
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Date: 13th November 2018 
 
 
Dear Sir or Madam 
 
You are hereby summoned to attend a meeting of the Planning Committee of Bolsover 
District Council to be held in the Council Chamber, The Arc, Clowne, on Wednesday 21st  
November 2018 at 1000 hours. 
 
Register of Members' Interest - Members are reminded that a Member must within 28 
days of becoming aware of any changes to their Disclosable Pecuniary Interests provide 
written notification to the Authority's Monitoring Officer. 
 
You will find the contents of the agenda itemised on pages 2 and 3. 
 
Yours faithfully 

 
Joint Head of Corporate Governance and Monitoring Officer 
To:   Chairman and Members of the Planning Committee 
 

 
ACCESS FOR ALL 

 
If you need help understanding this document or require a 

larger print on translation, please contact us on the following telephone 
number:- 

 

   01246 242529  Democratic Services 
Fax:    01246 242423 
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PLANNING COMMITTEE 
AGENDA 

 
Wednesday 21st November 2018 at 1000 hours 

in the Council Chamber, The Arc, Clowne 
Item No.  Page 

No.(s) 
 PART 1 – OPEN ITEMS 

 
 

1. Apologies for Absence 
 

 

2. Urgent Items of Business 
To note any urgent items of business which the Chairman 
has consented to being considered under the provisions of 
Section 100(B) 4(b) of the Local Government Act 1972 

 

 

3. Declarations of Interest 
Members should declare the existence and nature of any 
Disclosable Pecuniary Interest and Non Statutory Interest 
as defined by the Members’ Code of Conduct in respect 
of: 
 
a)  any business on the agenda 
b)  any urgent additional items to be considered  
c)  any matters arising out of those items  
and if appropriate, withdraw from the meeting at the 
relevant time.  
 

 

4. To approve the minutes of a meeting held on 24th October 
2018 
 

4 to 6 

5.  Notes of a Site Visit held on 19th October 2018 
  

7  

6. Applications to be determined under the Town & Country 
Planning Acts. 
 

 

 (i) 17/00396/OUT - Residential development of up to 
65 dwellings with public open space and a 
cycle/pedestrian link to Storth Lane including 
access at Land to The Rear Of 17 To 95 Alfreton 
Road, Pinxton 
 

8 to 63 

 (ii) 18/00273/FUL - Erection of a 3 and 4 storey 
residential block comprising 18 residential units 
and ancillary works at Land to the West of Ash 
Close, Barlborough 
 

64 to 78 

 (iii) 18/00508/FUL - Retention of and alterations and 
revisions to proposed stable block on the same 
footprint as the (recently) previously demolished 
stables at The Laurels, Ruthyn Avenue, 
Barlborough,  Chesterfield 
 

79 to 90 
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7. 

 
 
Parking Standards Supplementary Planning Document 
 

 
 

91 to 115 

8. Affordable Housing Issues 116 to 136 
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Minutes of a meeting of the Planning Committee of the Bolsover District Council 
held in the Council Chamber, The Arc, Clowne on Wednesday 24 th October 2018 
at 1000 hours. 
 
PRESENT:- 
 
Members:- 
 

Councillor R. Turner in the Chair 
 

Councillors T. Alexander, J.A. Clifton, T. Connerton, C.P. Cooper, P.A. Cooper, 
M.G. Crane, S.W. Fritchley, D. McGregor, B.R. Murray-Carr, S. Peake, K. Reid 
(from Minute No. 0386), P. Smith, R. Turner, B. Watson, D.S. Watson and   
J. Wilson. 
 
Officers:- 
 
C. Fridlington (Planning Manager (Development Control)), J. Owen (Legal 
Executive), A. Brownsword (Senior Governance Officer) and L. Robinson (Finance 
Assistant) (Observing) 
 
 
0381.  APOLOGIES 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors P.M. Bowmer and T. Munro. 
 
 
0382.  URGENT ITEMS OF BUSINESS 
 
There were no urgent items of business. 
 
 
0383.  DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
There were no declarations of Interest. 
 
 
0384.  MINUTES – 26TH SEPTEMBER 2018 
 
Moved by Councillor S.W. Fritchley and seconded by Councillor J. Wilson 
RESOLVED that the minutes of a meeting of the Planning Committee held on 26 th 

September 2018 be approved as a true and correct record. 
 
 
0385. SITE VISIT NOTES – 21ST SEPTEMBER 2018 
 
Moved by Councillor J. Wilson and seconded by Councillor D.S. Watson 
RESOLVED that the notes of a Site Visit held on 21st September 2018 be approved 

as a true and correct record. 
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Councillor K. Reid entered the meeting during discussion of the following item of 
business. 
 
 
 
0386. APPLICATIONS TO BE DETERMINED UNDER THE TOWN AND 

COUNTRY PLANNING ACTS 
 
1. 17/00396/OUT - Residential development of up to 65 dwellings with public open 

space and a cycle/pedestrian link to Storth Lane including access Land to The 

Rear Of 17 to 95 Alfreton Road, Pinxton. 

Further details and an amended recommendation were included within the 
Supplementary Report. 
 

The Planning Manager (Development Control) presented the report which gave details 

of the application and highlighted the history of the site and the key issues set out in 

the report 

Councillor M. Dooley, Mr. D. Ward and Mr. K. Banton attended the meeting and spoke 

against the application. 

 

Mr. B. Hunt attended the meeting and spoke in support of the application. 

 

The Committee considered the application having regard to the Bolsover District Local 

Plan, the Emerging Local Plan (at Publication Stage), the National Planning Policy 

Statement and the Adopted Design Guide ‘Successful Places’ 

 

Moved by Councillor K. Reid and seconded by Councillor S.W. Fritchley 

RESOLVED that Application No. 17/00396/OUT be DEFERRED to gather further 

information on Highway safety, education and air quality. 

 

(Planning Manager (Development Control)) 

 

 

2. 18/00043/FUL - Construction of new dwelling, construction of new barn, 

conversion of existing barn to microbrewery/ kitchen with associated office Land 

To The West Of Bridge Close Hollin Hill Road Clowne 

 

Further details and an amended recommendation were included within the 

Supplementary Report. 

 

The Planning Manager (Development Control) presented the report which gave details 

of the application and highlighted the history of the site and the key issues set out in 

the report 

Mrs. E. Salt attended the meeting and spoke in support of the application. 
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The Committee considered the application having regard to the Bolsover District Local 

Plan, the publication version of the Local Plan and the National Planning Policy 

Framework. 

 

It was: 

 

Moved by Councillor S. Peake and seconded by Councillor D. McGregor that the 

application be refused for the reasons outlined on page 55 of the report. 

 

Following further discussion it was: 

 

Moved by Councillor J.A. Clifton and seconded by Councillor D.S. Watson that the 

application be approved. 

 

As the motion for refusal had been moved and seconded first, it was put to the vote. 

 

On being put to the vote, it was: 

 

RESOLVED that Application No. 18/00043/FUL be REFUSED for the following 

reasons: 

 

The current application does not meet the requirements of HOU9 

because there is no essential need for the new house proposed in 

countryside outside of the settlement framework. Therefore, the 

proposals for a new house are considered to be contrary to relevant 

national planning policies and saved Local Plan policies GEN8 and 

ENV3 because the house is not necessary in this location.  

It is also considered the proposals would not result in such a significant 

improvement to the rural environment or such a significant benefit to 

the local community through the reclamation or re-use of land that there 

are exceptional circumstances in which permission may be granted for 

a house in this location under the enhancement criteria in relevant 

national planning policies and ENV3.  

 

Planning Manager (Development Control)) 

 

 

 

The meeting concluded at 1108 hours. 
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Notes of a Planning Site Visit held on 19th October 2018 commencing at 1000 hours. 
 
PRESENT:-  
 
Members:- 
 

Councillor T. Munro in the Chair 
 
Councillors T. Alexander, J.A. Clifton, C.P. Cooper, P.A. Cooper, S. Peake,  
D.S. Watson and J. Wilson.  
 
Officer:- 
 
P. Sawdon (Principal Planning Officer) 
 
1. APOLOGIES  
 
Apologies were received from Councillors P.M. Bowmer, M.G. Crane, S.W. Fritchley, 
D. McGregor, K. Reid and R. Turner  
 
2. SITES VISITED  
 
1) Land to the Rear of 17 To 95 Alfreton Road, Pinxton (17/00396/OUT). 

 

 

The meeting concluded at 11:40 hours 
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PARISH Pinxton 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
APPLICATION Residential development of up to 65 dwellings with public open space 

and a cycle/pedestrian link to Storth Lane including access 
LOCATION  Land to The Rear Of 17 To 95 Alfreton Road, Pinxton  
APPLICANT  Hardwick Nominees Ltd  
APPLICATION NO.  17/00396/OUT          FILE NO.  PP-06269155   
CASE OFFICER   Mr Peter Sawdon  
DATE RECEIVED   3rd August 2017   
 
DELEGATED APPLICATION REFERRED TO COMMITTEE BY: Councillor Mary Dooley 
REASON: Concerns regarding highway safety and environmental impacts from additional 
traffic on already congested roads that carry large numbers of lorries. 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 

REPORT ON DEFERRED ITEM 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
A decision on this planning application was deferred by Planning Committee on the 24th 
October to enable further consultation to take place with the Environmental Health Protection 
Officer, the Highway Authority and the Education Authority in connection with the following: 
 

 Air Quality to ensure the assumptions made in the submitted documentation are 
accurate in respect of the relevant extract from the air quality assessment that 
considers base line figures and the assumptions reached in respect of the prediction of 
change to air quality as a result of the development.   

 Highway safety: to ensure the assumptions made in the submitted documentation were 
accurate in terms of whether the traffic counts were undertaken appropriately and at 
appropriate times and all relevant committed developments were taken into account; 
and 

 School capacity: To ensure that Authority’s earlier consideration still stand in terms of 
impacts on schools that would be affected by this proposal and whether this in turn 
would impact on the advice previously provided. 

 
The original report is included at the end of this report as Appendix 1, with the relevant extract 
from the update report presented to the Planning Committee at its meeting included as 
Appendix 2. 
 
AIR QUALITY 
 
The Environmental Protection Officer has responded to re-consultation on the issues raised at 
the last meeting of the Planning Committee as follows: -  
 
“I have reviewed our response which at the time was submitted following consideration of the 
Air Quality Assessment in consultation with another colleague as we were aware that there 
were air quality concerns associated with the development.   
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In our view, the report has been compiled in line with current guidance and although we do 
not have the capability in-house to reproduce the modelling, our professional view is that the 
conclusions are credible and can be relied on.  Whilst any development has the potential to 
impact on air quality with increased traffic, in reality, it generally takes a significantly larger 
amount of vehicles/HGV’s to have a discernible impact on air quality.  In addition, as is 
mentioned within the report, there will be a significant drop off in NOx levels away from the 
roadside.   
 
In this case, this means that existing properties any distance from the immediate roadside 
would not be significantly affected.  In terms of future occupants of the proposed development 
we are unable to determine at this stage whether any specific properties would be 
significantly affected as we do not have details of the final layout. This issue can be better 
determined at reserved matters stage when the layout is agreed.  However, it is likely that to 
minimise noise impact, the new houses would be sited away from the roadside and therefore 
would not be significantly impacted by traffic generated emissions.   
 
In addition, although we do not have any monitoring data from the specific development area, 
the consultants have modelled the potential impact using our closest monitoring results and 
modelled data from the Defra website which is in line with what we would expect.  In any 
event, levels of nitrogen dioxides are anticipated to fall over the coming years due to 
improvements in vehicle emissions and this is taken into account within the model.  The 
predictions within the report are that annual levels of NOx are predicted to be 18.2 µg/m3 and 
18.4µg/m3 compared to an annual objective of 40 µg/m3 

 
In brief, this means that existing air quality is well below the existing air quality standard. Air 
quality would remain well below this limit if the development were to go ahead and therefore, 
there are no reasons to consider that the proposed development would have such a 
significant impact on air quality that planning permission should be refused on air quality 
grounds.   
 
Since our comments were made however, the NPPF [National Planning Policy Framework] 
has been revised and the protection of air quality has increased further than simply 
compliance with Air Quality objectives.  There is now the requirement to identify any 
opportunities to improve air quality or to mitigate impacts (para 181).  There is therefore the 
opportunity to discuss with the applicant whether there is any potential to identify any 
additional initiatives intended to improve air quality into the scheme through traffic and travel 
management and green infrastructure provision and enhancement.  However, in view of the 
suggested air quality impact, I feel that there is not an evidenced-based reason to refuse 
planning permission on air quality grounds.” 
 

The above comments clearly re-iterate the Environmental Protection Officer’s view that 
planning permission should not be refused related to issues of Air Quality Impacts.  
 
Reference is made in those comments to paragraph 181 of the replacement NPPF that 
makes reference to the identification of additional initiatives intended to improve air quality 
into the scheme through traffic and travel management and green infrastructure provision and 
enhancement.  Whilst final details of any landscaping is a reserved matter, the general 
parameters proposed for the scheme, which is recommended to be controlled through a 
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condition, does allow for large areas of land to be maintained as amenity space.  Additionally 
conditions are recommended for biodiversity enhancements, including landscaping 
enhancements, along with measures for their implementation and ongoing management and 
maintenance that will have positive benefits in mitigating any air quality impacts. The 
applicant has since submitted an additional looking to encourage sustainable travel patterns 
and further reduce potential emissions from traffic generated by the development. 
 
