule.

You must produce written site supervision 
reports after each site monitoring visit, 
demonstrating that you have carried out the 
supervision and that the tree protection is 
being provided in accordance with the 
approved scheme. If any damage to trees, 
root protection areas or other breaches of 
tree protection measures occur then details of 
the incident and any mitigation/amelioration 
must be included You must send copies of 
each written site supervision record to us 
within five days of the site visit.28.08.18 - The 
proposed amendments show an alteration to 
the access road in to the north west quadrant 
which allows the retention of Oak  trees T58 
and T57.  

Also veteran tree T69  near the main  access 
to the site is to be retained.

To accommodate the amendments to the 
scheme required for the retention of these 
trees one tree is to be lost T25. This tree has 
declined in condition significantly since the 
2014 survey of trees for this site. This tree 
has had very little viable crown this summer 
and is now in terminal decline. 

The Arboricultural Method Statement, 
Landscaping scheme  and LEMP will need 
amending to show these changes to the 
scheme. Also it will be important to show the 
amendments to the level changes  required to 
accommodate the changes to the road 
configuration 

I previously advised in my comments of 
5/6/2018 which conditions should to be 
applied to any approval there is no 
amendment to these recommendations 

Design 
Review Panel 

17.08.17: The Panel would make the 
following observations:
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1. There are significant level changes across 
the site with the land levels being increased. 
Of particular concern is the level changes 
shown on the cross section of plot 11 and 
15 and plot 39 and 49. Here the changes 
are substantial and it is not clear why this is 
necessary. This indicates a scheme that is 
not working with its existing site topography, 
but is artificially creating new level changes 
to facilitate development. Any level changes 
need to be managed in such a way that 
these are not visible within the street scene 
or from long distant views. The Panel would 
also require sections that show plot 11 in 
relationship with existing development along 
Linglongs Road and Macclesfield Road.

2. Concern was previously raised about the 
orientation of plots 12 and 13 with a 
suggestion that these might be re-orientated 
to face the street. This has not been 
addressed and as a result there is a 
significant area where close boarded 
fencing will be visible and is not acceptable. 

3. The proposed layout does not address 
previous concerns over the layout of 
character area 3 and its relationship with the 
Mid Shires Way.  

4. A number of different house types are 
proposed and the Panel made a number of 
general comments on their design as 
follows:

i. Chimneys need to be introduced 
ii. Limited use of render is acceptable but this 
needs to be confined to less visible parts of 
the site (ie not plot 73)
iii. All windows need stone head and cills and 
the window design should have a strong 
subdivision at mid level or, could be side 
hung casements style. 

iv. Window proportions need to have a 
stronger vertical emphasis and their position 
needs to be re-considered at first floor (as on 
some house types these are not in line with 
doors/windows on the ground floor). 

v. Front entrance doors need stone head and 
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jambs. The Georgian fake canopy should be 
omitted. 
vi. The roof slope of the Hertford – Embassy 
range is excessively steep. 
vii. The Malvern is possibly the worst house 
type and should be omitted from the scheme. 
The dormers are uncharacteristic of the area.  
The position of the first floor windows should 
be located right under the eaves level.
viii. Subject to the above comments, the 
Tamerton is one of the better designed house 
types. 
ix. It will be crucial to get the boundary
 treatment right across the site. Close 
boarded fencing should only be used 
between gardens and in areas where there is 
limited visibility. Hedgerows, or a combination 
of small stone wall and hedgerows, is 
acceptable for front gardens - but would 
suggest that the stone pillar is removed. 
Elsewhere the stone boundary wall is 
acceptable with a good coping stone but 
would omit the wall pillars. 

07.09.17 - We take on board the comments 
relating to the existing topography and the cut 
and fill required to meet highway standards 
etc. However, we still feel that the level 
changes around area 1 (back to back of the 
plots) are excessive in places and will impact 
detrimentally on the rear aspects of a number 
of units within this area. We are also 
concerned about any views you may get of 
this rear aspect of the wall/fence. To combat 
this we would suggest some robust planting 
on this corner of the site to compliment the 
existing mature tree.

It is still disappointing to note that plots 12 
and 13 have not been reoriented to address 
the street.  The robust planting suggested in 
the point above would also serve to address 
this issue. 

We are still not happy with the Malvern house 
type. The dormers should be removed and 
replaced with rooflights. The bay windows on 
the ground floor should be simplified with the 
Georgian style projecting canopy removed. 
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The boundary treatment throughout the 
scheme will be critical. We still feel that there 
are areas where the close boarded fencing 
will be visible. This is particularly 
problematical when abutting the footpath 
(Area 3). This still hasn’t been addressed and 
we would suggest a softer boundary 
treatment is used here – hedge? I note that 
the developer is not prepared to hand the 
layout of area 3 as previously suggested by 
the panel. Whilst we can understand the utility 
objections, the cross section does not 
evidence the level change between the plots 
99 – 107 and the footpath as suggested in 
their email. What is the accurate position 
here? 

We would also make the point again, 
concerning the size of the perimeter blocks of 
area 2 and 3. These could be merged to 
create larger perimeter blocks, removing the 
separating road (money saving?)

Landscaping plan needs to be submitted to 
show interface and treatment of the open 
areas. Ideally this should be kept less formal 
than mown grass. 
 
26.04.18 –  No revised sections have been 
submitted so no further comments although 
we note the significant provision of tree 
planting on the scheme as a whole. 

With respect to plots 12 and 13 This has now 
been addressed and offers a better solution.

With respect to the Malvern housing type The 
dormers have been removed and replaced 
with rooflights, which is acceptable. The fake 
Georgian style canopy still exists above the 
bay and should be omitted and simplified. 
This detail also crops up on some other 
house types. The extension to the 
Tammerton should have the hipped roof 
revised to a simple gable.  Whilst I accept that 
the apartment block is well hidden from view 
a more appropriate solution would be a 
scheme similar to that approved under 
HPK/2015/0113.
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The layout of area 3 is better and allows a 
better interface with the footpath and fields 
beyond. However high boarded timber 
fencing interrupts this and does not allow 
enhanced permeability. The fence between 
plots 102 and 103 should be removed. 

The perimeter block on site 3 has been 
increased which is  positive. 
There are no street scenes submitted and I 
would request a street scene of plots 100 – 
87 and 12 – 25. In addition I would request 
site sections across the site from east to 
west. 

Can we condition surface materials?

Ideally it would be better if the footpath 
(Midshires Way) takes precedence over the 
road where it crosses. Perhaps delineating 
this with setts? 

Operational 
Services – 
Project Officer

04.07.12 - With regard to the reserved 
matters application, I have looked at the 
previous comments regarding play and open 
space contributions which remain the same 
and are as follows:-
I confirm that we would require contributions 
for off site provision of both children's play 
and outdoor sport and play in line with the 
attached calculations for contributions 
(applicable for when the outline application 
(HPK/2014/0119) was validated and initial 
comments would have been made As you are 
aware we have recently undertaken 
improvement works to the Memorial Park 
through Heritage Lottery funding, however, 
the funding we received was limited and as a
consequence there were some elements of 
the scheme which we were unable to deliver. 
The contributions from this development 
would be used to reintroduce these elements 
to respond to
the needs of the local community using the 
park, as well as address the increased usage 
of the play area and sports area that would be 
expected from this development. · Additional 
elements of play equipment for both toddlers 
and juniors, located in the play
area.
· Reinforced grass areas at the sports pitches
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· Improvements to the junior football pitch

However, on looking at the Unilateral 
Undertaking, it appears that the only 
contribution included is for off site play 
provision and there is nothing included for off 
site open space/sports provision? Do you 
know if this is correct? Also, with the costs for 
the off site play contribution the figure 
included in the UU is one I’m not familiar with 
and relates to the number of units and not 
occupation, which is the basis of our formula 
for contribution – do you know where this has 
come from? 'the Play Space Contribution' 
means the sum calculated by multiplying 
£245.33 by the aggregate number of 
Dwellings referred to in the notice of approval 
of reserved matters relating to the Application 
to be used for the Play Space Contribution 
Purposes’
With regard to the on site open space, we will 
be looking to comment on the ‘Open Space 
Works Specification’ and see a detailed 
specification/plan of management, including 
who this will be undertaken by and contact 
details.
My other comment would be regarding the 
footpath which runs from the main PROW, off  
to the west of the site, and whether this is 
actually needed. It is adjacent to a proposed 
highway footpath as part of the road network, 
so this really is duplication. Also, in terms of 
community safety, it is not good design 
practice to have a footpath running adjacent 
to residential properties as this does with plot 
12. I would suggest that this ‘spur footpath’ is 
removed altogether and the open space is 
kept for informal use.

14.02.18 - In terms of the Public Open Space 
which is to be delivered on site, I would 
request that the Management Plan for this 
open space is provided as per the Unilateral 
Undertaking which states under the definition 
of ‘Management Plan’ that this should be 
provided as part of the Reserved Matters 
Submission.  I am aware of the letter from 
Ward Hadaway which requests a Deed of 
Variation to the original UU to provide clarity 
on timing for approval/ submission of the 
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Management Plan, and that this be confirmed 
as ‘prior to occupation’ as in para 2.2 
Schedule 2.   I would recommend that no 
variation is made and that Barratt Homes 
provide the detail of the Management Plan at 
this stage of Reserved Matters. 

Similarly with regard to the requirement to 
establish a Management Company for the 
purpose of managing and maintaining the 
open space, I would request that evidence 
and detailed information of how this Company 
is to be formed, also be submitted as part of 
this Reserved Matters Submission as 
contained in the s106 Agreement para 3.1.1 
Schedule 2.  The detail provided should set 
out whether this is a Resident’s or Private 
Management Company, how this company is 
established and who is involved/ultimately 
responsible, who’s ownership the land 
remains under, ongoing protection of the POS 
(from future development), timescales for 
legal obligations in respect of the 
management and maintenance etc.

05.06.18 - On the whole, I don’t think I have 
any other issues to clarify about the 
management and maintenance in accordance 
with the Management Plan and the 
Maintenance Schedule, which seem quite 
comprehensive.

DCC Flood 
Risk 

14.08.17 - Based on the proposed drainage 
layout the application does not appear to be 
able to meet the requirements of conditions 
11 - 13 of the outline planning application. 
The proposal no longer contains any SuDS 
features as per condition 13 and has not 
demonstrated how the proposed layout
can accommodate the attenuation volumes 
required to meet the design principles 
outlined within the
FRA and required under conditions 11 and 
12.
The proposed drainage strategy would not be 
considered by the LLFA or the Environment 
Agency to be classed as sustainable drainage 
features. The LLFA encourages that site 
surface water drainage is designed to 
manage surface water as close to the surface 
as possible, prioritising infiltration as a means 
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of surface water disposal and where possible 
applying the SuDS management train. The 
LLFA would prefer the applicant to utilise 
existing landform to manage surface water in 
mini/sub-catchments.
If underground storage is to be utilised then it 
should be demonstrated that this is the only 
feasible option for storage available and a 
more sustainable approach is not possible. 
The applicant is advised to contact the LLFA 
should any guidance on the drainage strategy 
for the proposed development be required.
It appears the applicant hasn’t undertaken an 
appropriate ground investigation, therefore 
the application cannot demonstrate the runoff 
destination hierarchy as described paragraph 
80 of the planning practice guidance. A 
detailed ground investigation will be expected 
to support and inform the application.
The current proposals are to dispose of 
surface water using a gravity sewer system 
before discharging to an unnamed 
watercourse along the eastern boundary at a 
variable rate between 26.1l/s (1in 1 year) and
62.5l/s (1 in 100 year). The applicant should 
demonstrate that the proposals do not 
increase the volume of water discharged 
during the peak storm, as the network 
downstream of the proposed outfall is 
indicated to contain a constriction point and 
additional volumes may aggravate flooding.
The applicant should be aware that the LLFA 
has received four reports of historical flooding 
in close proximity to the site of which one was 
attributed to surface water. There is no further 
information regarding these incidents. The 
applicant should consider this information 
when developing the proposals for the site so 
as not to cause or exacerbate flood risk to 
and from the site.

