
HIGH PEAK BOROUGH COUNCIL 
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 

 
15th August 2022 

  
Application No: HPK/2019/0223 

Location Land to the rear of The Peaks, Manchester Road, Tunstead 
Milton, Whaley Bridge 

Proposal Single Storey Industrial Building 60.0 m x 20.0m 

Applicant JE Morten Ltd 

Agent Emery Planning Partnership Ltd 
Parish/Ward Whaley Bridge Date registered: 23/10/2019 

If you have a question about this report please contact: Rachael Simpkin  

rachael.simpkin@highpeak.gov.uk 01538 395400 extension 4122 

 
REFERRAL 
 

The full planning application for a large storage building positioned on Local Green 

Space is contrary to the Development Plan. 
 

1. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 

 
 
REFUSE  

 
 

Application No: HPK/2021/0235 
Location Land to the rear of The Peaks, Manchester Road, Tunstead 

Milton, Whaley Bridge 

Proposal Retention of concrete blockwork wall retaining bank to Canal 
Feed 

Applicant JE Morten Ltd 
Agent David Prior Designs 

Parish/Ward Whaley Bridge Date registered: 14/05/2021 

If you have a question about this report please contact: Rachael Simpkin  

rachael.simpkin@highpeak.gov.uk 01538 395400 extension 4122 

 
REFERRAL 

 

The full planning application is retrospective in nature. 

 
1. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 

 
 

REFUSE  

 
 

mailto:rachael.simpkin@highpeak.gov.uk
mailto:rachael.simpkin@highpeak.gov.uk


2. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS 

 

2.1 The c.0.5 ha application site for the proposed building (excluding the wetland 
scrape / flood storage) is an open field with a landscape character type of Settled 

Valley Pastures, located in countryside to the south of the B5470 Manchester Road, 
west of Tunstead Milton.  It is also located within a LGS (Local Green Space) no. 11 
‘Field behind Morton’s Yard, Tunstead Milton, between Randall Carr Brook and canal 

feeder’ designated by Chapel-en-le-frith Neighbourhood Plan.  At a distance of 
approximately 0.85 km to the southwest, following the line of Long Lane, is the Peak 

District National Park boundary.   
 
2.2 Access is gained via the B5470 Manchester Road.  To the north is the canal 

feeder for Combs Reservoir, separating the site from the PEZ (Primary Employment 
Zone), which fronts Manchester Road.  The retaining wall works to the canal feeder 

are located within the PEZ in close proximity to the tank.  To the south is Randal 
Carr Brook and open countryside at a lower land level. 
 

2.3 The Public Right of Way footpath HP6/21/2 as accessed from Manchester Road 
close to Riverside runs in a southwest then southeast direction to cross the railway 

south in close proximity to the site providing access to Chapel-en-le-Frith and 
Whaley Bridge beyond.   
 

2.4 The proposed development is close to trees protected under Derbyshire Tree 
Protection Order (TPO) Number 78. 

 
2.5 In addition, the application site mostly falls within a High Risk Flood Zone. 
 

Revised Location Plan (Building): 
 

 
 

 

 



 

3. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL 

3.1 Full planning permission (as revised) is sought for an industrial building for 
storage and manufacturing space and is proposed in relation to the expansion of the 
existing premises JE Morten in the Primary Employment Zone nearby. 

 
3.2 The building would be 60.0m x 20.0m x 7.8m, clad in profile steel in Jupiter 

green with an artificial stone ‘plinth’ for the bottom 450mm.  The total gross internal 
floorspace would amount to 1155sqm.  Steel sheets are proposed for the roof, with 
roof lights.  On the northwest elevation, eight silo tanks are proposed whilst on the 

southwest elevation four steel roller shutter doors are proposed. 
 

3.4 Permeable cellular paving to be planted is now proposed for the yard areas with 
the provision of 16 car parking spaces and also cycle store.  Flood Storage 
compensation works are also proposed including a wetland scrape area within the 

southeast site area of the extended red edge. 
 

Proposed Site Plan AIA Rev B: 

 
 
3.5 The revised submission plans are detailed below: 

 J014/01C – Site Sections Existing and Proposed  

 J014/02G – Proposed General Arrangement & Below Ground Drainage 

Scheme  

 J014/03A – Elevations – Proposed  

 J014/04A – Ground Floor Plan - Proposed  

 J014/05C – Proposed Parking & Cycle Store Location Plan  

 J014/06C – Flood Storage Volume Compensation Proposals  

 434/03B – Anticipated Internal Layout of Proposed Adblue Building  



 J014/Existing Site Plan  

 J014/Site Plan Proposed  

 J014/SK05A – Canal Feeder Cover Slab  

 J014/SK06B – Proposed Section Through Vehicle Manoeuvring Area  

 J014/SK07 – Access Road  

 J014/07 – Drained Areas  

 J014/08 – Attenuation & Hydrobrake Details 
 

3.6 In addition, retrospective planning permission is sought for the retention of a 
concrete blockwork wall retaining the bank to the canal feed adjacent to the circular 

tank.  Photographic evidence, however, appears to show a concrete “drive” adjacent 
to the wall as a recent engineering operation, which extends around the tank then 
towards the southeast as well as the reprofiling of the canal feeder embankment 

and removal of vegetation. 
 

3.7 The unauthorised storage onsite is the subject of a separate Council Planning 
Enforcement Investigation. 
 

Aerial Photograph 2018-21 (Building and Retaining Wall Works): 

 
 

4. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

 
HPK/2007/0628 - Development of Land For Leisure Purposes And Erection Of 16 
No. Timber Holiday Chalets.  REFUSED 17/10/2007 

 
CONSULTATIONS 

 
HPK/2019/0223 (Industrial Building) 
 

Expiry: 



 
Site notice: Expired 

Press notice: 28th November 2020 
Neighbours (revised): 22nd February 2022 

 
Public comments 
 

Objections (13) 
 

Councillor Ruth George  
 
“I object to this application on multiple grounds: 

 
It is outside the Built up Area Boundary, in a field protected as Local Green Space 

(LGS11) in the Chapel Neighbourhood Plan: 
 
https://www.highpeak.gov.uk/media/568/Chapel-en-le-Frith-Neighbourhood-

Plan/pdf/Chapel_Neighbourhood_Plan.pdf?m=1514474375097  
 

NPPF states at para 101: “Policies for managing development within a Local Green 
Space should be consistent with those for Green Belts.” 
 

High Peak Local Plan policy EQ4 sets out High Peak’s policy for Green Belt 
Development: 

 

 The Council will seek to protect the Green Belt and maintain its openness and 
permanence.   

 The boundaries of the Green Belt are defined on the Policies Map.  

 Within the Green Belt, planning permission will not be granted for 

development unless it is in accordance with national planning policy. 
 

This application is not in accordance with national planning policy as it is on 
designated Local Green Space and should therefore not be permitted. 
 

 It is next to a large area of hardstanding, already constructed without planning 
permission, and together they would take up almost half the area of the field, 

including areas of protected trees, and diminish the flood plain and this 
sensitive marshy meadow that has environmental value. 

 

 There will be a detrimental impact on the aspects from the footpath alongside 
the site, and on views from footpaths up Eccles Pike and Ladder Hill. 

 
As per the response from DCC Landscapes: “I have concerns regarding the local 

landscape impacts. An area of riverside meadow habitat will be lost and in addi tion 
to the loss of biodiversity the area is of value as local greenspace, as reflected by its 
designation, and I consider that it is worthy of protection and should remain 

undeveloped.” 
 

 CRT and the Environment Agency have raised serious concerns about 
drainage on the flood plain which would lead to further problems downstream 

https://www.highpeak.gov.uk/media/568/Chapel-en-le-Frith-Neighbourhood-Plan/pdf/Chapel_Neighbourhood_Plan.pdf?m=1514474375097
https://www.highpeak.gov.uk/media/568/Chapel-en-le-Frith-Neighbourhood-Plan/pdf/Chapel_Neighbourhood_Plan.pdf?m=1514474375097


in Whaley Bridge, and with the Canal Feeder, which have not been 
addressed. 

 

 Refusal of this application will enable enforcement action to be taken against 

the hardstanding placed without planning permission on this sensitive site, 
and the use of this Local Green Space as a dumping ground for vehicles and 
industrial packages, contrary to its designation. 

 

 Further development of this site which is very close to residential properties 

will further impact close residents with noise from very early in the morning to 
late at night, as set out by neighbouring residents”. 

 
Principle 
 

 The site is a designated a Local Green Space in the Chapel Neighbourhood 
Plan and therefore consent for this application should not be granted. 

 Neighbourhood plan 2013 to 2028: “Field behind Morton’s Yard, Tunstead 
Milton, between Randall Carr Brook and canal feeder.185.This is a contained 
area of open space on the edge of Tunstead Milton, which forms a tranquil 

riverside area. The site is close to the community, is demonstrably special 
and holds a particular local significance with regard to its tranquillity, is local 

in character and is not an extensive tract of land. I am satisfied that it meets 
the criteria for designation as a Local Green Space”. 

 Chapel Parish Neighbourhood Plan also states this area is a local green 

space: They describe the area as tranquil, a space for wildlife and a long 
distance footpath that runs past it. 

 This alone should be enough to stop any more development on this site as it 
is a lovely area with a lot of nature using the land. 

 The High Peak site also states the following: Smaller Villages: Buxworth, 
Chapel Milton, Combs, Birch Vale ,Padfield, Smalldale, Sterndale Moor, 

Thornsett and Tunstead Milton are defined as ‘Smaller Villages’ where only 
limited development to meet local rural needs may be acceptable consistent 
with maintaining and enhancing their distinctive character or appearance. 

 This should again stop the allowance of industrial development in our small 
hamlet as it can be argued it is not maintaining or enhancing character or 

appearance.   

 The application is contrary to the local plan in which this site is designated a 
local green space.  This development could alternatively be established on 

an existing brownfield site somewhere and not built in the proposed rural 
location. 

 Should not be allowed in such a rural and special area and maybe look at 
finding an alternative brown belt location. 

 
Landscape Impact 
 

 Tunstead Milton is a hamlet in open countryside that is also designated as a 
Special Landscape Area. High Peak Local Plan Policy is permissive of 

certain development in the countryside, provided that it does not have a 
significant adverse impact on its character. 



 Tunstead Milton is a historic hamlet with listed buildings in the vicinity and is 
very popular with walkers and tourists who visit the surrounding landmarks of 

Eccles Pike and Combs Reservoir throughout the year. 

 Morten’s have gradually become larger over the years and already seem to 

be taking over the field behind storing all sorts of old apparatus and scrap 
which is already damaging the beauty of the area. 

 To have a manufacturing plant the size proposed at 8.0m tall would further 
damage the landscape of the area. 

 This site is highly visible from the public rights of way in the surrounding area, 

particularly from the adjacent footpath and the development would create an 
increased industrial scar on the rural landscape.   

 It is development on agricultural land that has already been used for storage 
of industrial materials without planning consent.   

 We feel that this site is already overdeveloped.  

 The site has also had planning permission denied in the past with the main 

concerns regarding the appearance of the area – the wooden holiday lodges 
arguably would look better than the proposed manufacturing plant being 
discussed. 

 This shows that the proposed building would definitely have an adverse 
impact on its character and appearance and again should be a reason to 

deny any planning on this Special Landscape we are so lucky to have. 

 We often walk the footpaths throughout the parish and it is already very easy 
to see the Morten’s site from numerous vantage points as well as the steam 

coming from the cooling towers 

 The building would be a terrible shame as even more of our walkways would 

have a view of the site. 

 I appreciate that they have a Landscape Proposal including hedges and 

trees, however this is something that currently only works along Manchester 
Road for less than half the year, during autumn, winter and half of spring, 
there are many houses (including myself) that have to look at the 'lorry 

scrapyard' and have no protection from the noise pollution. 

 There would also be a detrimental visual impact to the local landscape both 

near and far.  

 Firstly for the houses surrounding JE Mortens, secondly the public footpath 

adjacent that is popular with hikers of the area, thirdly the site being in a 
valley - the current and proposed plans will be visible above the tree lines on 
higher grounds for miles around, including popular tourist attraction National 

Trust’s Eccles Pike, a place where people flock to see the countryside views 
of the High Peak. 