In view of the comments of the Environmental Protection Officer and the measures that can 
secure appropriate mitigation for any air quality impacts under paragraph 181 of the 
replacement NPPF, it is considered that there are no grounds to refuse this application based 
on the impact of the development on air quality. 
 
HIGHWAY SAFETY 
 
The Highway Authority has referred to its earlier response written in response to similar 
concerns [in representations] being raised and have re-iterated that based on the information 
provided, there are no objections subject to the conditions previously provided being included 
in any consent. 
 
Those original comments relating to assumptions and highway capacity are: -  
 
“The applicant has submitted a Transport Statement (TS) in support of the application.  
Included in that Statement are details of anticipated vehicle movements generated by the site, 
existing traffic flows and accident data and assessment of the capacity of junctions in the 
vicinity. 
 
The anticipated trip rates are taken from the TRICS database and are considered to be 
sufficiently robust.  Analysis of the proposed junction confirms that capacity would not be an 
issue.  However, assessment of the Pinxton Lane/Mansfield Road junction indicates that the 
junction would exceed capacity with the development in place.  To mitigate the impact of the 
development, the applicant proposes a scheme to alter the kerb line at the junction and revise 
road markings to formalise a two lane approach to the junction, evidence in the TS supports 
this solution. 
 
Questions have been asked regarding the validity of the traffic count data included in the 
Statement.  The dates given for the counts were outside school holidays and are considered 
to be representative.” 
 
The above comments confirm that the impacts of the proposed development on highway 
safety conditions were appropriately assessed in the planning application documents and that 
impacts were properly identified and mitigation proposed to address this, all of which is 
proposed to be controlled through recommended conditions in the event that planning 
permission were to be granted. 
 
SCHOOL CAPACITY 
 
The Education Authority has responded as follows: -  
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“Further to your request for a review of the education contributions, please find below a 
reassessment. The previous consultation response provided in October 2017 requested 
contributions towards Kirkstead Junior School, now Kirkstead Junior Academy. The net 
capacity for this school has increased which along with a slight reduction in the pupils 
projections has impacted on the requirement for contributions.  
 
Assessing the Proposed Development 
The County Council has a statutory duty to make education provision available for each 
young person and elects where possible to provide a school place for each child at their 
normal area school(s). The number of places at the normal area school is assessed through a 
system provided by the Department of Education which produces a net capacity. The number 
on roll at a school reflects the number of pupils attending the school, and the difference 
between the net capacity and the number on roll is the number of places available or not 
available to accommodate future requests for places. 
 
Pupil numbers are calculated looking at the five year projection of numbers on roll based on 
birth rates (this projection does NOT include the impact of any new housing with planning 
permission or allocated in local plans) and then add the pupil yield from approved planning 
applications in the normal area of the school. The requirement for financial contributions 
towards education provision is therefore based on the net capacity and current number on roll 
as well as projected pupil numbers over the next five years.  
 
The level of contribution required is fair and reasonable in scale and kind and is determined 
using multipliers provided by the Department for Education based on their analysis of building 
costs per pupil adjusted to reflect regional variations in costs. These multipliers are revised 
annually in line with building cost inflation using the Building Cost Information Service All in 
Tender Price Index.  The thresholds and level of contribution required is set out below. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Primary Level 
The proposed development falls within and directly relates to the normal area of John King 
Infant Academy and Kirkstead Junior Academy. The proposed development of 65 dwellings 
would generate the need to provide for an additional 6 infant and 7 junior pupils. 
 
Infant: John King Infant Academy has a net capacity for 150 pupils, with 135 pupils currently 
on roll. The number of pupils on roll is projected to decrease during the next five years to 114. 
 
Analysis of shows there are no recently approved residential developments of 11 or above 

 
Per 100 
dwellings 

Cost per 
pupil 
place 

Cost per 
1 dwelling 

Cost per 
10 
dwellings 

Cost per 
100 
dwellings 

Primary 
school 

20 places £16,187.64 £3,237.53 £32,375.27 £323,752.70 

Secondary 
school 

15 places £24,391.73 £3,658.76 £36,587.60 £365,875.95 

Post-16 
education 

6 places £26,453.32 £1,587.20 £15,871.99 £158,719.92 
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units or over 1,000 square metres of floorspace within the normal area of John King Infant 
Academy. Therefore the current and future projected number of pupils on roll, together with 
the impact of approved planning applications shows that the normal area infant school would 
have sufficient capacity to accommodate the 6 infant pupils arising from the proposed 
development. 
 
Junior: Kirkstead Junior Academy has a net capacity for 240 pupils, with 220 pupils currently 
on roll. The number of pupils on roll is projected to increase during the next five years to 225. 
 
Analysis of shows there are no recently approved residential developments of 11 or above 
units or over 1,000 square metres of floorspace within the normal area of Kirkstead Junior 
Academy. Therefore the current and future projected number of pupils on roll, together with 
the impact of approved planning applications shows that the normal area junior school would 
have sufficient capacity to accommodate the 7 junior pupils arising from the proposed 
development. 
 
Secondary Level 
The proposed development falls within and directly relates to the normal area of Frederick 
Gent School. The proposed development of 65 dwellings would generate the need to provide 
for an additional 10 secondary pupils. 
 
Frederick Gent School has a net capacity for 969 pupils with 754 pupils currently on roll. The 
number of pupils on roll is projected to increase to 869 during the next five years. 
 
An evaluation of recently approved residential developments of 11 or above units or over 
1,000 square metres of floorspace within the normal area of Frederick Gent School shows 
new development totalling 81 dwellings, which would result in demand for an additional 12 
secondary places. 
 
Analysis of the current and future projected number of pupils on roll, together with the impact 
of approved planning applications shows that the normal area secondary school would have 
sufficient capacity to accommodate the 10 secondary pupils arising from the proposed 
development. 
 
Mitigation 
Current pupil numbers, projections and an analysis of recently approved planning 
applications indicate the relevant normal area primary and secondary school would have 
sufficient capacity within the next five years to accommodate the additional pupils arising from 
this development; therefore no Education S106 Contribution would be required at this time.” 
 
The above comments demonstrate that the Education Authority has fully reconsidered the 
impact on schools that could potentially be impacted by the proposed development, but in 
doing so, the most up to date evidence used by them shows that there is capacity within all 
schools such that they no longer consider that a financial contribution, as initially sought, can 
be justified.  In the absence of an evidenced need for additional school capacity resulting from 
this development any education contribution would not be compliant with government 
guidance on such matters and as such, should no longer be sought and should not be made 
a requirement of the grant of planning permission.  The recommendation below is therefore 
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amended to reflect this. 
 
 
 
FURTHER REPRESENTATION 
 
Since the drafting of the original and update reports that are included as Appendix 1 and 2, 
one further letter of representation has been received.  This letter re-iterated issues raised in 
the writer’s earlier representations in respect of highway safety and pollution and the loss of 
trees.  In the letter, comment is made of two recent accidents that resulted in gridlock in 
Pinxton for hours. That highlights the risk and reinforces the objection when one of those 
accidents occurred adjacent to the proposed site.  There is a suggestion in the letter that the 
writer has spoken with contractors who stated that all the trees and bushes would be removed 
when the new building work starts on the site. Whilst I accept that said contractors may be 
‘jumping to conclusions’, there is concern within the village that this reflects the fact that the 
application is now ‘a done deal’ and that the Planning Committee meeting is simply ‘a rubber 
stamp exercise’. It is indicated that villagers do not object to development but do object to the 
scale of this development, as it is not needed locally, and the village’s infrastructure cannot 
sustain it. 
 
Highway safety impacts are discussed earlier in this report and as advised by the Highway 
Authority, it is not considered that the proposals result in any unacceptable impacts. 
 
In response to other issues, the planning application does not proposed to remove all trees 
and bushes; whilst some would inevitably need to be removed to facilitate the development, 
the reserved matters application would have to consider the degree to which removals would 
be proposed and ensure that this would be appropriately mitigated. 
 
Conclusions 
From the above assessment, it is considered that any impacts on air quality, the highway 
network and education establishments have been appropriately considered either in the 
planning application documents and/or by the appropriate statutory consultees.  These 
processes have appropriately identified where impacts would arise and measures are 
recommended that appropriately mitigate those issues in planning terms. For this reason, it is 
concluded that a refusal of planning permission on any of these issues individually or 
collectively could not be sustained. 
 
Additionally, due to the revised advice from the Education Authority, there is no longer 
considered to be a justifiable requirement for education contributions to be sought or required, 
such that its previous inclusion has been removed from the recommendation. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
Defer decision and delegate approval to Planning Manager in consultation with Chairman and 
Vice-Chairman of Planning Committee subject to: 
 

A. Completion of S106 Planning Obligation to cover the heads of terms listed below; and 
 

B. Conditions deemed necessary including those set out below in draft form to be 
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formulated in full by the Planning Manager 
 
A. S106 Heads of Terms: 
 

 10% affordable housing;  

 Public art £10,000; and 
 Off-site leisure (£51,025 [65 dwellings x £785 per dwelling]. 

 
B. Conditions 
 
1.      Approval of the details of the layout, scale, appearance, means of access (except for 

the main access point to Alfreton Road) and landscaping (hereinafter called "the 
reserved matters") must be obtained from the Local Planning Authority in writing before 
any development is commenced. 

 
2.      Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the Local Planning 

Authority before the expiration of three years from the date of this permission and the 
development to which this permission relates shall be begun either before the 
expiration of three years from the date of this permission, or before the expiration of 
two years from the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be approved, 
whichever is the later. 

 
3.      This planning permission is for a maximum of 65 dwellings to be located generally in 

the location shown on the submitted Land Use Framework Drawing ref. BH172-01 rev. 
A, submitted on 12/10/18, and any reserved matters must demonstrate a layout and 
design that accords with the Council's adopted Housing Design Guide 'Successful 
Places: A Guide to Sustainable Housing Layout and Design'. 

 
4.      No development will take place until a detailed design and associated management 

and maintenance plan of surface water drainage for the site has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in accordance with: 

  
a)  Residential Development at Pinxton, Derbyshire Flood Risk Assessment and 

Outline Drainage Strategy, Reference: V-R6466/FRADS01 - Issue 1 (August, 
2017) and, 

b)  DEFRA's Non-statutory technical standards for sustainable drainage systems 
(March 2015). 

 
The approved drainage system must be implemented in accordance with the approved 
detailed design prior to the use of the building commencing. 

 
5.      Prior to commencement of the development, the applicant must submit for approval to 

the Local Planning Authority, 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 must be operating to the satisfaction of the Local Planning 
Authority, before the commencement of any works leading to increased surface water 
run-off from site, during the construction phase. 
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6.      Prior to the submission of any reserved matters planning application, a scheme of 

intrusive site investigations for the shallow coal workings and highwall must have been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority that must be 
carried out as approved.  Any subsequent Reserved Matters Planning Application must 
include: 

 
* the submission of a report of findings arising from both of the intrusive site 
investigations; 
* a layout plan which identifies an appropriate 'no build' zone for the highwall, if 
necessary; 
* a scheme of remedial works and mitigation measures, if necessary, for the 
shallow coal workings and highwall for approval;  

 
Any approved remedial works and mitigation measures must be implemented in full 
prior to the commencement of development, unless an alternative timescale for their 
implementation has previously been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. 

 
7.      Unless otherwise agreed by the Local Planning Authority, development other than that 

required to be carried out as part of an approved scheme of remediation must not 
commence until parts A - C of this condition have been complied with. If unexpected 
contamination is found after development has begun, development must be halted on 
that part of the site affected by the unexpected contamination to the extent specified by 
the Local Planning Authority in writing until part D of this condition has been complied 
with in relation to that contamination.  

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

 
 (i) a survey of the extent, scale and nature of contamination;  
 
 (ii) an assessment of the potential risks to:  

o human health,  
o property (existing or proposed) including buildings, crops, livestock, pets, 
woodland and service lines and pipes,  
o adjoining land,  
o groundwaters and surface waters,  
o ecological systems,  
o archaeological sites and ancient monuments;  

 
 (iii) an appraisal of remedial options, and proposal of the preferred option(s).  
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This must be conducted in accordance with DEFRA and the Environment Agency's 
'Model Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination, CLR 11'.  

 
B.  Submission of Remediation Scheme - A detailed remediation scheme to bring 
the site to a condition suitable for the intended use by removing unacceptable risks to 
human health, buildings and other property and the natural and historical environment 
must be prepared, and is subject to the approval in writing of the Local Planning 
Authority. The scheme must include all works to be undertaken, proposed remediation 
objectives and remediation criteria, timetable of works and site management 
procedures. The scheme must ensure that the site will not qualify as contaminated 
land under Part 2A of the Environmental Protection Act 1990 in relation to the intended 
use of the land after remediation.  

 
C.  Implementation of Approved Remediation Scheme - The approved remediation 
scheme must be carried out in accordance with its terms prior to the commencement of 
development other than that required to carry out remediation, unless otherwise 
agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The Local Planning Authority must 
be given two weeks written notification of commencement of the remediation scheme 
works.  