19.10.17 - Based on the information provided 
and the discussion held with the applicant, 
the LLFA are satisfied that appropriate 
consideration of SuDS has been undertaken 
as part of the development of the proposals 
and that existing conditions can be 
discharged within the proposed layout. The 
LLFA therefore do not raise any further 
objections.  The applicant has now provided 
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further details regarding the assessment of 
SuDS that has been undertaken and 
highlighted additional restraints in relation to 
the tree protection orders within the 
development. The need to protect the trees 
combined with the gradients within the site in 
multiple directions has resulted in the 
alignment of the layout with contour would be 
unfeasible to incorporate SuDS along the 
contours, the LLFA are therefore satisfied that 
the Layout is consistent with the outline 
proposals and that SUDS have been 
appropriately considered as our previous 
objection regarding the ability of the layout to 
meet condition 13 been satisfied. 
The applicant has provided flow rate and 
volume calculation for the proposed surface 
water system demonstrating that the site will 
not increase the discharge rate or volume 
leaving the site, or result in flooding within the 
development. Therefore the objections raised 
regarding conditions 11 and 12 have also 
been resolved.

30.10.17 - Whilst I Acknowledge that the Non 
Statutory Technical Standards were not in 
place at the time of outline determination and 
the specific reference of them is therefore in 
appropriate, the principles behind the 
Standards can be aligned with the 
requirements of NPPF, in relation to the 
requirement to not increase flood risk on or 
off site.
The proposed system is detailed to discharge 
to a watercourse with a substantial 
downstream restriction, as identified on the 
existing site plan within the Lee Roxborough 
FRA (Page 18). An increase in volume 
discharge from this development will be likely 
to result in an increase flood risk. As per the 
principles of the EA Science Report
SC30219, volume should be considered and 
appropriate long term storage designed to 
accommodate this volume. However no 
volume check has been undertaken to ensure 
this is appropriately managed. Based on the 
information within the Opus phase 2 
Geological assessment, the LLFA accept that 
infiltration is not an appropriate method to 
drain the site. I am however concerned that 
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groundwater is indicated to be very high 
0.3mbgl within the site, but groundwater flood 
risk has not been considered.
The Cole Easdon FRA states that “the 
surface water drainage will be managed 
utilising attenuation SuDS,” but is based on 
oversized pipes. The LLFA do not consider 
oversized pipes as SuDS, because they only 
consider the quantity aspect.
It should be noted that the downstream 
watercourse is considered to be a receptor 
and should be protected from any increased 
pollutant loading through development, It is 
therefore not a SuDS.
Whilst it is accepted that the site has a 
number of constraints sufficient information 
on the assessments of SuDS has not be 
included. The use of lined SuDS features 
along contours has not been considered such 
as Swales or permeable paving, this 
approach would prevent excessive depths 
and hazards being caused.
The model provided does not appear to 
include 10% urban creep. Urban creep and 
Climate change are two independent factors 
that should be considered to ensure that the 
proposed development will remain safe from 
flooding within the lifetime of the 
development. Urban creep has been a factor 
incorporated into calculations for a number of 
years to protect development from the impact 
of extensions and permitted development 
which is known to cause problems.
It is noted that the original indicative layout 
excluded the natural depressions and ditches 
from the developable areas, but that the new 
layout will alter these routes directing water 
into land drainage that flows in a different
direction. This proposal is unlikely to remove 
this form of risk indefinably because springs 
are known to move, especially when 
alterations to the land levels are undertaken. 
As such the natural flow routes should be 
retained as open space to support the natural 
flow routes reducing the likelihood of 
emerging groundwater impacting on 2 
properties in the future. The proposed land 
drainage is also likely to increase the time of 
entry of emerging groundwater into the 
watercourse further impacting on the capacity 
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in the downstream network.

26.02.18 - On reviewing the revised Flood 
Risk Assessment (FRA) the proposed runoff 
rates and storage requirements may need 
some amendment. The proposed runoff rates 
are based on an area of 4.421 ha and the 
storage volume is based on an area of 2.18 
ha. Should surface water from outside the 
2.18 ha area enter the system the storage 
volume will prove insufficient and the system 
could flood. Also, as the greenfield rate is 
based on 4.421 ha the storage should be 
based on an equal figure therefore retaining 
the original greenfield runoff rate for the site 
as a whole.

07.06.18 - The issue 4 FRA raised some 
questions and these have been responded to 
sufficiently to provide evidence that the 
relevant conditions could be discharged 
within the proposed layout should the 
application progress.

Derbyshire 
Wildlife Trust 

9.11.17 - The Revised Planning Layout 
(March 2017 Rev G) does not appear to have 
any additional ecological implications than the 
previous Planning Layout (March 2017 Rev 
B). In addition, no significant ecological 
changes are noted in the Revised Landscape 
Layout. 
We have made a few suggestions to relocate 
some of the bat and bird boxes to more 
optimal areas of the site. Mainly to provide 
more flight space for swifts to and from the 
boxes and to spread out the general bird 
boxes. See attached marked up plan. 
The Biodiversity Management Plan does not 
include a specification for the translocation of 
wet grassland. This should be included 
(unless provided elsewhere).

20.02.18 - The Trust welcome the revised 
documents, reflecting the most current 
scheme layout. It is noted that the buffer 
along the eastern boundary is still in place to 
protect the offsite badgers sett, comprising 
species-rich grassland adjacent to the 
existing offsite woodland. The Trust 
particularly welcome the well-detailed LEMP, 
with clear objectives, management 
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prescriptions and monitoring measures. 
We have three minor comments to address: 
1. The Revised Bird and Bat Box Location 
Plan (provided separately and as Appendix B 
of the LEMP) does not reflect the suggestions 
we made previously on 9th November 2017. 
At this time, we provided a marked up plan 
indicating several suggested amendments. 
This should be updated. 

2. Section 5 of the LEMP details when 
monitoring should take place, however it only 
provides a very broad description of what will 
be monitored i.e. “Simple monitoring reports 
against key measures…”. Management 
intentions and operations are provided for 
each habitat in Section 4 (4.12 – 4.118) and it 
is suggested that these are used to provide 
key targets for each of the habitats to be 
monitored. 

3. Section 4.21. should be amended to 
reference Section 5. 

29.08.18 – I can confirm that Version 7 of the 
LEMP (June 2018) addresses all of our 
comments and is sufficient to discharge 
condition 18 and 19. 

Natural 
England

05.07.17 No objection.  Natural England has 
assessed this application using the Impact 
Risk Zones data (IRZs) and is satisfied that 
the proposed development being carried out 
in strict accordance with the details of the 
application, as submitted, will not damage or 
destroy the interest features for which 
Toddbrook Reservoir SSSI has been notified. 
We therefore advise your authority that this 
SSSI does not represent a constraint in 
determining this application. Should the 
details of this application change, Natural 
England draws your attention to Section 28(I) 
of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 
amended), requiring your authority to re-
consult Natural England. 
conservation objectives.1

The proposed development is for a site within 
or close to a nationally designated landscape 
namely Peak District National Park. Natural 
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England advises that the planning authority 
uses national and local policies, together with 
local landscape expertise and information to 
determine the proposal.

The landscape advisor/planner for the 
National Park will be best placed to provide 
you with detailed advice about this 
development proposal. Their knowledge of 
the site and its wider landscape setting, 
together with the aims and objectives of the 
park’s management plan, will be a valuable 
contribution to the planning decision. Where 
available, a local Landscape Character 
Assessment can also be a helpful guide to 
the landscape’s sensitivity to this type of 
development and its capacity to 
accommodate the proposed development. 

The statutory purposes of the National Park 
are to conserve and enhance the natural 
beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the 
park; and to promote opportunities for the 
understanding and enjoyment of the special 
qualities of the park by the public. You should 
assess the application carefully as to whether 
the proposed development would have a 
significant impact on or harm those statutory 
purposes. Relevant to this is the duty on 
public bodies to ‘have regard’ for those 
statutory purposes in carrying out their 
functions (section 11 A(2) of the National 
Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 
1949 (as amended)). The Planning Practice 
Guidance confirms that this duty also applies 
to proposals outside the designated area but 
impacting on its natural beauty.

We have not assessed this application and 
associated documents for impacts on 
protected species.

05.02.18 - Natural England has previously 
commented on this proposal and made 
comments to the authority in our letter dated 
05 July 2017
 
The advice provided in our previous response 
applies equally to this amendment although 
we made no objection to the original 
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proposal.
 
The proposed amendments to the original 
application are unlikely to have significantly 
different impacts on the natural environment 
than the original proposal.  

Environment 
Agency 

03.07.17 - No objection 
31.01.18 Revised Plan – No further 
comments to make.

Coal Authority 10.07.17 No objection. The application site 
falls within the defined Development High 
Risk Area; therefore within the application site 
and surrounding area there are coal mining 
features and hazards which need to be 
considered in relation to the determination of 
this planning application, specifically probable 
shallow coal mine workings associated with 
coal which outcropped across the site. 
In terms of providing comments in relation to 
this planning application, it is noted that the 
submission is a reserved matters application 
in respect of outline planning approval 
reference HPK/2014/0119. The Coal 
Authority is pleased to see that Condition 29 
of the outline consent granted requires 
intrusive site investigations, and any remedial 
works identified as necessary. 
In noting the submitted Consolidated Geo-
Environmental Report (December 2014, 
prepared by Opus International Consultants 
(UK) Ltd), Section 6.1.6 of which confirms 
that Protecting the public and the 
environment in mining areas 2 shallow coal is 
not considered to affect the site. The Coal 
Authority is satisfied that the issue of coal 
mining legacy has now been dealt with. 

09.02.18 - The Coal Authority wishes to raise 
no further comments regarding the 
application and you are directed to the 
content of Mr MacArthur’s initial letter.

DCC Policy 
and Monitoring 
Officer 

The County Council has no further comments 
to make concerning infrastructure and 
services with regard to the application. 

Policy Officer The application site is allocated for 
residential development in the High Peak 
Local Plan (C9). The site lies within the built 
up area boundary of the Whaley Bridge. 
Policy S2 (Settlement Hierarchy) defines 
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Whaley Bridge as a market town which are 
identified in the Plan as the main focus for 
housing, employment and service growth. 
The proposal is for 107 homes including 32 
affordable homes 
Policy H3 of the Adopted High Peak Local 
Plan states (emphasis underlined): 
“The Council will require all new residential 
development to address the housing needs of 
local people by: 
….b) Providing a range of market and 
affordable housing types and sizes that can 
reasonably meet the requirements and future 
needs of a wide range of household types 
including for the elderly and people with 
specialist housing needs, based on evidence 
from the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment or successor documents 
c) Providing a mix of housing that contributes 
positively to the promotion of a sustainable 
and inclusive community taking into account 
the characteristics of the existing housing 
stock in the surrounding locality….” 
The 2014 SHMA recommended a re-
balancing of stock away small terraced 
housing and 3-bed properties towards 2-bed 
and stock to support the elderly population. 
The following split was recommended: 
- Property Sizes: 10% 1-bed; 45% 2-bed; 
35% 3-bed and 10% 4-bed+ dwellings 
- Property Type: 30% semi-detached; 25% 
detached; 15% terraced; 10% 
flat/maisonette; 20% bungalow/specialist 
elderly accommodation
2 
However, the SHMA also recommended that 
a flexible approach was required to take 
account of viability issues and local provision. 
At the time of the examination the Local Plan 
emerging policies were viability tested. The 
Viability Study looked at the context of the 
Borough and assessed each area. Para 4.56 
quotes estate agents views on the level and 
type of need in the Whaley Bridge Area and 
states that there is a need for semi detached 
2 and 3 bed dwellings 
https://www.highpeak.gov.uk/media/1177/Hig
h-Peak-Local-Plan-Viability-Test-Final-
Report/pdf/High_Peak_Local_Plan_Viability_
Test_Final_Report.pdf 
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Further supporting information regarding 
viability and the existing stock in the 
surrounding locality to justify why a deviation 
from the SHMA recommendations is 
required, particularly the provision of a high 
percentage of 4 bed properties within the 
scheme. 