 This planning application follows the applicant's unauthorised development of 
the site through the creation of hardstanding and storage area on the 
agricultural land at Tunstead Milton.  The development now proposed is for a 

substantial development to be used as a chemical manufacturing plant 
including huge storage tanks in what is a rural area that is highly visible from 

the surrounding hills and the adjacent National Park.   

 This is a lovely hamlet to be spoilt even more by construction of industrial 

developments.   

 On my daily walks I have noticed that they are already spreading all their 
tanks and extremely large containers into the proposed building area as if it 



has  already been approved - not only should this not be approved but they 
should tidy up their site and what looks like a vehicle scrapyard as it is already 

an eyesore. 
 

Heritage 
 

 This is a historical hamlet consisting of and surrounded by Listed Buildings, all of 

which will have line of sight to the new building with imposing x8 8M tanks.  
 

Ecology 
 

 The business ethos of J E Morton is to ‘reduce environmental impact’ 

however the new site is proposed on an area of riverside meadow habitat, 
which will not only have impact of the local wildlife and sheep who regularly 

graze there, but should there be another accidental leak, this would 
contaminate the local river water running into Whaley Bridge and beyond. 

 
Amenity 
 

 The pollution from the lorries that load up everyday with their engines running 
and the noisy loading pump is already too much. 

 Also if the site is further developed someone from the Council should actually 
come and talk to people at The Peaks to see how it affects our everyday 
lives. 

 Loading of a lorry at 3.50am on New Year’s Eve is also another anti-social 
matter. 

 The working hours they operate should also be looked into. 

 We need more information on nature, use, whereabouts, height etc of this 

building, but if it reduces the present noise pollution, air pollution, light 
pollution, water pollution emitted from this chemical factory I would not object, 

but lorries leaving at 4am on Christmas Eve morning waking everyone up in 
the household does not help.   

 This company needs serious investigation about their whole practice.   

 Do they have planning permission to operate at all hours and apparently 
break all the rules on emissions and pollution? 

 The larger site proposed, means increased production, which means even 
more HGVs working throughout the night over a larger area of Tunstead 

Milton, with no apparent cut off time, causing more noise pollution and 
disturbance for the people who live here, including blinding floodlights. 

 Where we live we love that we do not have to contend with even street lights 

as light pollution, but if the current floodlights that my neighbours up the road 
have to contend with are anything to go by, this will completely ruin our light 

pollution free zone.   

 The noise includes trucks braking and turning in and out in the early hours of 
the morning, disturbing people in the front of the property. 

 There are already disruptive noises from the site late into the night, which 
would be increased and more lights would be needed to illuminate the area, 

with increased impacts in winter due to the lack of foliage on the trees and 
consider that Mortens should screen the existing site. 



 This would also help to hide the current area next to the public footpath that 
seems to house the old lorries that are currently rusting away and in need of 

attention. 

 Whilst this area is stated as being for vehicle refurbishment, the longer they 

sit here the more likely it is the containers and engines will start to leak which 
is an environmental hazard in itself. 

 This is not the right site for such a big project. 

 We feel that this site is already overdeveloped. The pollution from the lorries 

that load up every day with their engines running and the noisy loading pump 
is already too much. Also if the site is further developed someone from the 
council should actually come and talk to people at The Peaks to see how it 

affects our everyday lives. 
 

Highway Safety 

 

 Lorries entering and leaving these premises are a constant high risk to all 

other road users, evidenced by the very serious injury to a cyclist recently. 

 If the said application is to expand the business then more lorries would 

inevitably visit the site. The speed at which the traffic flows on Manchester 
road far exceeds the speed limit and more lorries doing 3 point turns will be 
plain hazardous. 

 
Flood Risk 

 

 The site lies in a High Risk Flood Area adjacent to the Randal Carr Brook 

 
Other 
 

 Any spillages which could reach either the canal feeder or the river which 
would be a constant worry. 

 It appears that J E Mortens have applied for planning permission to put up a 
building in the field behind where we live. 

 We have not been informed about this and the first I have seen is a notice on 

a lamp post on the main road. 

 I would hope that Mortens are not going to be allowed to cause any more 

damage to the green belt and this application will be refused. 

 I ask that J E Mortons works more in collaboration with the residents that the 

company impacts, including agreeing to non-anti-social working hours, 
reduced noise pollution, tidying up of their industrial belongings on the 
greenbelt land and either plant evergreen trees or install sympathetic fencing 

above the stone wall along Manchester Road to provide out of season 
protection to both noise and landscape impacts of the site. 

 The ugliness of this property is already a blight on the road and an increase 
on its size may well affect property prices and general resale. 

  
Support (3) 
 

 Being a resident opposite J.E Morton Ltd I do not experience any problems 
from J.E Morton ltd as it is a well managed unit. 



 I have no objection to the proposed new unit, it is out of site from housing 
and passing traffic. 

 Its’ use will be an asset to local farms and businesses in the production of ad 
blue, which is a pollution control product in line with Government 

recommendation for its use. 

  

As a director at FR Somerset Ltd and wish to lend my support towards the proposed 
building at JE Morten Ltd. The reasoning behind this are based on the points below:-
   

 

 FR Somerset Ltd  purchases Add Blue from JEML and transports raw 

materials from the ports, as return loads, to Tunstead Milton on a daily 
basses. These return loads add to the efficiency of our fleet of lorries which in 
turn has a positive effect on employment numbers. 

 

 The proposed new building for the manufacture of Add Blue would resolve 

some of the current problems with deliveries to Mortens. Congestion on 
Manchester Road is an issue and delays due to poor parking whilst unloading 

is a further issue. It is not unusual to have to park on the B5470 waiting for 
space, something we find extremely dangerous.  

 

 The proposed new building with better parking and more space to work with 
fork lifts to work would resolve these issues and produce a safer working 

environment.  
 

 JEML currently employ in the region of 25 staff, the expansion would help 

secure and promote additional employment in the local area.  
 

We are H Crabtree Ltd who do J E Mortens haulage I would just like say this 
application would be a massive benefit to everyone involved  and the environment.  

At the moment we are parking vehicles on the main road and waiting to go onto the 
site because the current facility isn’t big enough .. this causes traffic issues and 
aggravates the neighbours who can only see trucks parked all along the road.  It will 

also make a massive difference to how many vehicles  I send to site to make our 
daily collections … at the moment we send 5 small vehicles every day due to the 
lack of facilities to load larger vehicles.  If the planning permission  is granted once 

the new building is in place  I will be able to send 2 larger vehicles to make the daily 
collections which will help the environment and cause less aggravation for my drivers 

and the surrounding neighbours and ease traffic on the road. 
 
CONSULTEES  

 
Consultee 
 

Comment Officer Response 

  

Chapel-en-le-Frith Parish 
Council 

 

Awaited. Noted 

 
04.03.22 (Revised): 



 
Strongly object.  The proposed building will be built on an area that is a designated local 
green space (LGS 6) in the adopted Chapel-en-le-Frith Neighbourhood plan.  Planning 

application HPK/2015/0351 was refused by the Planning Inspectorate in 2017 as the land 
formed part of LSG6 and therefore this application should be refused for similar reasons. 
 

AES Waste No Objection 
 

Refer to Highway Safety 
Section 

 

 
30.10.19 
 

Canal and Rivers Trust No Objection 

 

Refer to Drainage & Flood 

Risk Section 
 

Revised (23.06.22): 

 

The application site lies immediately south of the Combs Feeder Channel, which provides a 

water supply from Combs Reservoir to the nearby Peak Forest Canal. The feeder channel 
is a man-made open channel which is culverted where the existing site access from 
Manchester Road crosses the channel.  

 
In our previous responses dated 19/08/21, 12/03/21, 10/09/21 and 16/02/22 we outlined 
advice regarding the following issues: 

 Details confirming the loadbearing capacity of the proposed slab over the feeder 
channel during the construction and operational phases; 

 The proposed foul rising main should pass beneath the feeder channel and for the 
Trust to be consulted on design and construction of the crossing; 

 The surface water drainage outfall from the site to Randall Carr Brook. Due to issues 
at Toddbrook Reservoir and elsewhere along the Combs Feeder Channel, the Trust 

is currently transferring water to the Peak Forest Canal from the River Goyt via 
Randall Carr Brook, which is fed by Combs Reservoir. Therefore, as we have 
previously advised, any pollution incident into Randall Car Brook may cause water 

quality issues in the Peak Forest Canal and it is essential that the applicant ensures 
that robust pollution response plans are in place to deal with any pollution incidents 

and that suitable spill response material is kept on site, as any contaminants entering 
either the feeder channel or the Brook risk adversely affecting water quality in the 
Peak Forest Canal.  

 

 The importance of maintaining access to the Combs Feeder Channel to undertake 

any necessary maintenance and repair, as we expect that the feeder channel will be 
brought back into operation in the future. 

 

We note the comments provided by D and D Consulting Engineers dated May 2022 and are 
satisfied that the Applicant has taken our advice into account.  

 
In relation to the points noted above, we can advise that we consider that the confirmed 44 
tonne gross vehicle weight loadbearing capacity of the proposed slab over the feeder 

channel is appropriate as is confirmation that the foul rising main will pass beneath the 
feeder channel. 



 
We note that the Applicant has also confirmed that they will ensure that the pollution 
response measures and spill response materials currently in place for the existing site will 

be extended as necessary to cover the proposed operations on the new part of the site. We 
nonetheless ask that the Local Planning Authority ensures that this is implemented in timely 

fashion by including a suitably worded planning condition should planning permission be 
granted. Additionally, we ask that provision of the proposed bunded area for storing the 
product, with no pathway between this and either the canal feeder or Randall Carr Brook is 

also secured by condition to ensure that this is in place before the building is first brought 
into use.  

 
It appears that there should be sufficient space to allow the Trust adequate future access to 
the feeder channel to be able to inspect and maintain it, but we do wish to reiterate the 

importance of ensuring that this is the case so that essential maintenance can be 
undertaken in the interests of safeguarding the operation of the channel and minimising any 

risks of flooding of surrounding land. 
 
We also note the Applicant’s willingness to liaise with the Trust’s Infrastructure Services 

Team as the scheme is developed to construction stage and ask that if planning permission 
is granted, the following informative is appended to the decision notice: 

 
The Applicant is recommended to liaise direct with the Canal & River Trust’s Infrastructure 
Services Team over all works in proximity to or otherwise likely to affect the Randall Carr 

Brook or the Combs Feeder Channel in order to ensure that any risk of damage to the 
brook or the channel can be appropriately managed and that any consents as may be 

required from the Trust can be obtained. Works affecting the feeder channel should comply 
with the Trust’s current Code of Practice for Works Affecting the Canal & River Trust. The 
Applicant should contact Sue Higton, Works Engineer, at 

susan.higton@canalrivertrust.org.uk or on 07484 901304 for advice on any works close to 
the feeder channel or to discuss any matters relating to the Code of Practice.   
 

County Highways 
Authority 

No Objection 
 

Refer to Highway Safety 
Section 
 

 
07.03.21 (Revised): 
 

Subject to the applicant demonstrating and maintaining adequate off street car parking and 
manoeuvring space to serve both the existing and proposed development, all maintained 

clear of any obstruction to their designated use. 
 

County Flood Authority No Objection 
 

Refer to Drainage & Flood 
Risk Section 

 

 
Revised (21.06.22): 

 

Subject to the conditions below: 
 

 1. “No development shall take place until a detailed design and associated 

mailto:susan.higton@canalrivertrust.org.uk


management and maintenance plan of the surface water drainage for the site, in 
accordance with the principles outlined within:  

 a. D and D Consulting Engineers (24/5/22), Proposed General Arrangement & Below 
Ground Drainage Scheme, ref: J014/02/rev G,  

 b. D and D Consulting Engineers (May 2022), Surface Water Attenuation and 
Hydrobrake Details, ref: J014/08, including any subsequent amendments or updates to 
those documents as approved by the Flood Risk Management Team.  

 c. And DEFRA’s Non-statutory technical standards for sustainable drainage 
systems (March 2015), have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority.” 
Reason: To ensure that the proposed development does not increase flood risk and that 
the principles of sustainable drainage are incorporated into this proposal, and sufficient 

detail of the construction, operation and maintenance/management of the sustainable 
drainage systems are provided to the Local Planning Authority, in advance of full planning 

consent being granted.  
 
