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REFERRAL
The full planning application is categorised as a small scale major and is
locally controversial.
1. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
REFUSE for reasons as follows:







Settlement Hierarchy
Green Belt
Character and Design
Amenity
Flood Risk
Ecology

The application has been time extended to the 24th May 2021 to allow the
applicant to address key issues raised

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS
2.1 The scheme relates to a site of approximately one hectare in Bridgemont,
Whaley Bridge. The site is a grassed field area. The poultry housing
structures and caravan onsite are being investigated by the Council’s
Planning Enforcement Team. The temporary road works undertaken by
Network Rail are understood to be essential to the maintenance of the
railway. These matters are not considered to be relevant to the officer
assessment of the scheme.
2.2 The application site lies between the railway line and the properties on
the west side of Bridgemont, sloping away from the railway east to a point
above the properties at Bridgemont and narrowing from the north to a point in
the south approximately 55.0 metres to the west of the development

boundary. The scheme is partly screened from the A5004 Buxton Road by
trees. Footpath HP23/15/1 passes through the northern part of the site and
crosses the railway line to the west.
2.3 The site lies in the Green Belt and open countryside with a landscape
character type of Settled Valley Pastures and therefore outside of the Built up
Area Boundary as per the Adopted Local Plan. The scheme is also located
within the Coal Authority Development High Risk Area.
3. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL
3.1 Outline planning permission is sought for a residential scheme
comprising of 46 dwellings and all matters except for access are reserved at
this stage. “‘Access’ in relation to reserved matters, means the accessibility
to and within the site, for vehicles, cycles and pedestrians in terms of the
positioning and treatment of access and circulation routes and how these fit
into the surrounding access network …”. A site layout as revised has been
submitted which illustrates the access matters sought for approval at this
stage.
3.2 The planning application form indicates that 100% social housing would
be provided and split as follows: 25 houses, 21 flats, 15 semi-detached
properties, two terraces (5 & 6 units each) and two apartment blocks of 15
and 6 units. A total quantum of 46 dwellings is sought as per the application
description with indicative layout details only at this stage. Officers, however,
need to be satisfied that the scheme can accommodate a total of 46
dwellings as per the application description and will be discussed within the
relevant section below.
3.3 The scheme would be served from a new road, constructed on the car
park of the Dog and Partridge public house, which has been redeveloped for
housing. Amended access details were provided on the 9th September 2020.
3.4 The applicant has submitted further information in relation to affordable
housing, ecology and noise matters.
3.5 The application and details attached to it, including the plans, supporting
documents, representations and consultee responses can be found on the
Council’s website at:
http://planning.highpeak.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?PKI
D=240070

4. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY
HPK/0002/7703 - Residential Development. REFUSED 18th April 1989.
5. CONSULTATIONS
Expiry:

Site notice
Press notice
Neighbours

Expired
Expired
Expired

Public comments
Objections (34):
 Too many dwellings for a small village.
 Not in keeping with the local environment / character, particularly
building apartments.
 Parking at Bridgemont is already at capacity.
 There is already an affordable housing site at Bridgemont.
 The impact of the new scheme at Bridgemont should have time to be
assessed first.
 This will double the size of the residential area.
 The site is Green Belt.
 Access seems impossible on such a steep slope.
 Increased traffic problems – will strain the exit onto the A5004 and
would mean greater risk for children at the nursery.
 The previous application had support because it was housing
association – this is a private scheme which may turn out to not be
affordable.
 This land serves as a buffer between Bridgemont and Whaley Bridge
 The land is clearly visible from the National Park.
 Footpaths – they are much closer than the application states.
 The land has effectively become a nature reserve and the footpath
through it is heavily used by locals.
 Drainage issues – this land frequently floods Bridgemont Street and
deposits material on the pavements. The application is incorrect in
stating the culvert route is unknown and that it drains into the canal as
it actually drains into the Goyt and will therefore flow down the access
road.
 Current drainage system at capacity.
 Proposed development would be very overbearing on the current
houses on the west side of Bridgemont Street and would be much
more visible than the current houses.
 Access proposed is too narrow and steep. Any alterations would
threaten the railway embankment.
 Access to maintain railway bridges would be an issue.
 Overlooking of playground and nursery – perceived safeguarding risk.
 The applicant has behaved poorly in storing discarded material and
vehicles on the site and driving industrial vehicles past dwellings,
damaging walls.
 A construction site next to the nursery would be inappropriate.
 Fears of destabilisation due to necessity of removing retaining wall
holding up the gardens at 32-52 Bridgemont.
 Wildlife damage – toad migration.
 The habitat survey is not complete.
 Pollution from construction and heating new dwellings.
 Recent noise report carried out during pandemic.



Concerns have not been addressed in new plans.

Support (1)




Houses need to be built in Whaley Bridge. The site in question is
currently an eyesore and would therefore benefit from development.
Plus it does not infringe upon other houses or destroy a green field.
It has easy access to the A6 and would not be contributing to the traffic
congestion through Whaley Bridge.
Not everyone can afford a mortgage of £200,000. Affordable housing
would allow first time buyers to get on the property ladder thereby
boosting the local economy.

Neither (5)







The area has become an important one for nature and the
development would seriously damage this
The agents’ planning letter misrepresents the nature of the settlement.
Have Network Rail been consulted?
Green belt should not be developed upon.
The area is already seeing large numbers of new dwellings.
The addition of 46 affordable dwellings would surely be a benefit for
Whaley Bridge as there is a shortage of reasonably priced houses in
the area. The extra roads created would be a benefit to Bridgemont as
there is a shortage of parking at present with some of the residents
having several vehicles.

Great Places (applicant joint submission)
“I write on behalf of Great Places Housing Group with reference to the joint
application with Treville Developments for the outline planning application for
46 units on the land to the West of Bridgemont , Whaley Bridge. Great Places
are a partnering registered provider in High Peak and are fully committed to
delivering affordable housing developments to meet local housing demand.
Great Places have an active and ambitious development programme for the
next 10 years and are a strategic partner of Homes England. If planning for
this development is granted, it would be the Group’s intention to deliver a
100% affordable housing development with a mix of affordable rent and
shared ownership in line with High Peak’s Housing Strategy preferred tenure
split and housing need. It is anticipated that there will be a new Homes
England funding programme in place to secure grant funding from April 2021
which fits with the anticipated delivery programme for this scheme and we
are confident that this scheme meets all the necessary criteria for a
successful bid.
We have reviewed the Housing Needs Statement prepared by Emery
Planning and submitted in support of the application. We support the
conclusion made that there is a significant affordable housing need in High
Peak, which is not being met. This reflects our experience in the Borough.
The statement by Emery Planning refers to a recent housing need survey,

which identified a current need of 54 affordable dwellings Whaley Bridge. In
addition, we are aware that the Housing Officer has stated that there are over
1,000 households registered on the Council’s “Home Options” service (i.e.
the Council’s waiting list for socially rented accommodation) and of those
who have given a preference as to where they would like accommodation,
117 listed Whaley Bridge as a first, second or third option. It is therefore
surprising that in its response to the application, the Town Council does not
consider there is a need for more affordable homes in Whaley Bridge. Their
view is not shared by us.
As the Council will be aware, the Government is proposing to increase the
threshold for affordable housing to 40 or 50 dwellings by way of a written
ministerial statement at the end of the year. This would have an impact on
the ability of other sites in High Peak to deliver much needed affordable
homes and therefore rural exception sites such as this site are required.
We hope you will take all of the above into your considerations for the site”.
Consultees
Consultee

Comment

Officer Response

AES Waste

Insufficient
information.

Refer to the Highway
Safety Section.

07.10.20:
No update since my last comment in August. More information needed
regarding bin storage areas and collection points.
Please identify where 3 bins will stored against each property.
16.08.20: More information needed regarding bin storage areas and collection
points.
County
Economy,
Transport
and
Environment

£129,409.50 for the
provision
of
5
secondary places at
Chapel-en-le-Frith High
School
towards
additional
education
facilities.

Refer to the Planning
Obligations Section.

30.09.20:
No further commentary
12.08.20:
1) Education
The NPPF clearly sets out that the purpose of planning is to help achieve
sustainable development. With regard to education, paragraph 94 of the NPPF
(2018) reiterates this:
‘It is important that a sufficient choice of school places is available to meet the

needs of existing and new communities. Local planning authorities should take a
proactive, positive and collaborative approach to meeting this requirement and to
development that will widen choice in education They should:
a) give great weight to the need to create, expand or alter schools through the
preparation of plans and decisions on applications; and
b) work with schools promoters, delivery partners and statutory bodies to identify
and resolve key planning issues before applications are submitted”.
Whilst education provision is a statutory function of the County Council, and the
Government provides funding to address natural demographic growth, it does
not provide monies to accommodate additional pupils generated as a result of
new housing development as a matter of course.
Assessing the Proposed Development
The County Council has a statutory duty to make education provision available
for each young person and elects where possible to provide a school place for
each child at their normal area school(s). The number of places at the normal
area school is assessed through a system provided by the Department of
Education which produces a net capacity. The number on roll at a school reflects
the number of pupils attending the school, and the difference between the net
capacity and the number on roll is the number of places available or not
available to accommodate future requests for places.
Pupil numbers are calculated looking at the five year projection of numbers on
roll based on birth rates (this projection does NOT include the impact of any new
housing with planning permission or allocated in local plans) and then add the
pupil yield from approved planning applications in the normal area of the school.
The requirement for financial contributions towards education provision is
therefore based on the net capacity and current number on roll as well as
projected pupil numbers over the next five years.
The level of contribution required is fair and reasonable in scale and kind and is
determined using multipliers provided by the Department for Education based on
their analysis of building costs per pupil adjusted to reflect regional variations in
costs. These multipliers are revised annually in line with building cost inflation
using the Building Cost Information Service All in Tender Price Index. The
thresholds and level of contribution required is set out below.

Primary Level
The proposed development falls within and directly relates to the shared normal
areas of Whaley Bridge Primary School and Taxal & Fernilee CE Primary. The
proposed development of 46 dwellings (minus 15 x 1 bedroom) would generate
the need to provide for an additional 6 primary pupils.

Whaley Bridge Primary School has a net capacity of 262 pupils and has 188
pupils on roll currently. The latest projections show the number of pupils on roll
to be 126 during the next 5 years.
Taxal & Fernilee CE Primary has a net capacity of 207 pupils and has 220 pupils
on roll currently. The latest projections show the number of pupils on roll to be
227 during the next 5 years.
An evaluation of recently approved residential developments of 11 or above units
or over 1,000 square metres of floorspace within the normal shared area of
Whaley Bridge Primary School and Taxal & Fernilee CE Primary shows new
development totalling 120 dwellings, amounting to an additional 24 primary
pupils.
Analysis of the current and future projected number of pupils on roll, together
with the impact of approved planning applications shows that the shared normal
area primary schools would have sufficient capacity to accommodate the 6
primary pupils arising from the proposed development.
Secondary Level
The proposed development falls within and directly relates to the normal area of
Chapel-en-le-Frith High School. The proposed development of 46 dwellings
(minus 15 x 1 bedroom) would generate the need to provide for an additional 5
secondary pupils.
Chapel-en-le-Frith High School has a net capacity for 925 pupils with 943 pupils
currently on roll. The number of pupils on roll is projected to increase to 949
during the next five years.
An evaluation of recently approved residential developments of 11 or above units
or over 1,000 square metres of floorspace within the normal area of Chapel-enle-Frith High School shows new development totalling 145 dwellings, amounting
to an additional 22 secondary pupils.
Analysis of the current and future projected number of pupils on roll, together
with the impact of approved planning applications shows that the normal area
secondary school would not have sufficient capacity to accommodate the 5
secondary pupils arising from the proposed development.
Mitigation
The above analysis indicates that there would be a need to mitigate the impact
of the proposed development on school places in order to make the
development acceptable in planning terms as the normal area secondary school
would not have sufficient capacity to accommodate the additional pupils
generated by the proposed development. The County Council therefore requests
financial contributions as follows:


£129,409.50 for the provision of 5 secondary places at Chapel-en-le-Frith
High School towards additional education facilities.