 
Following completion of measures identified in the approved remediation scheme, a 
verification report that demonstrates the effectiveness of the remediation carried out 
must be produced, and is subject to the approval in writing of the Local Planning 
Authority.  

 
D.  Reporting of Unexpected Contamination - In the event that contamination is 
found at any time when carrying out the approved development that was not previously 
identified it must be reported in writing immediately to the Local Planning Authority. An 
investigation and risk assessment must be undertaken in accordance with the 
requirements of part a, and where remediation is necessary a remediation scheme 
must be prepared in accordance with the requirements of part b, which is subject to the 
approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority.  

 
Following completion of measures identified in the approved remediation scheme a 
verification report must be prepared, which is subject to the approval in writing of the 
Local Planning Authority in accordance with part c. 

 
E.  Importation of soil - In the event that it is proposed to import soil onto site in 
connection with the development, the proposed soil must be sampled at source and 
analysed in a laboratory that is accredited under the MCERTS Chemical testing of Soil 
Scheme for all parameters requested (where this is available), the results of which 
must be submitted to the LPA for consideration.  Only the soil approved in writing by 
the LPA will be used on site. 

 
8.      Prior to the first occupation of the any dwelling hereby approved a scheme of sound 

insulation must have been submitted to and approved in writing the Local Planning 
Authority. The scheme must be designed following the completion of a sound survey 
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undertaken by a competent person. The scheme must take account of the need to 
provide adequate ventilation, which will be by mechanical means where an open 
window would not achieve the following criteria. The scheme must be designed to 
achieve the following criteria with the ventilation operating: 

 

 Bedrooms: 30 dB LAeq (15 Minutes) (2300 hrs - 0700 hrs) 

 Living/Bedrooms: 35 dB LAeq (15 Minutes) (0700 hrs - 2300 hrs) 

 All Other Habitable Rooms: 40 dB LAeq (15 Minutes) (0700 hrs - 2300 hrs) 
 

 All Habitable Rooms: 45 dB LAmax to occur no more than 6 times per hour 

 Any outdoor amenity areas: 55 dB LAeq (1 hour) (0700 hrs - 2300 hrs) 
 

Prior to the first occupation of any dwelling hereby approved the scheme as approved, 
insofar as it relates to that dwelling, must have been validated by a competent person 
and a validation report submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority. 

 
9.      Prior to the commencement of development a Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy as 

outlined in the submitted ecology report must have been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. Such approved measures must be 
implemented in full and maintained at all times thereafter. The Strategy should include 
as a minimum: 

- Provision of bat and bird boxes, 
- Ecologically beneficial landscaping and SuDS design, and 
- Maintenance of connectivity for hedgehogs throughout gardens and public 
open space, including permeable boundary treatments and fencing gaps. 

 
10.      Any reserved matters application must include details of the location and layout of an 

area of play space to be provided at a rate of at least 20m² per property as per policy 
HOU5 of the Bolsover District Local Plan and its supporting text (paragraph 3.47).  The 
details must include timescales for the provision of that facility and details for the long 
term management and maintenance for the space.  The open space must be provided 
in accordance with any details and timescales approved under this condition and be 
maintained thereafter in accordance with the agreed management and maintenance 
document. 

 
11.      Prior to the occupation of any dwelling, a scheme of management and maintenance for 

the lifetime of the development of any areas that do not form part of the individual 
curtilage of any dwelling, or part of any adopted highway or adopted drainage features, 
must have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  
The scheme must be implemented as approved. 

 
12.      Any reserved matters application must include a construction management plan or 

construction method statement for approval by the Local Planning Authority.  The 
approved plan/statement must be adhered to throughout the construction period.  The 
statement must provide for the storage of plant and materials, site accommodation, 
loading, unloading of goods' vehicles, parking of site operatives' and visitors' vehicles, 
routes for construction traffic, hours of operation, method of prevention of debris being 
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carried onto highway and any proposed temporary traffic restrictions. 
 
13.      No development will commence on site until the new access onto Alfreton Road has 

been constructed.  The access must be laid out generally in accordance with 
application drawing ADC1559/02 revP3, having a carriageway width of 5.5m, 2 x 2m 
footways, be constructed to base, provided with a 6m radii and visibility sightlines of 
2.4m x 43m in each direction, the area forward of which must be constructed as 
footway and taken into the highway. 

 
14.      Prior to the first occupation of any dwelling, the Alfreton Road footway along the entire 

site frontage must be reconstructed with a width of 2m, laid out and constructed in 
accordance with Derbyshire County Council's specifications for adopted highways. 

 
15.      Prior to the first occupation of any dwelling, the existing access onto West End must be 

permanently closed in accordance with details submitted and approved as part of any 
full or reserved matters application. 

 
16.      The new access onto Alfred Street must be restricted to pedestrians and cyclists only 

with no means of vehicular access between the new housing estate roads and the 
existing Alfred Street highway. 

 
17.      Any reserved matters application shall include full details for the proposed new 

pedestrian/cycleway between the new housing estate roads and Storth Lane.  The 
route must be laid out generally in the manner shown on drawing ref. ADC1559/004 
Rev. P4, constructed in accordance Derbyshire County Council’s specifications for 
adopted highways and the crossing points provided with visibility sightlines of 2m x 
51m to the south and 2m x 48m to the north.  The footpath link shall be provided in 
accordance with the details granted reserved matters approval not later than the 
occupation of 50% of the dwellings for which reserved matters approval is granted.  
Notwithstanding the submitted drawing and for the avoidance of doubt, a pedestrian 
guard barrier shall be provided at the point where the footpath/cycleway meets Storth 
Lane. 

 
18.      The gradients of any footpath or footpath/cycleway must not exceed 1 in 20. 
 
19.      Notwithstanding the submitted information, a subsequent reserved matters application 

must include detailed design of the internal layout, including gradients, within the site in 
accordance with the guidance contained in the 6Cs' Design Guide and the "Manual for 
Streets" document issued by the Departments for Transport and Environment and 
Local Government. 

 
20.      No dwelling will be occupied until the proposed new estate street, between it and the 

existing public highway, has been laid out in accordance with the approved application 
drawings, constructed to base level, drained and lit in accordance with the County 
Council's specification for new housing development roads. 

 
21.      Any full or reserved matters application should be accompanied by a swept path 

analysis to demonstrate that service and emergency vehicles can successfully enter 
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and manoeuvre within the site. 
 
22.      Prior to the first occupation of any dwelling, the Mansfield Road/Pinxton Lane highway 

mitigation must be completed generally in accordance with application drawing 
ADC1559/003 rev P2. 

 
Reasons for Conditions 
 
1.      To comply with the requirements of Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004. 
 
2.      To comply with the requirements of Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004. 
 
3.      To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the terms of the 

planning application documents and the Council's adopted design guide in order to 
ensure a development of appropriate scale and high quality design and in accordance 
with the objectives of policies GEN1 and GEN2 of the adopted Bolsover District 
Council Local Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
4.      To ensure that the proposed development does not increase onsite or offsite flood risk, 

ensure that the principles of sustainable drainage are incorporated into this proposal 
and sufficient detail of the construction, operation and maintenance of sustainable 
drainage systems is provided to the Local Planning Authority in advance of full 
planning consent being granted and in compliance with the requirements of policy 
GEN5 of the adopted Bolsover District Local Plan. 

 
5.      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 and in compliance with policy GEN5 of the 
adopted Bolsover District Local Plan. 

 
6.     To ensure the site is suitable for its intended use, to protect the quality of the water 

environment and in compliance with Policy GEN4 of the Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
7.      In order to protect public health and ecology and in compliance with Policies GEN1(6), 

GEN2(11 and 14), GEN4 and ENV5 of the Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
8.      To protect the amenity of future residents from airborne noise and in accordance with 

Policies GEN1(6) and GEN3 of the adopted Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
9.      In order to mitigate the biodiversity impacts of the development and in accordance with 

Policies GEN2(11) and ENV5 of the Bolsover District Local Plan, having regard to 
appearance issues under Policies GEN1(4) and GEN2(1) of that plan. 

 
10.      To ensure a satisfactory standard of informal recreation space is provided within a 

reasonable period in the interests of the amenity of future residents and in compliance 
with Policy HOU5 of the Bolsover District Local Plan. 
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11.      To ensure that any areas of incidental space are provided and maintained to a 

satisfactory standard for the lifetime of the development in the interests of the 
character and appearance of the development and the amenity of its residents and in 
compliance with Policies GEN1 and GEN2 of the Bolsover District Local Plan. 

 
12.      To ensure protection of the Principal Aquifer, public health, highway safety and ecology 

and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2, GEN4, ENV5 and ENV6 of the Bolsover 
District Local Plan. 

 
13.      In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 

Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
14.     In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 

Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
15.      In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 

Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
16.      In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 

Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
17.      In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 

Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
18.      In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 

Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
19.      In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 

Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
20.      In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 

Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
21. In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 

Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
22. In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 

Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
Statement of Decision Process 
 

1. In compliance with guidance the National Planning Policy Framework the Council has 
negotiated amendments in respect of highway safety, drainage and design to render 
the scheme acceptable in line with policies of that document and the adopted Bolsover 
District Local Plan. 

 
Notes 
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1. In respect of condition 3, whilst this seeks to contain dwellings to the area generally 

shown on the indicative layout plan, minor variations to this may be appropriate to 
facilitate appropriate infrastructure provision (i.e. SuDS drainage facilities and play 
space) and subject to achieving an appropriate design. In this respect, it must be noted 
that the submitted indicative layout drawing is not considered to be appropriate in that 
it is not considered to satisfy the Council's published housing layout and design 
guidance 'Successful Places'; any reserved matters planning application must be able 
to demonstrate compliance with that document and must also have regard to policy 
GEN11 (Development Adjoining the Settlement Framework Boundary) of the adopted 
Bolsover District Local Plan.  Additionally regard must be had to responses from 
consultees, in particular those of The Force Designing Out Crime Officer who has 
concerns about the indicative layout and the two consultation replies of this Council's 
Urban Design Officer.  Given the comments in these consultation responses, and the 
requirements of conditions of the planning permission relating to potential constraints, 
including noise and land stability, it cannot be assumed that it will definitely be possible 
to deliver 65 dwellings whilst meeting all of the associated requirements for the site.  
Please note that copies of consultation responses, along with copies of all other 
documents associated with this planning application can be viewed by searching on 
the application reference number on the planning application pages of this Council's 
website www.bolsover.gov.uk. 

 
2. In respect of any details submitted in connection with conditions 4 and 5, any 

developer must refer to the advisory notes of Derbyshire County Council's Flood Risk 
Management Team as included in its consultation response to this planning application 
dated 10th August 2018 that can be viewed on the Planning Application pages of the 
Council's website. Regard must also be had to the consultation response of this 
Council's Drainage Engineer submitted on 6th September 2017. 

 
3. In respect of condition 6, regard must be had to the content of the consultation 

response of the Coal Authority dated 4th September 2017. 
 

4. In respect of condition 8, regard must be had to the related advisory note in the 
consultation response of the Council's Environmental Protection Officer dated 26th 
September 2017.  Additionally, as advised by the Environmental Protection Officer and 
in the submitted Air Quality Assessment, any developer is encouraged to use low 
nitrogen oxide emitting boilers wherever possible and in line with good practice 
guidance; any gas fired boilers installed at the site should meet a minimum standard of 
<40mgNO/kWh. 

 
5. Best practice working measures should be followed to safeguard any badgers that may 

cross the site from time to time. This includes covering deep excavations (> 1 m) and 
providing ramps in shallow excavations (< 1 m). All open pipework greater than 200 
mm diameter should be capped at the end of each day and chemicals should be stored 
securely on site. These measures will also safeguard other urban mammals, including 
hedgehogs. 

 
6. Any lighting scheme should ensure that appropriate measures are taken to minimise 



22 
 

lightspill to hedgerows and newly created areas of open space in order to minimise the 
impacts on bats from any on site lighting provision. 

 
7. No vegetation clearance should 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 where necessary, 
appropriate measures to protect nesting bird interest on the site shall be implemented. 

 
8. The developer is encouraged to make separate enquiries with broadband providers in 

order to ensure that future occupants have access to sustainable communications 
infrastructure, and that appropriate thought is given to the choice and availability of 
providers which can offer high speed data connections. Any new development should 
be served by a superfast broadband connection unless it can be demonstrated through 
consultation with the network providers that this would not be possible, practical or 
economically viable.  More information on how to incorporate broadband services as 
part of the design of new development is available at the following website: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/ 

 
9. Any developer must consult Derbyshire County Council's Public Transport Unit 

regarding the potential need to relocate the bus stop and shelter as part of the scheme 
due to its relative proximity to the access. 

 
10. Whilst noting the offer of a footpath link parallel to the A38, this has not been made a 

requirement of this grant of planning permission and the grant of planning permission 
does not extend to the provision of that path; this is as that footpath provision is not 
considered to fairly and reasonably relate to the proposed development and not all the 
land necessary to provide that path was shown to be in the ownership and control of 
the applicant.  Should any developer, landowner or public body wish to make this 
footpath provision then this would require a separate grant of planning permission. 