2. “No development shall take place until a detailed assessment has been provided to and 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, to demonstrate that the proposed 
destination for surface water accords with the drainage hierarchy as set out in paragraph 80 

reference ID: 7-080-20150323 of the planning practice guidance.  
 
Reason: To ensure that surface water from the development is directed towards the most 

appropriate waterbody in terms of flood risk and practicality by utilising the highest possible 
priority destination on the hierarchy of drainage options. The assessment should 

demonstrate with appropriate evidence that surface water runoff is discharged as high up 
as reasonably practicable in the following hierarchy:  
I I. into the ground (infiltration);  

II II. to a surface water body;  

III III. to a surface water sewer, highway drain, or another drainage system;  

IV IV. to a combined sewer.  

 
3. “Prior to commencement of the development, the applicant shall submit for approval to 
the LPA details indicating how additional surface water run-off from the site will be avoided 

during the construction phase. The applicant may be required to provide collection, 
balancing and/or settlement systems for these flows. The approved system shall be 

operating to the satisfaction of the LPA, before the commencement of any works, which 
would lead to increased surface water run-off from site during the construction phase.”  
 

Reason: To ensure surface water is managed appropriately during the construction phase 
of the development, so as not to increase the flood risk to adjacent land/properties or 

occupied properties within the development.  
 
4. “Prior to the first occupation of the development, a verification report carried out by a 

qualified drainage engineer must be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning 
Authority. This must demonstrate that the drainage system has been constructed as per the 

agreed scheme (or detail any minor variations), provide the details of any management 
company and state the national grid reference of any key drainage elements (surface water 
attenuation devices/areas, flow restriction devices and outfalls).  

 



Reason: To ensure that the drainage system is constructed to the national Non-statutory 
technical standards for sustainable drainage and CIRIA standards C753. 
 

County Landscape 
Officer 

Objection Refer to Landscape Impact 
Section 

 
29.09.20: 

 

The site is a flat low lying meadow on a valley floor alongside Randal Car Brook.  Along 

with several adjacent meadows, it is designated as Local Greenspace in the Chapel-en-le-
Frith Neighbourhood Plan.  At a distance of approx. 0.85 km to the south west, following the 
line of Long Lane, is the Peak District National Park boundary.  Eccles Pike, within an area 

of National Trust Access Land is approx. 1.25 km to the north east.  It lies within the Dark 
Peak Landscape Character Area and is of Settled Valley Pastures Landscape Type 

characterised by dense scattered small woodlands. 
 
Proposal 

 
A warehouse building is proposed which will be 60m x 20m and 6m high to the eaves with a 

10 degree roof pitch giving overall ridge height of approx. 7.8m.  The external cladding and 
roof are proposed to be profile steel sheeting colour Jupiter Green, the roof will have 10% 
transparent roof lights. To the north east side of the building 8 storage tanks are proposed 

which would be 8m high. Car parking, turning and hardstanding areas are proposed to be 
crushed stone surfacing accessed by a macadam road from Manchester Road. 

 
Landscape proposals include a belt of woodland as mitigation. The proposed species are 
appropriate, however I consider that a more organic edge to the western boundary would 

be preferable, that bed 2 needs to be wider and bed 3 should link to existing tree belts to 
the north and south. Some form of protection of the woodland planting from the lorry turning 

area should be included. 
 
Landscape impacts 

 
The development will result in the loss of marshy grassland habitat. Whilst tree planting is 

proposed as mitigation, it does not compensate for the loss of marshy habitat which is less 
abundant in the vicinity. 
 

There are several existing trees on and bordering the site. The Tree Protection Plan shows 
a suitable area to be excluded from the works to preserve these trees, however the layout 

plans show an extensive hardstanding area which includes this. I consider it is important 
that these areas are not disturbed by the development and hardstanding areas need to be 
revised. 

 
Visual Impacts 

 
In terms of topography the site is potentially visible from many Public Rights of Way and 
other recreational areas. The google viewshed below shows shaded in green areas that 

could have high visibility where intervening vegetation or build form does not screen the 
site. 

 



 
 
Generally, the valley floor surrounding the site has a good cover of vegetation with thick 
hedges, hedgerow trees and strips of woodland, and overall I consider that this will result in 

low visual impacts at low level except in very close proximity to the site, and greater 
visibility but more distant, from higher land. Whilst a detailed analysis has not been 

undertaken nor visual impacts assessed in detail, some of the visual receptors that I 
consider will be effected by the proposals are included below: 
 

Public Right of Way HP6/21/2 runs very close to the north west of the site and has clear 
views (see photos below). 

 

 
 



 
 
To the south of the site Public Right of Way HP6/22/1 rises up the valley side and at several 
points there are clear views above the existing trees. The photo below is adjacent to 

Tunstead House Farm. 
 

 
 
Continuing to higher ground footpath HP6/21/1 joins Long Lane. This is an unsurfaced lane 
that connects several footpaths, it is also the boundary of the Peak District National Park 

and several sections of the lane have views of the site (see photo below). 
 



 
 
To the south of Long Lane and within the Peak District National Park is Ladder Hill, some of 
this area falls within the Zone of Theoretical Visibility, however there are no Public Rights of 

Way and it is not Access Land. 
 

To the north of the site is Eccles Pike, a well visited viewpoint on National Trust land with 
public access. A block of woodland in the foreground screens views from the top of the 
Pike, however, the site is visible from lower slopes by the entrance gate (see photo below). 

 



 
 
Eccles Road, a minor road leading to Eccles Pike and linking several Public Rights of Way 
has views of the site for a long stretch towards Milton Lane, along with nearby footpaths 

HP6/14/2 and HP6/15/4. 
 

There are several Listed Buildings within the Zone of Theoretical Visibility, whilst most are 
screened from views by existing trees, Ollerenshaw Hall, approx. 900m to the north east 
(Grade II Listed) has views of the site from the south elevation and terrace. The following 

have views restricted by vegetation; Mill Cottage, Manchester Road, Sparksbottom 
Farmhouse, approx. 400m to the north east, Bradshaw Hall, approx. 1km to the north east, 

The Old Farmhouse, Tunstead House Farm, Grade II Listed approx. 480m to the south 
west. 
 

Conclusion 
 

With additional mitigation I consider that distant visual impacts could be reduced to an 
acceptable level, however I have concerns regarding the local landscape impacts. An area 
of riverside meadow habitat will be lost and in addition to the loss of biodiversity the area is 

of value as local greenspace, as reflected by its designation, and I consider that it is worthy 
of protection and should remain undeveloped. 
 

Peak District National 
Park Authority 

Objection Refer to Landscape Impact 
Section 

 

28.07.22: 
 

The application is for a single storey industrial building (60m x 20m) and associated works 

to enable access, drainage and ecological enhancement. 
 

The application site is situated outside the Park but, as defined by the Peak District 
Landscape Strategy and Action Plan, the application site is situated within the ‘Valley 



Pastures with Industry’ LCT in the ‘Dark Peak Western Fringe’ LCA. This is a settled 
landscape with distinctive gritstone mill settlements 
and dispersed outlying settlement. It is ‘a small scale, settled pastoral landscape on 

undulating lower valley slopes. There are filtered views through scattered hedgerows and 
dense streamside trees. Stone built terraced housing on lower slopes is associated with 

historic mills. There are dispersed gritstone farmsteads as well as small clusters of farms 
with associated dwellings. Pastoral farmland is bounded by hedgerows and drystone wa lls’. 
 

The application is sited approximately 800 metres to the north of the national park 
boundary. There are likely to be clear views of development on the application site from 

within the national park. 
 
While the application is located outside the Park boundary, it is located in the setting of the 

national park. As such, paragraph 176 of the National Planning Policy Framework which 
states ‘…..development within their (national parks) setting should be sensitively located 

and designed to avoid or minimise adverse impacts on the designated areas’ is relevant. 
 
I consider that the scheme has the potential to result in adverse effects on the setting of the 

national park, but no LVA (which would consider the potential landscape and visual effects 
of the development) is included with the application. The D&AS does not consider 

landscape or visual effects. It is therefore not possible to judge the potential magnitude of 
these effects from the application. 
 

As a result, I object to this scheme of the grounds of insufficient information – potential 
landscape and visual effects on the national park and its setting have not been considered 

within the application. 
 

County Trees Officer 
 

No Objection Refer to Landscape Impact 
Section 

 
23.03.22 (Revised): 

 

In section 7.2 of that report, the author points out that plans for underground services were 
not available. 

 
If possible, drainage and other underground services should avoid the Root Protection 
Areas of trees. If this is unavoidable, the developer should adhere to the guidance fromthe 

National Joint Utilities Group: "NJUG guidelines for the planning, installation and 
maintenance of utility apparatus in proximity to trees" 

 
01.02.22: 
 

The proposed development is close to trees protected under Derbyshire TPO Number 78, 
which was made in 1965. 

 
The application is accompanied by a comprehensive Arboricultural Impact Assessment 
and Method Statement. Should the application be granted, it would be desirable to make 

adherence to the Arboricultural Method Statement a condition of Planning Permission, in 
order to protect the trees surrounding the development 
 



Derbyshire Wildlife Trust 
 

No Objection Refer to Ecology Section 

 

Revised (22.03.22): 
 

The arboricultural impact assessment (Rev. B. March 2022) indicates the retention of T7. 

This is recommended in the ecological assessment and supported by the Trust, given that it 
was assessed to display moderate bat roost potential. No further survey is required in 

relation to this tree. 
 
With regards to the change in red line, this is to accommodate the scrape to the east. We 

have now reviewed the outline wetland specification produced by Penny Anderson 
Associates and this should be incorporated within the LBEMP at the condition discharge 

stage, as per our previous response (DWTHPK566a / 9 th April 2021). We hold a record of 
Himalayan balsam in the location of the scrape, so best practice measures for dealing with 
this should be implemented during construction. This could be included within the 

recommended CEMP. Himalayan balsam was identified in the ecological assessment and 
so should be a known constraint for the applicant. 

 
The conditions previously recommended in our letter referenced above are still applicable. 
 
09.04.21: 

 
I note the proposed creation of a wetland scrape and native hedgerow and consider that 

this could potentially ensure that the loss of the marshy grassland is addressed. The 
landscaping plan highlights the location of the new scrape and refers to an Outline 

Wetland Ecological Specification by Penny Andersons Associates. I have not had sight of 
this specification and would suggest that it is incorporated into the recommended LBEMP 
(see below). 

 
The new landscaping plan also shows an easement of 8m to the brook. This would address 

our earlier concern relating to the need for a suitable buffer.  
 
Conclusion and recommendations  

 
We recommend that tree T7 is retained as specified in the ecological assessment (prepared 

by Penny Anderson Associates) within section 4.8.  
If the LPA are minded to grant permission I advise that the following conditions should be 
attached:  

 
Protection of breeding birds during construction  

 
To ensure that breeding birds are protected from harm we advise that a condition should be 
imposed requiring that “No removal of hedgerows, trees, shrubs or brambles shall take 

place between 1st March and 31st August inclusive, unless a recent survey has been 
undertaken by a competent ecologist to assess the nesting bird activity on site during this 

period, and details of measures to protect the nesting bird interest on the site, have first 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority and then 
implemented as approved.”  

 



Construction environmental management plans (Biodiversity)  

 
No development shall take place (including demolition, ground works, vegetation clearance) 

until a construction environmental management plan (CEMP: Biodiversity) has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The CEMP 

(Biodiversity) shall include the following.  
 

a) Risk assessment of potentially damaging construction activities. 

b) Identification of “biodiversity protection zones” including trees, hedgerows and 
watercourses. 

c) Practical measures (both physical measures and sensitive working practices) to 
avoid orreduce impacts during construction (may be provided as a set of method 
statements).  

d) The location and timing of sensitive works to avoid harm to biodiversity features. 
e) Use of protective fences, exclusion barriers and warning signs. 

f) The approved CEMP shall be adhered to and implemented throughout the 
construction period strictly in accordance with the approved details, unless otherwise 
agreed in writing by the local planning authority.  