CIL Compliance/ Use of Funding

Since April 2015, local authorities have not been able to fund an infrastructure
project or type of infrastructure by pooling contributions from 5 or more separate
section 106 agreements. Amendments to the CIL Regulations which came into
force on 1st September 2019 have deleted Regulation 123 which governed
pooling and therefore the County Council no longer needs to provide evidence to
ensure their request for contributions is in conformity with Regulation 123.
The above is based on current demographics which can change over time and
therefore the County Council would wish to be consulted on any amendments to
a planning application or further applications for this site.
Should it emerge that there are viability issues associated with the proposals in
the above planning application and the Borough Council is in agreement with the
applicant’s financial appraisal, there may be some flexibility in the payment
triggers. The full contribution, however, would still be required to fully mitigate the
impact that the proposed development would have on the normal area primary
school and secondary schools. The County Council requests that its officers are
also party to any further negotiations on developer contributions.
If there is insufficient capacity to accommodate the increase in pupils forecast to
be generated by this proposed development and the development itself cannot
enable the necessary provision, the County Council wishes to highlight that the
proposed development may not provide for a sustainable form of development.
2) Broadband
Currently access to the internet is mainly through the national telephone network
infrastructure. Broadband service quality varies across Derbyshire and access to
superfast broadband speeds in the County is limited. Improvement to broadband
connectivity is identified as a key priority in the County Council’s Council Plan
2019 – 2021. The County Council aims to broaden Derbyshire’s economic base
and improve economic performance and broadband plays an essential role.
The Digital Derbyshire programme is providing access to high speed broadband
services for residential and business users. The roll-out applies to existing
households and businesses. This is supported by Part R of the Building
Regulations which took effect on 1st January 2017 which requires that new
buildings and buildings subject to major renovation works accommodate the
physical infrastructure required to connect to high speed electronic
communication networks.
Mitigation
The County Council requests that an advisory note be attached to any planning
permission that encourages the developer to make separate enquiries with
broadband providers in order to ensure that future occupants have access to
sustainable communications infrastructure, and that appropriate thought is given
to the choice and availability of providers which can offer high speed data
connections. Any new development should be served by a superfast broadband
connection unless it can be demonstrated through consultation with the network
providers that this would not be possible, practical or economically viable.
More information on how to incorporate broadband services as part of the design
of new development is available by following the link below:

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/better-connected-a-practical-guideto-utilities-for-home-builders
CIL Compliance – Use of Funding – Projects
Not applicable as this is only a request for information to be made available to
the developer.
3) Local Authority Collected Waste
The County Council is currently reviewing its approach to assessing the impact
of housing development on waste services and is not currently requesting
mitigation measures with regards to waste management.
4) Other Information
Please note that a separate response may be provided by:


The Highways Development Control Team in its role as the Highway
Authority. This response will cover Public Rights of Way and Greenways
where relevant. Your area’s Highway Development Control Engineer can
be contacted through our call centre: ‘Call Derbyshire’, on 01629 533190
or email ETE.DevelopmentControl@derbyshire.gov.uk



The Flood Risk Team as the Lead Local Flood Authority. Your area’s
Flood Risk Engineer for the Lead Local Flood Authority can be contacted
through our call centre: ‘Call Derbyshire’ on 01629 533190, and ask for
the Flood Risk Team or email flood.team@derbyshire.gov.uk

The County Council wishes to support development which constitutes
sustainable growth and requests that the required contributions as set out above,
or ones subsequently agreed through negotiation, and the reasons why they are
necessary be included in the officer’s report considered by your authority’s
relevant committee or under delegated powers as appropriate.
DCC Highways

Conditional Response

Refer
to
Highway
Safety Section

08.03.21:
As stated within the e-mail of 14 January 2021 to the applicant's architects and
copied to yourself, the access proposals are considered acceptable for planning
purposes.
The above being the case, if you are minded to approve the proposals, it's
recommended that the previously suggested funding for monitoring of the Travel
Plan is secured under a S106 (total £1,250) and the following Conditions are
included within the Consent:1.Space shall be provided within the site for storage of plant and materials, site
accommodation, loading, unloading and manoeuvring of goods vehicles, parking
and manoeuvring of employees and visitors vehicles, laid out and constructed in
accordance with detailed designs first submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority.
The facilities shall be retained free from any
impediment to their designated use throughout the construction period.

2.Notwithstanding the submitted information a subsequent reserved matters or
full application shall include design of the internal layout of the site in accordance
with the guidance contained in the Delivering Streets and Places Design Guide.
3.Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, the
development shall not be commenced until a detailed scheme of highway
improvement works for the provision of a footway link between the site and that
existing to the south of the proposed site access, together with a programme for
the implementation and completion of the works has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. No part of the development
shall be brought into use until the required highway improvement works have
been constructed in accordance with the approved details. For the avoidance of
doubt the developer will be required to enter into a 1980 Highways Act S278
Agreement with the Highway Authority in order to comply with the requirements of
this Condition.
4.No development shall take place until construction details of the residential
estate road(s) and footway(s) (including layout, levels, gradients, surfacing and
means of surface water drainage) have been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority.
5.The carriageway(s) of the proposed estate road(s) shall be constructed in
accordance with Condition 4 above up to and including at least road base level,
prior to the commencement of the erection of any dwelling intended to take
access from that road(s). The carriageways and footways shall be constructed up
to and including base course surfacing to ensure that each dwelling prior to
occupation has a properly consolidated and surfaced carriageway and footway,
between the dwelling and the existing highway. Until final surfacing is completed,
the footway base course shall be provided in a manner to avoid any upstands to
gullies, covers, kerbs or other such obstructions within or abutting the footway.
The carriageways, footways and footpaths in front of each dwelling shall be
completed with final surface course within twelve months (or three months in the
case of a shared surface road) from the occupation of such dwelling, unless
otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
6.Before any other operations are commenced a new junction shall be formed to
Bridgemont and provided with visibility sightlines in accordance with a scheme
first submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The
area in advance of the visibility sightlines shall be retained throughout the life of
the development free of any object above ground level relative to adjoining
nearside carriageway channel level.
7.No dwelling, the subject of the application, shall be occupied until space has
been provided within the curtilage of that dwelling for the parking of residents/
visitors vehicles, located, designed, laid out and constructed all as agreed in
writing with the Local Planning Authority and maintained throughout the life of the
development free from any impediment to its designated use.
8.Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any Order revoking and/or re-enacting
that Order) the garage/car parking spaces hereby permitted shall be retained as
such and shall not be used for any purpose other than the garaging/parking of

private motor vehicles associated with the residential occupation of the properties
without the grant of further specific planning permission from the Local Planning
Authority.
9.The proposed access drives to the proposed development road or Bridgemont
shall be no steeper than 1 in 12 for the first 6m from the rear of footway and 1 in 6
thereafter.
10.No part of the development shall be occupied until details of arrangements for
storage of bins and collection of waste have been submitted to and approved by
the Local Planning Authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance
with the agreed details and the facilities retained for their designated purposes at
all times thereafter.
11.Prior to the commencement of the development, details shall be submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority showing the means to
prevent the discharge of water from the development onto the highway. The
approved scheme shall be undertaken and completed prior to the first use of the
access and retained as such thereafter.
12.The Approved Travel Plan shall be implemented in accordance with the
timescales specified therein, to include those parts identified as being
implemented prior to occupation and following occupation, unless alternative
timescales are agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority. The Approved
Travel Plan shall be monitored and reviewed in accordance with the agreed
Travel Plan targets.
13.No development shall be commenced until details of the proposed
arrangements for future management and maintenance of the proposed streets
within the development have been submitted to and approved by the Local
Planning Authority. The streets shall thereafter be maintained in accordance with
the approved management and maintenance details until such time as a private
management and maintenance company has been established.
Informatives as per the public file.
30/11/20:
I refer to earlier correspondence concerning the above application and your
request for comments on the revised details that have been submitted.
Further to the earlier highways response, please find attached comments with
respect to the Travel Plan. In the event of a S106, it may be appropriate to
consider a small monitoring fee of £250.00 pa x 5 years, total £1,250.00. In
addition, the site is in close proximity to the Derbyshire Key Cycle Network,
which follows the Peak Forest Canal towpath at this point, and represents a
viable route to take trips to the development off the highway network. It would
seem appropriate to seek financial contribution to this network from the
developer.
It is noted that the proposed site access has been relocated away from the
existing dwelling, has appropriate entry/ exit radii and gradients for the initial
17.5m, and acceptable carriageway and footway widths. A rumble strip is

annotated a short distance into the proposed access road although it’s not clear
what the purpose of this is.
As access is not a reserved matter, I would expect to see exit visibility sightlines
of 2.4m x 43m demonstrated on the revised site access drawing as well as
details of the proposed accesses serving Plots 1 and 2 – NB the latter should be
clear of the proposed junction and provided with similar sightlines.
Whilst the area of the site adjacent to the existing highway is relatively level, the
wider site is significantly higher, hence use of desired maximum gradients for the
initial 17.5m of the proposed access road. Given the perceived increase in level
compared to the existing ground, sections should be provided to demonstrate
how support for the proposed footways is to be provided e.g. embankments,
retaining walls, etc. - this may impact on proposed Plot 2.
The proposed Indicative Site Plan suggests that it is no longer intended to
provide a shared footway / cycleway on Buxton Road between the site and
Tesco Junction to the south although, unlike the proposed access plan, it does
demonstrate completion of the footway link with the bus stop on Buxton Road.
Again, the proposed site access plan should be revised to be consistent with the
proposed indicative plan and required works.
As stated previously, layout is a reserved matter therefore the earlier highway
comments regarding adoption, access for refuse vehicles, corridor widths,
parking spaces, waste collection, etc. remain applicable. From a brief review of
the indicative layout, it would appear that the turning heads are of insufficient
dimension for use by a Large Refuse Vehicle and the ‘homezone’ width is
inadequate. Whilst it is unlikely that future adoption to be maintained at public
expense would be considered for a layout with such a low percentage of
proposed direct frontage as that shown, given the scale of development, it would
be recommended that a road layout meeting adoptable criteria should be
provided, this including a footway / margin to each side of the carriageway and
around turning heads.
Therefore, with access not being reserved, it is recommended that the applicant
is requested to submit details to satisfactorily address the above sightline (both
access road and Plots 1 & 2) and earthworks / retaining feature concerns.
However, if you are minded to approve the proposals as submitted, the Highway
Authority would wish to provide recommendations for inclusion within the
Decision.
18.08.20:
I refer to the above outline application that has been forwarded to this Authority
for highway comments. It’s noted that all matters, with the exception of access,
have been reserved.
Please note that, due to the current pandemic restrictions, no site visit has been
made with respect to these proposals. However, all available desktop
information has been used in preparation of this response.
The submitted details propose a development comprising 46no. residential

dwellings, the majority served via a new access with Buxton Road.
In order to satisfy highway Authority recommendations, the proposed access and
internal road layout should comply with the advice contained within the
Delivering Streets and Places design guide.
A Transport Assessment has been submitted in support of the proposals which
includes details of proposed Works within the existing highway to facilitate
development and concludes that there should be no highway reasons to withhold
planning permission.
Whilst, as a generality, the Highway Authority does not “agree” the content of a
Transport Assessment or, inevitably, concur with every detail contained therein,
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 of the local road network is incorrect.
Notwithstanding the above, the Transport Assessment does include details that
require clarification and/ or revision.
Appendix D of the Assessment demonstrates provision of footway/ cycleway
links. Whilst there would appear to be controlled land/ existing highway available
to accommodate the footway link between the site access and existing facility
leading to the existing bus stop to the south, there is no detail of how the shared
footway/ cycleway between the Tesco junction and aforementioned bus stop to
the north can be delivered. Such a facility should be of 3.0m minimum width and
provided with safe crossing points at either end. Detailed designs of these
proposals will need to be submitted for review.
It’s noted that the Transport Assessment states that a review of levels, retaining
solutions and highway boundary issues will be required. However, access does
form a part of the application and, therefore, suitable details will need to be
submitted to demonstrate that acceptable access arrangements can be
delivered.
The proposed main site access does not comply with current design criteria. The
gradient of the initial 10m of the access road should be no greater than 1 in 30
and 1 in 20 thereafter. Consideration may be given for steeper gradients beyond
the initial 10m, however, these should be of short length and demonstrated as
being necessary due to existing constraints e.g. topography.
The junction radii should be 6.0m minimum. Furthermore, I’m not aware that
4.5m radii kerbs, as demonstrated, are currently manufactured.
Exit visibility sightlines of 2.4m x 43m to the nearside carriageway channel are
acceptable, however, all areas in advance of the sightlines should be
constructed as footway to be dedicated as highway on completion. This will
impact on the proposed frontages for Plots 1 and 2 from which similar exit
visibility sightlines should be demonstrated.