Severn Trent No comments to make. 
Whaley Bridge 
Tow Council 

14.08.17 - Objection. Access – No report from 
the statutory highway authority has been 
provided and that previously files on 
HPK/2014/0119 are now out of date. 
Macclesfield Road is a single carriageway at 
the junction with Linglongs Road and the 
proposed junction will be dangerous and 
inadequate. Also Linglongs Road is below 
standard at this intersection and is too narrow 
to carry the envisaged traffic flows. A pelican 
crossing is required at the point of the 
pedestrian with Macclesfield Road and 
Reddish Road in order to provide a safe walk 
to school, services and sustainable transport. 
The car parking plan is inadequate given that 
the likely displacement of existing cars from 
Macclesfield Road will radically exceed the 
eleven spaces identified. Adequate provision 
should be made to secure the adoption of all 
roadways and drainage(as well as other 
services). No surety bond should be released 
until this is done. 
The use of white render is considered 
unsuitable in the context of existing 
development in Whaley Bridge. 
Generally the design aesthetics are 
unimaginative and could be improved, 
especially given the fact that its development 
adjoins the PDNP. The property finishes will 
not be readily assimilate themselves into the 
surrounding and will therefore prove unsightly 
from adjoining areas of the PDNP and open 
space.  
Despite an acknowledgement that existing 
amenity value should be maintained and the 
boundary not encroached upon the 
development planned does exactly this with 
dense building tight up to the northern 
boundary. No arboriculture report was 
provided despite the proposed removal of 
protected trees, especially TP 74 which 
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should be preserved. A report is requires and 
should be made publically available. No 
explanation  as to how the green areas within 
the site will be protected from encroachment 
of parked vehicles. 
The use of crown flow controllers should be 
investigates and their suitability determined. 
Concern also regards future covering of 
garden spaces upon the drainage run-off from 
the site. Certain of the proposed affordable 
houses are located too close to the existing 
site of identified noise at the adjoining 
industrial estate. 
As regards how the effects of the 
development might be ameliorates it was felt 
that the following s106 contributions were 
required: 
1, Upgrade of the six bus stops on 
Macclesfield Road in proximity of the site to 
provide foul weather protection. 
2. A significant contribution to improve car 
parking in the centre of the town as the area 
in vicinity of the railway station is fully 
occupied during working hours. 
3. A pelican crossing opposite Reddish Road. 
4. A contribution or provision of a children’s 
play area. 
The proposed excavation of the Roman Road 
at the intersection with the internal roadways 
should be supervised and properly 
documented. 

13/11/17 – Objection, the Town Council 
remains of the view that the proposed access 
arrangements are inadequate as evidenced 
by DCC’s report of 19/9/17. 

United Utilities It should be noted that we have previously 
commented on the outline application, ref 
HPK/2014/0119. 

In accordance with the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) and the National 
Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG), the site 
should be drained on a separate system with 
foul water draining to the public sewer and 
surface water draining in the most sustainable 
way.
The NPPG clearly outlines the hierarchy to be 
investigated by the developer when 
considering a surface water drainage 
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strategy. We would ask the developer to 
consider the following drainage
options in the following order of priority:
1. into the ground (infiltration);
2. to a surface water body;
3. to a surface water sewer, highway drain, or 
another drainage system;
4. to a combined sewer.

United Utilities has reviewed the drainage 
proposals (Engineering Layout, Drwg No. 
466/ED/02, Rev -, Dated 05.05.17) and 
confirm the proposals are acceptable in 
principle.

According to our records we have a formal 
easement which is affected by the proposed 
development under UU Ref Z689 Under no 
circumstances should anything be stored, 
planted or erected on the easement, nor 
should anything occur that may affect the 
integrity of the pipe or
United Utilities legal right to 24hr access. I 
would advise that the developer adheres to 
the standard conditions for works adjacent to 
pipelines guidance as there are water pipes 
crossing the site.

Without effective management and 
maintenance, sustainable drainage systems 
can fail or become ineffective. As a provider 
of wastewater services, we believe we have a 
duty to advise the Local Planning Authority of 
this potential risk to ensure the longevity of 
the surface water drainage system and the 
service it provides to people. We also wish to 
minimise the risk of a sustainable drainage 
system having a detrimental impact on the 
public sewer network should the two systems 
interact.
We therefore recommend the Local Planning 
Authority include a condition in their Decision 
Notice regarding a management and 
maintenance regime for any sustainable 
drainage system that is included as part of 
the proposed development.

Please note, United Utilities cannot provide 
comment on the design, management and 
maintenance of an asset that is not in our 
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ownership and therefore should the 
suggested condition be included in the 
Decision Notice, we will not be involved in 
discharging this condition.

The level of cover to the water mains and 
sewers must not be compromised either 
during or after construction. A separate 
metered supply to each unit will be required 
at the applicant's expense and all internal 
pipe work must comply with current water 
supply (water fittings) regulations 1999.

10.05.18 The revised proposals are 
acceptable to United Utilities. 

7. POLICY AND MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS AND 
PLANNING BALANCE 

Procedural Matters

7.1 A number of comments have been made in respect of the section 73 
application, ref HPK/2017/0694 which was considered by the committee 
in March 2018 and subsequently in July 2018. The reason for referring 
the section 73 application back to the planning committee in July was 
due to the late response of the highway authority (May 2018) requesting 
the removal of the second access onto Macclesfield Road. The 
committee resolved to approve this application. The arguments as to 
whether the changes as a whole amounted to a development which is 
substantially different or not, the precise wording of the planning 
conditions to be attached to the revised outline permission, the extent of 
the red line plan and the revised Development Framework Plan were 
considered by the committee at this time. 

7.2 Article 6 of the Town and County Planning (Development 
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 set out that an 
application for approval of reserved matters, must, amongst a number of 
criteria, be accompanied by plans and drawings, as are necessary to 
deal with the matters reserved in the outline planning permission. In this 
case, whilst the original outline planning consent in 2015 showed two 
potential accesses, the subsequent section 73 application and the 
revised Development Framework Plan showed one potential access. 
7.3 Therefore this reserved matters application is considered in light of a 
single access and revised Development Framework Plan.   

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

7.5 Section 38(6) requires the local planning authority to determine 
planning applications in accordance with the development plan, unless 
there are material circumstances which 'indicate otherwise'. Section 
70(2) provides that in determining applications the local planning 
authority "shall have regard to the provisions of the Development Plan, 
so far as material to the application and to any other material 
considerations." The Development Plan currently consists of the High 
Peak Local Plan 2016. 

7.6 Paragraphs 10 and 11 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) explains that at the heart of the Framework is the presumption 
in favour of sustainable development. For decision makers this means 
that when considering development proposals which accord with the 
development plan they should be approved without delay; or where the 
development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out of date, 
grant planning permission unless any adverse impacts would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed 
against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole.

7.7 Paragraph 8 of the NPPF identifies that there are three 
overarching objectives to achieving sustainable development which are 
interdependent and need to be pursued in mutually supportive ways, 
these include:  

a) an economic objective – to help build a strong, responsive and 
competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right types 
is available in the right places and at the right time to support growth, 
innovation and improved productivity; and by identifying and 
coordinating the provision of infrastructure; 

b) a social objective – to support strong, vibrant and healthy 
communities, by ensuring that a sufficient number and range of homes 
can be provided to meet the needs of the present and future 
generations; and by fostering a well designed and safe built 
environment, with accessible services and open spaces that reflect 
current and future needs and support communities’ health, social and 
cultural well being; and 

c) an environmental objective – to contribute to protecting and 
enhancing our natural, built and historic environment; including making 
the effective use of land, helping to improve biodiversity, using natural 
resources prudently, minimising waste and pollution, and mitigating and 
adapting to climate change, including moving to a low carbon economy.
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7.8 Section 5 of the NPPF relates to delivering a sufficient supply of 
homes. Paragraph 59 identifies that to support the Government’s 
objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes, it is important 
that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forwards where it 
is needed, that the needs of groups with specific housing requirements 
are addressed and that land with permission is developed without 
unnecessary delay.  

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

7.10 Policy H2 of the adopted Local Plan allocates part of the site for 
housing development (C9). This allocation, identifies that the site is 
suitable for 83 houses, although following the grant of outline consent in 
2015, (which was prior to the adoption of the current Local Plan), the 
Local Plan subsequently identified the whole of the site within the built 
up area boundary for Whaley Bridge.  Accordingly the site forms part of 
the required housing land supply identified in Policy S3 and the 5 year 
supply of housing.   

7.11 The site therefore lies within the built up area boundary for Whaley 
Bridge as defined by Policy S2 of the adopted Local Plan. In accordance 
with Policy H1, sites which lies within the built up area boundary, but 
unallocated for residential development, will be supported in principle for 
housing development. 

Principle of Development 

7.12 Outline planning permission HPK/2014/0119 was granted with all 
matters reserved in May 2015, prior to the adoption of the current Local 
Plan. In July 2018, application HPK/2017/0694 sought to amend 
conditions 5, 24 and 31 of the outline consent HPK/2014/0119 whereby 
the committee resolved to grant consent. Following the grant of the 
outline planning permission and the consideration of the more recent 
section 73 application (HPK/2017/0694) the principle of the 
development at the site has been accepted and this application does not 
present an opportunity to revisit that principle. This reserved matters 
application therefore seeks to agree matters of layout, access, scale, 
appearance and landscaping.

Proposed development

7.13 The plans show a total of 107 dwelling provided by way of 1, 2, 3, 4 
and 5 bedroom properties. Policy H3 of the adopted Local Plan requires 
new residential development to address the housing needs of local 
people, by, amongst a number of criteria, providing a range of market 
and affordable housing types and sizes that can reasonably meet the 
requirements and future needs of a wide range of households. This 
policy also sets out the need to provide housing that takes account of 
the characteristics of the existing housing stock in the surrounding 
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locality. The proposals include 30% of the total number of houses for 
affordable purposes in line with Policy H4. The following housing mix is 
proposed:

Size Total number % proposed %SHMA 
requirements

1 bedroom 6 6 10
2 bedrooms 17 16 45
3 bedrooms 32 30 25
4+ bedrooms 52 48 10

7.14 Broadly the proposals would provide 50% smaller units (3 beds 
and less) and 50% larger units (4+ bedrooms). The Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment and Housing Needs Report April 2014 (SHMA), 
which was commissioned to inform the adopted Local Plan, examined 
the potential scale of future housing need and demand in High Peak 
based upon a range of housing, economic and demographic factors, 
trends and forecasts. This assessment, amongst a number of factors, 
examined the requirement for housing in terms of type and size, 
advising that the above SHMA requirements should be sought. In effect 
the report recommended that there should be a re-balancing of the 
existing housing stock away from small terraces properties and 3 
bedroom accommodation to 2 bedroom dwellings. However the report 
also acknowledged that a flexible approach should be applied when 
dealing with housing applications, as relatively lower levels of housing 
viability in certain urbanised parts of the Borough, could be 
compromised by an unsuitable housing mix.

7.15 As noted in the above table the proposals, whilst providing an even 
split between smaller and larger houses, would not comply with the 
SHMA requirements. Notwithstanding this, the scheme overall provides 
for a range housing types and sizes. According to the 2011 census for 
Whaley Bridge the existing housing stock comprises:

1 bed 2 bed 3 bed 4+ bed Total
Housing 
stock in 
Whaley 
Bridge at 
2011

214 823 1024 733 2794

% 7.7 29.5 36.6 26.2 100
Development 
Proposals

6 17 32 52 107

% 6 16 30 48 100

7.16 The applicant argues that the proposed housing mix, when taken 
into account with completions since 2011 (a total of 16 dwellings) and 
commitments as at April 2017 (a total of 35 dwellings) in Whaley Bridge, 
the proposed housing mix has no material difference to the make-up of 
the housing stock in 2011. Moreover, according to recent discussions 
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held with local estate agents, there is a high demand for 3 and 4 
bedroom properties, with the development proposals reflecting the 
character of the immediate area.       
 
7.17 The argument put forward by the applicant in terms of reflecting the 
character of immediate area is persuasive. In this particular case, the 
proposals provide for a variety of terraced, semi detached and detached 
units, which reflect the character and can be found in the immediate 
area. The only exception to this is the inclusion of an apartment block 
containing one bedroom units, which as discussed elsewhere in this 
report is not considered to harm the visual character of the area. 
Although the housing mix would not strictly comply with the SHMA 
requirements, as noted above a flexible approach to housing mix should 
be applied. Moreover, the Council recently sought legal advice on 
whether house sizes (floor space) and housing mix were a matter to be 
determined at the reserved matters stage. Counsel’s advice is that 
these matters should be determined at the outline stage by the use of 
appropriate conditions and/or legal agreement. In this case, the original 
outline consent did not secure specific house sizes or mix, and therefore 
the requirements of Policy H3 cannot be secured at this reserved 
matters stage in any event. 