 
11. Any reserved matters should make provision for car parking, which would normally be 

expected within each plot curtilage, for the parking of two vehicles for a 2 or 3 bedroom 
dwelling or three spaces for a 4 plus bedroom dwelling.  For the avoidance of doubt, 
where a garage is counted as a parking space, the internal dimensions should be not 
less than 3m x 6m.  Further guidance on car parking sizes can be found in the 
Council's adopted Design Guide 'Successful Places' that can be found on the Council's 
Website. 

 
12. For the avoidance of doubt, the works for the provision of new junctions with the 

highway will need to be the subject of an Agreement under Section 278 of the 
Highways Act 1980. 
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APPENDIX 1 – PLANNING COMMITTEE REPORT 24TH OCTOBER 2018 
 
PARISH Pinxton 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
APPLICATION Residential development of up to 65 dwellings with public open space 

and a cycle/pedestrian link to Storth Lane including access 
LOCATION  Land to The Rear Of 17 To 95 Alfreton Road, Pinxton  
APPLICANT  Hardwick Nominees Ltd  
APPLICATION NO.  17/00396/OUT          FILE NO.  PP-06269155   
CASE OFFICER   Mr Peter Sawdon  
DATE RECEIVED   3rd August 2017   
 
DELEGATED APPLICATION REFERRED TO COMMITTEE BY: Councillor Mary Dooley 
REASON: Concerns regarding highway safety and environmental impacts from additional 
traffic on already congested roads that carry large numbers of lorries. 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
SITE 
The application site extends to 3.14ha of land located at the northern end of Pinxton, between 
Alfreton Road on its north-eastern side, West End and Storth Lane on its southern side and 
the A38 on its western side (beyond an area of land also in the control of the applicant). This 
larger area of land also includes Alfred Street and George Street; and broadly speaking, 
residential properties back on to the site on three sides, with further open fields, also in the 
ownership  
 
The site rises generally upwards from south to north from a low point of @120m AOD in its 
south western corner and @128m in its south eastern corner up to@135m in its northern 
corner. 
 
PROPOSAL 
This outline planning application proposes the residential development of up to 65 dwellings 
with public open space and a cycle/pedestrian link to Storth Lane.  The application has all 
matters reserved for later consideration, with the exception of the means of access into the 
site, which is proposed to be taken from a single access point off Alfreton Road to the east of 
the site.  Additional pedestrian access is shown to Alfred Street and West End to the south, 
with the creation of a footpath and cycle link through a proposed area of open space to the 
west, linking onto Storth Lane. 
 
An indicative layout plan submitted with the planning application shows all dwellings located 
off a series of cul-de-sacs, with the majority taken off a single highway that would run through 
the centre of the site with development to either side of it.  Dwellings on the western flank are 
shown facing the proposed open space area to the west. 
 
The “valley” feature and land to the west, up to the A38, are outside the application area, and 
would be retained as undeveloped, open land. It is stated that the “valley” and its steep sides 
would be given over to the creation of semi-natural habitats, encouraging biodiversity. 
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The applicant is offering to establish a new recreational route from Storth Land through to 
Alfreton Road parallel with the A38. This offers connections to the existing bridleway which 
runs from the opposite side of Storth Lane, with potential to connect to the wider rights of way 
network (this is again outside of the identified planning application site area).  Notwithstanding 
this offer, it should be noted that this is not included in the planning application boundary as 
identified by the red line on the submitted site location plan, neither does the blue line on that 
plan (that indicates land in the ownership and/or control of the applicant) does not extend as 
far as the highway at the northern end of the site. 
 
In addition to the submitted application forms and drawings, the application is supported by 
the following documents: -  

 Coal Mining Risk Assessment  

 Noise Impact Assessment 

 Air Quality Assessment 

 Soils and Agricultural Quality  

 Arboricultural Survey  

 Access Feasibility Study 

 Transport Statement 

 Archaeological Desk Based Assessment 

 Geo-environmental Desk Study & Geotechnical Land Stability Report 

 Flood Risk Assessment and Outline Drainage Strategy 

 Biodiversity Survey and Report 

 Design and Access Statement 

 Ecological Phase 1 Habitat Survey   
 
AMENDMENTS 
Amended details submitted 11/4/18: -  

a)    C172-15-01 Additional Information - summarising the submissions below  
b)    FRA and Drainage Strategy update 
c)    Outline Drainage Strategy drawing ref RC6466.00.C Rev A, to accompany item b). 
d)    Pedestrian Access Layout Drawing ADC1559-DR-004 RevP1, showing the proposed 
cycle/pedestrian access on to the highway at the western end of the site 
e)    Letter from ADC Infrastructure to accompany item d) and respond to the comments of 
the Highway Authority 
f)    Site Constraints Map ref PINX-18-05 
g)    Indicative Site Layout drawing ref PINX-17-03 Rev D. 

 
Further amended details submitted 02/08/18: -  

a) C172-15-02 Additional Information - summarising the submissions below 
b) Letter providing a response to Derbyshire County Council Highways 
c) ADC1559 DR 004 P3 – Details of proposed pedestrian access onto Storth Lane 
d) Indicative Site Layout drawing ref PINX-17-03 Rev D 

 
Confirmation of S106 contributions offer 14/09/18 
 
Revised details for proposed footway/cycle access onto Alfreton Road – 09/10/18 
 
Revised plans to include footway/cycle access referred to above including Location Plan; 
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Block Plan/Existing Survey; Land Use Framework; and Indicative Layout – 12/10/18 
 
HISTORY (if relevant) 

 BLA364/3 - Refused as contrary to countryside protection policies that applied at that time 
15/05/1964 

 BLA573/6 – Refused as contrary to countryside protection policies that applied at that 
time; unnecessary due to an sufficient provision of residential developments in the area at 
that time; noise impacts from adjoining major highway and highway safety 23/08/1973 

 BOL1087/469 - Refused as contrary to countryside protection policies that applied at that 
time; unnecessary due to an overprovision of residential developments in the area at that 
time and highway safety 26/02/1988 

 BOL488/212 - Refused as contrary to countryside protection policies that applied at that 
time; unnecessary due to an overprovision of residential developments in the area at that 
time and highway safety 25/07/1988.  Subsequent appeal dismissed 8th February 1989 

 BOL.991/414 - Refused due to insufficient capacity at receiving water reclamation works, 
contrary to countryside protection policies that applied at that time; unnecessary due to an 
overprovision of residential developments in the area at that time and highway safety 
23/07/1993.  Subsequent appeal dismissed on 6/04/1994. 

 BOL9607/0280 – Housing development appealed due to non-determination of the 
planning application by the Council.  Dismissed on appeal on 17/02/1997 due to excess 
housing provision in the district and in the Pinxton sub-zone at that time.  It would close a 
gap between Pinxton and South Normanton; decision would be premature for this reason 
and it was for the impending replacement local plan to determine on the issue of 
settlement separation.  Resolved that an earlier issue in respect of water treatment works 
capacity had been resolved and that a safe access could be provided. 

 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
Derbyshire County Council (Flood Risk Management) – Conditions recommended 14/8/17.  
Confirmed that applicant has demonstrated that the site is unsuitable for SuDS drainage, with 
remainder of issues resolvable at reserved matters stage; applicant needs to ensure sufficient 
access to any attenuation ponds provided 26/5/18.  Confirmation of need to include requested 
conditions to reflect amended information 10/08/18 
 
Archaeologist - Although there are a number of strands of heritage interest within the site, 
none of them are of great significance, and I do not feel that there is a justification for further 
archaeological work under the policies at NPPF chapter 12. 24/08/2017 
 
Derbyshire County Council developer contributions – Seeking contribution of £79,793.07 
towards the provision of 7 junior places at Kirkstead Junior School to be achieved through 
remodelling to increase teaching accommodation.  Also seek an advisory note regarding 
connection to high speed broadband. 29/08/17 
 
Public Arts Officer – Seeking 1% public arts contribution 29/9/17 
 
Crime Prevention Design Advisor - No objections to the principle of residential development 
on this site.  Comments also provided on the indicative layout drawing. 29/08/2017 
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Highways England – No objections 31/8/17 
 
Coal Authority – No objections subject to conditions to require further investigation and 
potential remediation in line with recommendations of submitted Coal Mining Risk 
Assessment Report. 4/9/17 
 
BDC Engineer – 1. Subject to acceptance of the SUDS design by DCC (LLFA), we must 
ensure the developer submits an Operation and Maintenance Plan (in accordance with 
section 32 of the SUDS Manual) which provides details of the arrangements for the lifetime 
management and maintenance of the SUDS features together with contact details (a copy to 
be kept by Engineering Services). 2. The developer must ensure any temporary drainage 
arrangements during construction gives due consideration to the prevention of surface water 
runoff onto the public highway and neighbouring properties.  6/9/17 
 
BDC Planning Policy - a decision to approve the application would be acceptable from a 
policy perspective 14/9/17 
 
Environmental Health Officer – condition recommended regarding contamination and noise 
prevention 18/9/17 
 
Pinxton Parish Council - objecting on the grounds that there are already sufficient houses in 
Pinxton; and the Parish Council believe there is a lack of infrastructure for a development this 
size the development would be against the emerging plan. 27/9/17 
 
Leisure – Welcome the large areas of proposed open space and pedestrian and cycle links; 
proposed pedestrian links to Alfred Street and West End could be designed as emergency 
entry/exits and it is suggested these should be designed as pedestrian/cycle links to provide 
alternative accesses away from the main access.  Request contribution of £785 per dwelling 
(2017 prices) to invest in Hill Top Park, which is just over 400m walking distance from the 
proposed development. Any land adopted by the Council would need to be subject to a 
negotiated maintenance contribution. Also a contribution of £934 per dwelling (2017 prices) 
towards built and outdoor sports facilities is requested.  Suggestion that new recreation route 
on land parallel to A38 be developed to bridleway standard and could form part of a cycle 
route. 4/10/17 
 
Derbyshire Wildlife Trust – conditions recommended 4/10/17 
 
DCC (Highways) – Additional information requested 9/10/17.  Not all issues resolved, but 
consider a suitable scheme could be achieved.  Main unresolved issue is not demonstrating 
appropriate visibility for pedestrian/cycle link on to Storth Lane and recommend refusal on 
those grounds. 25/05.  Maintain earlier objection due to adequacy of visibility sightlines at 
pedestrian crossing Storth Lane, but consider this could be re-located to address this point.  
As all other matters are now acceptable, subject to resolving the Storth Lane crossing issue 
would recommend conditions 14/09/18  
 
Strategic Housing Officer – Seeking 10% affordable housing provision that should be 2 
bedroom (4 person) houses for social rent or affordable rent 11/10/17 
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Urban Designer – Recommends amendments 20/10/17 and provision of additional comments 
to agents response 24/11/17 
 
CCG – No comments received 
 
PUBLICITY  
By press advert, site notice and 84 neighbour letters. 38 letters of representation were 
received to initial publicity, with a further 9 representations received as a result of the re-
publicity undertaken on receipt of revised and amended details.  One of the letters received 
was on behalf of a local committee group called Pinxton Save Our Fields that is stated to 
have over 1050 Facebook members; it is stated that the general feeling of dismay regarding 
this application is palpable, with residents having very real and valid concerns. 
The comments in the letters of representation are summarised below: -  
 
Principle/Sustainability 
Would reduce the already depleted fields within the village and be detrimental to the area in 
various ways including environmentally.  Over the years there have been many other 
proposed developments on the site but all have been declined; why should this one be any 
different? Development proposals for this land have already been refused in 1973, 1994 and 
1996. Since then nothing has changed to make the development more viable. The most 
recent planning application in 1996 was appealed and refused by a Planning Inspector 
appointed by the Secretary of State for the Environment.  He stated 11 reasons for refusal 
including; overprovision of housing supply, harmful effects upon living conditions of 
neighbours, a detrimental effect to open land (ENV2), keeping the separation between and 
identify of South Normanton and Pinxton and noise pollution. These are all identical 
objections we have cited for this planning application, therefore is a case for refusal again.  
 
This site is important in that it allows Pinxton and South Normanton a level of separation from 
each other as is recommended in the Local Plan. Pinxton will lose valuable green space when 
HS2 is built and we should preserve what we can whilst we can. 
 
Pinxton is a dispersed settlement where development proposals should be considered very 
carefully: infilling could ruin the character of the village while estate development would 
overwhelm it can cause traffic generation. 
 
This land represents one of the last open areas of green belt between Pinxton and South 
Normanton and I feel it should remain for agricultural or grazing land rather than being 
earmarked for building land. If this green space is left as open space it can only help the air 
pollution which is already substantial in this existing heavily traffic congested area. 
 
There are lots of houses for sale in South Normanton and Pinxton; do we really need any 
more? Several of the houses on Alfreton Road have been for sale for over 6 months.  Right 
move shows between 37 and 39 dwellings for sale over recent weeks of a consistent and 
varied mix of housing to suit all social groups and budgets. 
 
It is understandable that new houses need to be built with the growing population of the U.K. 
however, at what point do local councils take a stand to say that these new dwellings will be 
at a detriment to the current community.   
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There are 55 vacant properties in Pinxton, of which 34 are long term; why should the Council 
agree to 65 more?  The new build development on George Street has ground to a halt with 
flooding in most of the trenches that have been built. 
 