 
Landscape and Biodiversity Enhancement and Management Plan (LBEMP) 

 
A landscape and biodiversity enhancement and management plan (LBEMP) shall be 
submitted to, and be approved in writing by, the LPA prior to the commencement of the 

development. The LBEMP should combine both the ecology and landscape disciplines and 
include the following:-  

 
a) Description and location of features to be created, planted, enhanced and managed 

including grasslands, trees, shrubs, new hedgerows, wetland and Himalayan 

balsam.  
b) Aims and objectives of management. 

c) Appropriate management methods and practices to achieve aims and objectives. 
d) Prescriptions for management actions. 
e) Preparation of a work schedule (including an annual work plan capable of being 

rolled forward over a ten-year period).  
f) Details of the body or organization responsible for implementation of the plan. 

g) Ongoing monitoring visits, targets and remedial measures when conservation aims 
and 

h) objectives of the plan are not being met. i) Locations of 2 bat boxes and 2 sparrow 

terraces or integrated swift bricks (include specifications/installation 
guidance/numbers) The LBEMP shall also include details of the legal and funding 

mechanism(s) by which the long-term implementation of the plan will be secured by 
the developer with the management body(ies) responsible for its delivery. The 
approved plan will be implemented in accordance with the approved details. 

 

Environment Agency No Objection Refer to Drainage & Flood 
Risk Section 

 

28.04.22 (Revised): 
 

The Environment Agency has reviewed the revised red line boundary and our updated 



response is as follows: 
 
Environment Agency Position 

 
The Environment Agency has no objection to the proposed development subject to the 

following conditions being included on the decision notice. 
 
Flood Risk 

Further to our previous comments on this application (LT/2019/124754/06-L01), we note 
the red line boundary has been extended to include the area proposed for flood plain 

compensation and wetland habitat. We have no objections to the proposals shown on 
drawings: 
 

 J014/01/B – Site Sections Existing and Proposed 

 J014/02/E – Proposed GA and Below Ground Drainage Scheme 

 J014/06/C – Flood Storage Volume Compensation Proposals 
 

The proposed compensatory flood storage areas must be created before or coincidentally 
with the level formation for the building / hardstanding area construction. 
 

Advice to applicant 

This development is likely to require a permit under the Environmental Permitting (England 

and Wales) Regulations 2016 from the Environment Agency for any proposed works or 
structures, in, under, over or within eight metres of the bank of Randall Carr Brook which, is 
designated a ‘main river’. Some activities are also now excluded or exempt. 

 
A permit is separate to and in addition to any planning permission granted. Further details 

and guidance are available on the GOV.UK website: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-
risk-activities-environmental-permits 
  
Biodiversity 

The Environment Agency would have no objection in principle to amended scheme 

proposals including new flood compensation area alongside Randall Carr Brook corridor 
and key green infrastructure asset, based on updated scheme proposals J014/02/E general 
arrangement, J014/01/B, J014/05/C, J014/06/C and landscape proposals CG21/01. 

  
Environment Agency position 

Development that encroaches on watercourses can have a potentially severe impact on 
their ecological value, by severing ecological connectivity, reducing overall ecological 
quality of key wildlife corridor and potentially polluting watercourse both during and post 

construction. 
 

The proposed development will therefore be acceptable if a planning condition is included 
requiring a scheme to be agreed to protect an minimum 8 metre wide buffer zone around 
the Randall Carr Brook waterbody and main ecological receptor. 
 
1)Condition 

A scheme for the provision of a minimum 8 metre wide undeveloped buffer zone alongside 
the Randall Carr Brook has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local 
planning authority. Thereafter, the development shall be carried out in accordance with the 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/excluded-flood-risk-activities-environmental-permits
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/environmental-permitting-regulations-exempt-flood-risk-activities
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-activities-environmental-permits
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-activities-environmental-permits


approved scheme. Any subsequent variations shall be agreed in writing by the local 
planning authority, in which case the development shall be carried out in accordance with 
the amended scheme. The buffer zone scheme shall be free from built development 

including hard standing, land raising, lighting, and formal landscaping. The scheme shall 
include:  

 plans showing the extent and layout of the buffer zone 
 details demonstrating how the buffer zone will be protected during development 
 details of any new surface water connections to river, using environmentally 

sympathetic drainage design solutions where feasible. 
 details of any proposed any new permanent fencing, lighting, etc along riparian 

corridor. 

Reason(s) 

Land alongside watercourses is particularly valuable for wildlife and it is essential this is 
protected. 

 
This approach is supported by paragraphs 170 and 175 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) which recognise that the planning system should conserve and 

enhance the environment by minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity. 
If significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated, 

or as a last resort compensated for, planning permission should be refused. 
 
This condition is also supported by legislation set out in the Natural Environment and Rural 

Communities Act 2006 and Article 10 of the Habitats Directive which stresses the 
importance of natural networks of linked corridors to allow movement of species between 

suitable habitats, and promote the expansion of biodiversity. 
From relatively small discharges from SUDs systems it may be possible to construct a set 
back outfall design instead of more orthodox outfall structure constructed at river' edge. 

Setback outfalls are suitable for low velocity clean water discharges such as discharges 
from a sustainable urban drainage (SUD) system, Good Practice Guide - Intakes and 

outfalls (sepa.org.uk). 
  
Environment Agency position 

The proposed riparian development could have an unacceptable effect on the ecological 
value of the Randall Carr Brook waterbody and key ecological network at this site. Built 

encroachment and poor riparian design can impact on ecological quality of rivers and 
other water-dependent habitat. 
  

In light of the above, the proposed development will only be acceptable if a planning 
condition requiring a landscape management scheme is included. 

 
This approach is supported by paragraphs 170 and 175 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) which recognise that the planning system should conserve and 

enhance the environment by minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity. 
If significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated, 

or as a last resort compensated for, planning permission should be refused. Without this 
condition we would object to the proposal because it cannot be guaranteed that the 
development will not result in significant harm to. 

 

https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/150984/wat_sg_28.pdf
https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/150984/wat_sg_28.pdf


It is not necessary for the landscape plan to be provided prior to the granting of planning 
permission, as this matter can be addressed by a planning condition. 
  
2) Condition 

A landscape and ecological management plan, including long-term design objectives, 

management responsibilities and maintenance schedules for all landscaped areas, shall be 
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning authority. The landscape and 
ecological management plan shall be carried out as approved and any subsequent 

variations shall be agreed in writing by the local planning authority. 
  

The scheme shall include the following elements: 

 details of maintenance regimes of retained and new habitats outlined in landscape 
proposals, Drwg.CG21/01 and flood compensation area J014/06/C. 

 details of any new habitats created on site including detailed planting schedule 
based on outline ecological specifications (P.Anderson Assocs, Jan 2022). 

 details of treatment of site boundaries around water bodies, including new surface 

water or floodplain connections to adjoining watercourse. 
 details of management responsibilities over the longer term including adequate 

financial provision and named body responsible for management prescriptions 
outlined in plan. 

Reason(s) 

To ensure the protection of wildlife and supporting habitat. Also, to secure opportunities for 

enhancing the site’s nature conservation value in line with national planning policy and 
adopted environmental policies  EQ5, EQ8 & EQ10 of the High Peak Local Plan (2016).  

 

HPBC Aboricultural 
Officer 

Object Refer to Landscape Impact 
Section 

 
18.03.21 (Revised): 

 

I have reviewed this application and  the proposals are near trees which are protected by a 

DCC TPO. The report and proposed tree protection is adequate for the site  and does not  
lead to an objection to the proposals subject to a condition to protected trees in accordance 
with BS5837:2012 and as set out in the submitted tree report 

 
There are issues  with the impact on landscape  visual amenity and Biodiversity which has 

been covered by other consultees 
 
I have reviewed  these and the  landscaping scheme and whilst  in terms of tree  species 

selection is appropriate  I consider the proposed planting will not adequately address  the 
landscape and biodiversity issues. 
 
 

HPBC Environmental 

Health 

No objection 

 

Refer to Environmental 

Matters Section 

 

26.02.21 (revised): 
 



The following additional conditions are still recommended: 
 
Ground contamination 

 
A Phase I Desk Study Assessment Report has been submitted (JMC/C4433/9280, April 

2020). The report concludes that an appropriate intrusive investigation is undertaken, as 
detailed in section 7.3 of the assessment. Therefore, the following condition is 
recommended: 

 
Condition 

 
Development shall not commence until a site risk assessment has been undertaken to 

assess the nature and extent of any contamination/ ground gas on the site in accordance 

with a scheme to be agreed with the Local Planning Authority. Once completed, a written 

report of the findings and recommendations shall be submitted and approved in writing by 

the Local Planning Authority. 

 

If the site risk assessment indicates that potential risks exist, development shall not 

commence until a detailed remediation strategy to bring the site to a condition suitable for 

the intended use has been prepared, and is subject to the approval in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority. 

 

Following completion of measures identified in the approved remediation scheme and prior 

to bringing the development into first use, a verification 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. 

 

If, during the course of development, any contamination is found which has not been 

identified in the site investigation, additional measures for the remediation of this source of 

contamination shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. 

The remediation of the site shall incorporate the approved additional measures. 

 
Air Quality 

 

With regards to the above application, to minimise impacts on air quality, the following shall 
be considered by the applicant/ developer: 
 

 Eco-driver training 
 EV recharging infrastructure within the development 

 Designation of parking spaces for low emission vehicles  
 Public transport subsidy for employees  
 All commercial vehicles should comply with either current or previous European 

Emission Standard  
 Fleet operations should provide a strategy for considering reduced emissions, low 

emission fuels and technologies  
 Use of ultra-low emission service vehicles  
 Support local walking and cycling initiatives  

 
A key theme of the NPFF is that developments should enable future occupiers to make 



green vehicle choices and it explicitly states that low emission vehicle infrastructure, 
including electric vehicle (EV) re-charging, should be provided. The following table provides 
indicative EV Charging point provision: 

 
 Provision of EV 

Points 

Proposed 

Parking 
Spaces 

2.5% 5% 

10 1 2 

20 1 2 

50 1 3 

100 3 5 

200+ 5 10 

 
It is recommended that as a minimum, a provision of 2.5% of staff and visitor parking 

spaces be provided with EV charging facilities, the aim to achieve 5% as soon as possible. 
Before car park surfaces are laid, infrastructure for further points should also be considered 

to minimise the works required to install any additional points in future. 
 
Condition 

 
As a minimum, two electric vehicle charging points shall be provided for employees and 

visitors. One shall be available from the first day of operation of the proposed development 
and the second no later than 12 months following the first day of operation, unless 
otherwise agreed in writing by the LPA. 

 
 

HPBC Regeneration 

Officer 
 

No Objection Refer to Policy Section 

 
13.08.20: 

 

The applicant is applying for a new build in the open countryside but with close proximity to 

Primary Employment Zone and settlement boundary. The proposed building would create 
1,155m2 (12,432 sqft) of new employment space and would create 10 new full time jobs. 
 

The company has operated from the current site in Tunstead Milton for many years 
manufacturing fertilizer solutions and diversified into production of Adblue in 2007. This is 

now a fast growing market as an exhaust system additive for diesel engines to reduce 
nitrous oxide emissions. Its widespread use coincides with more stringent emissions targets 
that car manufacturers are now required to meet.  

 
The applicant has stated that the proposed new build is required due to growth in demand 

and the need to increase storage of raw materials and will enable them to bring external 
storage within company’s existing curtilage inside, in a new energy efficient building – which 
will create better working conditions and de-risk pollution leakage. 

 



The applicant has not identified if they have explored purchase or lease of an alternative 
building in another area designated for employment growth within the area, but have 
instead stated that “Relocation of the business is not possible due to fixed infrastructure 

and the necessity of a very clean/pure water supply (the original reason for locating in 
Tunstead Milton)”.  