7.18 Meeting the housing needs of local people is not only a matter of 
delivering a wide range of housing types, but also ensuring that the size 
of housing provides opportunities for future adaption to meet the 
differing and changing needs of households. Previously, and secured at 
the outline stage, when assessing the requirements for affordable 
housing, the former Housing Quality Indicators (HQI) were used to 
assess the size of affordable housing, dependant on occupancy levels. 
The current proposals, including both open market housing and the 
affordable housing would meet the former HQI standards.  The HQI 
standards have now been replaced by the National Described Space 
Standards (and referred to in Policy H3), which require larger sized 
homes. However as this site was granted outline consent prior to the 
adoption of the current local plan, it is reasonable to assess this 
application against the standards which were in force at the time. 
Notwithstanding this, as noted above, the size of units is a matter for 
consideration at the outline stage and not for this reserved matters 
application.    

7.19 In terms of provision for elderly accommodation, Policy H3 of the 
adopted Local Plan under criteria (e) states that flexible 
accommodation, which is capable of future adaption should be provided 
in accordance with the National Described Space Standards and 
delivered to meet accessibility standards set out in the Optional 
Requirement  M4(2) of Part M of the Building Regulations.  As noted 
above the size of the dwellings has been assessed against the former 
HQI standards and therefore whilst not policy compliant, is acceptable.  
The general purpose of Part M of Building Regulations is to ensure that 
both internally and externally new buildings are designed to provide 
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accessible and adaptable dwellings to meet the requirements of older 
people and people with specialist housing needs. Matters which are 
addressed in this section include, for example, the ability to widen 
driveways/parking spaces to accommodate a wheel chair, step free 
access and internal circulation space of a certain size to ensure that 
dwellings can be adapted if required. The SHMA identified a need to 
provide 20% of dwellings as bungalows/specialist elderly 
accommodation.  

7.20 Although no bungalows are proposed, the applicant has submitted 
evidence to show that the proposed house types will achieve a 92% 
compliance with Part M4 (2) of Building Regulations. This includes, for 
example adequate internal circulation spaces, parking and access 
widths which could be widened if required and level access to dwellings.  
The only area which the dwellings would not meet is entrance level WC 
and shower drainage, although a number of the house types do include 
ground level WC facilities. Whilst not fully compliant with Part M4 (2), 
achieving over 90% is sufficient to meet the requirements of the Policy, 
bearing in mind that the SHMA requirement is for only 20% 
bungalow/special housing need. 

Layout, scale and appearance considerations 

7.21 Policies S1 and EQ6 of the adopted Local Plan seek to ensure that 
development is well designed and of a high quality that responds 
positively to its environment whilst contributing towards local 
distinctiveness and a sense of place. New development should take 
account of the distinct character, townscape and setting of the area and 
secure high quality and locally distinctive design and amenity. These 
policies reflect guidance contained within the NPPF and particularly 
paragraph 124 which recognises the importance of creating high quality 
buildings and places, with good design being a key aspect of 
sustainable development.  The adopted Supplementary Planning 
Document on Residential Design 2005, also provides guidance on the 
approach to new residential development, and the factors which 
contribute toward local distinctiveness.  

7.22 The site lies in an area of predominantly residential in character, 
although to the east is Botany Industrial Park. The surrounding 
residential development ranges from Victorian/Edwardian stone terraced 
and semi detached houses to mid 20th century  semi detached houses 
along Macclesfield Road, to mid century housing along Linglongs Road 
and 1970’s detached semi and detached bungalows in Linglongs 
Avenue. Although there are some examples of rendered and pebble 
dashed properties in the immediate area, the dominant material is stone 
with grey roofs. As such there is a variation of housing types and 
designs in the immediate locality. 
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7.23 Within the residential design SPD, Whaley Bridge is noted for its 
irregular & organic settlement pattern. The structure of the settlement 
pattern is based on radial streets converging in a square or market 
place. Streets follow winding curves making up a loose grid. The site is 
split into three distinct areas, the north western corner having a more 
linear form, and the north and south eastern perimeter blocks having a 
more organic layout. The proposed road layout follows an organic 
pattern with a central open space area leading to open space towards 
the eastern boundary and a loose grid pattern, which is particularly 
evident in the north and south eastern sections of the site. Within the 
central open space, the footpath has been removed following the 
comments of the Councils Projects Officer. Generally the perimeter 
blocks, road layout and provision of central open space area follows the 
organic settlement pattern of Whaley Bridge.   

7.24 Within the north western section, houses would be served by two 
cul de sacs from the principal road. Houses in this section comprise two 
storey detached, semi detached and terraced units, having a well 
balanced approach to the visual character of this area and reflective of 
the wider area of Macclesfield Road. Within the north eastern section, 
houses are predominantly two and two and half storeys 
(accommodation provided within the roof space) of detached and semi 
detached, with the apartment block located towards the eastern 
boundary. The block of apartments, whilst having three storeys is 
positioned at the lowest part of the site, therefore when viewed in the 
context of the wider site will not form a visually prominent building. To 
the south east, the dwellings are predominantly two storey detached 
houses (two plots are two and half storeys) with the existing trees 
aligning the Midshires Way retained and contributing to the sylvan 
setting of this area.    

7.25 Across the site the existing ground levels vary, sloping broadly in a 
west east direction and rising toward the south. Due to the variation in 
ground levels, the submitted plans show ground levels being altered 
with a cut and fill across the site. In some areas, it is proposed to 
increase levels between 4-5m whereas in other areas levels changes 
would be less than a metre. The most noticeable changes will be where 
the proposed access road, located towards the southern boundary of 
the north west section would be located. In this location land levels 
would be reduced between 2-5m. Other notable areas where existing 
land levels would be increased are in the north eastern section, where 
ground levels would be increased in the region of 2-4m and in the north 
western section between 1-3m. Land levels adjacent to existing 
residents In Macclesfield Road would be the least affected, being 
altered between -1m - +1m. Land levels around Plots 6 and 26 would be 
increased between 1 and 2m. As a consequence of the change in 
ground levels, retaining walls are apparent throughout the site, 
especially between rear garden areas and in areas where the new roads 
will adjoin open space areas. Since the submission of the original plans, 
the applicant has where possible lowered the extent of the retaining 
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walls to minimise the visual impact of the development. Consequently 
whilst retaining walls of varying heights will be visible from the public 
domain, within rear garden areas the change in ground levels will not be 
apparent.

7.26 Within each area, the vast majority of houses would be arranged 
outward facing onto the highway with front garden areas and driveway 
parking provided. In areas where buildings are positioned on a corner, 
dual aspect fenestration provides a strong streetscape. Overall the 
layout of the roads and houses creates a consistent and legible street 
scene. The initial submission proposed a number of rendered properties 
throughout the site. However following the comments by Whaley Bridge 
Town Council and the Design Review Panel (DRP), the applicant has 
amended the scheme and removed this element. Proposed materials 
throughout the site are now a forticrete anstone old weathered stone, 
artificial stone window surrounds and a forticrete minislate roof tile. The 
use of these materials reflects the dominant material type along 
Macclesfield road and Linglongs Road/Avenue. 

7.27 The applicant proposes a total of 15 different housing types, which 
due to the use of materials will ensure that a consistent appearance is 
achieved. All houses have a gabled roof form, some with chimneys, with 
the exception of the apartment block, which has a hipped roof form. The 
hipped roof, whilst not particular common feature in Whaley Bridge can 
be found in several properties along Macclesfield Road, and therefore 
this roof form is considered to be acceptable. The properties all have a 
consistent approach to window design with some units having stone 
jambs surrounding windows and doors and elsewhere stone headers 
and cills. Although the DRP raise concerns over the use of the Georgian 
bay windows, this is only found on 16 properties and therefore will not 
have a significant impact on the overall visual appearance of the 
development.  

7.28 Boundary treatments comprise hedges to the front of properties, 
stone walls along side garden boundaries where they adjoin the street 
scene and close boarded fencing and railings to rear gardens. The use 
of soft landscaping and solid walls where they are visible from the street 
scene will ensure that that boundary treatment is sympathetic to the 
general character of the area. With respect to the comments made by 
the DRP, the applicant will ensure that there is no close boarded fencing 
to the rear of plots 99 to 102, which back onto the Midshires Way. This 
will maximise the permeability of the site and can be addressed by an 
appropriate planning condition. 

7.29 A number of objectors, including Whaley Bridge Matters refer to an 
increase in density across the site due to the changes shown on the 
Development Framework Plan approved at the original outline stage 
and the Development Framework Plan more recently considered under 
HPK/2017/0694. The Development Framework Plan considered under 
HPK/2017/0694 shows the residential development extending over 
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three broad parcels of land amounting to 3.75 hectares and green 
infrastructure (including amenity green space, natural/semi green space 
and structural landscaping) over 2.62ha. A footpath aligning the new 
road to the north would continue to be provided.   

7.30 There are no prescribed density levels or standards set out in the 
Local Plan. Paragraph 127 of the NPPF states that planning decisions 
should ensure that development is sympathetic to local character, 
history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape 
setting, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation or 
change (such as increased densities). When assessing planning 
applications, it is the impact on the character of a locality, amongst a 
number of matters, which determines appropriate levels of development. 
Whilst the overall density of the scheme will not change it is 
acknowledged that the density of individual development parcels may 
increase due to additional open space being provided. Nevertheless it is 
not considered that this will have any greater overall landscape and 
visual impact than would be the case under the approved Development 
Framework Plan and the additional open space provides the opportunity 
for further landscaping.

7.31 For the above reasons it is considered that the layout, simple 
design approach combined with the use of appropriate materials will 
deliver a high quality development which responds well to the character 
of Whaley Bridge. The layout of the site successfully relates to the 
organic settlement pattern of Whaley Bridge, which when combined with 
the comprehensive landscaping, which is proposed, will deliver a 
development which responds positively to its environment and 
contributes towards local distinctiveness. 

Affordable Housing

7.32 The NPPF defines affordable housing as housing for sale or rent, 
for those whose needs are not met by market. It defines the different 
types of affordable housing, which include affordable housing for rent, 
starter homes, discount market sales housing and other affordable 
routes to home ownership, which for example can include shared 
ownership. In accordance with Policy H4 of the adopted Local Plan sites 
having more than 25 units are required to provide 30% affordable of 
which a target of 80% should be for rented purposes. When the original 
outline consent was granted, the unilateral agreement secured the 
provision of 30% affordable housing with 80% for rental purposes and 
20% shared ownership. 

7.33 The submitted affordable housing statement confirms that 32 
houses and apartments will be provided for affordable purposes, of 
which 81% would be for rental purposes and 19% for shared ownership 
purposes, thus meeting the requirements of both Policy H4 and the 
unilateral agreement. Moreover the size of the units would meet the 
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Housing Quality Indicators (HQI), a requirement of the unilateral 
agreement, which set out the minimum internal space within new 
dwellings across all tenures and is a funding requirement of the Homes 
and Communities Agency. Whilst these standards have now been 
replaced by the National Described Space Standards, at the time of the 
outline consent, they were not applicable and therefore it is not 
considered reasonable to apply these standards to this reserved matters 
application.

7.34 Within the site the location of the affordable housing is dispersed 
between two areas, to the north west and north east and amongst the 
market housing, thereby promoting an inclusive and community 
cohesion. Consequently the location, amount and tenure split would 
meet the requirements of the unilateral agreement along with Policy H4. 

Impact on residential amenity 

7.35 The NPPF at paragraph 127 seeks to ensure that planning 
decisions deliver, amongst a number of factors, a high standard of 
amenity for existing and future users. Policy EQ6 requires new 
development proposals to achieve a satisfactory relationship to adjacent 
development taking into account matters such as overlooking, 
shadowing, overbearing effects, noise and light pollution. The Councils 
adopted Residential Guide SPD advises that a distance of 21m between 
habitable windows of adjacent properties should be achieved to provide 
an acceptable level of amenity.