The driveway for Plot 2 should not emerge on the junction radius.
There should be no rumble strip (that by nature may cause noise nuisance for
residents of adjacent dwellings) at the access and a 2.0m width footway should
be provided on the southern side of the access road – walking to the amenities
of Whaley Bridge is highlighted in the submitted information therefore
pedestrians would expect to use this side of the proposed access road.
The Proposed Site Access drawing identifies a need for a wall to retain the
proposed road, however, there doesn’t appear to be any margin on the northern
side to facilitate future maintenance of the structure.
As layout does not form a part of the application, I shall only provide general
comments on the Indicative Site Layout.
Given that the layout demonstrates that majority of the proposed internal road
frontages may well remain undeveloped, it’s unlikely that the Highway Authority
would seek to adopt the roads to be maintained in future at public expense.
Notwithstanding, suitability of the layout for use by a Large Refuse Vehicle of
11.6m length should be demonstrated by means of appropriate swept paths.
As referred to above, with the majority of development distributed equally to
each side of the site, a 2.0m width footway should be provided on both sides of
the initial length of access road.
Exit visibility sightlines of 2.4m x 25m should be available at all internal road
junctions, driveways and parking spaces. All areas in advance of exit visibility
sightlines that fall behind the proposed rear of footway/ margin should be
identified to be maintained in future clear of obstruction as appropriate.
Without benefit of details printed to scale, it isn’t possible to ascertain the width
of the proposed ‘homezone’. However, overall corridor widths should be no less
than 7.5m, and carriageways and footways a minimum of 5.0m and 2.0m width
respectively.
Off-street parking should be provided at a level to satisfy your own Authority’s
standards, each space being of 2.4m x 5.5m minimum dimension with an
additional 0.5m of width to any side adjacent to a physical barrier e.g. wall,
hedge, fence, etc. NB exit visibility and manoeuvring for spaces located off of the
‘homezone’ are likely to be compromised by the lack of margin and width of the
proposed route.
Measures to prevent surface water run-off from entering the public highway from
any areas at a higher level will need to be provided.
Areas of appropriate dimension should be provided for standing of waste bins on
collection days adjacent to, but clear of, the highway. It’s recommended that the
views of the local collection service are sought with respect to entering the site if
the internal layout is to remain private. In the event that collections aren’t to be
made from within the site, or any part of it, all premises should be located within
the recommended maximum mancarry distance of 25m of a turning facility
demonstrated as being suitable for use by a typical supermarket delivery type
vehicle.

Specific comments with respect to the submitted Travel Plan will be forwarded
on receipt from this Authority’s Travel Plan Section.
Therefore, whilst the above comments may not be exhaustive, it’s recommended
that the applicant is given opportunity to submit revised/ further details to
satisfactorily address all of the issues highlighted.
However, if you are minded to determine the proposals on an as submitted
basis, the Highway Authority would appreciate opportunity to provide
recommendations for inclusion within the Decision.
Peak and Northern
Footpath Society

Noted.

-

28.07.20:
As no rights of way are affected, the Society does not have any view to express.
On a personal level, I am delighted to see a scheme for affordable housing
coming forward; such housing is much needed. I trust that they will be built to
very high environmental standards.
Coal Authority

Conditional Response

Refer
to
Pollution
Control
/
Land
Instability Section.

24.09.20:
No further comments following reconsultation.
24.09.20:
The Coal Authority Response: Material Consideration
The application site falls partly within the defined Development High Risk Area
(DHRA); therefore within the 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.
The Coal Authority’s information indicates that historic unrecorded coal mining
activity is likely to have taken place at shallow depth beneath the southern end of
the site.
The application is supported by a Coal Mining Risk Assessment report (June
2020, prepared by Peak Environmental Solutions). Based on a review of
appropriate sources of coal mining and geological information, the report
concludes that possible unrecorded mine workings in the Red Ash Coal seam in
the southernmost part of the site (corresponding with the Coal Authority’s
defined DHRA) pose a potential risk of future surface ground movement within
this part of the application site.
The report goes to recommend that the risk posed by shallow coal mining legacy
can be mitigated by adopting one of two options. The first option is the carrying
out of intrusive ground investigations, in the form of boreholes, in the vicinity of
the structures in the southern part of the site (as shown on the Indicative Site
Plan) in order to establish the depth and condition of shallow coal
seams/workings and to inform any necessary remedial measures. The second
option is to exclude built development from the defined DHRA.

The Coal Authority acknowledges that the applicant is seeking outline planning
permission with all matters, including layout, to be reserved for future approval.
As such, the Coal Authority considers that both options represent appropriate
approaches to mitigating the risk posed by past shallow coal mining activity.
Once the reserved matters layout details are determined, and should intrusive
site investigations be required, these works should be designed by a competent
person to properly assess ground conditions and to establish the exact situation
regarding coal mining legacy which could pose a risk to the proposed
development. The applicant should ensure that the exact form of any intrusive
site investigation is agreed with the Coal Authority’s Permitting Team as part of
their permit application.
The findings of the intrusive site investigations should be interpreted by a
competent person and should be used to inform any mitigation measures, such
as grouting stabilisation works and foundation solutions, which may be required
in order to remediate mining legacy affecting the site and to ensure the safety
and stability of the proposed development.
The report advises that a mine gas risk will need to be undertaken in order to
determine the requirement for any ground gas monitoring and / or gas mitigation
measures in proposed buildings. The Coal Authority recommends that the LPA
seek comments on this matter from the Council’s Environmental Health / Public
Protection Team.
The Coal Authority welcomes the precautionary measures set out within Section
5.0 of the report which are recommended in order to mitigate the risk posed by
any unrecorded mine entries which may present within the application site.
Should any previously unrecorded mine entry be encountered during
development, appropriate treatment will be required, in accordance with details
agreed under a Coal Authority Permit.
United Utilities

Conditional Response

Refer to the Flood Risk
Section

25.08.21:
Drainage
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.
We request the following drainage conditions are attached to any subsequent
approval to reflect the above approach:
Condition 1 – Surface water
No development shall commence until a surface water drainage scheme has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The
drainage scheme must include:
(i) An investigation of the hierarchy of drainage options in the National Planning

Practice Guidance (or any subsequent amendment thereof). This investigation
shall include evidence of an assessment of ground conditions and the potential
for infiltration of surface water;
(ii) A restricted rate of discharge of surface water agreed with the local planning
authority (if it is agreed that infiltration is discounted by the investigations); and
(iii) A timetable for its implementation.
The approved scheme shall also be in accordance with the Non-Statutory
Technical Standards for Sustainable Drainage Systems (March 2015) or any
subsequent replacement national standards. The development hereby permitted
shall be carried out only in accordance with the approved drainage scheme.
Reason: To promote sustainable development, secure proper drainage and to
manage the risk of flooding and pollution.
Condition 2 – Foul water
Foul and surface water shall be drained on separate systems.
Reason: To secure proper drainage and to manage the risk of flooding and
pollution.
For schemes of 10 or more units and other major development, we recommend
the Local Planning Authority consults with the Lead Local Flood Authority
regarding the exact wording of any condition.
Informatives as per the public file.
Whaley Bridge Parish
Council

Objection

Refer to the Principle,
Highway Safety and
Design
/
Layout
Sections.

18.08.20:
The Council does not support this application principally as it is not in
accordance with the local plan, it is in the green belt and although we note it is
possible to have affordable houses in the green belt we do not see the need for
this many houses. There has been no evidence to support the building in the
green belt and the development is over intensive with the space. The elevation is
unacceptable as they are overlooking people’s private gardens and the increase
of traffic with a lack of parking facilities would be unworkable.
Project Officer, Service
Commissioning

Conditional Response

Refer to the Design &
layout and Planning
Obligations Section.

27.10.20:
Further to the revisions on the layout for this site, my only significant comment is
that the removal of the communal open space at the back of the properties in the
centre of the development is welcomed. This gives the homeowner bigger
outdoor space and removes any potential issues of nuisance and anti-social
behaviour.
17.08.20:
On site POS

There are 3 proposed areas of POS on the site, although these are termed
‘communal’ but I assume they are accessible by the public? In terms of their
purpose on site, I’m not sure how important they are. The site itself is quite linear
and is pretty much surrounded by POS anyway, with the woodland to the south
west, fields and footpaths to the north (on the other side of the railway line), and
the proximity of the canal towpath and other walking networks including the Goyt
way‐ Midshires way.
The onsite areas of POS are not particularly well located ‐ the one in the centre
has all properties backing onto it which is not good – is this necessary and could
it be relocated or removed? The other two areas are at both ends. The one in the
south west corner is adjacent to the apartments and is quite secluded – I
imagine that this would not be used much by residents other than those in the
apartments, but there is possibility that it could and may then cause a nuisance.
The POS at the north eastern end (between the nursery and the existing houses)
has the link to Buxton Road, and knowing this area, I can see that it would be
worthwhile to improve and maintain this for public access as it is relatively
narrow and slightly steeping.
In terms of the management of the onsite open space, how will this be
maintained? Is it proposed to do this through a Management Company?
Active Design
In terms of Active Design, there are plenty of opportunities to access walking /
cycling routes which are close to the development. It is easy enough for any new
residents to walk down Buxton Road and drop onto the canal towpath as there
are various access points, but there is also a link at the north east corner of the
site next to the council’s playground, which is a quick and easy link from the site
to the footpath network. The footpath link into the existing play area is welcomed
and we just need to ensure that it is safe and accessible.
Off Site Contributions
In terms of contributions, we would request the following:‐
 Play contribution ‐ targeted at the adjacent council owned site which is in
need of enhancements, particularly with increased usage from new
residents. £192 x 46 = £8,832
 Parks and Gardens ‐ targeted at the Memorial Park in Whaley Bridge for
improvements to park infrastructure, additional seating, litter bins. £571 x
46 =£26,266
 Outdoor sports ‐ targeted at the Memorial Park sports facilities with a view
to enhancing the junior football pitch, the BMX pump track and multi use
sports court. £489.40 x 46 = £22,512.40
Derbyshire
Trust

Wildlife

Objection

Refer to the nature
conservation section.

25.02.21:
We have reviewed the updated ecology report (NLG, 2020) and the
accompanying Biodiversity Net Gain metric. Our previous comments have been
addressed as follows:

Protected Species
The whole application area has now been surveyed and included in the
assessment of impacts. A data consultation with the Biological Record Centre
has also been undertaken. The veteran tree highlighted by the Trust immediately
adjacent to site seems to be outwith the application area and unlikely to be
impacted. Whilst a record of a badger sett adjacent to the western boundary of
the site is held by the Trust, this area has been searched during the updated
ecological survey and no such sett was found. It appears likely that the grid
reference for this sett is not wholly accurate.
A reptile survey was carried out in 2020 and did not record any individuals. We
welcome the survey effort but note that a full seven visits were not undertaken
and that the land in the northern portion of the site was disturbed by works to the
adjacent railway. Whilst no reptiles were found during the survey visits, given the
nature of the habitats present and the constraints to survey effort, site clearance
under supervision of an ecologist is recommended, in line with the ecology report.
This will also safeguard hedgehogs, along with common amphibians. A Method
Statement could be secured through a condition.
The updated report confirms that a negative eDNA result was obtained for the
pond to the west of the application area in June 2020 and therefore great crested
newts are unlikely to pose a constraint to development.
Biodiversity Net Gain
Whilst the protected species impacts have been adequately addressed, a
mechanism for securing net gain is still outstanding. An assessment of
biodiversity net gain including the use of the DEFRA metric 2.0 has been
provided. The proposals will result in a net loss of 10.62 habitat units or 54.13 %
of habitat units on site. Planning applications should strive to achieve a net
biodiversity gain (NPPF 2019; Policy EQ5 of High Peak Local Plan 2016) and as
such, the current proposals do not comply with planning policy.
The report (para 4.1.6) provides recommendations to further improve the onsite
habitats, which the Trust fully support. In particular, planting mixed native scrub
along the boundary with the adjacent rail line would help to maintain the linear
north-south corridor. However, this would still leave a residual loss of 9.5
biodiversity units.
To provide the council with confidence that no net loss / net gain will be achieved,
an Offsite Compensation Strategy should be produced. This should identify a
suitable offsetting site and detail habitat creation proposals equivalent to the units
lost and ideally with a 10 % gain (outlined in para 4.1.6). The new habitat will
require a Management Plan and funding for such management for a minimum of
30 years, in line with best practice guidance. Once the details have been
approved, this can be secured through conditions and likely also a 106
agreement.
15.10.20:
I have now seen the eDNA report confirming absence of GCN in the offsite pond.
There are still quite a few outstanding issues as detailed in our letter
DWTHPK565 dated 15th September.