 
There is currently a very limited supply of alterative employment sites which could 
accommodate a building of this size within High Peak, and there is no availability on 

industrial sites within close proximity within Chapel-en-le-Frith or Whaley Bridge, with the 
only available units being at Etherow Industrial estate / Graphite Industrial estate, 30 

minutes (13 miles) travel time.  It is recognised that splitting the operation into multiple sites 
would create logistical and financial pressures which would limit growth and may make 
expansion of business unviable, as well as add to road traffic congestion. It is therefore 

reasonable to accept their statement that relocation of the business is not possible. 
 

High Peak Borough Council has an adopted in 2017, a matrix to quantify multiplier 
outcomes from job generation and employment projects based on re-spend in the local 
economy and new business rates income. The matrix is based on ONS household 

income/disposable income data with analysis on local spend (retail spend analysis 
evidence base from Local Plan).  Research identified that minimum wage local employees 

spend an £1,394 per annum close their employee base. The project will support 10 new 
jobs, which would therefore deliver an economic multiplier uplift to local town centres of 
£13,940 per annum. In addition, the new building will have a rateable value of 

approximately £36,000 (annual rates circa £18,360), a proportion of which will be retained 
by Derbyshire County Council and High Peak Borough Council to support services to the 

community. 
 
While appreciating the planning balance that must be taken into consideration, from an 

economic perspective alone, taking into consideration lack of alternative accommodation 
which company could expand into together with new jobs and multiplier benefits, we would 

be supportive of this application. 
 

United Utilities Awaited Refer to Update Sheet 
 

- 
 

 
5. CONSULTATIONS  

 
HPK/2021/0235 (Retention of Wall to Canal Feeder) 

 
Expiry: 
 

Site notice: Expired 
Press notice: 8th June 2021 

Neighbours: 15th June 2021 
 
Public comments 

 

None. 



 
CONSULTEES  

 
Consultee 
 

Comment Officer Response 

  

Chapel-en-le-Frith Parish 
Council 

 

No Objection Noted 

- 
 

Canal and Rivers Trust Awaited 

 

Refer to Update Sheet 

 

 
08.07.22: 
 

The application site lies immediately south of the Combs Feeder Channel, which provides a 
water supply from Combs Reservoir to the nearby Peak Forest Canal. The feeder channel 

is a man-made open channel which is culverted where the existing site access from 
Manchester Road crosses the channel.  Although the channel is not currently in operation, 
it should not be assumed that it will not be required to be used in the future to supply the 

canal, as works are being undertaken elsewhere along the channel to allow it to be brought 
back into use. 

 
We note that this is a retrospective application and that the works are complete.  However, 
the limited information provided makes it difficult to fully assess the nature and extent of the 

works undertaken, particularly the extent of the works reprofiling the slope down to the 
feeder channel from the new wall and this may have affected the feeder channel. 

 
We have concerns that the works undertaken have risked destabilising the slope and / or 
the feeder channel wall and that the steepness of the slope allows soils to wash down it 

and into the channel where it is likely to lead to blockages which could prevent  future 
operation of the channel.  No information has been provided to indicate that consideration 

was given to protecting the channel during construction, or to ensuring that the completed 
new wall and concrete drive (and any vehicles as may be intended to use the drive) would 
not impose unacceptable additional loads on the slope and the channel.  Without any 

vegetation on the slope, there is nothing to help bind the surface and reduce the risk of soil 
washing down the slope.  Consideration should also be given to potentially undertaking a 

planting scheme to help minimise the risk and it may be appropriate for this to form part of 
the current planning application. 
 

In light of these comments, we have concerns as to the implications for structural stability of 
the feeder channel and the risks of future blockages of the channel and the effect this could 

have on the Trust’s ability to maintain a water supply to the Peak Forest Canal in the future.  
As you will be aware, land stability is a material planning consideration and is referred to in 
paragraphs 174 and 183 of the NPPF and is the subject of more detailed discussions in the 

NPPG (see https/www.gov.uk/guidance/land-stability).  We consider that this advice and 
guidance is clear in identifying that the planning system has a role to play in minimising the 

risk and effects of land instability on property, infrastructure and the public. 
 
We appreciate that the issue of land stability can be complex and often involves other 



regimes such as Building Regulations and legislation such as the Party Wall Act 1996.  
However, the NPPF is clear that planning decisions should ensure that new development is 
appropriate for its location in the context of avoiding unacceptable risks from land instability 

and being satisfied that a site is suitable for its new use, taking account of ground 
conditions and land instability. 

 
In particular, paragraph 184 of the NPPF is clear that where a site is affected by land 
stability issues, responsibility for securing a safe development rests with the developer 

and/or landowner.  We therefore consider that more detailed information on the nature and 
extent of the works undertaken, and the Construction Methodologies / Risk Assessments 

produced, is necessary to allow a proper assessment of the development for which consent 
is retrospectively sought.  This should include detailed cross sections showing the works 
relative to the feeder channel and details of both original ground levels, slope profiles etc. 

and changes to levels now that the works have been undertaken.  We also wish to 
understand how the works may have affected the Trust’s ability to access the channel in the 

future for carrying out inspections, maintenance and repair work. 
 
We note that photographs of the concreted area show a drainage gulley in the new drive, 

although this is not shown on the submitted plans.  We therefore ask for more information 
on this, and any other drainage arrangements that may be in place, particularly details on 

where the gulley discharges to. 
 
We also note from photographs that there is what appears to be a water discharge or 

abstraction pipe connection wall at the eastern end of the site.  We ask for clarification of 
what this is and where water is being discharged to / abstracted from.  It may be the case 

that separate consents would be required for this and any discharge  to, or abstraction from 
the feeder channel should be discussed with the Canal & River Trust. 
 

County Flood Authority None 

 

Refer to Drainage & Flood 

Risk Section 
 

 

01.07.21: 

 

It would appear that the referenced application overlaps the HPK/2019/0223 in that the 
redline boundaries overlap on the access road. The LLFA has reviewed the information 
provided for the referenced application and is not able to provide informed comments until 

further information is received as detailed below:  
 

1. Please provide a plan showing both existing and proposed levels for all areas 
covered by this application where development activity will take place.  

2. Please indicate the existing and proposed surface finishes for the same areas 
described in No. 1 above.  

3. Please provide at least one cross section from the existing tank, across the canal 
feeder channel to the proposed development on the other side. Please indicate 
existing and proposed ground levels.  

4. Please include ground elevations on Plan 434-04 (Mar 21) Ground Plan + 
Elevation. 

5. Please ensure that current location of canal feeder channel is accurately shown 
on all plans.  



 

County Highways 

Authority 

None 

 

Refer to Highway Safety 

Section 
 

 
- 

 

Derbyshire Wildlife Trust No Objection Refer to Ecology Section 

 
30.06.22: 

 
We have checked our biological records database and note that a Tree Preservation Order 

is present in the immediate area of the completed works. No records of protected species 
are present within or adjacent to the footprint of works, however we do hold multiple historic 
records of water vole for Combs Reservoir and it is therefore possible that this species 

could use the feeder channel, if still present. The habitats along the channel and banks may 
also have supported common amphibians and nesting birds.  

 
Whilst it is regrettable that these works have seemingly been undertaken without any 
ecological assessment, they are now completed and the wall is in place. As such, we do not 

consider any protected species surveys necessary at this stage, providing no further works 
are proposed. If removal or re-alignment of the wall is recommended by the LPA, we advise 

that these works should be preceded by an ecological assessment by an ecologist to 
ensure that impacts to protected species have been considered and mitigated for.  
 

Based on the photographs provided, it appears that there has been some loss of 
vegetated banking down to the feeder channel. It is likely that the bare earth banks will 

naturally re-vegetate over time by species present along the feeder channel corridor. The 
photographs show that trees are still in place in some parts of the bank, although some do 
not look in good health and it is unknown whether any have been removed from the 

information provided.  
 

We advise that an arboriculturalist is consulted on the remaining trees to provide advice on 
their health and life expectancy and whether any remedial action is required or 
compensatory planting. 
 

Environment Agency None. Refer to Drainage & Flood 
Risk Section 

 

 
- 

 

 
 

6. POLICY AND MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS  

 
Planning Policy Context 

 
High Peak Local Plan Adopted April 2016 
 



S1 Sustainable Development Principles 
S1a Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

S2 Settlement Hierarchy 
S4 Maintaining and Enhancing an Economic Base (out of date) 

S6 Central Sub-area Strategy  
E1 New Employment Development 
E2 Employment Land Allocations 

E3 Primary Employment Zones  
EQ1 Climate Change 

EQ2  Landscape Character 
EQ3 Rural Development 
EQ4 Green Belt Development 

EQ5 Biodiversity 
EQ6 Design and Place Making 

EQ8 Green Infrastructure 
EQ9 Trees, Woodlands and Hedgerows 
EQ10 Pollution Control and Unstable Land 

EQ11 Flood Risk Management 
CF4 Open Space, Sports and Recreational Facilities 

CF6 Accessibility and Transport 
CF7 Planning Obligations and Community Infrastructure Levy 
 
Chapel-en-le-Frith Neighbourhood Plan 2013 - 2028 
 

Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) 

 

 Landscape Character SPG (2006) 

 High Peak Design Guide SPD (2018) 
 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2001 

 
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 

 
7. POLICY AND MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

 
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 Adopted 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 for the borough consists 

of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan dated April 2016. 
 



7.3 Achieving sustainable development sits at the heart of the NPPF.  Paragraph 8 
of the NPPF outlines that achieving sustainable development requires the 

consideration of three overarching and mutually dependant objectives being: 
economic, social and environmental where they are to be applied to local 

circumstances of character, need and opportunity of each area. These objectives 
are interdependent and should be pursued in mutually supportive ways and 
comprise; 

 
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 well 

designed, beautiful and and safe places, 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 protect and enhance our natural, built and 

historic environment; including making the effective use of land, improving 
biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimising waste and 

pollution, and mitigating and adapting to climate change, including moving to 
a low carbon economy. 

 

7.4 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) the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of 
particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development 

proposed7; or  
 

ii) 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. 

 
7.5 Footnote 7 confirms those policies referred to are those within the NPPF (rather 

than those in development plans) relating to matters including ‘Local Green Space’ 
and para 11(i) herein applies despite LP Policy S4 ‘Maintaining an Economic Base’ 
being deemed out of date. 

 

Principle of Development 
 



7.6 The Council’s Adopted LP (Local Plan) sets out the spatial vision and strategy for 
High Peak up to 2031.  The strategic objectives of the LP are grouped under three 

key themes which underpin the LP which are: (1) Protecting Peak District character, 
(2) Enhancing prosperity and (3) promoting healthy and sustainable communities. LP 

Policy S1 reflects these strategic objectives and aims to balance the need to make 
adequate provision for homes, jobs and services with the need to protect and 
enhance High Peak’s considerable natural and heritage assets in the most 

sustainable way. 
 

7.7 The Spatial Strategy is key to delivering the overall vision for High Peak and 
seeks to achieve this through the three overarching themes outlined above.  LP 
Policy S2 Settlement Hierarchy forms a basis for taking forward the principles of the 

Plan’s spatial strategy.  It provides a framework to manage development in a 
sustainable way and to promote development in areas where services and facilities 

are available.  The policy defines the settlement hierarchy for the plan area and the 
broad approach to development within each tier of the hierarchy whereby 
development will be focused in market towns, with a moderate scale of development 

in larger villages. 
 

7.8 Outside of these settlements, development in smaller villages will be limited. In 
other rural areas, areas outside defined settlement boundaries “development will be 
strictly limited to that which has an essential need to be located in the countryside”.  

The LP whilst allowing for some development in the countryside seeks to focus 
business and industrial development within settlements and has a more restrictive 

approach for development in the countryside in order to protect landscape character. 
 
7.9 The site is located within the Open Countryside where LP Policy EQ3 “Rural 

Development” reflects LP Policy S2 in its restrictive approach to development in the 
countryside.  For countryside areas, it states the Council will strictly control 

development to protect landscape character whilst facilitating sustainable rural 
development.  This will be achieved by “supporting rural employment development in 
the form of home working, commercial enterprises and live-work units where a rural 

location can be justified” and “ensuring all development is of a high quality design 
and protects or enhances landscape character and the setting of the Peak District 

National Park”. 
 