7.36 In terms of the relationship to existing properties in Macclesfield 
Road and Linglongs Road, all properties would be positioned in excess 
of 30m from existing residents. Whilst some ground level changes are 
proposed (between -1m to +2m), these distances would more than meet 
the Councils privacy guidelines (21m) and thus it is considered that the 
development would not cause overlooking, loss privacy, loss of light or 
have an overbearing impact to existing residents. Whilst some objectors 
have commented that the dwellings would cause overlooking into 
properties along Macclesfield Road, it is not considered reasonable or 
necessary to impose planning conditions to either remove windows or 
obscure glaze them.  In terms of future residents, a significant 
proportion of the houses would meet the 21 privacy distance, and where 
it falls just below this guideline, houses are not directly back to back, 
some being off set from one another, thereby reducing the amount of 
overlooking that could occur.  Overall therefore the layout of the site 
would not harm the living conditions of both existing and future 
residents. 

7.37 As a consequence of the repositioning of the access point along 
Linglongs Road as considered under HP/2017/0694, the resultant 
internal road has also been moved further towards the southern 
boundary. Internally the road from the new created junction with 
Linglongs Road and proposed footway would be located to the south of 
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the existing trees. Whilst a number of residents raise concerns the new 
access would generate additional noise, light and pollution, it remains 
that only one access point would be located on Linglongs Road and the 
quantum of development is the same as considered in respect of the 
original outline application in 2015 and more recently with the section 73 
application HPK/2017/0694. Therefore, the impact of the access road on 
residential amenity, although in a revised location since the original 
outline application would be no greater than that assessed in respect of 
the original and subsequent section 73 application.

Overall the layout of development would ensure that the residential 
amenities of existing residents are maintained and future residents are 
provided with an acceptable level of space and privacy, thus meeting 
the requirements of Policy EQ6 and the Councils adopted SPD.   

Access considerations

7.38 Section 9 of the NPPF identifies that transport issues should be 
considered from the earliest stages of development proposals. 
Paragraph 108 of the NPPF identifies that in assessing a site that may 
be allocated for development in plans, or specific application for 
development, it should be ensured that: 

a) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can 
be – or have been – taken up, given the type of development and its 
location; 

b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users; and 

c) any significant impacts from the development on the transport 
network (in terms of capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can 
be cost effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree. 

Paragraph 109 of the NPPF states that development should only be 
prevented or refused on highway grounds if there would be an 
unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative 
impacts on the road network would be severe. 

Policy CF6 of the adopted Local Plan sets out the need to ensure that 
development can be safely accessed in a sustainable manner. Whilst 
during the consideration of HPK/2017/0694, it was acknowledged that 
the location of the access road on Linglongs Avenue would be 
positioned further towards the southern boundary, thereby reducing the 
amount of land available for landscaping, details of the access is a 
matter to be determined via this reserved matters application. 

7.39 The Council in approving the original outline application and relying 
upon advice from the Highway Authority concluded that the traffic 
generation, whilst causing some additional queuing at the Macclesfield 
Road/Buxton Road junction would not cause danger or significant 
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inconvenience/congestion to highway users and the operation of the 
highway. Indeed as part of the unilateral agreement a financial 
contribution of £2,000 was secured to upgrade the existing traffic signal 
system at this junction, thus improving the efficiency of the junction for 
all users, including pedestrians. Other highway contributions secured at 
the outline stage included a contribution towards a new pedestrian 
crossing facility on Macclesfield Road, enhancements to public transport 
infrastructure and contributions towards future traffic regulation orders 
(which would be used to control roadside parking at locations that may 
be affected by the development). Moreover, the Council concluded that 
the access point along Linglongs Road could be achieved.  

7.40 Originally the submitted plans showed two vehicular access points, 
one on Linglongs Road, and a secondary access point from 
Macclesfield Road which would operate as an in only access.  A number 
of local residents expressed concerns regarding the safety of the 
secondary access point onto Macclesfield Road which provided for both 
vehicular and pedestrian access, and following a review the Highway  
Authority concluded that due to the absence of a usable pedestrian 
margin to the south of Macclesfield Road, limited visibility at this point 
for approaching traffic, the potential for rear type shunts and the future 
enforceability of the one way system, any benefits of having a 
secondary access point would be outweighed by highway safety 
concerns. Accordingly the Highway Authority recommended that the 
access onto Macclesfield Road be removed in its entirety and the 
development be served by a single access from Linglongs Road. In 
response to the Highway Authority’s comments in May 2018, the 
applicant has removed in its entirety the secondary vehicular and 
pedestrian access from Macclesfield Road from this application and the 
Development Framework Plan considered pursuant to the s73 
application. Although a number of objectors consider that the removal of 
one access pursuant to the s73 application was a substantial change, 
as set out in the report and updates sheet considered by the committee 
in July 2018 in respect of the section 73 application, HPK/2017/0694, 
officers did not consider this to be a fundamental change when judged 
against the development approved under the original outline consent 
HPK/2014/0119 and members concurred resolving to approve the 
section 73 application.

7.41 The initial submission included a Transport Assessment (TA), 
swept path diagrams on the potential key junctions, discussion of 
proximity to local services and facilities and the location and access to 
public transport options. However following the initial response by the 
Highway Authority, the applicant has submitted a supplemental TA 
providing updated commentary on local amenities, public transport, 
accident data, traffic flows and junction modelling. 

7.42 The supplementary TA includes revised traffic surveys in order that 
the quantitative analysis of the junctions takes account of any traffic 
growth that has occurred in the 4 years since the traffic surveys 
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undertaken in the original TA were undertaken. The supplemental TA 
indicates that traffic volumes have generally increased on the TA study 
network in the four years between the 2013 and 2017 surveys. 
Moreover the supplemental report confirms that between 2012 and 2016 
a there were a total of 3 recorded accidents, two close to the junction of 
Lower Macclesfield Road/Buxton Road junction which were recorded as 
one slight injury and one serious injury and close to the roundabout at 
Buxton Road/A6/A5004.   Whilst it is acknowledged that the Buxton 
Road/ Chapel Road/Lower Macclesfield Road junction operates under 
some stress during peak hours, the supplemental report predicts that 
the effect of the additional traffic generation is not considered to cause 
severe harm to the local road network. The Highway Authority do not 
disagree with this conclusion. 

7.43 It is noted that a number of objectors have raised significant 
concerns over the sustainability of the site, the safety of pedestrians 
using routes to and from local facilities, the impact on the Buxton Road 
junction to the east of the site and the alterations proposed to Linglongs 
Road. Whaley Bridge Matters in respect of highway matters have 
commissioned two independent reports which have been reviewed by 
the Highway Authority. 

7.44 As set out in the response by the Highway Authority in reviewing 
the submitted TA, supplemental TA, and the use of the TRICS database 
to determine trip rates for new development they acknowledge that no 
two sites are the same in either scale, location or demographics. The 
supplemental TA concludes that there will be no material impact on the 
performance of the study junctions. The highway authority consider that 
there is no evidence base, including any evidence from objectors, to 
suggest that the conclusion that the development would not have a 
significant adverse effect on the capacity or the safety of the local road 
network is incorrect. 

7.45 The sole means of access to the site will now be from Linglongs 
Road. For the initial 50m from the junction with Macclesfield Road, 
Linglongs Road has a width of 4.8m, although the extent of the highway 
in this location varies in width between 5.2m and 5.7m as it extends up 
to the existing boundary walls of a number of properties in this location. 
After this section, the carriageway will be widened to 5.5m with 2m wide 
footway provided along the width of the application site and just beyond 
the junction with Linglongs Avenue.  Although a number of objectors 
consider 4.8m to be inadequate to accommodate the amount of vehicles 
utilising the road, a 4.8m wide carriageway is sufficient to accommodate 
two way traffic in accordance with the guidance contained in Manual for 
Streets and the 6 C’s Design Guide. Even though the secondary access 
from Macclesfield Road has now been removed from the scheme, the 
predicted number of vehicle movements using this access was not 
considered to be large by the TA and Highway Authority, and it is 
considered that having only one means of access to the site would not 
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cause undue safety concerns or severe harm to Linglongs Road or the 
wider road network. 

7.46 The applicant has submitted vehicle swept path plans at key 
junctions. Although Linglongs Road will be the sole means of access 
into the site, the submitted swept path plans show that larger vehicles 
such as refuse vehicles can manoeuvre into this junction. It is noted that 
a range of vehicles (e.g. refuse, agricultural, HGV’s and residential  
vehicles),   already manoeuvre into Linglongs Road to service existing 
properties, on a weekly basis, and therefore whilst this road will be the 
single point of access into the site, there is no evidence that highway 
safety will be compromised. As a consequence of the widening of 
Linglongs Road, the existing retaining wall, which is approximately 2m in 
height and forms the western boundary of the site would be removed 
and a new wall built. Visually a new retaining wall is considered to be 
acceptable, as the existing retaining wall is a prominent feature when 
viewed from the public right of way within the site. However the use of 
materials will need to be agreed and can be addressed by an 
appropriate planning condition. 

 7.47 Internally the proposed road layout is acceptable, providing 
sufficient room for the manoeuvring of larger vehicles (e.g. refuse 
vehicles), acceptable junction and forward visibility splays to roads and 
individual driveways.  Whilst it is acknowledged that due to the gradient 
of the site some of estate roads will be steep, this is no different to other 
houses and estates that can be found throughout Whaley Bridge. The 
Highway Authority note that the submitted detailed engineering plans for 
the access arrangements along Linglongs Road are generally 
acceptable, although some construction/design elements which do not 
accord with adoptable criteria will need to amended to meet the 
requirements of a Section 278 Agreement with the County Council. The 
applicant has already entered into discussions with the Highway 
Authority to pursue a Section 278 agreement and therefore any 
construction design amendments can be secured at this stage. It should 
be noted that it is not the role of the planning system to address matters 
which can be addressed under other legislation.  Any roads and their 
future maintenance, which do not fall within the Section 278 agreement 
can be addressed by an appropriate condition.         

7.48 A number of bus stops already exist along Macclesfield Road. The 
plans also show the provision of two bus shelters one to the west of the 
Linglongs Road/ Macclesfield Road junction and on the opposite side to 
the existing pedestrian access on Macclesfield Road. These 
improvements will enhance options for alternative sustainable transport 
modes. Whilst residents have raised concerns over the location of the 
bus shelter to the west of the junction on Macclesfield Road, there is an 
existing bus stop in this location.  Any upgrading of this facility will be 
subject to discussions with the highway authority, who will review any 
proposals. The concerns raised in terms of accessibility to local services 
and facilities were considered at the outline stage whereby it was 
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considered that local facilities were available within walking distance of 
the site, which when combined with public transport options ensured 
that the site has reasonable access to a range of local services. In 
respect of pedestrian access, whilst the second access point onto 
Macclesfield Road has now been removed, which also included 
pedestrian route, it remains that the existing and principal pedestrian 
route which dissects the site will remain, in addition to the newly created 
footway into the site from Linglongs Road. Even with the slight increase 
in walking distances for certain areas of the site, this is not considered 
to be significant enough to conclude that the site is inaccessible.   

7.49 The main pedestrian facilities from the site will be via the existing 
Midshires Way which runs in a north south direction through the site and 
out onto Macclesfield Road, in addition to the newly created footways 
along the internal access road. On the exit of the Midshires Way onto 
Macclesfield Road a new formal pedestrian crossing will be provided, 
which is considered to be the safest crossing point for pedestrians. This 
facility was secured in the legal agreement during the course of the 
original outline consent. However the provision of new pedestrian 
crossing facilities to serve both existing and future residents is a 
welcomed improvement to other forms of sustainable transport options, 
than the private car. Whilst it is acknowledged that one of the 
characteristics of High Peak is its hilly terrain, the promotion of 
opportunities for walking and cycling is one of the sustainable transport 
aims of the NPPF. It is noted that the new estate road will cross the 
lawful alignment of the right of way and that this will require some form 
of pedestrian crossing feature. This can be addressed by an appropriate 
planning condition. 