15.09.20:
We advise that sufficient information has not currently been provided to enable
the LPA to determine the application at the above site. Our comments are as
follows:
The application is accompanied by an Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey report
(NLG, 2019). The desk study detailed in the report does not include consultation
with the Biological Record Centre, as is standard practice. The Trust are aware
of a badger sett and a veteran tree immediately adjacent to site, which have not
been considered within the application and could have significant bearing on the
layout. We also hold a reptile record in proximity to the site. A consultation
should be made and the report should be updated.
The report recommends eDNA analysis of the closest pond to the west of the
survey area (Waterbody 1), however the Design and Access Statement states
that survey has been carried out with a negative result. This needs clarification
as the presence/absence of protected species and the extent to which they will
be affected must be ascertained prior to determination of the application, as per
standard guidance (Planning circular 06/2005).
The site appears highly suitable for reptiles, with stone walls, multiple refuges, a
mosaic of habitats, nearby waterbodies and immediate connectivity to a rail line
providing a corridor throughout the local area. We advise that reptile survey
should be undertaken prior to determination. If present a reptile mitigation
strategy will be required.
The report includes a proposed plan which does not correspond to the current
proposals (only includes the northern half of the site). As such, there is no
baseline survey of the southern part of the site and no assessment of impacts of
the current proposals. The report should be updated to include this.
Planning applications should strive to achieve a net biodiversity gain (NPPF
2019; Policy EQ5 of High Peak Local Plan 2016). Whilst enhancements are
suggested in the report, there is no assessment of biodiversity loss or gain. This
should be added to the report so as to provide the LPA with sufficient information
on which to base their decisions, particularly given that the site includes
greenbelt land.
It is hoped that the information provided is helpful to the Council. If you require
any further information or wish to discuss any of the comments made, please do
not hesitate to contact me.
Lead
Local
Authority

Flood

Objection, insufficient
information.

Refer to the Flood Risk
Section

14.09.20:
 Before further review of this planning application, the LLFA requires a
most recent Site/Ground investigation report to determine the suitability of
the site for infiltration and the severity of ground contamination at the site.
 A Coal mining report has been produced with limited information and the
LLFA requires the above information.

HPBC
Regeneration
Officer
(Affordable
Housing)

Noted.

Refer to the Principle
Section

20.01.21:
Provision of table information for 2nd & 3rd preference (not included refer to public
file). Where an applicant has requested an area more than once, those repeated
preferences have been removed i.e. if an applicant’s preferences were New Mills
– New Mills – New Mills, only their first preference is included to prevent double
counting.
14.01.21:
Applicants’ first choice of area, with their bedroom need. And the same
information collated based on applicants current residence and their bedroom
need (not included refer to public file).
02.12.20
In my original comments to you, I mistakenly overlooked and failed to consider
recently approved applications HPK/2019/0221 and HPK/2017/0694 when
assessing the housing need and future requirements.
Application HPK/2019/0221 as you’ll be aware is located very close to the
applicants site, approved 5x 3 bed houses and 8 x 1 bed apartments.
Application HPK/2017/0694 secured 32 affordable dwellings as part of a larger
development, including 6 x 1 beds apartments, 16 x 2 bed houses and 10 x 3 bed
dwellings
With the approval of the 2 sites mentioned above, the Council has successfully
secured the provision of 45 affordable homes in Whaley Bridge, both I
understand are currently on site and under construction at the moment.
Going back to the figure of 117 households taken from the Councils housing
register, I have broken this down further into applicants 1st, 2nd and 3rd area of
choice.
Applicants area of choice: Whaley Bridge
1st choice- 37 applicants
2nd choice – 39 applicants
3rd choice- 41 applicants
Based on the above information, it could be suggested that the sufficient
provision has been secured to meet the needs of those registered on Home
Options who selected Whaley Bridge as their first area of preference. Policy H5
states that in exceptional circumstances affordable housing on rural sites that
would not normally be released for housing provided that;
The development is a size and type which can be justified by evidence of need
from a local housing needs survey,
I’m of the view that a development the size proposed by the applicant of up to 46

units would exceed the identified housing need for the area.
However for completeness, I have included a revised property mix based on the
above evidence which will supersede the mix I suggested in my original
comments to you.
10 % 1 bed apartments
40 % 2 bed houses
35% 3 bed houses
15% 4 bed houses
I would also note that policy H4 of the adopted Local Plan states that affordable
provision should seek to achieve a target of 80% rent with the balance being
provided as intermediate housing. These proportions may be varied where
justified and with agreement with the local planning authority. In this instance I do
feel there evidence that a mix of 80% rent and 20% shared ownership is perhaps
not suitable for a site in this location and it may be prudent for us to have
discussion with the RP about a revised tenure mix should be the site progress.
16.09.20:
The applicant is proposing to develop 46 affordable homes but does not give any
further details as to the proposed tenure mix. The supporting letter from Great
Places suggests that this would be inline with the High Peaks Housing Strategy.
The Local Plan requires a mix of 80% affordable rent and 20% shared
ownership. The applicant will need to provide clarification on their propped
tenure mix.
Policy H5 of the Local Plan states that in exceptional circumstance, proposals for
affordable housing on rural sites that would not normally be released for housing
development will be supported provided that.
 The development is of a size and type which can be justified by evidence
of need from a local housing needs survey
 The affordable housing would meet a genuine local need as defined in the
Affordable Housing SPD
The applicant’s justification for bringing the site forward is that it meets a genuine
need of the area. In order to be able to support this application I need to consider
the tenure mix they are proposing for the site. It would not be acceptable to
secure the units as ‘affordable’ and not provide further information as to the
exact tenure mix proposed. The term ‘affordable’ could be open for interpretation
at reserve matters stage as the definition in the NPPF is far wider then policy H5
of the local plan.
The applicant has quoted in their housing needs statement, Home Options data I
provided in support of another green belt application close by. They correctly
state that there are 117 households registered on Home Options who have given
Whaley Bridge as their first, second or third area of choice. Examining this data
further I have been able to establish the bedroom need of each household. Of
the 117 households who expressed preference for Whaley Bridge:
49 require 1 bed accommodation
36 require 2 bed accommodation

25 require 3 bed accommodation
7 require 4 bed accommodation.
I would suggest that based on the above evidence and if the principle of
development was found to be acceptable, we should secure the following
property mix in the S106 agreement to ensure that it meets the genuine needs of
the local community.
1 bed 42 %
2 bed 31%
3 bed 21 %
4 bed 6 %
The affordable units will need to secured by a S106 agreement which would
ensure they would be delivered by a registered provider, a appropriate tenure
mix, property type by bedroom mix, local connection criteria and were NDSS
compliant.
It is positive to see Great Places are named on the application form and will be a
signatory to the S106 agreement. I note in their supporting letter they will seek
funding from Homes England.
HPBC
Regeneration
Officer (Economic)

Noted.

Refer to the Principle
Section

10.02.21:
Economic Development Statement
The proposal is for outline planning permission for development of up to 46 units
of residential accommodation.
Residential development will impact on the local economy in terms of jobs and
purchasing of supplies and services. In order to assess the economic impact of
this development, we have relied upon the data supplied by the applicant and
used the Council’s approved multipliers to prepare these comments.
The proposal for development of up to 46 dwellings on land at Bridgemont,
Whaley Bridge will provide the following outputs:


The new householders occupying each new house will spend some of
their income locally through shopping and use of local services. National
research has identified that 34% of all household expenditure is spent at
district level or below. For this development of 46 units this is calculated at
£423,312 per year.



Each new house will generate direct jobs within the construction industry
or associated supply chain, of which 25% are likely to be locally based.
Indirect Jobs are also generated by local spend in shops and services.
This is calculated at an additional local job for every seven new homes.
Using these multipliers the development will generate 49 direct jobs and 6
indirect jobs.



The development will also generate approximately £9,015 council tax for
the area per annum.

HPBC Aboricultural
Officer

No objection

Refer to Character and
Appearance Section

22.10.20:
There are no Arboricultural objections to this proposals as long as tree protection
implementation and a landscaping scheme are conditions of approval.
HPBC Planning Policy

Objection

Refer to Principle
Section

12.02.20:
Policy S2 refers to the settlement hierarchy and directs development towards the
most sustainable locations in accordance with this settlement hierarchy.
Settlement boundaries for the settlements referred to in the policy are defined on
the Policies Map. Regarding development in Other Rural Areas it states;
“In all other areas outside of the settlement boundary of settlements, including
those villages, hamlets and isolated groups of buildings in the Green Belt and the
Countryside which do not have a settlement boundary as defined on the Policies
Maps, development will be strictly limited to that which has an essential need to
be located in the countryside or comprises affordable housing in accordance with
policies EQ3 and H5.”
Policy EQ3 also states affordable housing should be accordance with policy H5.
Policy EQ3 relates to land outside the defined settlement boundaries.
Policy H5 relates to affordable housing provision on rural exception sites. The
fourth bullet point states;
“The site is located within or adjoining the settlement boundary of a village and is
adequately served by existing services and facilities”.
Land outside settlement boundaries is defined as Other Rural Areas in the
settlement hierarchy and policies S2 and EQ3 apply. Land adjoining settlement
boundaries (as referred to in policy H5) is within the Other Rural Areas. Polices
EQ3 and S2 refer to affordable housing in accordance with policy H5. To be in
accordance with the fourth bullet point of policy H5 affordable housing
development in the Other Rural Areas would need to be adjoining a settlement
boundary. In this case Bridgemont does not have a settlement boundary and the
development therefore does not meet this criteria of policy H5.
04.11.20:
Bridgemont is a settlement in the countryside. It is acknowledged that it has
previously been referred to as a village in both the HPLP Inspector’s report and
appeal decisions.
Policy S2 refers to the settlement hierarchy and directs development towards the

most sustainable locations in accordance with this settlement hierarchy.
Regarding development in Other Rural Areas it states;


“In all other areas outside of the settlement boundary of settlements,
including those villages, hamlets and isolated groups of buildings in the
Green Belt and the Countryside which do not have a settlement boundary
as defined on the Policies Maps, development will be strictly limited to that
which has an essential need to be located in the countryside or comprises
affordable housing in accordance with policies EQ3 and H5.”



Policy EQ3 also states affordable housing should be accordance with
policy H5.



Policy H5 relates to affordable housing provision on rural exception sites.
The fourth bullet point states;



“The site is located within or adjoining the settlement boundary of a village
and is adequately served by existing services and facilities”.



In this case Bridgemont does not have a settlement boundary and the
development therefore does not meet this criteria of policy H5.



September 2020




-

The High Peak Local Plan is considered to be up to date. A five
year supply of deliverable housing sites can be demonstrated (April
2019) and the Housing Delivery Test (2019 measurement) has
been passed.

-

In-line with the NPPF development proposals that accord with an
up-to-date development plan should be approved without delay.

-

The proposal is for 100% affordable housing in the Green Belt. The
application states part of the site is previously developed land
(PDL) and part is within the countryside. The NPPF gives different
policy approach development in countryside and PDL in the Green
Belt as discussed below.

-

Policy EQ4 relates to development in the Green Belt and seeks to
protect the Green Belt and maintain its openness, it states
development should be in accord with National Planning Policy.
Section 13 of the NPPF (as detailed above) relates to protecting
the Green Belt. It states inappropriate development is harmful to
the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special
circumstances. All new buildings are inappropriate in the Green
Belt except a number of defined categories which include

“limited affordable housing for local community needs under policies set
out in the development plan (including policies for rural exception sites)”
Policy H5 in the Local Plan.
reuse of previously developed land provided development would not have

a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt or where the
development would contribute to meeting an identified affordable housing
need it would not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green
belt.
Policy EQ3 relates to development outside the settlement boundaries and sites
allocated for development and includes land within the Green Belt. It seeks to
ensure new development is strictly controlled to protect the character of the area.
It allows for limited residential development which includes “affordable housing in
accordance with Policy H5.
Policy H5 states in exceptional circumstances affordable housing on rural sites
which would not normally be released for housing will be support provided a
number of criteria are met. These include that;




the development is of a size and type which can be justified by evidence
of need from a local housing needs survey,
the affordable housing would meet a local need as defined in the
Affordable Housing SPD,
the site is located within or adjoining the settlement boundary of a village
and is adequately served by existing services and facilities.