The Council’s Local Plan dated October 2016 identifies that Pinxton does not require any 
further housing.  This was also echoed at a Bolsover District Council planning committee 
meeting in October 2016 by Rob Routledge stating that there is ‘No room for sustainable 
development in Pinxton’. And yet, this is the second time in 2017 that Pinxton’s residents 
have had to pull together to oppose a large and unnecessary housing development. ‘The 
Report on 5 Year supply for housing’ only states one necessary site for building development 
which is the land to the rear of the Rectory, Town Street in Pinxton showing only 11 dwellings 
needed this therefore indicates the 65 dwellings proposed are unsustainable and not 
necessary.   
 
We do not have a shortage of houses available in Pinxton Property. Fail to see the housing 
need for this number of extra houses in Pinxton when there have recently been 5 new 
bungalows built on the site of the former Greyhound Public House, the site owned by Smith & 
Co, on Wharf Road where the George Inn used to be has planned new housing waiting to be 
built and there are numerous homes for resale in the village. Rob Routledge, author of the 
Local Plan, states that there is no room for sustainable development in Pinxton. This 
application clearly contradicts this 5 year Plan.  The Council’s 5 Year Housing Supply report 
shows that the Council has a 5 year supply of deliverable houses.  What has changed since 
that report in October 2016 to now to justify 65 more houses? 
 
While we understand the plan is at draft stage, due to the extensive research and resource 
spent compiling the 5 year local plan, Mr Routledge's comments must hold serious weight. 
In The National Planning Policy Framework March 2012 Greg Clark MP (Minister for 
Planning) outlines the framework guidelines stating; 'Sustainable means ensuring that better 
lives for ourselves don't mean worse lives for future generations' 
 
We argue that Pinxton is a village and needs protecting as such from over development for 
our children. Green spaces are a cherished part of our community’s architecture and once 
gone we will never get them back. 
 
'Change for the better'- We fail to see what benefits this proposed development would bring to 
the village, the road infrastructure is already stretched, the local amenities are stretched and 
there is not a shortage of houses in the area. 
 
'Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined in 
accordance with the development plan'. The author of the 5 year plan stated that there was 
no room for sustainable development in Pinxton. This application is in direct contradiction the 
Bolsover 5 year plan and the NPPF. 
The NPPF explains the 3 dimensions to Sustainable development: 1 Economic, 2 Social and 
3 Environmental  
 
We strongly argue that this development is not Sustainable 
1 Economical - There will be no significant economic benefits to Pinxton. Looking at the size 
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of the majority of the proposed properties and the relatively low paid job market in Pinxton it is 
fair to say that most residents will need to commute to work. This coupled with the location 
within the village suggests that local shops/takeaways etc. in South Normanton will see the 
benefit from trade rather than those of Pinxton. 
 
2 Social- We have shown how the 5 year plan has stated that no new housing is required in 
Pinxton. We have evidence of the amount of housing that is already available to buy and rent 
in Pinxton. In terms of future proofing the village we are aware of our ageing population and 
aware that we have a limited job market. To attract people to our village we need to protect it. 
The green spaces and the fact that it is not over developed will make Pinxton an attractive 
location for potential home buyers for years to come. 
Pinxton is a strong community because we care about our village. We don't have much going 
for us, with a motorway to one boundary a dual carriage way to another and an industrial 
estate to the bottom, and of course the proposed H$2 line. What we do have is our sense of 
community and our green spaces. Over development will lead to a loss of the village 
community feel of Pinxton. It will be detrimental to the community 
 
3 Environmental- This development will not protect nor enhance the natural environment. It 
will remove a beautiful area of natural green land and replace it with buildings. We argue that 
air pollution is an issue around this area and have evidence that vegetation helps mitigate 
this. 
 
Bus services are so poor that if you have a job you need transport. Many journeys include 
multiple bus changes. Why is nothing being done about the bus service? 
 

We argue that this development would impact and reduce the boundary between Pinxton and 
South Normanton which is in contradiction with the Bolsover District Local Plan 2016.  The 
plan indicates a number of important open areas. The IDA's act as an extra constraint on 
most forms of development, providing a clear and strong statement as to where the 
settlements will be prevented from growing. Alfreton Road - South Normanton - Alfreton is 
listed as an important open area.  According to the plan these areas were drawn up: 'In order 
to prevent ribbon developments along highways linking towns and villages and to put a check 
an urban sprawl'. We have concerns that the positioning of this development would impact 
and reduce the boundary between Pinxton and South Normanton. 
 

Site is adjoining an identified Important open area in the 2016 Local Plan, therefore has 
specified this land as a buffer between settlements i.e. Broadmeadows and Pinxton, meaning 
urban sprawl will take place with this ribbon development along the highway if this 
development takes place.  Reference is made to the refusal of planning permission on land to 
the east of Alfreton Road as unacceptable development in an identified open break – this 
surely is a clear comparison to the proposed building plot and would lead to further merging of 
South Normanton, Broadmeadows and Pinxton, therefore is the case for refusal. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework identifies the need to protect areas of tranquillity and 
as Pinxton grows in size it is therefore reducing the green open space.  The proposed 
development site is not public land but it is an area that boosts this tranquillity and many of 
the properties that neighbour this plot take advantage of this area of green tranquil space.   
 
There is no clarity as to the height of the proposed buildings and the number of homes is 
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specified but their size (number of bedrooms and number of storeys) is not given; there is a 
suggestion of building 18 three-storey houses. The indicative layout document (dated July 
2017) is of interest as to the potential location of these particular houses but, as the Additional 
Information Document (C172-15-01) states, ‘It is important to note that the Indicative Layout 
plan does not form part of the details submitted for approval with this outline planning 
application. Details of layout - together with scale, appearance and landscaping – will be 
submitted for approval at the reserved matters stage’. Thus, there is no guarantee that 
existing properties on Alfred Street and Alfreton Road will not be adversely affected. 
 
Highway Safety 
Alfreton Road (B6019) is the only arterial road in and out of Pinxton and this proposed 
development feeds directly into that road close to two critical junctions. The two main 
junctions in Pinxton are already congested.  Other committed developments in South 
Normanton off Carnfield Hill will also add to problems at the Alfreton Road/Mansfield Road 
junction. It will add to the traffic problems and congestion by its proximity to the Town 
Street/Victoria Road/Brookhill Lane (traffic light controlled) junction and the Alfreton 
Road/West End junction. Congestion is already a problem at critical times of the day when 
traffic can be stacked back from the traffic lights on the Town Street junction. Traffic is often at 
a standstill.  53 additional vehicle movements in a peak hour (paragraph 8.4 of Report 
reference ADC1559 B (Transport Statement)) would increase the problems significantly.   
 
Whilst the Report states: 'traffic increases...can be adequately accommodated', the 
projections are, at best conservative, and, at worst, flawed. One of the dates on the traffic 
census figures submitted in the above report (particularly that monitoring northbound traffic 
flow on Alfreton Road) was 27/04/17 which covered the Easter school holiday and has not 
factored in the significant increase in vehicles using Alfreton Road during peak times to 
access Frederick Gent School, or those using Alfreton Road to access the Infant and Primary 
schools in Pinxton itself.  Traffic analysis should be based on normal working days and not 
Bank Holidays and School Holidays.   
 
The traffic survey submitted by the Applicants was taken on 1 December 2016 when the 
northbound A38 was closed in the afternoon due to an incident. All the surrounding roads, 
including West End and Alfreton road were gridlocked for several hours. This is not indicated 
on the report.  Normally, at peak times, there are traffic queues along West End to the A38 
overbridge.  
 
A traffic survey completed by BDC in 2015 identified Pinxton centre as an area of 
medium/high concern for congestion at peak times in the morning and afternoon, meaning 
that the delay per vehicle is between 1 minute 15 seconds and 2 minutes 30 between the 
times of 08:00 – 09:00 and 17:00 – 18:00.  Although this research was carried out over 2 
years ago this is a truer reflection of traffic through Pinxton.   
 
Access to personal drives can already be very difficult. 
 
Storth Lane is already used as a ‘rat run’ in times of congestion that will only be made worse. 
 
Access to the proposed site would mean the removal/re-siting of the north bound bus stop on 
Alfreton Road in order to provide access to the site. It is difficult to see where it could be 
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safely re-sited in the vicinity and provide safety for users of the bus stop and road. Will add 
significant difficulties for those wishing to access public transport from the areas this bus stop 
serves and the nearest alternative bus stop is a significant distance away, particularly for 
those on the estates off West End. Visibility splay drawing fails to show the bus stop. 
Question the accuracy of the report's statements on this. 
 
We would like to question why the Traffic statement makes reference to other transport 
infrastructure available to the site such as cycle paths but disregards the bus stops. We argue 
that moving/removal of the bus stops will impact on the public transport opportunities of both 
existing and potential new residents which is in contradiction of the NPPF. Both bus stop 
locations as they stand obviously impact on the visibility splay and will have potential to cause 
accidents should a new junction be built, we are confused why the applicant has not 
mentioned them on the Transport Statement. 
 
The reason for the large amount of vehicles is because Pinxton is virtually a large cul-de-sac 
with no through road, so every heavy and large vehicle has to use Town Street and Alfreton 
Road to gain access to the industrial estate. Most people rely on private cars.  Pinxton is 
crying out for another road to be built so this should be provided before more traffic 
movement is allowed. 
 
Alfreton Road is the main route for Pinxton's young people accessing Frederick Gents 
secondary School in South Normanton. Storth Lane is also used.  Footpaths are very narrow 
or non-existent at certain points.  Those parents concerned for their children's safety and 
taking their children to the school by car will flow out on to Alfreton Road and then Pinxton 
Lane and add to the congestion at the junction with Mansfield Road, South Normanton. 
Adding another junction to the pedestrian route will add to the dangers. Any children seeking 
to use bicycles as a means of access to the secondary school (or generally) will face 
significant hazards caused by the increased traffic levels and the significant numbers of 
articulated vehicles that already use Alfreton Road. There is no cycle route and riding on the 
pavement is an offence.  Hope that ‘speed restrictions’ would be necessary. 
 
West End junction is already dangerous, particularly at peak times and for school 
children/vulnerable adults, as well as vehicles. 
 
Main road is already a danger to walkers due to the heavy traffic that already exists that will 
only be made worse. 
 
Attempting to cross the road on a mobility scooter can sometimes take about 5 or 10 minutes. 
 
It is to be noted that the Surveyed Flows - AM Peak (Diagram 1) mentions 59 HGV two-way 
movements in the vicinity of the proposed exit from the site. Thus to suggest (paragraph 8.3) 
that 'There are good opportunities for cycle travel to and from the site' flies in the face of the 
hazards presented in its own traffic flow figures. 
 
Transport Statement shows the Alfreton Road/Pinxton Lane junction to get very close to 
capacity as a result of the development; concern with the proposed solution to widen to two 
lanes that are not adequately addressed in the statement including: a very busy bus stop 
used by school pupils at peak times with little space for this to be re-sited and stopping buses 
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add to the congestion; HGV traffic swinging into Pinxton Lane from Mansfield Road (from the 
motorway) require a very wide arc to navigate the junction (the state of the kerb on the corner 
provides ample evidence) that mitigates with the plan to provide two lanes unless those 
turning right out of Pinxton are put at risk of being hit by these HGVs; and the HGVs coming 
out of Pinxton would immediately remove any benefit of the two lanes by the length of their 
vehicle and the bend to the junction.  This road is the only way for HGV’s to access Pinxton 
industrial areas. 
 
Road is at saturation point with the large number of HGV’s, particularly with recent new 
developments, including Reader Cement that has resulted in many more HGV’s.  
Requirements for large vehicles often results in parked vehicles having to be moved to allow 
access and difficulties for two such vehicles to pass.  At least 4 cement lorries every hour.  
Lorries are getting larger and carrying heavier loads. 
 

Vehicular access would be more problematic. As residents we already have problems when 
leaving or accessing our residences onto an extremely narrow main road (Alfreton Road) 
which is currently subjected to countless Lorries and heavy traffic on a daily basis. This 
amount of traffic is already detrimental to residents attempting to leave or indeed gain access 
to their own properties and to have additional traffic from a large development would be totally 
unacceptable and unsafe. Although there are speed limit signs up they are not followed; 
speeding is already an issue. The installation of a speed warning sign on Alfreton Road 
indicates that speed is an issue. Adding more traffic to the area will make what is already 
dangerous road unbearable without further traffic calming measures introduced. 
 
Whilst the Transport Statement mentions three accidents which occurred away from the 
proposed new junction, this does not reflect other known non-reported accidents within the 
vicinity including not included in those figures: those involving speed; minor damage to 
property; where an accident did not involve the emergency services; regular damage to 
telephone infrastructure. These incidents will not show on accident figures. Thus, the report's 
figures are selected to present these proposals in their most favourable light. 
 
Object to the proposed access to the site off Storth Lane; an access from the development 
onto that road cannot be justified.  This is a very narrow road with bad bends and areas of no 
pavement. We question the safety of pedestrians accessing the site. We note the provision of 
some pavement to the applicants plan but there is still large areas along this road where a 
pedestrian will be forced to walk along the narrow road. This again calls into question the 
sustainability of the site. It should also be noted that 2 wide vehicles struggle to pass together 
along this road, this combined with the addition of a junction is a potential hazard. 
Residents who live on Storth Lane already experience problems accessing/exiting their 
properties more traffic will only add to the potential risk and compound the existing traffic 
issues. Havoc is already created on dustbin day. 
 