7.50 In respect of cycle provision, it is noted that the original outline 
consent at condition 24 required the submission of pedestrian/cycle 
access prior to the commencement of development. This condition, as 
to be amended by the section 73 application, will be retained and 
therefore these accessibility matters for cyclists and pedestrians will 
need to be agreed before development commences. 

7.51 Across the site parking provision would meet the Councils 
guidelines set out in Appendix 1 of the adopted Local Plan with the 
exception of the one bedroom apartments which provide one off road 
space per unit against a requirement of 1.5 spaces. Whilst having a 
shortfall of three spaces, this is considered to be acceptable given that 
along Macclesfield Road bus services can be found, although not 
running late into the evening. Parking would be provided by way of 
detached garages, driveway and integral garages.  

7.52 Concerns have been raised about the condition of surrounding 
roads, particularly during icy periods and that the development would 
exacerbate this current situation, in addition to increased noise. 
However, the quantum of development remains the same as approved 
at the outline stage in 2015 (HPK/2014/0119). If the condition of the 
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surrounding roads is poor, this would be a matter for the highway 
authority, Derbyshire County Council, to address, and there is no 
evidence to suggest that this would be exacerbated as a result of the 
development. Moreover, one of the characteristics of High Peak 
Borough is its hilly terrain, whereby roads do become icy during bad 
weather.  However this is not a defensible reason for the refusal of 
planning consent. Other matters raised include the impact on an existing 
boundary wall to the eastern side of Linglongs Road. However this 
would be matter for the homeowner to address. No evidence has been 
provided to demonstrate this wall would be any more affected following 
the development than the present situation. With respect to construction 
access, this is likely to be taken from Linglongs Road, and matters 
regarding the location of any site compound would be determined under 
the relevant condition of the outline consent. Noise levels and headlight 
disturbance from vehicles associated with the development were 
considered in connection with the original outline application and more 
recently by the committee in respect of the section 73 application and 
are not considered to be any greater than anticipated at the outline 
stage.    

7.53 The plans also show a total of 11 parking spaces to the rear of 74 – 
84 Macclesfield Road. These parking spaces are for residents in 
Macclesfield Road and will be managed and maintained via a 
management company. Signage will be used to advise that the parking 
is for Macclesfield residents only, and will be addressed by a relevant 
planning condition.

7.54 Overall the quantum of development and its impact on the local 
road network, including a number of key junctions is not considered to 
cause severe harm to the operation of the public highway. The scheme 
will deliver improvements to other sustainable modes of transport 
including enhanced pedestrian crossing facilities, improvements to a 
number of existing bus stops and alterations to the operation of the 
Buxton Road traffic signals to ensure that accessibility benefits are 
provided.  

Landscape considerations  

7.55 Paragraph 127 of the NPPF states that planning decisions should 
ensure that development is sympathetic to local character, history, 
including the surrounding built environment and landscape setting, while 
not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation or change (such 
as increased densities). Policy EQ2 of the adopted Local Plan seeks to 
protect, enhance and restore the landscape character of the Plan Area 
for its own intrinsic beauty and for its benefit to the economic, 
environmental and social well being of the Plan Area. Amongst a 
number of criteria, development should be informed by and sympathetic 
to the distinctive landscape character as identified in the Landscape 
Character Supplementary Planning. 
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7.56 The site lies within the Settled Valleys Pastures Landscape 
Character Area as defined within the Councils adopted Landscape 
Character Supplementary Planning Document. Within this area the 
landscape is defined as containing moderate to steep lower valley 
slopes dissected by tree belts, scattered hedgerows, and small irregular 
and scattered farmsteads. Overall the landscape is noted for its pastoral 
and enclosed landscape with views filtered by trees. 

7.57 In support of the original outline planning application, a Landscape 
and Visual Impact Assessment was submitted by the applicant. In 
considering this reserved matters application, the Council appointed a 
Landscape consultant to advise on whether the detailed access, layout 
and landscaping would alter the conclusions made in respect of the 
original application. It was accepted during the consideration of the 
outline application that the impact on close and on site views would be 
adverse, including from the Mid Shires Way. However from long range 
views’ including those from the National Park (the boundary of the 
National Park is located 250m to the south of the site), the development 
was not considered to be significantly visually prominent, with the 
existing houses along Macclesfield Road and Linglongs Road forming 
the backdrop to the site. 

7.58 The Landscape consultant considers that the proposed 
development, when compared to the original outline consent would have 
the same effect on the landscape as envisaged in respect of the original 
application. Although the access road has been positioned to the south 
of the existing belt of trees in accordance with the Development 
Framework Plan considered under HPK/2017/0694, it would continue to 
have a moderate to major adverse visual effect from close range views 
including Linglongs Road, Linglongs Avenue and the Midshires Way. 
When viewed from further afield including from the National Park, Taxal 
Moor Road, Buxton Road and Eccles Road the impact of the 
development would be very minimal.  

7.59 The existing sloping landform combined with the presence of the 
existing trees, would continue to filter the views of the road from long 
range views.   It is acknowledged that the repositioning of the access 
point and internal road further to the south which the committee 
resolved to approved pursuant to  the s73 application, when compared 
to that envisaged at the original outline stage will necessitate the 
lowering of existing ground level, between 1-5m. Moreover the 
repositioning of the access road would reduce the amount of land 
available for additional and enhanced landscaping along this boundary 
edge. However it remains that there would  still be opportunities for soft 
landscaping to be provided at this boundary, which would assist in 
filtering views of the development, which the submitted landscape plans 
show. When viewed from properties along Macclesfield Road, there 
would be a significant change, from an open vista to built development 



105

with the location of the main access road filtered from view by the 
location of the new dwellings.  

7.60 The Landscape consultant concludes that the location of the road 
junction, internal roads and footway positioning considered pursuant to 
the s73 application would have no greater impact on the landscape than 
as approved under the original outline application. It is consequently 
considered to be acceptable in landscape terms and in compliance with 
the relevant Local Plan and NPPF policies. 

7.61 This application is accompanied by comprehensive landscape 
proposals including appropriate species types and sizes which the 
Councils tree officer considers to be acceptable. A total of 263 individual 
standard trees are to be planted along with areas of native woodland 
shrubs and hedgerow planting thorough out the site. Policy EQ9 of the 
adopted Local Plan states that where trees are to be removed 
replacement planting should be provided at a ratio of 2:1. In this case 
the proposals will involve the removal of 12 trees, of which 7 are 
considered to be either high quality or moderate quality. However the 
proposed landscaping will provide significantly in excess of the policy 
requirements, although it is acknowledged that it will take some time for 
the landscaping to become established and its impact on the wider 
landscape recognised.  

7.62 Following the refusal of the Committee in March 2018 to allow a 
variation to the unilateral agreement to amend the timing for the 
submission of a management plan for the future maintenance of the 
open space, the applicant has now submitted a management plan for 
public open space management. The areas of open space, which will 
not be conveyed to private residents, will be maintained in the long term 
by agents on behalf of the developer, whereby future residents will be 
charged to fund the maintenance. The open space areas (open space 
works specification and management plan) will be maintained in 
accordance with the Landscape and Ecological Management Plan and 
accompanying plans specified in the management plan and delivered in 
accordance with the unilateral agreement. The unilateral agreement 
sets out that no more than 75% of the dwellings on any phase shall be 
occupied until the open space in that phase has been provided. 

Flooding Matters

7.63 Paragraph 155 of the NPPF states that inappropriate development 
in areas should be avoided by directing development away from areas 
at highest risk (whether existing or future). Policy EQ11 advises that the 
Council will support development proposals that avoid areas of current 
or future flood risk and which do not increase the risk of flooding 
elsewhere. Where possible development should promote the reduction 
of flood risk by seeking to reinstate the natural flood plain, the de-
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culverting of watercourses and limiting of surface water runoff to 
greenfield rates via the use of sustainable drainage techniques. 

7.64 The site lies within flood zone 1, an area which has the lowest risk 
of flooding. Following discussions with the Local Lead Flood Authority, 
the applicant has submitted a revised flood risk assessment (FRA) 
which provides assessment on how the development will be 
accommodated without worsening flood risk elsewhere, the flood risk to 
the development from fluvial sources, flood risk to the development from 
other potential sources including ditches, sewers, groundwater and 
overland flows.  The FRA also seeks to address planning conditions 11 
– 15 of the outline consent, which require: 

Condition 11 – Scheme to limit surface water run off to existing 
greenfield levels with attenuation up to a 1 in 100 year event.

Condition 12 – Scheme to manage the risk of flooding from overland 
flow of surface water and the drainage of existing flows onto the site.

Condition 13 – Scheme for surface water regulation, based on 
sustainable drainage principles

Condition 14 – Scheme for the foul drainage of the site

Condition 15 – Scheme for the drainage of existing inflows onto the site 

Whilst the above conditions are not sought for agreement with this 
reserved matters application, the revised FRA has been submitted to 
discharge these conditions pursuant to DOC/2017/0071, which is yet to 
be determined and will be subject to separate consideration, however 
further information may be required at the detailed design stage. 

7.65 Surface water within the site currently discharges to ground and via 
overland flow to the eastern boundary.  There are currently two ditches 
within the vicinity of the site. The first runs in an easterly direction from 
within the site and conveys surface water towards the eastern boundary, 
and the second to the south of the site. There is an existing culvert 
which runs west to east.  A spring flow exists at the northern end of the 
site, which appears to be routed eastwards to a localised depression at 
the eastern end of the site.  United Utilities records shows the presence 
of a public combined sewer running through the site in a northerly and 
easterly direction, which discharges to a public combined sewer that 
flows in an easterly direction along Macclesfield Road.  A second public 
combined sewer is located in Linglongs Road, flowing in a northerly 
direction, before discharging into the Macclesfield Road sewer. An 
objector has commented that the submitted details fail to consider an 
existing drain which runs through the site. It is noted that the drain 
referred to by the objector does not show up on any drainage records.  
However the applicant, acknowledges the presence of the drain, and 
has stated that if during excavation works the outfall is revealed 
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amendments to the drainage scheme will be incorporated into the 
relevant scheme.    

7.66 The revised Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) sets out that flood risk 
from fluvial, artificial water bodies and sewer/drain overflow and 
groundwater sources is considered low. Flood risk from overland 
(spring) flow and the existing public sewer discharging into the western 
end of the site is considered to be moderate. 

7.67 The FRA set out the principles to which the surface water disposal 
system will be designed to. The greenfield run off rates have been 
calculated for the site area minus the POS and areas of trees. The 
developable area has been designed to discharge at greenfield rates, 
the POS and areas of trees are not positively drained. 

7.68 The modelling and drainage design shows that the area of the site 
will be drained at the modelled greenfield rates for 4.421 ha. The 
remaining area, 2.089 ha, comprises of gardens  and verges, the runoff 
from these areas will have been modified from the pre-developed site 
and as such will be slowed down by fencing, walls etc. Runoff from 
these may enter the drainage network but more slowly (time to 
concentration) giving the network time to drain down. The system has 
been modelled to demonstrate that there is the required volume of 
attenuation to restrict the flows to the greenfield runoff rates for the 
corresponding rainfall events, with an allowance for a 40% climate 
change and 10% urban creep in the 1 in 100 year event. 

7.69 Surface water generated within the site currently discharges to 
ground or overland flows to the eastern ditch. Due to the underlying 
geology of the site, surface water disposal from the site will be via a 
SUDS system, which will comprise a network of oversized pipes. 
Objectors do not consider that the use of oversized pipes would 
constitute a SUDS system. However, the use of oversized pipes can be 
a form of SUDS where it delivers reduced run off rates to alleviate 
flooding elsewhere. Whilst other forms of SUDS, such as attenuation 
ponds can often deliver biodiversity and amenity benefits, in this 
particular case, due the need to provide tree protection areas and 
respond to the contours of the land, the use of other forms of SUDS is 
not possible.      