The application includes a Housing Needs Study consideration needs to be
given if this is adequate justification for the development proposed. It is noted
that the application is supported by Great Places Housing Group a Registered
Provider in High Peak. They have expressed an interest in partnership working
to the deliver the proposed affordable housing.
The site is located to the west of Bridgemont a small hamlet in the Green Belt
which has no settlement boundary and the proposed development therefore
does not meet all the requirements of policy H5 as it is not within or adjoining a
settlement boundary. It follows that the proposal does not meet the definitions in
paragraph 145 of the NPPF regarding the exceptions to inappropriate
development re affordable housing. As such the proposal inappropriate
development in the Green Belt the only exception to this would be the part of the
site which is PDL which would need to be considered against the impact of the
development on the openness of the Green Belt. In line with the NPPF there
would need to be very special circumstances to justify the inappropriate
development and potential harm to the Green Belt would need to be outweighed
by other considerations.
The site is located to the west of Bridgemont which is a small settlement in the
countryside. The proposed development would be substantial in size in relation
to Bridgemont and would lead to the part of the countryside between Whaley
Bridge and Bridgemont being developed. Policy S2 Settlement Hierarchy
promotes a sustainable pattern of development by focusing development to the
market towns and larger villages with limited development in the smaller villages
and a more restrictive approach to development in countryside and Green Belt
consideration needs to be given to the scale of residential development
proposed and whether this is in line with the settlement hierarchy in this location.
Consideration also needs to be given as to how the development would impact
on the openness of the Green Belt. Additionally in line with policies EQ6 and

EQ2 consideration should be given to how the development reflects the setting
and character of the area and how the development addresses the issues raised
in the Landscape Impact Study.
A S106 agreement should consider the affordable housing, open space and
outdoor sports provision, education, highways and any other planning obligations
in line with adopted Policy CF7. It is noted that the application is for 100%
affordable housing and the applications draft S106 head of terms only relates to
securing the provision of affordable housing. The application should satisfactorily
demonstrate that there is a viability case for not having to provide all the financial
contributions above.
With regards to Policy H3, consideration should be given to the housing mix and
compliance with the Nationally Described Space Standards and accessibility
standards at this stage. These should be secured through a condition and / or
legal agreement as per the legal opinion sought by the Council during the
determination of the Foxlow Farm Reserved Matters application which concluded
that provision should be made at the Outline application stage. Below is the ward
based census data with a calculation of the percentages of dwellings for Whaley
Bridge ward and the property size and type recommended by the SHMA. The
application should aim to bring the housing stock closer to the SHMA
recommendations.
HPBC
Health

Environmental

Awaited

Refer to the Pollution
Control and Unstable
Land Section.

Comments are awaited with regard to the submission of the noise survey.
Members will be updated via the Update Report.
09.02.21 (revised):
COMMENT: CONTAMINATION
The submitted phase 1 contamination assessment (Peak Environmental
Services, ref: 42056R1, dated April 2020) recommends progression to a Ph2
invasive investigation. For this reason and to protect the health of the public
condition 1 is recommended.
COMMENT: CONSTRUCTION
The construction/demolition stage of the development could lead to an increase
of noise and dust etc. experienced at sensitive premises and subsequent loss of
amenity, for this reason conditions 2 to 8 are suggested.



COMMENT: NOISE
The acoustic report submitted in support of the application may be accepted.
AEC, Noise and Vibration Assessment (ref: P4235/R01/RDC), dated 12th January
2020
This recommends mitigation measures are adopted to reduce noise level to meet
appropriate criteria. For dining rooms etc the 35dB(A)LAeq,16hrs criteria is
required as these can be reasonably used as a living room without recourse to
development control.

For this reason and to protect the amenity of future residents conditions 9 and 10
are recommended.
COMMENT: Ventilation and Overheating
The acoustic report mitigation requires that windows are kept shut to achieve
appropriate levels of noise protection and does not attempt to address issues
regarding overheating for this reason condition 11 is recommended.
CONTAMINATION
Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, development
other than that required to be carried out as part of an approved scheme of
remediation must not commence until conditions 1a to 1d have been complied
with. If unexpected contamination is found after development has begun,
development must be halted on that part of the site affected by the unexpected
contamination to the extent specified by the Local Planning Authority in writing
until condition 1d has been complied with in relation to that contamination.
a)

Site Characterisation
An investigation and risk assessment, in addition to any assessment provided
with the planning application, must be completed in accordance with a scheme to
assess the nature and extent of any contamination on the site, whether or not it
originates on the site. The contents of the scheme are subject to the approval in
writing of the Local Planning Authority. The investigation and risk assessment
must be undertaken by competent persons and a written report of the findings
must be produced. The written report is subject to the approval in writing of the
Local Planning Authority. The report of the findings must include:
I.
II.
III.
IV.
V.
VI.
VII.
VIII.
IX.

a survey of the extent, scale and nature of contamination;
an assessment of the potential risks to:
human health,
property (existing or proposed) including buildings, crops, livestock, pets,
woodland and service lines and pipes,
adjoining land,
groundwaters and surface waters,
ecological systems,
archaeological sites and ancient monuments;
an appraisal of remedial options, and proposal of the preferred option(s).

This must be conducted in accordance with DEFRA and the Environment
Agency’s ‘Model Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination, CLR
11’.
b)
Submission of Remediation Scheme
A detailed remediation scheme to bring the site to a condition suitable for the
intended use by removing unacceptable risks to human health, buildings and
other property and the natural and historical environment must be prepared, and
is subject to the approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority. The scheme
must include all works to be undertaken, proposed remediation objectives and
remediation criteria, timetable of works and site management procedures. The
scheme must ensure that the site will not qualify as contaminated land under Part
2A of the Environmental Protection Act 1990 in relation to the intended use of the
land after remediation.

c) Implementation of Approved Remediation Scheme
The approved remediation scheme must be carried out in accordance with its
terms prior to the commencement of development other than that required to
carry out remediation, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The Local Planning Authority must be given two weeks written
notification of commencement of the remediation scheme works.
Following completion of measures identified in the approved remediation scheme,
a verification report (referred to in PPS23 as a validation report) that
demonstrates the effectiveness of the remediation carried out must be produced,
and is subject to the approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority.
d) Reporting of Unexpected Contamination
In the event that contamination is found at any time when carrying out the
approved development that was not previously identified it must be reported in
writing immediately to the Local Planning Authority. An investigation and risk
assessment must be undertaken in accordance with the requirements of
condition 1a, and where remediation is necessary a remediation scheme must be
prepared in accordance with the requirements of condition 1b, which is subject to
the approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority.
Following completion of measures identified in the approved remediation scheme
a verification report must be prepared, which is subject to the approval in writing
of the Local Planning Authority in accordance with condition 1c.
CDD01 - CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION – DUST
There shall be no visible dust emissions beyond the site boundary associated
with construction/demolition works undertaken at the site. In controlling dust on
site, the contractor shall have due regard to the Building Research Establishment
Document ‘Control of Dust from Construction and Demolition Activities’ (BR456)
and the Institute of Air Quality Managements ‘Assessment of dust from demolition
and Construction’ (2014).
CDD02 - CONSTRUCTION & DEMOLITION: WASTE DISPOSAL
Any waste material associated with the demolition or construction shall not be
burnt on site but shall be kept securely for removal to prevent escape into the
environment.
There shall be no fires lit on the site for purpose of disposing of demolition
materials. Any open fires that arise shall be extinguished without delay.
NSD12 - BEST PRACTICAL MEANS
The best practicable means, as defined in Section 72 of the Control of Pollution
Act 1974 to reduce noise and vibration from the site to a minimum, shall be
employed at all times during construction.
CDD03 - Piling
If piling is necessary a written method statement shall be submitted to the Local
Planning Authority. This method statement should be inline with Environment
Agency guidance (Environment Agency (2001), Piling and Penetrative Ground
Improvements on Land Affected by Land Contamination NC/99/73). The affects

of noise generation (hours of operation) should also be considered, and should
include noise mitigation measures consistent with best practical means. No piling
shall take place until the method statement has been approved.
Noise Construction: Piling
If piling is necessary, a written method statement shall be submitted to the Local
Planning Authority. No piling shall take place until the method statement has
been approved.
No piling shall take place outside the hours 09:00 hours to 16:00 hours Mondays
to Fridays
NS02A - CONSTRUCTION & DEMOLITION WORKS: TIME OF OPERATIONS
Unless prior permission has been obtained in writing from the Local Planning
Authority, all noise-generating activities shall be restricted to the following times
of operations.
07:30 - 18:00 hours (Monday to Friday);
08:30 - 14:00 hours (Saturday)
No working is permitted on Sundays or Bank Holidays.
In this condition, a noise-generating activity is defined as any activity (for
instance, but not restricted to, building construction/demolition operations,
refurbishing and landscaping) which generates noise that is audible at the site
boundary.
CDD14 - On Site RADIO
During construction/demolition phases amplified music and/or radios shall not be
audible beyond the site boundary.
Informatives as per the public file.
County Urban Design
Officer

Objection

Refer to the Character
and Impact Section.

22.09.20:
The site falls within the Green Belt and open countryside designated as Settled
Valley Pastures.
A similar adjacent site to the north was approved (HPK/2017/0536) for
development of affordable housing in a similar elevated position behind houses
on Buxton Road. This was for a more limited scheme of five two bed houses and
eight one bed apartments. It was clearly limited in terms of size of development
and a high-quality design of development.
Bridgemont is set back from the Buxton Road (A6) and Bridgemont roundabout.
It forms a short street with terraces and semi-detached houses on both sides.
Mount Cottages previously faced onto a section of the Old Buxton Road and are
shown on the 1843 OS Map. The applications site lies on land to the rear
between the railway line and these cottages and on elevated land extending

further south. The railway line lies at a higher lever above the houses. The site is
elevated from the roadway and is currently a small paddock/field area behind
properties on the western side of Bridgemont. Beyond this site to the west,
running north to south is the Stockport to Buxton Northern Rail line and beyond
that open fields to the west.
Due to its elevated nature, the site relates more closely to its landscape setting
than the settlement below. The site is included in greenbelt and to the west of
the site, beyond the railway line the area is designated as open countryside. The
wider landscape Character Area is the Dark Peak, Settled Valley Pastures with
woodland corridors and hedgerows. The site appears as a continuation of open
countryside to the west of the railway line.
On entering Bridgemont Road the site is screened by a woodland bank at which
the development site lies above. There will be no views from the A5004 or the
A6 because of this bank. The new housing will be visible from the street level at
the pub car park and from the terrace houses opposite from No’s 1 to 19
Bridgemont Road. Further north along Bridgemont Road is the war memorial
and Village Hall with corner playground and the site can be easily seen above
these and from the gap between terraces from the A6 itself when viewed in a
southerly direction.
Bridgemont retains a traditional character of stone terraces, with a former public
house, village hall and playground, typical of traditional industrial terraces,
traditional villages and scattered farms of gritstone and welsh slate roofs.
PROW Footpath HP23/14/2 lies to the north of the site linking from the Peak
Forest Canal trail to the east footpaths to the wider countryside to the west under
the railway bridge.
A new access road is proposed across land that was previously the carpark for
the former Dog and Partridge public house on Bridgemont.
My main concern is the relation of the relationship to the existing settlement. The
site is set approximately 8m the Bridgemont Road and above the rooftops of the
existing traditional terrace houses and whilst there is a reasonable separation
distance it feels physically separated by the slope in between. The linear
arrangement between the railway line and the line of housing along Bridgemont
Road does not give much scope for creating a characterful development or to
provide a good approach or sense of arrival. This is a one way in and one way
out straight dead end and therefore it is perceived as not very well connected
and a tandem development.
The development site covers an area of approximately 1.004 ha of land. The
indicative proposals plan accompanying the outline application show up to 46
affordable units. My comments on this indicative design are:
The apartments and terraces along north eastern part of the site with continuous
frontage parking service road and turning area, along with parallel visitor parking
bays create too much hard area to the boundary of the railway.
The footpath and ‘communal green’ space from the Village Hall is narrow and