7.10 LP Policy S4 Maintaining an Economic Base and LP Policy E1 New 

Employment Development seek to promote economic development.  LP Policy S4 
‘Maintaining an Economic Base’ supports the expansion of existing businesses, 

however, is deemed out of date.  LP Policy E1 focuses employment development to 
sustainable locations, supports the development of the employment land allocations 
(Policy E2) and Primary Employment Zones (Policy E3). 

 
Local Green Space 

 
7.11 The application site for the proposed industrial building is also located within a 
LGS (Local Green Space) no. 11 ‘Field behind Morton’s Yard, Tunstead Milton, 

between Randall Carr Brook and canal feeder’ designated by the adopted Chapel-
en-le-frith Neighbourhood Plan.  The area was designated for reasons including its 

tranquil wildlife and long distance footpath.  



 
7.12 Paragraph 101 of the NPPF states: 

 
“Local greenspace designation allows communities to identify through local and 

neighbourhood plans green areas of particular importance to them. Designating land 
as Local Green Space should be consistent with the local planning of sustainable 
development and complement investment in sufficient homes, jobs and other 

essential services. Local Green Spaces should be capable of enduring beyond the 
end of the plan period”. 

 
7.13 In addition, paragraph 102 of the NPPF states: 
 

“The Local Green Space designation should only be used where the green space is: 
 

a) in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves; 
b) demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local 

significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, 

recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its 
wildlife; and 

c) local in character and is not an extensive tract of land”. 
 
7.14 Of importance, the Chapel-en-le Frith Neighbourhood Development Plan 

Examiner’s Report states: 
 

“This is a contained area of open space on the edge of Tunstead Milton, which forms 
a tranquil riverside area. The site is close to the community, is demonstrably special 
and holds a particular local significance with regard to its tranquillity, is local in 

character and is not an extensive tract of land. I am satisfied that it meets the criteria 
for designation as a Local Green Space”. 

 
7.15 Policy C1 ‘Local Green Spaces’ of the Chapel-en-le-Frith Neighbourhood Plan 
states that the Local Green Space sites are close to the people they serve and are 

demonstrably special and hold local significance. Development will not be allowed 
except in very special circumstances.  This is echoed in LP Policy CF4 which states 

that development that would harm the openness and / or special character of a LGS 
or its significance and value to the local community will not be permitted unless very 
special circumstances are demonstrated. 

 
7.16 In these regards, paragraph 103 of the NPPF states: 

 
“Policies for managing development within a Local Green Space should be 
consistent with those for Green Belts”. 

 
7.17 Similarly, paragraph 5.202 of the LP states that land designated as Local Green 

Space will receive the same level of protection consistent with Green Belts sites.  
The application for a single storey industrial building being some 60.0m x 20.0m in 
size and including associated engineering curtilage works would comprise of 

inappropriate development in the LGS and would also lead to the significant loss of 
part of it. 

 



7.18 Development in LGS sites are therefore subject to the same strong 
development restrictions as Green Belt ruling out inappropriate development except 

in very special circumstances.  The application would comprise of inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt and thereby inappropriate development in the LGS 

and would be contrary to the policies detailed above unless very special 
circumstances can be demonstrated to overcome such significant harm. 
 

7.19 The applicant attempts to argue that limited public access and no statutory 
wildlife designation diminishes the value of the site as a LGS.  In the Examiner’s 

Report of the Chapel-en-le-Frith Neighbourhood Plan, the Inspector cites Planning 
Practice Guidance which advises that: “land could be considered for designation 
even if there is no public access (e.g. green areas which are valued because of their 

wildlife, historic significance and / or beauty). Designation does not in itself confer 
any rights of public access over what exists at present.  The applicant further argues 

that the LGS also provides limited benefits in terms of tranquillity given the nearby 
employment designation.  The Inspector, however, describes the site as 
demonstrably special, and acknowledges that it holds a particular local significance 

with regard to its tranquillity. 
 

7.20 In further addressing this point, the value of the site as a Local Green Space to 
local residents must be assessed using the Chapel-en-le-Frith Neighbourhood Plan 
(CFNP) in which residents themselves describe the site (LGS6) as ‘demonstrably 

special’ and having ‘particular local significance’ (Policy C1).  Neighbour objections 
have also referred to visibility from Public Rights of Way, demonstrating the 

importance attached to the land and to local footpaths utilised by the local 
community. 
 

7.21 Fundamentally, the value of the site has been recognised through its 
designation as a LGS through the examination of the Chapel-en-le-Frith 

Neighbourhood Plan.  The examiner concluded that all of the site met the criteria for 
LGS designation.  Of course, the application for only a part of the LGS does not 
change the above conclusion and would inevitably erode the value of the remaining 

LGS as a result of extensive built development in the form of a large industrial 
building. 

 
7.22 Officers consider that significant weight should be given to the protection of the 
Local Green Space designation akin to Green Belt protection as advocated by 

national planning guidance.  Development would only be acceptable if it can be 
demonstrated that there are very special circumstances that would clearly outweigh 

harm to the Local Green Space as a result of inappropriate development in relation 
to the large industrial building proposed.  Such evidential harmful environment and 
social impacts clearly attract significant weight in the overall planning balance.  

These matters will be returned to in the concluding section of the report below. 
 
Landscape Impact 

 
7.23 The application site consists of a flat, low lying meadow on a valley floor 

alongside Randal Carr Brook located within the open countryside.  It lies within the 
Dark Peak Landscape Character Area and is of Settled Valley Pastures Landscape 

Type characterised by dense scattered small woodlands.  Along with adjacent 



meadows, it is designated as LGS (Local Greenspace) in the Chapel-en-le-Frith 
Neighbourhood Plan.  At a distance of approximately 0.85km to the southwest, 

following the line of Long Lane, is the Peak District National Park boundary.  Eccles 
Pike, within an area of National Trust Access Land lies approximately 1.25 km to the 

northeast. 
 
7.24 An industrial building is proposed which would be 60.0m x 20.0m and 6.0m high 

to the eaves with a 10 degree roof pitch giving an overall ridge height of 
approximately 7.8m.  The external cladding and roof are proposed to be profile steel 

sheeting colour Jupiter Green and the roof would have 10% transparent rooflights.  
To the northeast side of the building, eight storage tanks are proposed which would 
be 8.0m high. Car parking, turning and hardstanding areas are proposed to be 

cellular planted surfacing accessed by a tarmacadam road from Manchester Road. 
 

7.25 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 EQ3 ‘Rural 

Development’ sets out that the Council will seek to ensure that new development is 
strictly controlled in order to protect the landscape's intrinsic character and 

distinctiveness, including the character, appearance and integrity of the historic and 
cultural environment and the setting of the Peak District National Park.  The design 
and appearance of any new development in the countryside is key to protecting the 

High Peak and Peak District landscape character. 
 

7.26 Section 15 of the NPPF ‘Conserving and enhancing the natural environment, 
paragraph 174 states: 
 

“Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and 
local environment by: 

 
a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological 
value and soils (in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified 

quality in the development plan); 
b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider 

benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services – including the economic and 
other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and 
woodland …”; 

 
7.27 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. The policy refers to the 
Council’s Landscape Character SPD (Supplementary Planning Document), which 

provides advice, and design guidance for the type of development that is appropriate 
in the different landscapes types in the area.  The landscape character type of 

Settled Valley Pastures is defined as follows:  
 
“The underlying geology is gritstone and shale. There are scattered farmsteads 

outside the compact settlements. This is a pastoral landscape with permanent 
improved pasture which gives way higher up the slopes to poorer grazing where the 

ecological value is greater. The landscape has a strong network of winding lanes 



and roads and railways along the lower slopes above the floodplain. This is a well 
wooded landscape with wooded cloughs around tributary valleys and hedgerows 

with some hedgerow trees which define irregular fields. Amenity tree groups are 
associated with settlements and there is woodland along the roads and railway lines. 

As with the field boundaries, the woodland often has irregular outlines”. 
 
7.28 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”. 
 

7.29 Broadly, the valley floor surrounding the application site has a good cover of 
vegetation with thick hedges, hedgerow trees and strips of woodland.  Landscape 

proposals include a belt of woodland as mitigation.  There are several existing trees 
on and bordering the site.  Harm to local landscape is addressed by the County 
Landscape Architect, who considers that the site is potentially visible from many 

Public Rights of Way and other recreational areas.  Overall, he considers low visual 
impacts at low levels except in very close proximity to the site and greater visibility 

but more distant, from higher land. 
 
7.30 The County Landscape Architect confirms that the revised landscape proposals 

plan (drawing reference CG21/01) addresses some issues previously raised 
concerning a more natural edge to the proposed woodland planting to the west.  The 

revised scheme would also introduce some connecting blocks of woodland as well 
as the creation of a wetland habitat area to the east.  The woodland planting 
proposed to the south of the building, however, has been significantly reduced from 

previous proposals to a thin strip due to Environment Agency flood risk constraints. 
 

7.31 As a consequence, the significant reduction of woodland planting mitigation 
would no longer serve to reinforce existing woodland to screen views from footpaths 
on higher ground to the south of the application site and views from local footpaths 

and from the National Park boundary would not be insignificant.  In addition, there is 
concern that an area of riverside meadow habitat and loss of biodiversity value, 

which is reflected by the Local Greenspace Designation would be lost. 
 
7.32 On the basis of the opinion of the County Landscape Architect, the Chapel-en-

le-Frith Neighbourhood Plan and Examiner’s Report, the applicant’s argument that 
the Local Green Space has limited value is not justified.  Development on this site 

would cause significant harm to its major characteristic, its tranquillity and community 
enjoyment. 
 

7.33 Due to the scheme’s industrial scale and appearance, the proposed building 
would have a significant visual impact and one that would be difficult to mitigate 

against such harm.  It would irreversibly change the character of the landscape 



setting as an intrusive form of development and cause harm to the Local Green 
Space.  By virtue of the scale and massing of the building, the development would 

be prominent from many local viewpoints, some inside of the National Park, as 
previously outlined within the DCC Landscape Architect response, which is 

considered in further detail by the Peak District National Park Authority below. 
 
7.34 Based on the above, the proposal would cause harm to the character and 

appearance of the area, contrary to LP Policies EQ2 and EQ3. These seek to ensure 
development will protect, enhance and restore the landscape character of the Plan 

Area for its own intrinsic beauty and for its benefit to the economic, environmental 
and social well-being of the Plan Area. The proposal would also be contrary to the 
aims of the NPPF, which advises in paragraph 174 that decisions should protect and 

enhance valued landscapes while also recognising the intrinsic character and beauty 
of the countryside. 

 
7.35 Such environment impacts attract significant weight in the overall planning 
balance and will be returned to in the concluding section of the report. 

 
Tree Impact 

 
7.36 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”. 

 
7.37 The County Council confirm no impact from the development to nearby trees 
protected under Derbyshire TPO Number 78 given the submission of a 

comprehensive Arboricultural Impact Assessment and Method Statement, which 
should be secured via a planning condition should planning permission. 

 
Peak District National Park 

 

7.38 s11A National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 confirms a duty of 
certain bodies and persons to have regard to the purposes for which National Parks 

are designated: 
 
(2) In exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in a 

National Park, any relevant authority shall have regard to the purposes specified in 
subsection (1) of section five of this Act [i.e. conserving and enhancing the natural 

beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the areas specified in the next following 
subsection; and promoting opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of the 
special qualities of those areas by the public] and, if it appears that there is a conflict 

between those purposes, shall attach greater weight to the purpose of conserving 
and enhancing the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area 

comprised in the National Park. 
 
7.39 The PDNPA (Peak District National Park Authority) confirm that the application 

site is located within the setting of the Peak District National Park.  Accordingly, 
paragraph 176 of the NPPF states:  

 



“Great weight should be given to conserving and enhancing landscape and scenic 
beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, 

which have the highest status of protection in relation to these issues.  The 
conservation and enhancement of wildlife and cultural heritage are also important 

considerations in these areas, and should be given great weight in National Parks 
and the Broads59. The scale and extent of development within all these designated 
areas should be limited, while development within their setting should be sensitively 

located and designed to avoid or minimise adverse impacts on the designated 
areas”. 