7.70 The submitted revised FRA also provides details of the capacity of 
storage required and this has been found to be acceptable by the Lead 
Local Flood Authority. Land drains will be installed to convey spring flow 
to the ditch at the eastern end of the site. The overland flow route from 
the northern spring will then become redundant as will the depressed 
area at the downstream end of the overflow route. A 300mm surface 
water culvert will convey flow from the public surface water sewer to the 
ditch at the eastern boundary.  Any surface water from Linglongs Road 
will enter the culvert across the site to flow to the east. 
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7.71 If any extreme rainfall events take place, it is acknowledged that 
flooding may occur within the site, therefore resultant rainfall will be 
routed along and stored within the highway corridor. Moreover to ensure 
that the resultant houses do not suffer from flooding, finished floor levels 
will be raised 150mm above adjacent ground levels, with the exception 
of plots 1-6 which will require floor levels to be positioned 300mm above 
adjacent ground levels to provide additional protection for these 
properties in the event of a 1 in 100 year rainfall event and surrounding 
groundwater.
 
7.72 The foul water strategy for the site is based upon the discharge to 
an existing 150mm public combined sewer from two separate 
catchments within the site. The western catchment will discharge via 
gravity, whereas the eastern catchment is to be discharged to an 
adoptable pumping station. The existing public combined sewer is to be 
diverted in part to facilitate the development. It is noted that United 
Utilities raise no objection to the development proposals.

7.73 With respect to the new sewers and the oversized pipe attenuation 
storage these will be offered for adoption by United Utilities. The 
proposed land drains, existing ditch to the east and the surface water 
culvert will be the responsibility of a private management company.

7.74 Some objectors consider that the overland flow which currently 
absorbs into the south east of the field is heavily contaminated with 
orche mine drainage, which could reach the Rover Goyt following the 
applicant’s diversion of overland flow to a ditch. However, condition 29 
of the original outline consent which will be repeated in respect of the 
s73 application requires details of site investigations works to examine 
any former coal mining activity on the site and if any remediation works 
are deemed necessary. The applicant, in seeking to agree this condition 
under reference DOC/2017/0071 has submitted details which confirm 
that shallow coal is not considered to affect the site. The Coal Authority 
in response to this discharge of condition application has no objections 
to the details submitted. Moreover, any water pollution concerns would 
be a matter for the Environment Agency to address. In this case the 
Environment Agency has raised no objection to this application. 
Accordingly, it is not considered that any drainage would cause adverse 
effects on the River Goyt.  

7.75 In conclusion it is considered that subject to the agreement of the 
above planning conditions, the applicant has provided sufficient 
information to demonstrate that flood risk would not be increased 
elsewhere, and future residents will be protected through the 
appropriate design and strategy for the drainage of the site. 

Ecology considerations 
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7.76 The NPPF at paragraph 170 identifies the need to enhance the 
natural and local environment through a number of objectives including 
minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including 
by establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to 
current and future pressures. Paragraph 175 advises Local authorities 
to ensure that if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a 
development cannot be avoided (through locating on an alternative site 
with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, 
compensated for, then planning permission should be refused.    Policy 
EQ5 identifies that biodiversity and geological resources will be 
conserved and where possible enhanced by ensuring that development 
proposals will not result in significant harm to biodiversity and geological 
interests. Policy EQ8 seeks to develop, protect and enhance networks 
of biodiversity and green infrastructure. 

7.77 The site does not lie within any statutory or non statutory 
designated wildlife site of international, national or local recognition. In 
support of the outline planning application, ecological surveys relating to 
bats, badgers and reptiles were submitted identifying any potential 
ecological constraints. The Council concluded that there were no 
ecological constraints to the development the site, subject to a number 
of relevant conditions in including biodiversity enhancement and 
management. The revised Landscape and Ecological Management Plan 
acknowledges that within 1km of the site there is one SSSI (Toddbrook 
Reservoir Site) and two Local Nature reserves (Hillbridge and Par Wood 
and Brookfield Pond). A number of non statutory local wildlife sites also 
lie within 1km of the site. Natural England are satisfied that the 
proposals will not damage or destroy the SSSI at the Toddbrook 
Reservoir site. With respect to other wildlife sites, it is considered that 
there would be no harm to the biodiversity interest given that they are 
located away from the application site.    

7.78 Condition 18 imposed on the original outline planning consent 
requires the submission of a Biodiversity Management Plan, whilst 
condition 19 requires a scheme for the incorporation of features into the 
scheme for breeding birds, and roosting bats.  A revised Landscape and 
Ecological Mitigation Plan (LEMP) has been submitted which details the 
landscape and management strategy across the site to enhance the 
amenity and biodiversity of the site. The plan identifies the importance of 
retaining existing features such as mature trees and hedgerows which 
are important in supporting a range of foraging and nesting birds and 
bats.  Ecological enhancements include the creation of a wetland area 
to the north east part of the site adjacent to the eastern boundary, the 
provision of species rich grassland along the south western boundary, 
additional native trees, hedgerows and shrub planting and the provision 
of bird and bat boxes. Whilst no reptiles were discovered on the site 
during the ecological survey carried out in support of the original outline 
planning consent, the LEMP will provide a wet grassland to enhance the 
biodiversity of the site. 



110

7.79 Three parcels of open space are identified, the southern open 
space along the north west segment of the site, the linear footpath and 
eastern boundary. The LEMP identifies the priorities for these areas and 
includes the provision of scattered trees and semi native woodland, 
native species rich wildflower meadows, native hedgerows and species 
suitable for wetland habitats. These areas will be the subject of future 
management and monitoring by the applicant (or their nominated 
contractor). Bird and bats boxes are also to be installed in a number of 
locations throughout the site, including within some properties (bird 
boxes) and pursuant to the comments of Derbyshire Wildlife Trust. The 
monitoring of the Plan has also been revised to meet the comments of 
Derbyshire Wildlife Trust. 

7.80 Overall the development would not harm the biological interests of 
any statutory or non statutory designated sites. Moreover, the proposals 
through the approval of the LEMP and its long term management would 
deliver biological improvements and enhancements within the site.          

Impact on Archaeology

7.81 Policy EQ7 sets out that the Council will conserve heritage assets 
in a manner appropriate to their significance. With respect to 
archaeological matters, this policy requires evidence proportionate to its 
significance to be submitted to understand the potential impact of a 
proposal.  During the consideration of the outline application, the County 
Archaeologist advised that an archaeological evaluation would be 
required due to presence of a known roman road between Buxton and 
Manchester on the site. Therefore condition 7 on the outline consent 
was imposed requiring the submission of a programme of 
archaeological field evaluation and reporting to be carried out in line with 
an archaeological written scheme of investigation as part of a reserved 
matters application.

7.82 Accompanying this reserved matters application is an 
Archaeological Evaluation Report. The County Archaeologist in his initial 
response acknowledged that although the evaluation revealed no 
significant remains in the search area, further evaluation trenching 
would be required across the line of the existing footpath, as this could 
have been the location for the roman road. In particular further 
investigation works where the proposed road and drainage would be 
installed across the path was considered necessary. Objectors also 
raise concerns over the location of the roman road commenting that 
plans from North West Water show the potential location of the road. 

7.83 In response, the applicant has undertaken further investigation 
works, and although the evidence is somewhat unclear, the balance of 
probability is that it could be the line of a Roman road, along part of the 
Midshires Way, although much disturbed and surviving in a 
discontinuous manner. Accordingly the County Archaeologist raises no 
objection to the current proposals but does recommend that the road be 
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further investigated, before development taken place. This can be 
secured by ensuring that these works are carried out under the terms of 
the original outline planning condition. 

7.84 Although further works are considered necessary and pursuant to 
condition 7 on the outline consent, because the findings to date have 
not revealed a well preserved roman road, the development proposals 
are not considered to cause adverse harm to the heritage asset. 
 
Impact on non designated heritage assets

7.85 Policy EQ7 sets out that the Council will conserve heritage assets 
in a manner appropriate to their significance. Particular protection will be 
given to designated and non designated heritage assets. This reflects 
the NPPF at paragraph 197 which states that the effect of an application 
on the significance of a non designated heritage asset should be taken 
into account. In weighing applications that affect directly or indirectly non 
designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required 
having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of 
the heritage asset. 

7.86 Taxal Lodge, a non designated heritage asset is located to the 
south west of the site and was the subject of a planning application in 
2010 for its conversion to residential development. The application was 
refused and dismissed at appeal. This application is not accompanied 
by a Heritage Assessment in respect of this building as it is not a 
requirement in respect of the National and Local validation check lists. 

7.87 In approving the original outline consent and during the 
consideration of the revised proposals under HPK/2017/0694, officers 
concluded that the impact on Taxal Lodge and its setting would be 
minimal and Members concurred. Whilst the landscaping scheme 
proposes removing a small amount of landscaping at the boundary of 
the site with Taxal Lodge, the boundary of the site continues to be over 
20m from the curtilage of the property with a wooded area between the 
boundary and the buildings. As such there would be no direct loss of 
any of the buildings associated with Taxal Lodge. Nonetheless, the 
development of the site will bring the built form closer to it boundary with 
Taxal Lodge, with garden areas and retaining walls serving plots 104 – 
106 adjoining the boundary of the application site.  However, as the 
houses are sited with mature landscaping in the intervening area, it is 
considered that there would be no harm to the setting of the Lodge as a 
result of the proposals. Consequently the development would meet the 
requirements of policy EQ7 and paragraph 197 of the NPPF. 

Impact on Trees

7.88 Policy EQ9 explains that the Council will protect existing trees, 
woodlands and hedgerows and in particular ancient woodland, veteran 
trees and ancient or species rich hedgerows. This reflects the NPPF 
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which identifies at paragraph 175 (c) that Local Planning Authorities 
when considering development resulting in the loss of deterioration of 
irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran 
trees) should refuse planning permission unless there are wholly 
exceptional reasons and a suitable compensation strategy existing.  

7.89 Across the site, there are two principal bands of trees running in a 
north/ south and east/west direction which are protected by a Tree 
Preservation Order (TPO 262 Taxal Lodge and Woods). The approved 
Development Framework Plan shows the broad location for proposed 
trees, public open space and indicative primary roads. It does not show 
the retention of any existing trees, including tree T74, although it is 
implied on the plan that the majority of the existing trees are located 
within the proposed public open space given their location.

7.90 The Tree officer considers that around 50% of the trees on the site 
show veteran features. All veteran trees would be retained. The 
submitted tree survey records a total of 77 trees, of which 20 lie outside 
the boundary of the application site. Of the 57 trees which lie within the 
boundary, 12 are shown to be removed, including 2 category A trees 
(high quality), 5 category B trees (moderate quality) and 3 low quality 
trees and groups of trees. The remaining two trees are classified as U 
(unsuitable for retention) due to their limited lifespan (less than 10 
years). T74 a category A tree lies in the north western section of the site 
and would be removed to accommodate the development. Trees 57 and 
58, category B trees, although originally shown to be removed have now 
been retained and the road realigned with the removal of plots 12 and 
500. Plot 12 has been re-orientated so that it faces onto the new cul de 
sac road. Both of these trees are considered to be veteran trees, and 
their retention is welcomed. Tree 69 located towards the western edge 
of the site is also considered to be a veteran tree, however the revised 
plans now show its retention. Trees 37 and 38 are shown for removal, 
but the submitted arboriculture report notes that it may not be possible 
to retain these trees depending on how this can be achieved with the 
installation of drainage in this location.  

7.91 The revised plans continue to show the removal of tree 74 to 
accommodate the development, however the applicant has taken into 
account the initial concerns raised by the Tree Officer in respect of the 
proximity of those plots close to where other trees are to be retained. In 
particular the removal of a number of plots away from trees 21 - 24 
which are adjacent to the south western boundary now provides 
sufficient distance to ensure that no adverse impact on these trees. Tree 
25 will be removed due to its poor condition.  

7.92 Protection of the trees extends to their roots, the soils and their 
associated flora and  fungi  therefore damage to the ground around 
trees by compaction, changes in ground level, or the water table are 
critical to the health of trees. Reducing the impact can therefore be 
achieved by ensuring that as much ground around the trees is left 
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undisturbed. With respect to the potential impact on those trees to be 
retained, the applicant has submitted a plan which shows a no build 
zone around the trees and a plan which confirms that no ground level 
changes are proposed. Within these areas, which are primarily in areas 
of public open space, the root protection zones will meet the minimum 
requirements set out in British Standard 5837:2012 but extend further to 
ensure that an enlarged area will be kept free from development and 
any associated ground works. The Tree Officer recommends that a 
methodology should be agreed for how levels will be graded between 
the final levels inside and outside the root protection area. Moreover, the 
applicant accepts the Tree Officers recommendation that a 
Arboriculturist would be present on site to supervise the works around 
the trees, including whether trees 37 and 38 can be retained, and that 
the submitted Landscape and Ecological Management Plan refer to the 
need for monitoring of the ground conditions around the retained trees.