not very useable as a ‘green space’ as labelled on the drawings. It works as a
footpath link but not as amenity space.
The two storey apartments above the village hall may dominate the traditional
village hall and will be highly visible from the A6 so they will need to be of a highquality design or screened, depending on the detailed design.
This is a high- density layout over 1 hectare for an edge or settlement
development in a rural location. I would recommend a lower density to allow from
more public and private green space, better circulation and more landscape.
The garden areas of plots 34 -38 looks very limited in size and may need to be
extended to give more private space.
The new access road leading up from Bridgemont may benefit from a slight
chicane to reduce the straight ‘runway effect’ of a straight road running directly
down a slope and to provide a gentler sense of arrival. There is an option to
rearrange the access road and Plots 1 and 2 on Bridgemont, to provide a more
characterful gateway into the site.
Plots 1 and 2 along Bridgemont are of a size and shape to relate well to existing
buildings within the streetscape, to work with the traditional vernacular and
integrate the development. Explore also stepping houses down the slope along
the regraded access road to meet houses in Bridgemont. Greater placemaking
and connection with the existing settlement is required. Although frontage
properties may need to meet with traditional vernacular, other parts of the
development would be able to be more contemporary and distinctive.
The communal green space at the southernmost corner reinforces the woodland
bank and screen but it appears wedges in on a banked area and so there is poor
overlooking from the housing. It is less likely to be monitored and used as a
space.
The road along the railway line has only a thin verge. More planting would be
required to give a softer edge to the development and blend with the landscape
beyond, whilst providing more screen to reduce the impact of the railway.
Views of the 3 storey apartments will need to be carefully assessed from open
countryside beyond the railway line.
In general, the building footprint, communal spaces and car parks are indicative
and possibly too tight in this indicative layout. The layout is of a linear pattern
that is dictated by the long narrow wedge of land. The resulting pattern of
development is not out of keeping with the existing pattern along Bridgemont but
there is not enough attempt to integrate it with existing development. The layout
feels detached. The one way in and one way out with turning heads at the
apartments, is not a very permeable layout, but there is little opportunity for more
links apart from the additional footpath route next to the Village Hall. In this way,
it is difficult to achieve a better integration of development.
The design appears stacked up in favour of as many units as possible at the
expense of comfortable external areas. The detail design will need to be more

contextual and bespoke with a high quality of architecture to gain support. It will
also need to demonstrate how it can relate better with existing settlement in
terms of pattern of development and scale and massing, views in and out and
quality of architecture.
County
Architect

Landscape

Objection

Refer to the Character
and Impact Section.

31.03.21:
The context of the site is described in the letter of 5th February 2021 from the
agent as:
‘The site is surrounded on all sides by clear defensible boundaries comprising
the railway line, the woodland running down to Whaley Road,’ and
‘There are no shared boundaries to any open countryside and the site is
essentially contained by existing built development or infrastructure to 3 sides
and well-established mature woodland to the remaining side.’
Whilst the railway does bounds the site to the west and open countryside, due to
the land rising to the west there is not an embankment to the west side and
therefore it does not provide a screen to views or prevent intervisibility between
the site and open countryside to the west. The railway cannot therefore be
considered a visual screen to the site.
The existing housing along Buxton Road is approximately level with the road at
an elevation of 163.3m, the site to the rears of the houses is higher lying
between the 170 and 175m contour. Whilst the site is well contained from Buxton
Road the extent to which the existing development provides containment to the
site is diminished from certain aspects due to the level differences. From the
west there are views over the rooftops to the wider countryside and from higher
ground to the east there are views over the rooftops to the site.
The existing woodland belt to the east of the site also provides good containment
from Buxton Road, however from higher ground to the east there are clear views
of the site over the trees.
The clear defensible boundaries to the site therefore do not necessarily correlate
with visual containment.
The letter also states that:
‘the site also offers sufficient space for appropriate functional landscaping’
However, the indicative layout shows an access road tight to the western
boundary of the site. I do not consider that the landscape proposals are robust
enough or that the proposed layout leaves sufficient space for landscaping which
could provide a sufficient or effective woodland buffer to the western boundary.
In conclusion I consider that the clear defensible boundaries of the site and
proposed planting do not provide an effective remedy to the likely visual
landscape impacts of the proposals. My concerns about the visibility of the site in
the landscape as detailed in my previous comments remain. The proposals
represent a significant increase is the settlement size of Bridgemont within an
area designated as open countryside and Green Belt. There is clear intervisibility
with the wider landscape from several Public Rights of Way and I consider

development of the site would impact negatively on the openness of the Green
Belt.
I am very much in agreement with the conclusions reached by the Additional
Landscape Impact Assessment (August 2014) which informed preparation of the
Local Plan in that: ’the site is visible from west of the railway line, particularly
from footpath WHA15 and properties on the northern edge of Whaley Bridge.
Development of the site could thus cause visual coalescence between
Bridgemont and Whaley Bridge to the west of the railway line.’
31.03.21:
Site
The site is situated between a railway line and the backs of existing houses
along Buxton Road in Bridgemont. The Peak Forest Canal is close by and runs
parallel to Buxton Road to the east.
The site lies at the bottom of a valley and is gently sloping. The existing housing
along Buxton Road is approximately level with the road at an elevation of
163.3m, the site to the rears of the houses is higher lying between the 170 and
175m contour. The land on valley side to west of the site is poorly drained, there
are several watercourses and a pond adjacent to and above the site.
The site is designated as Green Belt land and the Peak District National Park
Boundary is approx. 2km to the South West and 1.8km to the North East. It lies
within the Dark Peak Landscape Character Area and is of Settled Valleys and
Pastures Landscape Type.
Proposals
The proposal is for 46 dwellings comprising 14 semi-detached properties, 11
terraced properties and 21 apartments with a new access from Buxton Road.
Properties will be 2 storey except for the apartments at the south western end of
the site which are proposed to be 3 storey.
Visual Landscape Impacts
The site is separated from the existing settlement by the existing housing and
does not relate well to Buxton Road, it is more open to the west and at a local
level will have the greatest visual impacts here. To the east it is well contained
from Buxton Road and the Peak Forest Canal. Further afield, however, it is
visible from higher ground from the east and the west.
The LVIA submitted in support of the application gives an overview of visibility of
the site and chooses 14 viewpoints recording the views in photographs with
positions shown on a photo location plan. Two viewpoints have been chosen as
principal viewpoints and detailed assessments made.
Whilst there are
comments on some of the locations covered by the remaining viewpoints they
tend to be general and are not referenced to the viewpoint numbers. Several of
the photo viewpoints are not assessed for visual impacts.
Principal View 1 in the LVIA concerns views from Public Right of Way HP23/15/1
close to the west of the site. The photos included in the report all feature the
railway as a prominent part of the view, whilst this is partly the case at the north
end of the footpath there are still long views to the hills to the east. At the
southern end of the footpath natural vegetation and views to the distant hills are

the dominant part of the view.

Photo above – the northern section of Public Right of Way HP23/15/1 showing
views to distant hills over the railway line. The cabins and plant in the foreground
are part of a temporary Railtrack site compound on the site and not usually part
of the view. The proposed housing would occupy the foreground to this view
greatly increasing the overall proportion of development.
Photo below -the southern section of Public Right of Way HP23/15/1 showing
views to distant hills with the railway line hardly visible and existing housing not
dominant. The flatbed truck and plant in the foreground are part of a temporary
Railtrack site compound on the site.

Both of these views show that the distant views to hills are presently an

important part of the experience for receptors. The proposed housing would be
prominent in the foreground of views with the access road and parking areas
visible. This would be a fundamental change to the existing situation. The LVIA
states:
‘Additional on-site tree and shrub planting, along with hedgerows, will ensure
that the scheme assimilates into the surrounding landscape and reduces any
impacts the scheme may have on receptors at this point.’
‘..To conclude, the changes to the current view would therefore be moderate in
line with Table 2. However, with careful selection of materials, scale and
massing of the built form and the benefit of additional tree, hedgerows and shrub
planting the effect on view at this point on receptors will be reduced to low in line
with Table 2.’
Whilst tree planting is included in some places to the north western boundary
there are many gaps due to the proposed road lying close to the boundary and
little space for planting large growing species near to a railway line and housing
and this will limit the effectiveness of planting as a visual screen. I would
consider that visual impacts for Principal View 1 are likely to be major with new
housing, roads and parking areas in the foreground reducing to moderate with
the maturity of tree planting.
Principal View 2
This view is from Buxton Road looking west into the new development adjacent
to the former Public House.
If well designed and constructed of good quality materials I agree with the
statement in the LVIA that that the proposed houses on Buxton Road could tie in
with the existing street scene from this viewpoint and that the rears of the higher
proposed houses could be screened with tree planting. However, I consider that
the urbanising effect on the street scene of the new access road also needs to
be considered. Whilst some tree planting has been included to conclude the
vista in to site, the proposed straight access road will slope up to the higher site
and this will emphasise its impact and dominance in the view.
The LVIA dismisses some of the more distant views as being too distant to be
significant, however I consider these are relevant and need to be explored in
greater detail.
Further from the site to the south west photo viewpoints 8 and 9 from footpath
HP/23/15/1 have been included in the LVIA which show the site obscured by
trees. No views have been included from higher ground including Public Rights
of Way HP 23/10/2 and HP23/16/1 where there is occasional visibility and I
consider assessments should be made. The photo below shows a white
container currently on the site clearly visible from Public Right of Way HP
23/10/22.

In relation to visual impacts further from the site to the east the LVIA states for
photo view point 14:
‘Views were also considered from Buxworth Road (B6062), east of the site
across the valley. There are fleeting glimpses of the site from this road.
However, the distance of this viewpoint from the site, coupled with the close
proximity of existing built up areas adjacent to the site, means there is unlikely to
be any discernible alteration in the view from this point. The proposed dwellings
would be seen as part the existing Bridgemont area. The sensitivity of the
receptor at this point can be judged as low as any changes these new proposals
will form, on a currently wide field of view, will be negligible.’
Whilst this viewpoint is above the site it is at a level where existing views are
obscured by trees. From higher land along Dolly Lane and nearby there are
much more prominent views of the site. The grassland that covered the site has
been partly replaced by the development of the site as a Railtrack site compound
making it clearly visible (see photo below). This demonstrates how further
development will also be clearly visible, and to a greater extent. In addition from
this aspect the existing housing in at the southern end of Bridgemont is hardly
visible with the exception of Sticky Mires Farm and the new development could
appear as a new small settlement, therefore I would consider the visual impacts
to be much greater than suggested by the LVIA.

Conclusion
I consider that the visual landscape impacts of the proposals will be greater than
concluded by the LVIA and that the proposed planting will not achieve the
suggested reduction in visual impacts in the long-term.
At a distance the site is more visible in the landscape than portrayed and the
proposed development is likely to create a noticeable enlargement of
Bridgemont in the landscape and impact on open countryside in the Green Belt.

6. POLICY AND MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS
Planning Policy Context
High Peak Local Plan Adopted April 2016
S1
S1a
S2
S3
S6
EQ1
EQ3
EQ4
EQ5
EQ6
EQ7
EQ8
EQ9
EQ10
EQ11
H1
H3
H4
H5
CF3
CF5
CF6
CF7

Sustainable Development Principles
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
Settlement Hierarchy
Strategic Housing Development
Central Sub-area Strategy
Climate Change
Rural Development
Green Belt Development
Biodiversity
Design and Place Making
Built and Historic Environment
Green Infrastructure
Trees, Woodlands and Hedgerows
Pollution Control and Unstable Land
Flood Risk Management
Location of Housing Development
New Housing Development
Affordable Housing
Rural Exception Sites
Local Infrastructure Provision
Provision and Retention of Local Community Services and Facilities
Accessibility and Transport
Planning Obligations and Community Infrastructure Levy

Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD)




High Peak Design Guide SPD (2018)
Landscape Character SPG (2006)
Residential Design Guide SPD (2005)

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2018
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)
Planning Policy Context

7.1 The determination of a planning application should be made pursuant to
section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, which is to
be read in conjunction with section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990.
7.2 Section 38(6) requires the Local Planning Authority to determine planning
applications in accordance with the development plan, unless there are
material considerations which 'indicate otherwise'. Section 70(2) provides that
in determining applications the Local Planning Authority "shall have regard to
the provisions of the Development Plan, so far as material to the application
and to any other material considerations.” The Development Plan currently
consists of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan 2016.
7.3 The NPPF (National Planning Policy Framework) is considered to be a
mandatory material consideration in decision making.
7.4 As before achieving sustainable development sits at the heart of the
NPPF as referred to within paragraphs 10 and 11. This requires the
consideration of three overarching and mutually dependant objectives being:
economic, social and environmental matters where they are to be applied to
local circumstances of character, need and opportunity as follows:
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.
7.5 LP (Local Plan) Policy S1a establishes a presumption in favour of
sustainable development as contained within NPPF paragraph 11. It requires
decision makers to apply a 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:-

I.