Major problems on local roads in the event of an accident on the A38 or M1; sometimes it is 
difficult to even get home.  
 
The proposed cycle/pedestrian link onto Storth Lane at the point where this is to come out, 
there is only room for one vehicle to pass at any time; there is no footpath for the link to come 
out on and it is on a corner. 
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The provision of a cycle path/pedestrian access to Storth Lane is a commendable addition to 
the original plans but is inadequate for a number of reasons. First, it assumes that 
pedestrians and cyclists would wish to use a route which does not take them to any of the 
amenities they would wish to access by such modes of transport. There are few public 
amenities (other than a footpath), no shops and no public transport points in this vicinity. It is 
acknowledged that access to the Frederick Gent School site could be gained by the footpath 
that runs alongside the A38, but this is unsuitable for cyclists and inadvisable for use by 
children after dark. Second, it recognizes the ‘pinch-point’ on Storth Lane (Additional 
information document C172-15-01 paragraph 2.2) but continues to suggest Alfred Street as 
an alternative exit from the site, which would bring cyclists down George Street and out onto 
Storth Lane/West End just south of that very pinch point where visibility is particularly poor. 
Third, the path/cycle track exits on to Storth Lane on the opposite side of the road from the 
pavement meaning that those using it as pedestrians would have to cross over the road on a 
bend just past the pinch-point described earlier. The alternative is to take the risk of walking in 
the direction of traffic flow to a particularly narrow point in the road. Fourth, local residents 
know this route along Storth Lane and West End to be a very busy route at key times, as it 
provides the only way for motorists to avoid the issues detailed above relating to Alfreton 
Road. Hardwick Nominees have provided no analysis of this traffic flow or capacity along this 
route where they are proposing to provide cycle and pedestrian access. This suggests it is 
little more than an afterthought. 
 
Fail to see the point of the cycle access onto Alfred Street as anyone wanting to travel to 
North West would use the proposed access further up Storth Lane. Anyone wanting to travel 
east would use the main exit.  There is only 1 legal exit route for cyclists traversing this cycle 
path from the proposed new development and this is via George Street. The access from 
George Street and onto Storth Lane is particularly perilous as there are no site lines and cars 
travel way in excess of the speed limit along this lane. Additionally there is no pavement to 
the north east and the road is particularly narrow at this point, meaning that pedestrian are 
severely at risk on this section so further foot traffic should not be encouraged. If the thought 
is that cyclists can use the jitty from Alfred Street to Storth Lane then this should not be 
allowed as this is a pedestrian route only and is certainly not wide enough to accommodate 
cyclists and pedestrians. 
 
One of the benefits of living on a cul-de-sac is the peacefulness it brings as there is not a lot 
of traffic movement, which allows ours and our neighbours’ children to play out on the street. 
Any additional traffic would be unwelcome as this would increase the dangers to the children 
and furthermore wherever push bikes can get motorcycles can also get. 
 
The path shown decanting onto West End will also be extremely hazardous for users coming 
from the proposed development. Once again this path is at 90 degrees to the main road and 
there are no sight lines and no footpath on that side of the road. 
 
Amenity 
The properties of Alfreton Road and West End residents would be subjected to a loss of 
privacy, loss of light, more health and crime fears and the pollution would be in excess when 
taking into account the pollution we are already subjected to from the A38 & the motorway. 
Noise and disturbance would be advanced during any construction and once the development 
is complete.  Noise will be generated by people, dogs and vehicles. 
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The submitted application will mean we will have to build a higher fence on the back of the 
rear of our property due to privacy and security concerns. This will not only be a personal cost 
but also restrict the view and lower the price of our property. 
 
Green outlook is particularly important.  Writers have disabilities and it is one of the few 
quieter open spaces. 
 
Houses will directly overlook garden at an elevated level which will limit daylight, create noise 
and more importantly remove privacy for my children.  Concern that the scale of the 
development will be overbearing to its existing neighbours. 
 
Will result in a huge loss of light in my rear garden and in the rooms which face towards the 
field and will also result in a very claustrophobic feel to this area. 
 
Due to having a busy main road on the front of the property the primary bedrooms are located 
on the rear. At the moment the rear of the property is quiet and idyllic. This development will 
increase noise on the rear. 
 
From the plans as they stand there is no indication as to the height of the proposed houses 
upon the plot. If there are three storey properties this would present an infringement of privacy 
and prevent light flow into existing properties. Number of bedrooms and number of storeys is 
not given on any drawings so no valid judgement can be made that these proposals will not 
affect the existing properties. 
 
Adding to pollution levels by removing some trees and adding extra vehicles will have a 
significant impact upon those resident in the area. The levels of airborne pollutants is 
particularly high and the quality of the air will be affected detrimentally by these proposed 
changes/developments.  The submitted air quality report acknowledges some exceedances of 
pollutant levels, but all of which are below; objector questions whether sufficient time has 
been spent carrying out the survey work and states that as the report is dated 21/04/17, this 
shows it was compiled during the schools Easter Holiday period, which begs the question as 
to when the analysis was undertaken and, for how long. It suggests that airborne pollutants 
are within present air quality guidelines without detailing the parameters of its own testing 
regime. This requires further examination at the least.  
 

Bolsover District Council’s AQM Annual Status Report 2017 shows that: -  
. Bolsover has 3 areas of concern - Junction 28 being a major focus for air management 
. There is a Quality Management area in South Normanton to monitor the air quality 
. Report shows a decrease to 361lg/m2 which is below the 40Ilg/m2 objective but it is still the 
highest is Bolsover 
 
This report states 'Officers of the Environmental Health team will continue to consider the 
impact on existing dwellings and ensure new dwellings are not constructed in areas of 
unacceptable air quality through planning system'.  Surely the highest air pollution levels in 
Bolsover would be deemed as unacceptable air quality? 
 
We have concerns that a new housing development built so close to the A38/Ml junction will 
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only add to the traffic and therefore the air quality issues around this area. The Junction off 
Alfreton road leading to the Ml Roundabout has become increasingly congested at peak 
times, realistically the majority of the new home owners will commute to work and use this 
route in and out of the village. 
 
The Forestry Commission Benefits of Green Infrastructure Evidence Note states that ‘The role 
of vegetation in mitigating the effects of air pollution has been highlighted as one particular 
benefit of urban green spaces. Vegetation intercepts airborne particulate matter, reducing 
concentrates in air, thereby improving air quality. This reduces the amount of PM exposure to 
humans and in turn reduces the incidence of respiratory illness'. 
 
This strengthens the argument that building on a vast area of vegetation in an area already 
affected by Air Pollution is counterproductive to the Council's objectives to decrease air 
pollution The Applicant's Air Quality Assessment (R17.9518/2/DW) argues the effects of the 
development will be 'negligible'.  We believe this report is at best naive at worst flawed. The 
proposed development will obviously increase traffic into the village; the field proposed for 
development is important to Pinxton; and the development will directly contradict the Council’s 
objectives to reduce air pollution in this area and should not be developed. 
 

Already have respiratory problems that will be made worse by increase in pollution.  
 
Loss of/blocking views. 
 
Will cast shade over rear garden. 
 
We feel Article 8 from the Human Rights Act which is the right to a private family life has not 
been considered and in fact the dwellings will breach our right to protection from noise and 
would encroach on our privacy.  At present we overlook the building plot meaning that the 
new houses will be directly facing into all of our bedroom windows and living/ family 
areas.  The new dwellings will also impinge on the use of our garden as they will have direct 
sight onto this.  
 
Opening up the field and developing a cycle path exposes my property which raises privacy 
and security concerns.  
 
Health 
The 2011 census states that Pinxton's residents who claim to be in very good health is below 
the National average and those claiming to be in very bad health is higher than the national 
average.  This could be for a lot of reasons, ageing community, social and economic factors 
but does our immediate Environment have any effect? Pinxton also has a higher than 
average cancer rate.  We argue that more research needs to be done into the reasons behind 
these issues to see if the causes are Environmental or Social. We will not be able to get the 
green space back once it has been developed. 
 
Pinxton is at the apex of the intersection of two major highways – the A38 and M1. There is 
now incontrovertible scientific evidence that air pollution from major highways is a major 
determinant of poor health. As predicted by scientific studies, residents of Pinxton also have a 
high rate of cancer.  
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The effects of pollution from highways can be mitigated by green spaces, as well as being an 
aid to good mental health, as has been accepted by the UK government. Therefore, the 
preservation of green space by not building behind Alfreton Road is an incontrovertible aid to 
better physical health of Pinxton, and building 65 houses on the field would be detrimental to 
the health of the community. This green space is effectively the ‘lungs’ of the area, and all 
experts recommend maintain green spaces. 
 
The following blog highlights the link between green space and positive health: 
Stephen Morton of Public Health England wrote in his Blog dated 9th November 2016 (in the 
run up to the conference - Transforming Mental Health and Dementia Provision with the 
Natural Environment) 'We know people who live in the areas within our cities and towns that 
hove more green or blue space have better mental health’. He continues ‘There is a wealth of 
evidence on how the public's health can be improved by increasing access to green/blue 
space and improving the quality of our natural environment'. We ask you to look at the impact 
to the residents who will be directly affected by the proposed development as their immediate 
outlook of open green space will be removed. Evidence suggests that their health will suffer 
because of this. We ask you also to consider the advice in The National Planning Policy 
Framework 'Avoid noise and giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health and quality of 
life as result of new development'. The loss of green space to the homes around the 
development will have a detrimental effect to the residents’ quality of health as demonstrated 
by Stephen Morton's report. 
 
The Council needs to be seen to be doing its best to ensure the health and safety of its 
residents and following through its plans to completion and manage the consequences 
afterwards in line with guidance and definitions. 
 
Infrastructure 
Pinxton is a small village with no capacity to accommodate additional residents.  GP services, 
local schools, library services and community centres etc. are already at capacity. Already 
waiting times of 2-3 weeks to see a GP.  
 
Overcrowded schooling. Kirkstead Junior School is now rated by OFSTED as "Special 
Measures" which is not only a representation of the school and its teachers but also of the 
local authority. The latest report stating "the local authority has not kept an effective check on 
the work of school leaders to make improvements." Frederick Gent School, half of which is 
made up of students from Pinxton is currently in a state of "requires improvement”. Fail to see 
how further increasing the number of students would help to turn this situation around. 
Frederick Gent Secondary School is failing due to rapidly increasing pupil numbers and has 
no room for expansion. Plans should be made to increase such facilities in line with the 
increased population and requirements of the NPPF.  Requires serious consideration for the 
long term detrimental implications this development would bring to the village and its 
residents by depleting the current overstretched services even further. 
 
Pinxton has very limited leisure and shopping facilities and is rapidly becoming a commuter 
village because of this. 
 
The access point is the bus stop for the 93 bus, which is half hourly in either direction – and 
inadequate for extra population needing to get to work.  Buses to Nottingham are a thin g of 
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the past, so some children cannot access colleges in that direction. 
 
Bolsover’s Green Space Strategy identified 2 areas of deficiency on the corner of Brookhill 
Industrial Estate, including the Showmen’s site and part of Woodfield Road.  Argue that if an 
area is lacking green spaces, can we afford to lose any more? 
 
NPPF states that Council’s must ‘identify and protect areas of tranquillity which have 
remained relatively undisturbed by noise and are prized for their recreation and amenity value 
for this reason’. Whilst the land is not public it is prized by local residents for its tranquillity.  
Many have chosen to live there for this reason. 
 
There are limited facilities in the local area as well as limited employment opportunities, an 
increase of population and unemployed individuals will only increase anti-social behaviour 
and problems for the local community. 
 
Wildlife/Biodiversity 
Devastation to natural British Wildlife; seems to be of little concern to business people.  Will 
result in the loss of a further field and impacts on foxes, rabbits, squirrels, field mice, 
hedgehogs, bats and birds. 
 
As it stands an abundance of wildlife currently reside in the proposed fields, with nature and 
wildlife constantly in the background of people's thoughts destroying this natural habitat would 
be a great loss. 
 
Drainage/Flood Risk 
The proposed site plans show what appears to be two ponds. Although the Background 
Paper 219774 - Opus Flood Risk Assessment states: 'The site lies within an area that has a 
"very low" risk of surface water flooding from overland flows caused by intense rainfall' this 
shows the inaccuracy of desk bound reports. Those of us overlooking the site know that 
drainage on the site is poor because of the nature of the soil on the land. At periods of heavy 
rainfall there can be significant amounts of lying water. The ponds and the poor drainage of 
the soil on the site could present problems of drainage and potential risks of flooding, 
particularly for residents on Alfred Street and West End. Note that further surveys are 
recommended, but questions the date of the survey of the existing ditch on site in June 2017 
as this was during one of the longest spells of hot/dry weather for some years.  Yet, it states, 
'Along the site boundary behind properties off Alfred Street and West End, the surveyor 
advised that the ground appeared to be waterlogged and boggy, indicating that water drained 
to and then ponded in these areas. It is not known whether water soaks into the ground from 
this area or floods nearby properties'. This matter remains unaddressed in any of the plans 
submitted to the Council. In addition the Access, Planning and Design Statement states in 
paragraph 2.7 (page 3) that the land: 'has steeply sloping sides, and whilst much of it is dry 
for most of the year, parts do show signs of springs emerging. This "valley" takes some 
surface water runoff from the land southwards'. Whilst this area described lies outside of the 
proposed building site, it may impact upon the likelihood of potential flooding by the emerging 
springs and the surface water run-off into the proposed site. 
 