7.93 Overall the site has a tree cover of approximately 17.5%, which will 
reduce to 13% once the development is implemented.  Whilst there are 
a total of 7 high and moderate quality trees to be removed, with the 
implementation of the comprehensive landscaping scheme, tree canopy 
cover will be restored , although it is acknowledged that this will not be 
immediate. The amended details for the landscaping now provide for a 
suitable species mix and in some areas will comprise semi mature trees, 
which will ensure that the replacement trees mitigate for the loss of the 
existing trees.   

7.94 Although the proposals do involve the removal of 7 trees, no 
veteran trees would be removed. Accordingly with the imposition of a 
number of conditions, and the delivery of a comprehensive landscaping 
scheme, it is considered that the development proposals would meet 
Policy EQ9.  
    
Section 106 Matters

7.95 Policy CF7 requires new development to provide or meet the 
reasonable costs of providing on site or off site infrastructure, facilities 
and/or mitigation necessary to make a development acceptable in 
planning terms.  The original outline consent, was granted subject to the 
completion of a Unilateral Agreement which secured the following: 

1. 30% Affordable housing
2. £35,000 towards a crossing facilities’
3. £10,000 towards Traffic Regulation Order Purposes along 
Macclesfield Road and/or associated linking streets
4. Travel Plan contributions of £7,500  
5. Education contributions of £ 274,818.72 towards secondary school 
places at Chapel-en-le-Frith High School
6. £2,000 towards the upgrade of the traffic signals at Macclesfield 
Road/Buxton Road
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7. Play space contribution (formula based) towards play and outdoor 
sports facilities’ within Whaley Bridge 
8. The provision of on site open space and its maintenance. 

7.96 In securing the above contributions, the Council considered both 
the on and off site infrastructure to be necessary to mitigate the impact 
of the development on local infrastructure and facilities.  Where financial 
contributions have been secured for off site measures, e.g. TRO along 
Macclesfield Road, this will be subject to formal consultation by the 
County Council as the relevant highway authority.  The same 
contributions will be secured in connection with the section 73 
application.

Other Matters

7.97 Whilst a number of objectors consider that local services and 
facilities (e.g. schools, dentists, doctors surgery’s) are unable to cope 
with additional demand, these matters were considered in respect of the 
original outline application and the impact found to be acceptable 
subject to securing a financial contribution towards a number of off site 
facilities pursuant to s106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  

7.98 Some objectors have also commented that the revised location for 
the access and internal road, as considered during application 
HPK/2017/0694, would enable land to the south west to be developed in 
the future. It should be borne in mind that all planning applications 
should be determined on their own merits and not determined on what 
may or may not happen in the future.  

7.99 Whaley Bridge Matters raise comments about the timing of the 
Section 73 application, HPK/2017/0694, querying why it had been 
submitted after this reserved matters application. Whist this matter was 
addressed during the consideration of HPK/2017/0694, it is often the 
case that when considering detailed reserved matters applications, 
where all matters are to be considered,  changes are required to the 
layout and design of the development to meet relevant Local Plan 
Policies and Supplementary Planning Guidance. Indeed since the initial 
submission of the reserved matters application, a number of 
amendments have been made to the layout of the site. Therefore, 
officers did not advise that a section 73 application was required at the 
time of the submission of this reserved matters application as its details 
were under consideration. 

7.100 It should also be noted that the original outline consent did not 
secure any on site children’s play area. Rather, contributions have been 
secured in the unilateral agreement towards the improvement of off site 
play and sports facilities in Whaley Bridge.  

7.101 Comments have also been made that the Council pre-determined 
the section 73 application, HPK/2017/0694, by advising the applicant 
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that the changes are minor in nature and do not substantially alter the 
original development and that consequently a S73 application would be 
appropriate. As set out in in the Framework, Local Planning Authorities 
are encourage to engage pro-actively with developers at an early stage 
to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the planning application 
system for all parties. Advising an applicant as to the correct procedure 
when changes are proposed is not pre-determination as it is not 
expressing a view as to whether or not those changes will be 
acceptable. Notwithstanding this, officers may express an opinion at the 
pre-application stage, during an application, and subsequently make a 
recommendation to the Committee. However it is for the Development 
Control Committee to ultimately determine this application. Therefore 
the Council has not pre-determined the application. 

7.102 A number of objectors have referred to payments to be made if 
the development proceeds. Anticipated New Homes Bonus are not 
material considerations in making planning decisions and are not 
relevant to the decision before the committee. 

7.103 A number of objectors also comment that loss of green belt land 
is unacceptable. It should be noted that the site does not lie within the 
green belt, it is wholly within the built up area boundary for Whaley 
Bridge.

7.104 Comments have also been made about the lack of a statement of 
community involvement. Whilst it is often advisable to consult with local 
communities prior to the formal submission of a planning application, it 
is not a mandatory requirement.  The Council in its local validation 
checklist requires a Statement of Community involvement where 
proposals involve more than 200 dwelling, or for more than 4 hectares 
of residential development. The developable area of the site is 3.75 
hectares, and comprises 107 dwelling, therefore is below the threshold 
requirements. 

7.105 Whaley Bridge Matters also raise concerns over the presence of 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, commenting that the Opus 
Geotechinical Report dismisses the high levels of this compound. It 
should be noted that condition 16 imposed on the outline application, as 
to be carried forward onto the section 73 application requires the 
submission of a site investigation, associated risks and a method 
statement and remediation strategy to be agreed prior to the 
commencement of development. Therefore this matter would be 
addressed by the appropriate planning condition.   

7.106 As set out in this report, the original outline consent imposed a 
number of planning conditions which will need to be agreed prior to any 
works taking place and these conditions will be repeated in respect of 
the s73 application. These include, noise mitigation for protecting new 
dwellings from traffic noise, details for storage of plant, materials etc, a 
construction method statement, a scheme for limiting surface water run-
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off, scheme to control the risk of flooding from overland flow of surface 
water, a scheme for surface water regulation, a scheme for foul water 
drainage, a scheme for managing the drainage of existing inflows onto 
the site, a site investigation (based on the submitted scheme at the 
outline stage), remediation strategy and verification plan, submission of 
a biodiversity management plan, details of features suitable for breeding 
birds and bats, an assessment of the trees for bats roosts and any 
require mitigation, assessment of the badger setts, a strategy for the 
control and eradication of Japanese Knotweed, details of pedestrian  
and cycle access, travel plan, scheme for car dedicated car parking to 
serve Macclesfield Road residents, submission of an arboriculture 
method statement and levels information.  Whilst some of the 
information pursuant to the above planning conditions has been 
submitted with this reserved matters application, the above planning 
conditions nonetheless still require the formal agreement of the Council.      

8. PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSIONS

8.1 The development of the site has been accepted by the granting of 
the outline planning permission in May 2015. The overall number of 
houses to be delivered at the site remains the same as considered in 
respect of the original outline application and the recently considered 
revised Development Framework Plan submitted pursuant to the section 
73 application, HPK/2017/0694. Moreover part of the site is allocated for 
residential development in the adopted Local Plan, with the remaining 
land being located in the built up area boundary Whaley Bridge.  
 
8.2 The determination of a planning application is to be made pursuant 
to section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, 
which is to be read in conjunction with section 70(2) of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990. 

8.3 Section 38(6) requires the local planning authority to determine 
planning applications in accordance with the development plan, unless 
there are material circumstances which 'indicate otherwise'. Section 
70(2) provides that in determining applications the local planning 
authority "shall have regard to the provisions of the Development Plan, 
so far as material to the application and to any other material 
considerations." The Development Plan currently consists of the High 
Peak Local Plan 2016. The development would meet the requirements 
of Policies H1 and H2 of the Development Plan.   

8.4 The submitted scheme demonstrates that the layout, scale and 
appearance would not adversely affect the visual character of the 
locality, having no greater harm on the landscape than anticipated at the 
outline stage. The development whilst resulting in the loss of 7 high and 
moderate quality trees would deliver a comprehensive landscaping 
scheme which, in the long term, will provide both landscape and 
biodiversity enhancements. 
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8.5 In terms of housing mix it is acknowledged that the scheme would 
not strictly comply with the requirements of the Council Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment. However as noted above the size and mix 
of housing cannot be secured at the reserved matters stage. The 
development would reflect the character of surrounding housing and 
comply with the HQI standards in terms of the size of units and it has 
been demonstrated that the units would be capable of future adaption to 
meet the needs of the elderly or specialist accommodation. 

8.6 The simple design approach combined with the use of appropriate 
materials will deliver a high quality development which responds well to 
the character of Whaley Bridge. The layout successfully relates to the 
organic settlement pattern of Whaley Bridge, which when combined with 
the comprehensive landscaping, which is proposed, will deliver a 
development which responds positively to its environment and 
contributes towards local distinctiveness. 

8.7 The site would be accessed via a single point, with the creation of a 
new junction onto Linglongs Road. Pedestrian access would be 
provided by way of improved footways along Linglongs Road and via 
the existing Midshires Way which dissects the site.  The Highway 
Authority considers that having only one means of access to site would 
not cause undue safety concerns or severe harm to Linglongs Road or 
the wider road network. In terms of the wider road network, the scale of 
development would not have a significant adverse effect on the capacity 
or the safety of the local road network.  

8.8 Despite the alterations to existing grounds levels across the site, it is 
considered that there would be no adverse impact on the residential 
amenities of either existing or future residents. 

8.9 There are no adverse impacts in terms of archaeology, flooding 
matters, ecological matters and biodiversity.

8.10 In this case the development of the site will deliver new housing 
which will contribute towards the Councils 5 year housing land supply 
and other social benefits including on site affordable housing and public 
open space. With respect to off site contributions, the scheme would 
provide financial contributions to the improvement of existing play and 
sports provision in Whaley Bridge, along with education contributions 
towards Chapel-en-le-Frith High School. Other off site benefits include 
the provision of a new pedestrian crossing facility on Macclesfield Road 
and bus stop enhancements, along with financial contributions towards 
improvements at the signalised junction at Buxton Road. These factors 
weigh in favour of the scheme.   

8.11 Accordingly, the proposal is considered to be sustainable 
development under the terms of the NPPF, and complies with Policies 
S1, S1a, S2, S6, EQ2, EQ6, EQ7, EQ9, EQ11, H1, H2, CF6 and CF7 of 
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the High Peak Local Plan 2016 which seek to provide sustainable 
residential development. It therefore benefits from the presumption in 
favour and accordingly is recommended for approval.

9. RECOMMENDATIONS

A. That approval be GRANTED subject to conditions securing the 
following:

1. This notice of approval of reserved matters shall only relate to the 
outline planning permission 
2. Approved plans. 
3. The materials to used in the external construction of the development 
shall comprise Forticrete anstone old weathered stone, artificial stone 
window surrounds and a forticrete minislate roof tile.  
3. Boundary treatment to be installed prior to the first occupation of the 
development hereby approved.  
4. Prior to the occupation of plots 99 to 102 boundary treatment to be 
agreed.   
5. Colour of door and garage to be agreed prior to their installation. 
6. Samples of hard surfacing materials to be agreed prior to installation. 
7. All landscaping works to be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details. 
8. Phasing of landscaping to be agreed and carried out in the first 
available planting season.
9. Details of Earth works
10. Tree retention in accordance with the submitted plans
11. Implementation of the tree protection scheme
12. Notwithstanding the plans showing the removal of trees, prior to the 
removal of trees 37 and 38 a scheme for the supervision of tree 
works/removal shall be submitted. 
13. Prior to commencement of development details to be submitted of 
the surface treatment for the Midshires Way where it crosses the new 
estate road. 
14. Details for the signage and management arrangements for the car 
parking spaces to the north eastern boundary (to the rear of numbers 
74-85 Macclesfield road) to be submitted. 
15. Details of the management and maintenance regime for the 
sustainable drainage system, prior to any adoption by United Utilities. 
17. Details for the management and maintenance of any roads not 
adopted.
16. Highway conditions 

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