II.

the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or
assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing
the development proposed; or
any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the
policies in this Framework taken as a whole.

7.6 The Council can currently demonstrate 5.22 years supply of housing land
(as at 1st April 2020) including a 5% buffer and meeting the shortfall within the
next five years using the agreed Liverpool Method approach. Accordingly, for
decision makers this means that when considering development proposals
which accord with the development plan they should be approved without
delay within the context of NPPF paragraph 11.
Principle of Development
7.7 The site is located within the Green Belt. Consequently great weight
must be given to Section 13 of the NPPF (National Planning Policy
Framework) – Protecting Green Belt land. Adopted High Peak Local Plan
Policy EQ4 ‘Green Belt Development’ states that planning permission will not
be granted for development unless it is in accordance with national planning
policy.
7.8 The essential characteristics of Green Belts, to be maintained, are their
openness and their permanence. The NPPF (paragraphs 143-144) state that
inappropriate development is harmful to the Green Belt and should not be
approved except in very special circumstances. These will not exist unless
the potential harm to the Green Belt is clearly outweighed by other
considerations. Paragraph 144 of the NPPF requires that local planning
authorities ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green
Belt.
7.9 Paragraph 145 of the NPPF states that new development is
inappropriate, with some exceptions. Included among these exceptions are:
e) limited infilling in villages;
f) limited affordable housing for local community needs under policies set out
in the development plan (including policies for rural exception sites)
7.10 This application is for 46 dwellings, a significant figure when compared
to the existing size of Bridgemont. The proposal is also not for infill
development, being separate and adjacent to the main area of development.
Therefore the proposal cannot be approved as ‘limited infilling’ under
paragraph 145 e) of the NPPF. However, as the proposed development is to
be 100% affordable housing, it is argued by the applicant that the proposal
comprises a rural exceptions scheme that may be granted under Local Plan
Policy H5, Rural Exception Sites, despite its size and its Green Belt location,
and that it would therefore be appropriate development under paragraph 145
f) of the NPPF.
7.11 Policies H1, H2, H3, H4, H5 and H6 of the Adopted LP (Local Plan)
provide for housing development within the Borough in accordance with

specific site allocations and other sites and instances as outlined in policies
H1, H3, H4 and H5. LP Policy H3 states that the Council will meet the
requirements of affordable housing within the context of the overall provision
of residential development as set out in Policy H4. LP Policy H4 sets out the
proportional requirements of affordable housing required from residential
developments. The current application is for all the residential units to be all
affordable housing.
7.12 LP Policy H5 states that in exceptional circumstances, proposals for
affordable housing on rural sites that would not normally be released for
housing development will be supported provided that:







The development is of a size and type which can be justified by
evidence of need from a local housing needs survey
The affordable housing would meet a genuine local need as defined in
the Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document
Appropriate safeguards are put in place that ensure that the housing
will remain affordable for successive occupiers in perpetuity
The site is located within or adjoining the settlement boundary of a
village and is adequately served by existing services and facilities
The development takes full account of environmental considerations,
including European sites
The development provides all affordable housing unless it can be
demonstrated that an element of market housing is required to deliver
a significant amount of affordable housing.

7.13 The site is located just over 50m from the Built-Up Area Boundary of
Whaley Bridge, separated by the A5004 Buxton Road and a belt of trees.
However the site is disconnected from Whaley Bridge by the railway line and
open fields, and has a poor relationship with the settlement. It is adjacent to
Bridgemont, which is washed over by the Green Belt and does not have a
settlement boundary.
7.14 The applicant argues that the wording of LP Policy S2 means that rural
exceptions sites do not have to be adjacent to a defined settlement boundary
and that accordingly, exceptions housing may be approved for a settlement
such as Bridgemont that does not have a defined settlement boundary.
However, the site’s relationship with Bridgemont is poor, as pointed out by
the Urban Design Officer, who reports that due to its elevated nature, the site
relates more closely to its landscape setting than the settlement below. The
site appears as a continuation of open countryside to the west of the railway
line, and is also separated from the village by the sharp increase in elevation.
As a result, whether or not Bridgemont is a defined settlement, the choice of
site is a poor one to provide additional housing for the village and would
result in a disconnected development in open countryside.
7.15 The applicant also states in the same representation letter that the
significant size of the development in comparison to the size of Bridgemont is
not a barrier in policy terms, so long as it meets a genuine local need. The
application in question is for 46 units. The proposal would significantly and
disproportionately increase the population of the village and would have a
significant detrimental impact on the character of the settlement. This harm is

not outweighed by local affordable housing need. As evidenced below, it is
not possible to justify evidence of need as required in LP Policy H5.
7.16 Permission was granted in 2018 under HPK/2017/0536 for 13 affordable
units in Bridgemont, under LP Policy H5. For this application, the applicant
demonstrated an unmet need for affordable housing by means of a
household survey.
7.17 The applicant argues in their housing needs study that unmet need for
affordable housing remains substantial in the Whaley Bridge area, through
reference to this survey and also to Council supplementary documents
including the Strategic Housing Market Assessment and Housing Needs
Study (SHMA) and Housing Needs in High Peak SPD. The applicant argues
that while these documents are now some years old, the proven need for
affordable housing has not diminished, evidenced by the widening gap
between house prices and wages, and by the previously mentioned
household survey. As a result, the applicant argues that a genuine local need
is demonstrated, as required by LP Policy H5.
7.18 In assessing local need, and current developments in the local area that
will result in provision of affordable units, the Council’s Regeneration Officer
concludes that a development the size proposed by the applicant of up to 46
units would exceed the identified housing need for the area. As a result, the
proposal would not meet a genuine local need as defined in the Affordable
Housing Supplementary Planning Document as specified in LP Policy H5 and
cannot be considered under rural exceptions policy. As a result, it cannot be
described as appropriate development under Paragraph 145f) of the Green
Belt section of the NPPF.
7.19 Furthermore, due to significant intervisibility with the open countryside,
the County Landscape Architect reports that development of the site would
impact negatively on the openness of the Green Belt. The principle of
development of this site is consequently contrary to Green Belt policy.
7.20 LP Policy H3 requires all new residential development to provide for 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 as based on
evidence from the SMHA (Strategic Housing Market Assessment). As well as
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. A planning condition
could ensure that SMHA standards were met as well as securing house types
compliant with NDSS (National Described Space Standards).
Character and Appearance
7.21 The site is also located within the countryside with a landscape character
type of Settled Valley Pastures. The design and appearance of any new
development in the countryside are key to protecting the High Peak character,
including the setting of the National Park as advocated by LP Policy S6
‘Central Sub-area Strategy’. LP Policy EQ2 Landscape Character states that

new development should be sympathetic to landscape character and protect
or enhance the character, appearance and local distinctiveness of the
landscape as guided by the Landscape Character SPD.
7.22 Also, LP Policy EQ9 ‘Trees, woodlands and hedgerows’ states that the
Council “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”.
7.23 LP Policy EQ6 Design and Place Making emphasises the need for high
quality, well designed development that reflects landscape character. The
design merits of the scheme are addressed below in the context of identified
policies, including the Council’s High Peak Design Guide, which identifies
overarching principles in securing good design. NPPF para 130 states:
“Permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to
take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an
area and the way it functions, taking into account any local design standards
or style guides in plans or supplementary planning documents”.
7.24 The Council’s plan evidence document Landscape Impact Assessment
of Additional Sites August 2014 describes the character site in question as
follows.
Ruderal grassland and scrub on a strip of land semi-enclosed by the railway
line to the west, existing built development on Bridgemont to the north-east
and woodland to the south-east. The site is elevated, sloping down from the
railway towards, but above, the existing properties in Bridgemont. Public
footpath WHA15 is located within the north of the site and adjacent to the
western site boundary beyond the railway line. The existing settlement
boundary is well defined and vegetated. The site is well screened from the
north and east by properties in Bridgemont and the woodland to the southeast. As a consequence development would not lead to the visual
coalescence of Bridgemont with the part of Whaley Bridge located to the east
of the railway line. However, physical coalescence with the development of
the Preferred Option site to the south (Land opposite Tesco along railway
embankment, as assessed in the original Landscape Impact Assessment)
would occur. In addition, the site is visible from west of the railway line,
particularly from footpath WHA15 and properties on the northern edge of
Whaley Bridge. Development of the site could thus cause visual coalescence
between Bridgemont and Whaley Bridge to the west of the railway line.
Currently from this direction the edge of Bridgemont is well screened by a
combination of existing vegetation and localised changes in topography. The
site is located above the level of existing properties at Bridgemont and is not
effectively screened by vegetation. The site appears as a continuation of
open countryside to the west of the railway line. Site is not suitable for
development in landscape terms.

7.25 The site relates closely to its landscape setting and poorly to the
settlements of Whaley Bridge and Bridgemont.
It would have an
unacceptable impact on landscape character regardless of whether

development occurs on the preferred site nearby. The County Landscape
Architect Officer’s detailed submission concludes that the visual landscape
impacts of the proposals would be greater than concluded by the applicant’s
LVIA (Landscape Visual Impact Assessment) and that the proposed
mitigation planting would not achieve the suggested reduction in visual
impacts in the longer term. In addition, and at a distance the site would be
more visible in the landscape than portrayed by their LVIA and therefore
would be likely to create a noticeable enlargement of Bridgemont in the
landscape and impact on open countryside in the Green Belt. The proposal
consequently fails to accord with LP Policies EQ2 and EQ6 in particular, by
creating detrimental landscape harm as well as constituting other Green Belt
harm.
7.26 The residential scheme would be elevated approximately 8.0m above
the existing houses at Bridgemont constituting a poor relationship with the
settlement. The County Urban Design Officer considers that the design
appears stacked up in favour of accommodating as many units as possible at
the expense of comfortable external areas. It is also stated that the detailed
design would need to be more contextual and bespoke with a high quality of
architecture to gain support. Whilst demonstrating how it could relate better
with the existing settlement in terms of pattern of development and scale and
massing, views in and out and quality of architecture. Views of the
development from open countryside also require assessing, particularly of
the three storey apartments.
7.27 Notwithstanding that the scheme is outline in form with matters of
access sought for approval at this stage, the density of the development is
considerably excessive for the location and it is considered that a total of 46
units as sought would damage the character of the site and settlement and
leave insufficient opportunity for landscaping area.
7.28 As such the proposal fails to respond positively to is environment and
would not contribute to a sense of place. Accordingly, the proposal fails to
accord with LP Policies EQ6 in particular.
Design and Amenity
7.29 LP Policy EQ6 ‘Design and Place Making’ stipulates that development
should achieve a satisfactory relationship to adjacent development and
should not cause unacceptable effects by reason of visual intrusion,
overlooking, shadowing, overbearing or other adverse impacts on local
character and amenity.
7.30 The scheme layout whilst indicative does not show that the proposal in
the context of existing development, including levels information to establish
that there would be no adverse amenity impacts to adjacent development as
a result of the 46 dwellings sought.
7.31 Without this further information it is not possible to judge whether the
proposal is in accordance with LP Policy EQ6 and the NPPF.
Highway Safety

