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A review of the new application has been undertaken — specifically in relation to Reason for Refusal
10. Comments are provided here which highlight the main concerns. House types and street scenes
have not yet been reviewed in any detail given the time constraints though it is noted that a new set of
house types have been used with some complying to the M4(2) standard, which is welcomed. A
sketch markup is attached to this note to aid further discussions.

Local Planning Policy
In Reason for Refusal 10. Design, HPBC's Local Plan policies S1, S5, EQ2, EQ5 are referenced as

conflicting with the previously proposed development. Of particular note are the following bullet points
taken from these policies:

Policy EQ8 noted in the policy EQ5 extract above includes:

“
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Some materiality choices have clearly been influenced by the local character which is positive.
However, little other consideration has been given to the distinct local landscape and architectural
character. The ecological green links proposed are disconnected and thus do not work — they need
joining up to connect the woodlands surrounding the site and include new tree planting within.

In addition, it is felt that, on first glance, the proposed development fails to meet HPBC’s Local Plan
Policy EQ6 Design and Place Making. Amongst a number of bullet points, this policy states that:

“

HPBC'’s Local Plan Interactive Map shows that this site is on the western edge of the settlement
boundary of Glossop. Thought should be given to the proposed design and character of the western
edge. A suggested section is sketched in the attached markup.

The revised street network is convoluted and provides no street hierarchy or street character which
limits the ability of the development to create a ‘sense of place’ or help users in wayfinding. It is also
questionable whether the private drives are sufficiently setback from parking spaces to ensure cars
can reverse into/ out of them — typically 6m is required. There also seems to be little to no visitor
parking which will cause indiscriminate parking that is likely to inhibit movement through the site.

One of the most relevant SPD’s is HPBC’s Residential Design. FPCR provided comment on the
previously submitted proposals in relation to this SPD. These have largely been ignored and so should
be reviewed against the new development afresh. The revised Design and Access Statement is
broadly the same and contains a few discrepancies between what is shown on other drawings with
regards to proposed materials and detailing. The Design Evolution Statement is welcomed and helpful
though it falls short of responding to all comments. A table of responses to FPCR comments made
should be provided to clarify how the development can address the concerns raised.

One key concern is the apparent lack of any material variety on the Hardstanding Plan. It is unclear
what ‘black tarmac with stone setts’ means. This should be explained. Regardless, streets need
breaking up with alternative materials such as at junctions, ‘squares’, or areas of traffic calming. The
block paving for the PRoW is welcome but it is unclear what this is i.e. colour, material type, surface
finish. Hoggin should be avoided for paths.

Regarding the northernmost area of the proposals, a commitment to replanting the engineered slopes
is welcomed as this will, in time, provide a visual screen of the rear gardens/ acoustic fence on the
northern edge. A maintenance plan for the landscaping here should be conditioned to ensure this new
planting reaches maturity.
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National Planning Policy

Of particular relevance is paragraph 131 of the National Planning Policy Framework (revised 20 July
2021), which states that:

“

The tree pit in wider path solution proposed misunderstands FPCR’s previous suggestion for large
areas of frontal parking. See the attached sketch markup. The proposed solution is not practical and is
also overly expensive. Street trees should generally be located in a designated verge, min. 2m wide.
This could be to both sides of the street for the primary street, just one side of the street to secondary
streets (or within well designed ‘squares’ utilising tree pits to save space). Tertiary streets on layout
edges could be left facing the existing woodland/ proposed POS surrounding.

LVIA (LVA) Review

It appears that the same LVIA (LVA) report prepared by TPM has been submitted, albeit updated to
reflect details of the amended scheme. Therefore, our review, dated January 2023, remains unchanged.

It is acknowledged that the TPM methodology has been provided however the report fails to come to
clear and transparent judgements on sensitivity/ susceptibility/ magnitude of change and resulting
overall effects — including long term effects (15 years) — upon receptors which is expected for a
landscape and visual appraisal (refer to paragraph 1.11 of GLVIA3). Furthermore, where effects are
mentioned within the report, they do not follow the terminology in the TPM methodology provided. An
assessment of landscape value in accordance with TGN 02/21 (criteria included within the TPM
methodology) is not transparently set out within the report which would provide a more robust
assessment.

Assessment tables, while good practice and helpful, aren’t essential, similarly it is good practice to set
out the photographic viewpoints in line with LI TGN 06/19 but again not essential.

Incidentally, it is noted within the rebuttal notes (points 5 and 7) that the report is an LVA (which we

agree it should be) and not an LVIA yet is entitled ‘Landscape and Visual Impact Appraisal’ on the front
cover.
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