The land to the rear of my property is subject to flooding and is not level ground which would 
require substantial development. I have concerns that any substantial excavation of the land 
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could cause subsidence to properties within the vicinity as they border this area. We have 
witnessed regular flooding downhill from Alfreton Road through our property into the field 
behind that is the subject of this application. Therefore, the proposed houses would be 
subject to flooding. 
 
Importantly, paving and building on large areas of the field will also naturally disturb the 
natural water flow and drainage in and from the field. By preventing natural water absorption 
by the field, paving and building will cause further propensity to flooding in the village below 
the proposed development, and difficulty for the waste water handling of the village. 
 
The sewers are over stressed, as they were built for Victorian times, and mot for modern 
sanitation systems. The sewerage system would not be able to cope with the extra properties 
without major upgrade. Has anyone checked the sewers? The area near the sewage farm is 
usually flooded after heavy rain. 
 
Photographs submitted showing waterlogged ground to the rear of dwellings on Alfred Street 
and photographs showing water running through the site of 16 West end, resulting in debris  
water and associated debris issuing onto the highway that is seen as a significant hazard to 
motorists. Note that Flood Risk Assessment & Outline Drainage Strategy plans to mitigate 
against the effect of 1 in 100 year flood event. 1 in 100-year flood event events seem to be 
happening a lot more frequently than their title would suggest. Due to the effects of climate 
change our weather is becoming less seasonal and much wetter. The survey carried out was 
undertaken during one of the driest periods in many years; this is the first time in many that 
the ground is dry enough to walk on. At times of torrential rain there are small tributaries 
running down the ancient furrows, of the former ridge and furrow field, which congregate in 
the area outside the rear of my property to form a significant stream, which then runs along 
the bock of the houses on Alfred Street. This feature forms in spite of the huge soakaway 
effect of the field. If this area was to be developed over with a 'hard' landscape, it is likely to 
greatly exacerbate this problem and give rise to a potential flooding problem for the residents 
of Alfred Street. 
 
Drainage reports are not user friendly. The use of two ponds to help alleviate the problem will 
create health and safety problems unless they are properly maintained. I am assuming that 
there will be families in the development in which case the ponds will need to be fenced off 
and the fencing will need to be maintained. Whose responsibility this will be on an ongoing 
basis? Additionally, stagnant water is a health hazard particularly in the summer months. Is 
the company going to ensure that the water is kept oxygenated and in good order? 
 
Pond A in particular is adjacent to the main road through the site, and Alfred Street where the 
proposed cycle and pedestrian access points would be located. This makes it very visible and 
a serious danger, unless it is situated underground. 
 
In order to compensate for the surface water run-off into pond B, this would place 
considerable reliance upon the hydrobrake flow control system. I feel that some planning 
safeguards need to be in place to ensure that piping from this system has the capacity to 
cope with any extreme flow that might be encountered in severe conditions. This is borne out 
by the comment in the DCC paper (2227249) which states, ‘Should the application progress 
the LLFA would expect further details of how the on-site surface water drainage systems shall 
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be maintained and managed after completion and for the lifetime of the development to 
ensure the features remain functional’. For this reason, I ask who would be responsible for 
ensuring ‘the features remain functional’ for this and all other aspects of this complex planning 
application and its outcome as I suspect the burden will fall upon Bolsover District Council. 
 
The design shows attenuation ponds at the north of Alfred Street and to the rear of properties 
on West End. These ponds could significantly increase the flood potential for the properties 
surrounding them if they are either not properly designed (especially given the wet conditions 
we face in the future) or they are not properly maintained. There is no mention of who be 
maintaining these ponds and connecting infrastructure. Will there be an agreement for the 
developers to maintain these features in perpetuity? 
 
Land Stability 
Question of the old opencast, that the Coal Authority is aware of?  Has anyone checked with 
the Coal Authority as to where this took place? 
 
Other  
The revised plans do not address concerns previously raised. 
 
Concerned at lack of notification of the planning application. 
 
Property would be devalued 
 
Applicant owns 89 Alfreton Road that is rented. Understood that applicant’s intention was to 
demolish it to allow an access road to the land to the rear of the properties for any housing 
development; assume that there is no proposal for a planned access road between 87 and 91 
Alfreton Road? If there was, neighbour would oppose any attempt to make changes to this 
boundary Any proposed access alongside the writer’s would be opposed due to pollution, 
noise, property devaluation, loss of privacy and road safety to name but a few.  Whilst aware 
that the land to the rear of these properties is not part of the current proposal, considers that 
planning for a similar development will be imminent as past experience dictates. 
 
Hope the Council is prepared for a barrage of Council Tax rebate claims and money has been 
set aside for this. 
 
The initial planning application indicated that possible matters that may need to be covered by 
S106 Planning Obligation would be: -  

a. Affordable housing 
b. Off–site junction improvements 
c. Provision of the Semi-natural greenspace / nature conservation area adjacent to the 

development 
d. Contribution to equipped play areas off-site 
e. Future management of informal open space provided by the development 
f. Provision of a pedestrian / cycle link from the development through to Storth Lane 
g. Provision of a new recreational route parallel to the A38 
h. Contributions towards educational places in the area 

 
POLICY 
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Bolsover District Local Plan (BDLP) 
The Bolsover District Local Plan (2000) planned for the period March 1995 to March 2005 and 
made sufficient allocations for development within this period and extended the settlement 
frameworks of the relevant settlements accordingly. The site in question is within the 
settlement framework for Pinxton and so development in principal is acceptable. 
 
Therefore, the following saved policies in the adopted Local Plan have relevance to this 
application: 
 
GEN 1 – Minimum Requirements for Development 
GEN 2 – Impact of Development on the Environment 
GEN 4 – Development on Contaminated Land 
GEN 5 – Land Drainage 
GEN 6 – Sewerage and Sewage Disposal 
GEN 7 – Land Stability 
GEN 8 – Settlement Frameworks 
GEN 10 – Important Open Areas 
GEN 11 – Development Adjoining the Settlement Framework Boundary 
GEN 17 – Public Art 
HOU 2 – Location of Housing Sites  
HOU 5 – Outdoor Recreation and Play Space Provision for New Housing          

Developments  
HOU 6 – Affordable Housing  
TRA 1 – Location of New Development 
TRA 10 – Traffic Management 
TRA 13 – Provision for Cyclists 
TRA 15 – Design of Roads and Paths to Serve New Development 
ENV 5 – Nature Conservation Interests throughout the District 
ENV 8 – Development affecting Trees and Hedgerows 
 

Emerging Local Plan (at Publication Stage)  
Paragraph 216 of the Framework says Local planning authorities may give weight to relevant 
policies in emerging plans according to: 

•the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced the preparation, the 
greater the weight that may be given); 
•the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies (the less 
significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may be given); and 
•the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to the policies in 
this Framework (the closer the policies in the emerging plan to the policies in the 
Framework, the greater the weight that may be given). 

 
In October 2016, the Council published the Consultation Draft Local Plan and in April 2018, 
the Council brought forward the publication version of this emerging plan.  Relevant policies 
are as follows: -  
 
Policy SS1: Sustainable Development 
Policy SS2: Scale of Development 
Policy SS3: Spatial Strategy and Scale of Development  
Policy LC1: Housing Allocations  
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Policy LC2: Affordable Housing through Market Housing  
Policy LC3: Type and Mix of Housing 
Policy SC1: Development within the Development Envelope 
Policy SC2: Sustainable Design and Construction 
Policy SC3: High Quality Development 
Policy SC9: Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
Policy SC10: Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows 
Policy SC11: Environmental Quality (Amenity) 
Policy SC12: Air Quality 
Policy SC13: Water Quality 
Policy SC14: Contaminated and Unstable Land 
Policy SC15: Hazardous Installations 
Policy ITCR5: Green Space and Play Provision Policy  
Policy ITCR7: Playing Pitches 
Policy ITCR10: Supporting Sustainable Transport Patterns  
Policy ITCR11: Parking Provision 
Policy II1: Plan Delivery and the Role of Developer Contributions  
 
National Planning Policy Framework 
The replacement National Planning Policy Framework (‘the Framework’) was published on 
and states that the policies of that framework should be taken into account from that date.  
The relevant parts of the framework include: -  
 
Section 2: Achieving sustainable development, including at Paragraph 11 the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development 
Section 3: Plan Making: Includes Paragraph 34: Developer Contributions and Paragraph 48: 
Status of Development Plan. 
Section 5: Delivering a sufficient supply of homes. 
Section 8: Promoting healthy and safe communities 
Section 9: Promoting Sustainable Transport 
Section 11: Making effective use of land 
Section 12: Achieving well designed places 
Section 14: Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change 
Section 15: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 
Annexe 1: Implementation – refers to the weight to be given to relevant policies in existing 
plans and relevant policies in emerging plans. 
 
Other (specify): Adopted Design Guide 'Successful Places'  
 
ASSESSMENT 
 
The principal policies in the adopted Plan relevant to the location and supply of new 
residential development are GEN 8 – Settlement Frameworks and HOU 2 – Location of 
Housing Sites. In light of the Council being able to demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable 
housing sites, these policies should be considered up-to-date. 
 
In principle, this site is in compliance with broad locational policies of both the existing 
adopted plan and emerging plan in that the area proposed for housing development is shown 
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within the settlement framework for Pinxton in the adopted Local Plan and is shown as a 
proposed allocated site within the development envelope in the emerging plan (Policies LC1 
and SC1 relate). This location is considered in general terms to represent a suitable location 
for new development, as one of the District’s large villages and more sustainable settlements. 
 
The western edge of the site is designated an Important Open Area in the adopted and 
emerging Local Plans. However, this application seeks to retain this open space, as well as 
provide a further area of informal open space and semi-natural green space, thus complying 
with the relevant policies of both the adopted and emerging plans in this respect. The 
proposed pedestrian/cycle link to Storth Lane is also welcomed to improve connectivity, 
especially to the proposed Greenway to the west of Storth Lane as proposed in the emerging 
Local Plan. 
 
Agricultural land Quality 
The agricultural quality of the land is mainly sub-grade 3a with smaller areas of 3b, variably 
limited by wetness and/or slope.  Policy ENV2 of the adopted Local Plan and Policy SS1of the 
emerging plan aims to protect the best grades of agricultural land. The site is classed as 
grades 3a and 3b; 3a is at the lower end of the best and most versatile land whereas 3b does 
not fall within this classification.   This policy is compatible with the NPPF which states that 
local authorities should direct development towards the poorest grade of agricultural land. 
Notwithstanding this statement, there is a tension between safeguarding good quality 
agricultural land and the wider objective of delivering sustainable development as required by 
the NPPF.  Given the quality of parts of the site are at the lowest classification for best and 
most versatile land, with the remainder falling outside of that classification, there is not 
considered to be a significant impact from its loss that would outweigh the delivery of new 
housing development, that itself is in line with policy principles in terms of the location for new 
housing.    
 
Layout and Design 
As an outline planning application, layout and design is reserved for later approval.  The 
submitted indicative layout drawing is not considered to be appropriate nor does it comply 
with the Council’s published housing layout and design guidelines although the general areas 
for housing and associated open space provision are considered appropriate. 
 
The proposals for footpath and cycle links to adjoining highways is also considered a positive 
benefit to the scheme to provide permeability and connectivity to and with the existing 
community around the site and will also provide alternative footpath and cycle routes (through 
this site) that would potentially reduce the need to travel along part or all of West End for 
some users, which has several areas with substandard footpath provision and narrow 
carriageways. 
 
The Police Designing Out Crime Officer has also raised issues with some of the details on the 
indicative layout drawing as well as providing other general comments regarding crime 
prevention.   
 
An advisory note that draws attention to the need for any development to have appropriate 
regard to the published guidelines and designing out crime issues is recommended in the 
event that planning permission is granted. 
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The site would involve the creation of a new settlement edge such that policy GEN11 
(Development Adjoining the Settlement Framework Boundary) applies.  Again this is 
something that can be addressed at reserved matters stage and can be referred to in the 
recommended advisory note. 
 
Highways and Transportation 
The Highway Authority has confirmed that is it satisfied with the content of the submitted 
Transport Statement and in noting the comments made in representations about the timing for 
survey dates, the Highway Authority considers that these are suitably representative.   
 
The applicants have clarified issues with the Highway Authority that as now accepted that the 
main access and the non-vehicular access to Alfred Street are acceptable subject to final 
design details.  An outstanding matter relates to the provision of the pedestrian and cycle 
access onto Storth Lane.  The Highway Authority see the benefits of delivering this link to that 
highway that would add to the sustainability of the site by providing alternative access links for 
means other than the private car albeit the available visibility to and from pedestrians could 
lead to highway safety problems. Despite this however, the Highway Authority have stated 
that they consider an alternative layout to provide a footpath link to join the proposed link to 
the existing footway on Storth Lane to the north would be likely to overcome their concerns.   
 