 
7.40 Fundamentally, the PDNPA confirms that the scheme has the potential to result 
in adverse effects on the setting of the national park. However, no Landscape Visual 

Assessment to consider the potential landscape and visual effects of the 
development has been included with the application.  As the Planning Statement 

does not consider landscape or visual effects, the PDNPA consider that it is not 
possible to judge the potential magnitude of these effects from the application. 
 

7.41 Consequently, the PDNPA object to the scheme for a large industrial building 
on the grounds of insufficient information with potential landscape and visual effects 

on the national park and its setting, which have not been robustly considered within 
the application submission.   
 

7.42 Such environment impacts attract significant weight in the overall planning 
balance and will be returned to in the concluding section of the report. 

 
Employment 

 

7.43 The Planning Statement sets out that JE Morten Ltd is a long established and 
successful company in the High Peak manufacturing liquid animal feeds and also 

Adblue (diesel exhaust fluid) from the Tunstead Milton site.  Also, it is one of the 
largest Adblue manufacturing sites in the UK and the company has an essential 
requirement to expand as a result of the growth in demand for Adblue as a pollutant 

control product combined with difficulties sourcing the raw materials needed to 
produce Adblue.  The company estimates that Adbue used in diesel vehicles and 

combustion systems account for 99% of their Adblue trade.  It supplies 170 local 
commercial customers as well as the emergency services.  It considers that the 
move towards electric cars would have a negligible impact on the need for the 

production of Adblue. 
 

7.44 The company considers that there is a strong identifiable need for the additional 
building to support the growth of the business in terms of Adbue production and 
other products for the following reasons: (1) Storage of raw materials. However, 

increased floor space is now required for production therefore limiting storage to only 
a few day’s supply with warehousing based at the port and transferred to site on a 

daily basis whilst the addition of the adjacent tanks on the building’s north side would 
increase storage capacity of the finished product of Adblue to accommodate 
fluctuations in demand (2) Manufacture of Adblue, would move from the east of the 

site to improve efficiency and the long-term viability of the business as well as 
improve traffic flow and safety on Manchester Road and (3) Removal of outside 



storage. Due to the current restricted internal area, storage of materials often takes 
place externally. 

 
7.45 The additional statement by JE Morten outlines that 24% of the internal floor 

space of the proposed building would be reserved for storage of raw materials given 
the production increase of Ad Blue by over 70%.   
 

7.46 Previously, however, the applicant has argued an ‘essential requirement’ to 
expand, citing: the growth in demand for Adblue as a pollutant control product, 

combined with the need to carry larger stocks of raw materials due to Brexit and the 
friction at the ports, in the south of England, handling materials from Europe.  With 
75% of the new development previously proposed for storage of raw materials as a 

response to higher stock levels being necessary following Brexit.  This approach 
strongly suggested a storage building facilitating continuing levels of production, 

which could be located elsewhere. 
 
7.47 Furthermore, the company considers that it is essential that the business 

remains in its current location for the following reasons: (1) The existing site has all 
the necessary machinery and infrastructure for the manufacturing process (2) The 

proposal is an extension to the existing facility and integral to the overall operation 
(3) It would not be physically possible to disaggregate this element from the 
operation from the wider business and the relocation of the entire business would not 

be economically viable whilst creating problems with water supply (4) There is no 
potential for further expansion on the site and it is considered to be the best possible 

option for the siting of the building in terms of proximity to the existing business and 
the adjacent Primary Employment Zone (5) Critically, the success of the production 
of Adblue is dependent upon access to a high quality water supply, which is 

available from the adjacent industrial site at JE Morten. 
 

7.48 In terms of economic benefits, the company currently employs 25 employees 
and would expect to increase employee numbers 3 to 4 year on year.  It considers 
the  production of Adbue and diesel exhaust fluids as a growth industry with limited 

few manufacturers of Adbue in the UK and JE Morten being one of the largest being 
centrally placed for the distribution of finished product within the UK.  Therefore, 

additional investment would benefit the local economy with positive effects on local 
employment and money spent with local companies together with increased energy 
efficiency. 

 
7.49 Environmental benefits are highlighted as a result of reduction of nitrogen oxide 

and facilitating clean air zones through the production of Adblue.  Furthermore, the 
use of low-grade heat in manufacturing it is estimated saves over 100 tonnes of CO2 
per year.  The creation of the ecological wetland habitat and the manufacture of 

AdBlue indoors to reduce the risk of surface water runoff as mitigation, however, 
would be considered as a neutral benefit in the planning balance.  The freeing up of 

existing buildings to allow for re-roofing would not constitute a material planning 
consideration in the determination of the scheme.  The environmental benefits stated 
by the applicant, including reduced runoff into watercourses and construction of a 

more energy efficient building are not significant reasons to recommend the approval 
of the application.  

 



7.50 The Council’s Regeneration Officer supports the proposal from a business 
perspective taking into consideration lack of alternative accommodation which the 

company could expand into together with new jobs and multiplier benefits.  The 
applicant advises that additional jobs would be created by the expansion of the 

business itself.  There is, however, no further information to substantiate the 
predicted employment growth figure of 3 to 4 year on year.  The creation of jobs 
therefore carries positive weight in favour of the proposal albeit only to a modest 

degree given the lack of firm evidence to substantiate claims and form very special 
circumstances in these regards.  A similar conclusion was reached by the Planning 

Inspector for the recent Warehouse Extension, Bridgeholme Industrial Estate 
Planning Appeal ref. APP/H1033/W/21/3289368, which is located in the Green Belt. 
 

7.51 Furthermore, officers are not convinced that the quality of water found locally 
forms part of the very special circumstances case forwarded by the applicant.  The 

statement from JE Morten acknowledges that the water from the borehole must be 
filtered.  There does not appear to be any robust evidence suggesting that water of 
equal or better quality is not available elsewhere to justify a strong locational 

requirement for the building to be located at this site. 
 

7.52 JE Morten state that the removal of the AdBlue production and storage to the 
proposed new site would allow for the expansion of the manufacturing and blending 
of natural products to replace chemicals in agriculture and industry.  Implying a 

separate process for the production of AdBlue not linked to existing processes and 
therefore eroding the argument for a strong locational requirement for the industrial 

building to be located at this site.  Environmental benefits from the production of 
Adblue, a pollution control product put forward within the Planning Statement do not 
appear to be site-specific. 

 
7.53 In addition, the applicant states that raw material storage facilities are now 

located offsite.  JE Morten’s submitted site layout shows significant areas within the 
Primary Employment Zone designated as storage areas, including vehicle / trailer 
parking, animal feed storage, tankers awaiting refurbishment as well as plastic waste 

awaiting recycling.  Clearly some of these elements of the applicant’s business could 
be located offsite to support the appropriate redevelopment of the existing business 

premises within the Primary Employment Zone rather on land designated as Local 
Green Space. 
 

7.54 The increased spend within the local economy and increase in business rates 
collected by the Council to invest in other areas would also be of benefit in socio-

economic terms, as would the increased industrial space in the Council area (S4 
‘Maintaining and Enhancing an Economic Base is deemed to be out of date to attract 
limited weight in these regards). This would accord with paragraph 81 of the NPPF, 

which advises significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic 
growth and productivity, taking into account both local business needs and wider 

opportunities for development.  There would also be socio-economic benefits 
through the build phase as a result of construction jobs. 
 

7.55 The proposed building attracts only modest weight in economic terms in view of 
a lack of robust evidence supporting an essential need to locate on this site, together 

with an unsubstantiated claim on employment growth.  As stated above, the NPPF 



confirms that policies for managing development within a Local Green Space should 
be consistent with those for Green Belts.  Overall, Very Special Circumstances have 

not been demonstrated regarding an essential need for an Industrial Building on land 
designated as Local Green Space.  This matter will be returned to in the Planning 

Balance Section below.  
 
Nature Conservation 

 
7.56 LP Policy EQ5 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”. 

 
7.57 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. 
 

7.58 The applicant’s submitted Ecological Assessment (October 2019) has been 
reviewed by DWT (Derbyshire Wildlife Trust).  They confirm that the proposed 
development does not directly affect any designated biodiversity features and the 

likelihood of impacts on protected species would be low.  The Randal Carr Brook 
and its riparian margins are considered to be an important ecological corridor.  

These features previously would have been impacted upon by the close positioning 
of the scheme to the brook and leading to a negative overall impact on biodiversity 
due to the overall loss of habitats and development proximity to the brook.  In 

addition it was unclear how the remaining habitat surrounding the proposed 
development would be managed. 

 
7.59 The revised landscaping plan now shows an easement of 8.0m to the brook 
and has addressed earlier DWT concerns relating to the need for a suitable buffer.  

As well, the proposed creation of a wetland scrape and native hedgerow could 
potentially ensure the loss of the marshy grassland is compensated for.  The 

revised landscaping plan highlights the location of the new scrape and refers to an 
‘Outline Wetland Ecological Specification’, which should be incorporated into the 
recommended Landscape and Biodiversity Enhancement and Management Plan to 

be secured via a suitably worded planning condition.  Other planning conditions 
recommended by DWT include the protection of breeding birds and Construction 

Environmental Management Plan (Biodiversity) to be implemented during 
construction.  The revised arboricultural impact assessment (Rev. B. March 2022) 
indicates the retention of T7 as recommended in the ecological assessment and is 

supported by DWT given its moderate bat roost potential. 
 



7.60 Accordingly, the proposal complies with LP Policy EQ6 ‘Biodiversity’ and the 
NPPF in these regards. 

 
Pollution and Flood Risk 

 

7.61 Of relevance, LP Policy EQ10 ‘Pollution Control and Unstable Land’ seeks to 
protect people and the environment from unsafe and polluted environments, 

requiring mitigation if necessary.   
 

7.62 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.  Similarly 
NPPF para 137(f) requires a high standard of amenity for existing and future users’. 

 
7.63 Riversdale, Manchester Road is the nearest residential property, which is 
positioned to the northwest of the application site.  The Council’s Environmental 

Health consultation comments confirm no objections to the scheme subject to the 
imposition of planning conditions to protect the amenity of the area, particularly with 

regard to noise nuisance, by limiting external noise levels from the building to an 
acceptable standard as well as the control of pollution discharges to the atmosphere 
and controlling external artificial lighting.  Further planning conditions are 

recommended regarding the requirement for a contamination site risk assessment 
and also measures to address air quality, including the requirement for onsite 

Electric Vehicle Charging Points.  The scheme should also be subject to the control 
of construction and demolition to protect neighbour amenity at nearby noise sensitive 
properties at the development stage.  These matters would be secured by suitably 

worded planning conditions should planning permission be granted. 
 

7.64 LP Policy EQ11 ‘Flood Risk’ 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. 
 

7.65 The application site also lies immediately south of the Coombs Feeder 
Channel, which provides a water supply from Coombs Reservoir to the nearby Peak 
Forest Canal.  The feeder channel is a man-made open channel which is culverted 

where the existing site access from Manchester Road crosses the channel. 
 

7.66 Previously the CRT (Canal & River Trust) have requested that a detailed 
survey of the existing vehicle crossing and the feeder channel culvert was 
undertaken by the applicant to establish whether the crossing would be suitable to 

serve the development.  Despite the submission of further information by the 
applicant, the Trust were unable to confirm that the proposed slab would be capable 

of supporting the loads expected to be imposed on it without risk of damage to the 
culvert.  Further concerns were raised in relation to drainage / contamination risks.  
These were in relation to the proposed foul rising main being indicated to cross the 

feeder channel and also lack of clarity in relation to the drainage for the bunded 
area around the storage tanks and where it would drain to.  The importance of 



maintaining access to the Combs Feeder Channel to undertake any necessary 
maintenance and repair for its future operation was also highlighted. 

 
7.67 The CRT have commented on the applicant’s further submission provided by D 

and D Consulting Engineers dated May 2022 and are satisfied that the applicant has 
addressed concerns raised.  They advise that the confirmed 44 tonne gross vehicle 
weight loadbearing capacity of the proposed slab over the feeder channel is 

appropriate as is confirmation that the foul rising main will pass beneath the feeder 
channel.  In addition, they note the pollution response measures and spill response 

materials currently in place for the existing site would be extended as necessary to 
cover the proposed operations on the new part of the site.  The implementation of 
these matters, together with the proposed bunded area for storing the product should 

be secured by condition before the building is first brought into use should planning 
permission be granted is recommended by CRT. 