7.32 LP Policy CF6 ‘Accessibility and Transport’ seeks to ensure that new
development can be safely accessed in a sustainable manner and minimise
the need to travel, particularly by unsustainable modes. NPPF para 109
advises 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”.
7.33 A new access road is proposed off Bridgemont. This was originally
adjacent to 32 Bridgemont. In revised plans, a pair of semi-detached houses
has been moved adjacent to 32 Bridgemont and the new access road is to
the south of these. The street name is incorrectly given as Buxton Road on
the existing and proposed site plans. This matter should be corrected by the
applicant to avoid any confusion.
7.34 In response to the original plans, the Highway Authority asked for further
details, including on levels and the proposed footway. They also highlighted
changes necessary to ensure highway safety within the development. In
response to the most recent submitted plans, the Highway Authority confirm
they have no objections to the proposals on highways grounds, subject to the
imposition of suggested conditions. Funding for monitoring of the Travel Plan
is also recommended via use of a s106 legal agreement. Clarifications from
AES Waste are sought as they have requested further information on bin
storage / collection points, however, the Highway Authority consider that this
matter could be dealt with as a condition.
7.35 The Highway Authority have suggested a financial contribution from the
applicant towards the Derbyshire Key Cycle Network. This is on the basis
that it would represent a viable route to take trips from the development off
the highway network. An update on these matters of clarification will be
provided on the Update Report.
7.36 Subject to those matters of clarification highlighted above, the proposal
is consequently in accordance with the LP Policy CF6 in highway safety
terms.
Ecological Impact
7.37 LP Policy EQ5 ‘Biodiversity’ advises that biodiversity and ecological
resources should be conserved. It states that development will not be
permitted which would have an adverse impact upon protected species.
NPPF para 17 (a) states “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”.
7.38 The EC Habitats Directive 1992 requires the UK to maintain a system of
strict protection for protected species and their habitats. The Directive only
allows disturbance, or deterioration or destruction of breeding sites or resting
places in the interests of public health and public safety, or for other
imperative reasons of overriding public interest, including those of a social or
economic nature and beneficial consequences of primary importance for the

environment. This is provided that there is no satisfactory alternative and no
detriment to the maintenance of the species population at favourable
conservation status in their natural range.
7.39 The absence of Great Crested Newts in the offsite pond has been
demonstrated by the eDNA report and this has been acknowledged by DWT
(Derbyshire Wildlife Trust).
Further information was provided by the
applicant in response to DWT request, on protected species and a nearby
veteran tree. DWT now consider the protected species impacts have been
adequately addressed but highlight that a mechanism for securing net gain is
still outstanding.
7.40 DWT set out that an assessment of biodiversity net gain including the
use of the DEFRA metric 2.0 has been provided. It demonstrates that the
proposals would result in a net loss of 10.62 habitat units or 54% of habitat
units on site. The report (para 4.1.6) provides recommendations to further
improve the onsite habitats, which DWT fully support. In particular, planting
mixed native scrub along the boundary with the adjacent rail line would help to
maintain the linear north-south corridor. However, DWT confirm that this
would still leave a residual loss of 9.5 biodiversity units.
7.41 To provide the officers with confidence that no net loss / net gain would
be achieved, DWT have recommended that an Offsite Compensation Strategy
should be submitted by the applicant. This should identify a suitable offsetting
site and detail habitat creation proposals equivalent to the units lost and
ideally with a 10% gain. In addition, the new habitat would require a
Management Plan and funding for such management for a minimum of 30
years. Once the details have been approved, this can be secured through
conditions and s106 legal agreement should mitigation not be provided onsite.
7.42 The NPPF sets out that planning applications should strive to achieve a
net biodiversity gain, as does LP Policy EQ5 and as a consequence the
scheme does not comply with planning policy.
Pollution and Flood Risk
7.43 LP Policy EQ10 seeks to protect people and the environment from
unsafe and polluted environments, requiring mitigation if necessary. The
Council’s Environmental Health consultation comments confirm no objections
to the scheme subject to the control of construction and demolition to protect
neighbour amenity at nearby noise sensitive properties at the development
stage and also the submission of a contamination land risk assessment given
the proposed residential end use of the site being sensitive to the presence of
land contamination. Confirmation from Environmental Health, however, is
sought in relation to the applicant’s latterly submitted acoustic report and will
be reported via the Update Report. In these regards, Network Rail have
confirmed that the LPA (Local Planning Authority) should be satisfied that
there would no adverse impacts to future occupiers as a result of the
operation of the railway line, which adjoins the western boundary of the site.
In addition, clarification has been sought from the Coal Authority given that
the outline scheme also seeks matters of access, including circulation routes

within the site and in these circumstances whether the scheme would require
intrusive investigations for shallow mining as a predetermination matter.
7.44 Subject to the clarification of the above matters, the proposal would be
in accordance with the LP Policy EQ10 in environmental terms.
Flood Risk and Drainage
7.45 LP Policy EQ11 ‘Flood Risk Management’ discusses 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 this is
viable and compatible with other policies aimed at achieving sustainable
patterns of development.
7.46 The LLFA (Lead Local Flood Authority), on consultation, requires further
site investigations to determine the suitability of the site for infiltration and the
ground contamination. Similarly, Network Rail have also confirmed that the
LPA (Local Planning Authority) should be satisfied that there would no
adverse impacts to the operation of the railway line, which adjoins the
western boundary of the site in relation to drainage matters.
7.47 Without this further information it is not possible to judge whether the
proposal is in accordance with LP Policy EQ11.
Planning Obligations
County Education seeks £129,409.50 for the provision of 5 secondary places
at Chapel-en-le-Frith High School towards additional education facilities.
In addition, officers seek Off Site Contributions for parks / play / sports
provision as follows:




Play contribution ‐ targeted at the adjacent council owned site which is
in need of enhancements, particularly with increased usage from new
residents. £192 x 46 = £8,832
Parks and Gardens ‐ targeted at the Memorial Park in Whaley Bridge
for improvements to park infrastructure, additional seating, litter bins.
£571 x 46 =£26,266
Outdoor sports ‐ targeted at the Memorial Park sports facilities with a
view to enhancing the junior football pitch, the BMX pump track and
multi use sports court. £489.40 x 46 = £22,512.40

These matters would need to be secured via a s106 legal agreement
together with the requirement for 100% affordable housing , if it were deemed
to meet the H5 criteria.
8. PLANNING BALANCE & CONCLUSIONS
8.1 The determination of a planning application should 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.

8.2 Section 38(6) requires the Local Planning Authority to determine planning
applications in accordance with the development plan, unless there are
material considerations which 'indicate otherwise'. Section 70(2) provides that
in determining applications the Local Planning Authority "shall have regard to
the provisions of the Development Plan, so far as material to the application
and to any other material considerations.” The Development Plan currently
consists of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan 2016.
8.3 As the application is for affordable housing provision in the Green Belt,
chapter 13 of the NPPF and LP Policy H5 are relevant to the proposal. The
NPPF states that inappropriate development in the Green Belt is by definition
harmful. Paragraph 145 of the NPPF provides certain exceptions appropriate
in the Green Belt, including:
f) limited affordable housing for local community needs under policies set out
in the development plan (including policies for rural exception sites).
Local Policy H5 (Rural Exception Sites) states In exceptional circumstances,
proposals for affordable housing on rural sites that would not normally be
released for housing development will be supported provided that:







The development is of a size and type which can be justified by
evidence of need from a local housing needs survey
The affordable housing would meet a genuine local need as defined in
the Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document
Appropriate safeguards are put in place that ensure that the housing
will remain affordable for successive occupiers in perpetuity
The site is located within or adjoining the settlement boundary of a
village and is adequately served by existing services and facilities
The development takes full account of environmental considerations,
including European sites
The development provides all affordable housing unless it can be
demonstrated that an element of market housing is required to deliver
a significant amount of affordable housing

8.4 The site does not adjoin the development boundary of a village because
Bridgemont does not have a settlement boundary. Furthermore, it does not
relate well to the existing pattern of development, nor is it of an appropriate
scale for the settlement. The poor relationship of the site to the village of
Bridgemont means that the application site is inappropriate for a rural
exceptions scheme as defined in policy H5. Furthermore, the development
cannot be justified by evidence of need. Council analysis of local needs data
and current provision under development concludes that the proposal would
result in supply of affordable units that exceeds local need. The proposal
consequently fails to meet the criteria for a Rural Exceptions development.
8.5 Further to the above conclusions, the landscape impacts of the proposal
would be significant and would fail entirely to preserve the openness of the
Green Belt. The development is consequently inappropriate in the Green Belt
and should not be approved unless harm is clearly outweighed by other

considerations in very special circumstances. Very special circumstances
have not been demonstrated by the applicant.
8.6 In addition, the scheme layout whilst indicative does not show that the
proposal in the context of existing development, including levels information
to establish that there would be no adverse amenity impacts to adjacent
development as a result of the 46 dwellings sought. Without this further
information it is not possible to judge whether the proposal is in accordance
with LP Policy EQ6 and the NPPF.
8.7 The submitted assessment of biodiversity net gain demonstrates that the
proposals would result in a net loss of 10.62 habitat units or 54% of habitat
units on site. Despite its recommendations for improvement of onsite habitats
this would still leave a residual loss of 9.5 biodiversity units. An Offsite
Compensation Strategy should demonstrate a suitable offsetting site and
detail habitat creation proposals equivalent to the units lost with a 10% gain
and be accompanied by a Management Plan for a minimum of 30 years. The
NPPF sets out that planning applications should strive to achieve a net
biodiversity gain, as does LP Policy EQ5 and as a consequence the scheme
does not comply with relevant planning policy.
8.8 The LLFA (Lead Local Flood Authority) requires further site investigations
to determine the suitability of the site for infiltration and the ground
contamination. Similarly, Network Rail have also confirmed that the LPA
should be satisfied that there would no adverse impacts to the operation of
the railway line, which adjoins the western boundary of the site in relation to
drainage matters. Without this further information it is not possible to judge
whether the proposal is in accordance with LP Policy EQ11 and the NPPF.
8.8 Overall, the scheme proposal does not constitute a sustainable form of
development in line with LP Policies S1 and S1a and NPPF paragraph 11. As
well, it contravenes relevant local development plan policies as follows:
S2
S3
S6
EQ2
EQ3
EQ4
EQ5
EQ6
EQ8
H1
H3
H5
CF3
CF7

Settlement Hierarchy
Strategic Housing Development
Central Sub-area Strategy
Landscape Character
Rural Development
Green Belt Development
Biodiversity
Design and Place Making
Green Infrastructure
Location of Housing Development
New Housing Development
Rural Exception Sites
Local Infrastructure Provision
Planning Obligations and Community Infrastructure Levy

and other material considerations which include the NPPF.
8.10 In accordance with NPPF paragraph 11, the application is thereby
recommended for refusal.

9. RECOMMENDATIONS
REFUSE for the following reasons:
1. The site does not adjoin the development boundary of a village
because Bridgemont does not have a settlement boundary.
Furthermore, it does not relate well to the existing pattern of
development, nor is it of an appropriate scale for the settlement
as a result of the 46 dwellings sought. The poor relationship of
the site to the village of Bridgemont means that the application
site is inappropriate for a rural exceptions scheme. Furthermore,
the development cannot be justified by evidence of need. Council
analysis of local needs data and current provision under
development concludes that the proposal would result in supply
of affordable units that exceeds local need. The proposal
consequently fails to meet the criteria for a Rural Exceptions
development.
In addition, the landscape impacts of the proposal would be
significant and would fail entirely to preserve the openness of the
Green Belt to constitute other Green Belt harm. The development
is consequently inappropriate in the Green Belt and should not be
approved unless harm is clearly outweighed by other
considerations in very special circumstances. Very special
circumstances have not been demonstrated by the applicant.
The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy H5 of the Local Plan
and the provisions of the NPPF in this regard.
2. The scheme layout whilst indicative does not show that the
proposal in the context of existing development, including levels
information to establish that there would be no adverse amenity
impacts to adjacent development as a result of the 46 dwellings
sought. Without this further information it is not possible to judge
whether the proposal is in accordance with LP Policy EQ6 and the
NPPF.
3. The submitted assessment of biodiversity net gain demonstrates
that the proposals would result in a net loss of 10.62 habitat units
or 54% of habitat units on site. Despite its recommendations for
improvement of onsite habitats this would still leave a residual
loss of 9.5 biodiversity units. An Offsite Compensation Strategy
should demonstrate a suitable offsetting site and detail habitat
creation proposals equivalent to the units lost with a 10% gain
and be accompanied by a Management Plan for a minimum of 30
years. The National Planning Policy Framework sets out that
planning applications should strive to achieve a net biodiversity
gain, as does LP Policy EQ5 and as a consequence the scheme
does not comply with relevant planning policy.

4. The LLFA (Lead Local Flood Authority) requires further site
investigations to determine the suitability of the site for
infiltration and the ground contamination. Similarly, Network Rail
have also confirmed that the LPA should be satisfied that there
would no adverse impacts to the operation of the railway line,
which adjoins the western boundary of the site in relation to
drainage matters. Without this further information it is not
possible to judge whether the proposal is in accordance with LP
Policy EQ11 and the NPPF.

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