 
7.68 CRT have previously confirmed that there should be sufficient space to allow 
the Trust adequate future access to the feeder channel to be able to inspect and 

maintain it so that essential maintenance can be undertaken in the interests of 
safeguarding the operation of the channel and minimising any risks of flooding of 

surrounding land.   
 
7.69 On local flood risk matters, the proposed site layout previously showed the new 

industrial building and associated infrastructure encroaching right up to bank top of 
Randall Carr Brook waterbody with the need for new and hard retaining structures 

along the watercourse.  The Environment Agency raised significant concerns about 
flood risk, and damage to riparian habitats following works to waterways, which had 
not been overcome by the applicant’s further submissions.  In more detail, it was 

stated that the scheme drawings clearly showed that the bank of Randall Carr Brook 
would be raised with the addition of the retaining structure, which could affect the 

flood plain and flood levels in the brook.  Therefore it was advised that the FRA 
(Flood Risk Assessment) should be revised to show how the proposed level changes 
would affect flood risk elsewhere, including impact of climate change and 

compensatory flood plain storage.  The Environment Agency also confirmed that the 
scheme proposal continued to show the significant loss of riparian semi-natural 

habitat within the riparian zone of Randall Carr Brook waterbody, which is 
considered to be an ecological network and key green infrastructure asset.  The 
Environmental Agency had recommended that planning permission be refused in 

these regards. 
 

7.70 The scheme has been revised during the course of the application process.  It 
now includes a substantial wetland scrape linked to a new ditch and also shows an 
easement of 8.0m to the Randall Carr Brook.  The Environment Agency has 

reviewed the revised red line boundary and additional information submitted. The 
principle to lower levels shown on the drawing appears is deemed acceptable and 

they have withdrawn their objection providing such mitigation is implemented for 
flood plain compensation and wetland habitat alongside Randall Carr Brook corridor 
and key green infrastructure asset. Specifically, the proposed compensatory flood 

storage areas must be created before or coincidentally with the level formation for 
the building / hardstanding area construction.  These matters would be secured by 

suitably worded planning conditions should planning permission be granted. 



 

7.71 Similarly, the LLFA (Lead Local Flood Authority) had maintained their objection, 

due to insufficient information provided in relation to the following matters: the 
arrangements for drainage of the access road, clarification of the location and design 

of the attenuation; evidence of consideration of a range of SuDS methods; the 
arrangements for treating the water so that it does not pollute Randal Carr Brook.  
The LLFA has reviewed the revised red line boundary and additional information 

submitted. They have withdrawn their objection subject to suitably worded planning 
conditions should planning permission be granted securing: (1) A detailed design 

and associated management and maintenance plan of the surface water drainage 
for the site, (2) A detailed assessment to demonstrate that the proposed destination 
for surface water accords with the drainage hierarchy, (3) Details indicating how 

additional surface water run-off from the site will be avoided during the construction 
phase and (4) A verification report carried out by a qualified drainage engineer to 

demonstrate that the drainage system has been constructed as per the agreed 
scheme.  These matters would be secured by suitably worded planning conditions 
should planning permission be granted. 

 
7.72 It can therefore be concluded that the proposal would not increase the risk of 

flooding or cause damage to habitats.  Accordingly, the proposal for the building 
complies with LP Policy LP Policy EQ11 and the NPPF in these regards.  This 
matter, however, is subject to the clarification from the Canal and River Trust to 

confirm that there is no impact to the scheme as a result of the retrospective 
engineering works to the feeder canal subject to scheme ref. HPK/2021/0235. 

 
7.73 HPK/2021/0235 for the retention of concrete blockwork wall retaining bank to 
the canal feeder is further recommended for refusal given the significant concerns 

raised by the Canal and River Trust and County Flood Authority on insufficient 
information grounds to properly understand whether the scheme has provided a safe 

form development on land instability grounds, would not lead to contamination or 
create a blockage, nor impede access to the canal or cause local flood risk. 
 
Highway Safety 

 

7.74 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”. 
 
7.75 A total of 16 new car parking spaces are proposed and two disability spaces to 

serve the storage / manufacturing facility via the Manchester Road existing access.  
A cycle store is also proposed onsite.  County Highways has presented no 

objections, subject to demonstrating and maintaining adequate parking and 
manoeuvring space.  The application form addresses the application as a new 
development, with no current floorspace and the creation of 1155sqm. 

 
7.76 Addressing the revised manufacturing /  storage floorspace, approximately 75% 

of the 1155sqm would now be for manufacturing (B2).  According to Council parking 



standards, in an Out of Town location a unit of up to 2500m² requires 1 space per 
25sqm.  This is 34.65 spaces.  Then 25% of the unit would now be storage (B8). For 

B8 units of between 250m² and 2500m² in an Out of Town location there must be 1 
space per 100sqm. This means 2.66 spaces to total 37.31 rounded down to 37 

spaces and shortfall of 21 car parking spaces.  The Council also requires 1 secure 
cycle parking stand for every 10 car parking spaces subject to a minimum 2 cycle 
spaces. This equates to three cycle spaces, which can be accommodated in the 

proposed cycle store.  The applicant, however, has not demonstrated adequate 
parking provision for the scheme therefore leading to a potential unacceptable 

impact on highway safety. 
 
7.77 As a consequence, the proposal is considered to be contrary to LP Policy CF6 

and the NPPF. 
 

8. PLANNING BALANCE & CONCLUSIONS 
 

8.1 The starting point for the determination of any planning application is 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. Section 

38(6) states that planning applications should be determined in accordance with 
the development plan, unless there are material considerations which indicate 
otherwise. 

 
8.2 The site is located in the open countryside where Local Plan Policy EQ3 Rural 

Development states that the Council will strictly control development to protect 
landscape character whilst facilitating sustainable rural development.  This will be 
achieved by “supporting rural employment development in the form of home working, 

commercial enterprises and live-work units where a rural location can be justified” 
and “ensuring all development is of a high quality design and protects or enhances 

landscape character and the setting of the Peak District National Park”. 
 
8.3 Fundamentally, the application site for the proposed industrial building is also 

located within a LGS (Local Green Space) no. 11 ‘Field behind Morton’s Yard, 
Tunstead Milton, between Randall Carr Brook and canal feeder’ designated by the 

adopted Chapel-en-le-frith Neighbourhood Plan.  The area was designated for 
reasons including its tranquil wildlife and long distance footpath.  

 

8.4 Significant weight should be given to the protection of the Local Green Space 
designation akin to Green Belt protection as advocated by national planning 

guidance.  Development would only be acceptable if it can be demonstrated that 
there are very special circumstances that clearly outweigh harm to the Local Green 
Space as a result of inappropriate development in relation to the large industrial 

building proposed.  Such evidential environment and social impacts clearly attract a 
significant amount weight in the planning balance. 

 
8.5 Due to the scheme’s industrial scale and appearance, the proposed building 
would have a significant visual impact and one that would be difficult to mitigate 

against such harm.  It would irreversibly change the character of the landscape 
setting as an intrusive form of development and cause significant harm to the Local 



Green Space.  By virtue of the scale and massing of the building, the development 
would be prominent from many local viewpoints, some inside of the National Park. 

 
8.6 The Peak District National Park Authority raise objections to the scheme for a 

large industrial building on the grounds of insufficient information with potential 
landscape and visual effects on the national park and its setting, which have not 
been robustly considered within the application submission.   

 
8.7 There would be increased spend within the local economy through job creation 

and an increase in business rates collected by the Council to invest in other areas, 
which would be of benefit in socio-economic terms, as would the increased industrial 
space in the Council area (S4 ‘Maintaining and Enhancing an Economic Base is 

deemed to be out of date to attract limited weight in these regards).  There would 
also be socio-economic benefits through the build phase as a result of construction 

jobs. 
 
8.8 On the other hand, these economic benefits of the scheme building are 

moderated in view of a lack of robust evidence supporting an essential need to 
locate on this site, together with an unsubstantiated claim on employment growth.  

As stated above, the NPPF confirms that policies for managing development within a 
Local Green Space should be consistent with those for Green Belts.   
 

8.9 It can be concluded that the proposal would not increase the risk of flooding or 
cause damage to habitats.  This matter, however, is subject to the clarification from 

the Canal and River Trust to confirm that there is no impact to the scheme as a 
result of the retrospective engineering works to the feeder canal subject to scheme 
ref. HPK/2021/0235. 

 
8.10 The applicant  has not demonstrated adequate parking provision for the 

scheme therefore leading to a potential unacceptable impact on highway safety. 
 
8.11 Overall, Very Special Circumstances have not been demonstrated regarding an 

essential need for an Industrial Building to be located on land designated as Local 
Green Space.  Such significant harm, together with other identified harm would 

outweigh the economic benefits of the scheme and accordingly the application is 
recommended for refusal. 
   

 
8. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
REFUSE for the following reasons: 

 

HPK/2019/0223: 
 

1. The application site for the proposed industrial building is located within 
a Local Green Space  no. 11 ‘Field behind Morton’s Yard, Tunstead 
Milton, between Randall Carr Brook and canal feeder’ designated by the 

adopted Chapel-en-le-frith Neighbourhood Plan.  Paragraph 103 of the 
NPPF states: “Policies for managing development within a Local Green 

Space should be consistent with those for Green Belts”.  The 



development does not fall within the exception to inappropriate 
development at paragraph 149(f) of the NPPF.  Such significant harm, 

together with other identified harm would outweigh the economic 
benefits of the scheme.  Due to the scheme’s industrial scale and 

appearance, the proposed building would have a significant visual 
impact.  It would irreversibly change the character of the landscape 
setting as an intrusive form of development and cause significant harm 

to the Local Green Space.  Very Special Circumstances have not been 
demonstrated regarding an essential need for an Industrial Building to 

be located on land designated as Local Green Space.  Accordingly, the 
proposal is contrary to Policy C1 of the Adopted Chapel-en-le-Frith 
Neighbourhood Plan 2013 – 2028; Policies S1, S1a, S2, S6, E1, EQ2, 

EQ3, EQ4, EQ6, EQ8 and CF4 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan 2016; 
Council Supplementary Planning Documents including Council’s High 

Peak Design Guide 2018 and Landscape Character (2005) as well as the 
NPPF. 

 

2. Insufficient information has been submitted with the application relating 
to the landscape and visual effects on the Peak District National Park 

and its setting in order to assess adequately the impacts of the 
proposed development having regard to matters of avoiding or 
minimising adverse impacts on the designated Peak District National 

Park.  In the absence of this information, it has not been possible to 
demonstrate that the proposal would comply with Policies S1, S6 and 

EQ2 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan 2016 and / or any other 
material considerations including the NPPF,  Council Supplementary 
Planning Documents including Council’s High Peak Design Guide 2018 

and Landscape Character (2005). 
 

3. Insufficient information has been submitted with the application relating 
to parking provision in order to assess adequately the impacts of the 
proposed development having regard to matters of highway safety.  In 

the absence of this information, it has not been possible to demonstrate 
that the proposal would comply with Policies S1, EQ6 and CF6 of the 

Adopted High Peak Local Plan 2016 and / or any other material 
considerations including the NPPF. 

 
HPK/2021/0235: 
   

1. Insufficient information has been submitted with the application relating 
to drainage / levels matters in order to assess adequately the impacts of 
the proposed development having regard to matters of local flood risk of 

the development proposal.  Further concerns regard the implications for 
structural stability of the feeder channel, the risks of future blockages of 

the channel and the effect on the ability to maintain a water supply to the 
Peak Forest Canal in the future.  In the absence of this information, it 
has not been possible to demonstrate that the proposal would comply 

with Policies S1, EQ10 and EQ11 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan 
2016 and / or any other material considerations including 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 Planning Applications Committee, provided that the 
changes do not exceed the substantive nature of the Committee’s decision. 
 

Location Plan 
 

 
 

 
  

 

 

 

 