As a result of this amended details were submitted very recently, such that at the time of 
preparing this report the comments of the Highway Authority to those details are still awaited.  
An update to deal with this issue will be provided to the planning committee when it meets to 
consider this planning application.  As the Highway Authority considered that this matter was 
likely resolvable, it has suggested conditions for inclusion in the event that planning 
permission is granted.  For the most part the conditions are acceptable, subject to minor 
wording changes with the exception of the suggested condition relating to the Storth Lane link 
that will need amending to reflect the amended submission and also that for proposed car 
parking; as this is an issue for consideration at reserved matters stage, this is proposed to be 
included as an advisory note to guide the reserved matters submission. 
 
Environmental Health (Contamination) 
The submitted desk study has identified areas where further intrusive investigation will be 
required and on this basis has recommended the inclusion of a condition on any planning 
permission requiring further studies to establish the extent of any contamination and where 
necessary, appropriate mitigation.    
 
Environmental Health (Noise) 
Noise survey information has been submitted given the sites location adjacent to the A38 and 
some parts of the site would have noise exceedances that will need mitigation, but the 
Environmental Protection Officer has indicated that a scheme could be submitted that would 
be acceptable and has recommended a condition to be included on any planning permission 
that may be issued.   
  
Environmental Health (Air Quality) 
Based on a review of the Air Quality report and the Transport assessment, the Environmental 
Protection Officer considers that it is unlikely that the amount of extra houses and associated 
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vehicles will have a significant impact on air quality in the area which is currently at an 
acceptable level based on current NOx monitoring in the area.   
 
Biodiversity 
The Derbyshire Wildlife Trust has reviewed the submitted habitat survey document that 
makes the following points in its assessment: -  

 The site is considered unlikely to support amphibians due to the absence of 
waterbodies within 500 m. No amphibians were recorded when potential refugia was 
checked during the Phase 1 habitat survey. 

 No evidence of badger activity was recorded on site, although individuals could cross 
the site from time to time. 

 None of the trees or buildings on site display potential bat roost features. 

 Site habitats are likely to support common bird species, with nesting and foraging 
opportunities. Only Green List species were noted on the day of survey. 

 The heavily grazed nature of the grassland, in combination with barriers to dispersal in 
the local area, reduce the likelihood of use by reptiles. None were recorded when 
potential refugia was checked during the Phase 1 habitat survey. 

 There is no suitable habitat for otter or water vole on, or close to, the site. 

 The habitats on site are considered unlikely to support any notable invertebrates. 
 
The Trust state that the habitat of highest ecological value is considered to be the hedgerow 
on the northern boundary. Whilst species-poor, it comprises native species and appears well-
established. This is shown as retained within the Indicative Layout which is welcomed by the 
Trust that advises that no additional surveys are required.   
 
The Trust recommend several conditions relating to protection of badgers, birds and bats and 
a requirement for a biodiversity enhancement strategy, as was recommended in the 
submitted Habitat Survey.  Notwithstanding the requested conditions, given there is no 
evidence of bat or badger activity identified at the site, these conditions would be 
unreasonable and are not agreed to.  The condition relating to bird protection duplicates the 
requirements of other legislation and so again is unnecessary.  Advisory notes can be 
included in respect of these issues.  It is recommended that a biodiversity enhancement 
condition is included to ensure that net biodiversity is achieved in line with requirements of 
adopted and emerging policy and guidance contained in the NPPF. 
 
Drainage 
The Flood Authority (Derbyshire County Council) has confirmed that the applicant has carried 
out soakaway testing to show that the site is unsuitable for the use of infiltration techniques.  
They raise no objections and recommend conditions relating to the approval of a final detailed 
drainage scheme and managing surface water run off during any construction phase, along 
with advisory notes.  The suggested conditions also deal with the suggested controls included 
in the consultation response of the Council’s Engineer. 
 
Archaeology 
Based on the submitted archaeological desk-based assessment of the site, the Archaeologist 
has advised that although there are a number of strands of heritage interest within the site, 
none of them are of great significance, and there is no justification for further archaeological 
work. 
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Land Stability 
The Coal Authority agrees with recommendations contained in the submitted Coal Mining 
Risk Assessment Report that coal mining legacy potentially poses a risk to the proposed 
development and that intrusive site investigation works should be undertaken prior to 
development in order to establish the exact situation regarding coal mining legacy issues on 
the site.  On this basis The Coal Authority recommends a Condition to secure that this is 
undertaken that is proposed to be included in a slightly amended form. 
 
Affordable Housing 
The Strategic Housing Officer has stated that there is a need for affordable housing in the 
district, as demonstrated by the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2013 which estimated 
that 533 units of affordable housing would be required each year 2013-18 to fully meet 
housing need. In the South Normanton sub market area, which includes Pinxton, 104 units 
are required each year, although around 65 households will most likely find their own 
accommodation in the Private Rented Sector supported by Local Housing Allowance.  On this 
basis, a 10% provision is sought that should be owned and managed by a Registered 
Provider. 
 
The applicant has agreed to this provision that will have to be secured through the completion 
of a S106 Planning Obligation. 
 
Recreation and Leisure 
The Leisure Officer initially sought contributions to offsite provision for both informal 
neighbourhood open space and formal open space, as required and defined in policy HOU5 
(Outdoor Recreation and Play Space Provision For New Housing Developments) of the 
adopted Bolsover District Local Plan.  Despite this, it became apparent that the Hill Top play 
area where the contribution to informal open space would have been invested would have 
been over the normally required 400m walking distance of almost all dwellings on the 
development; additionally, the route to that play area would involve crossing a main road with 
limited pedestrian facilities on parts of its length and so was not deemed to be appropriate.  
For this reason it has been agreed with the applicant that any provision for informal play 
needs to be made on site, in line with requirements of policy HOU5, and a condition to this 
effect is proposed for inclusion. 
 
In respect of formal provision, the applicant has agreed to make the required financial 
contributions (£971 per dwelling) that will need to be secured as part of a S106 Planning 
Obligation. 
 
The inclusion of a condition and the completion of the legal agreement will ensure compliance 
with policy HOU5 of the adopted Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
The Leisure Officer also welcomes the provision of the proposed semi-natural greenspace / 
nature conservation area as shown on the submitted drawings.    
 
The Leisure Officer has also welcomes the provision of the proposed footway links from the 
housing development to the adjoining roads and has made comments on the construction 
details of these access points.  The final layout and design of these connections will need to 
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be subject to further submissions and consideration at reserved matters stage. 
 
In considering the offer of the new recreational route parallel to the A38, that is welcomed by 
the Leisure Officer, as stated earlier this is not in the planning application site boundary nor is 
sufficient shown to connect this to a public highway.  Additionally, the route is physically 
separate from the planning application site and is not directly related to the proposed housing 
development as it does not provide any direct links to it.  There is no policy requirement for 
the footpath link related to the application land and the only relationship it has to that land is 
that it is in the ownership of the applicant.  For these reasons, whilst it would be desirable for 
the footpath to be provided, it is not considered that this fairly and reasonably relates to the 
proposed development, the development could not be refused without its provision and as 
such, no weight can be attributed to that offer in considering whether or not to grant planning 
permission and should not be made a requirement of any planning permission that may be 
issued.  Should the developer wish to make the footpath provision by itself or in partnership 
with a public body, then this would need to be subject to a separate planning application and 
a note to this effect is recommended for inclusion. 

 
Public Art 
The Leisure Officer has also sought a ‘Percent for Art’ contribution and the applicant has 
made an offer of £10,000.   
 
Whilst acknowledging that this is below 1% of the development cost, attention is drawn to 
emerging Policy SC3: High Quality Development that once adopted would only require 
contributions for sites in excess of 100 dwellings or has a site area greater than 3ha. This site 
would accommodate well under the 100 dwelling threshold, and whilst its total red line area 
comes in at @3.14ha, a large proportion of this is informal amenity open space that at 0.56ha 
is considered to be a benefit in itself.  
 
Taking these factors into account, and considering adopted policy is worded to seek to 
negotiate a sum, rather than as an absolute requirement, it is considered that the offer of 
£10,000 is reasonable and should be considered to be acceptable and will need to be 
secured through a S106 Planning Obligation. 
 
Education 
Derbyshire County Council as Education Authority is seeking contribution of £79,793.07 
towards the provision of 7 junior places at Kirkstead Junior School to be achieved through 
remodelling to increase teaching accommodation.  The applicant has agreed to this 
contribution that will need to form part of the proposed S106 Planning Obligation. 
 
Comments in representations (not already covered in the above assessment) 
Objections claim that approval of the development would contravene the Human Rights Act.  
However it has generally been established in case law that that a normal planning balancing 
exercises would be enough to satisfy Convention requirements. There are no unusual 
impacts anticipated from the development that would indicate that the normal balance of 
planning issues is not applicable. 
 
A representation raises concerns about adequacy of publicity.  This letter was received before 
formal publicity had been undertaken, but the property wasn’t notified directly as the dwelling 
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does not have a shared boundary with the planning application site (in accordance with 
consultation practice and procedures).  Publicity has been carried out in accordance with the 
Council’s normal procedures including press advert, site notices and neighbour letters. 
 
Members will be aware that impact on property value is not considered to be a material 
planning consideration. 
 
Conclusions 
This site is for residential development within the identified settlement framework of both the 
adopted and proposed replacement Local Plans and would form a logical extension to the 
current built form of Pinxton.  Whilst the proposal will have impacts it is considered that those 
impacts can be suitably controlled and mitigated by means of conditions on any planning 
permission issued, as well as through the completion of the proposed legal agreement.  On 
this basis it is recommended that planning permission is granted for the proposed 
development. 
 
Other Matters 
Listed Building: N/A  
Conservation Area: N/A  
Crime and Disorder: No significant issues arise – will require further consideration at reserved 
matters stage  
Equalities: No significant issues arise  
Access for Disabled: No known issues   
Trees (Preservation and Planting): See assessment  
SSSI Impacts: N/A  
Biodiversity: See assessment  
Human Rights: No significant issues arise  
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
Defer decision and delegate approval to Planning Manager in consultation with Chairman and 
Vice-Chairman of Planning Committee subject to: 
A. Completion of S106 Planning Obligation to cover the heads of terms listed below; 
B. Conditions deemed necessary including those set out below in draft form to be formulated 
in full by the Planning Manager 
 
A. S106 Heads of Terms: 

 10% affordable housing;  

 Education (£79,793.07 for 7 junior places at Kirkstead Junior School); 

 Public art £10,000; and 
 Off-site leisure (£51,025 [65 dwellings x £785 per dwelling]. 

 
B. Conditions 
 
1.      Approval of the details of the layout, scale, appearance, means of access (except for 

the main access point to Alfreton Road) and landscaping (hereinafter called "the 
reserved matters") must be obtained from the Local Planning Authority in writing before 
any development is commenced. 
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2.      Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the Local Planning 
Authority before the expiration of three years from the date of this permission and the 
development to which this permission relates shall be begun either before the 
expiration of three years from the date of this permission, or before the expiration of 
two years from the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be approved, 
whichever is the later. 

 
3.      This planning permission is for a maximum of 65 dwellings to be located generally in 

the location shown on the submitted Land Use Framework Drawing ref. BH172-01 rev. 
A, submitted on 12/10/18, and any reserved matters must demonstrate a layout and 
design that accords with the Council's adopted Housing Design Guide 'Successful 
Places: A Guide to Sustainable Housing Layout and Design'. 

 
4.      No development will take place until a detailed design and associated management 

and maintenance plan of surface water drainage for the site has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in accordance with: 

  
a)  Residential Development at Pinxton, Derbyshire Flood Risk Assessment and 

Outline Drainage Strategy, Reference: V-R6466/FRADS01 - Issue 1 (August, 
2017) and, 

b)  DEFRA's Non-statutory technical standards for sustainable drainage systems 
(March 2015). 

 
The approved drainage system must be implemented in accordance with the approved 
detailed design prior to the use of the building commencing. 

 
5.      Prior to commencement of the development, the applicant must submit for approval to 

the Local Planning Authority, 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 must be operating to the satisfaction of the Local Planning 
Authority, before the commencement of any works leading to increased surface water 
run-off from site, during the construction phase. 

 
6.      Prior to the submission of any reserved matters planning application, a scheme of 

intrusive site investigations for the shallow coal workings and highwall must have been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority that must be 
carried out as approved.  Any subsequent Reserved Matters Planning Application must 
include: 

 
* the submission of a report of findings arising from both of the intrusive site 
investigations; 
* a layout plan which identifies an appropriate 'no build' zone for the highwall, if 
necessary; 
* a scheme of remedial works and mitigation measures, if necessary, for the 
shallow coal workings and highwall for approval;  

 
Any approved remedial works and mitigation measures must be implemented in full 
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prior to the commencement of development, unless an alternative timescale for their 
implementation has previously been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. 

 
7.      Unless otherwise agreed by the Local Planning Authority, development other than that 

required to be carried out as part of an approved scheme of remediation must not 
commence until parts A - C of this condition have been complied with. If unexpected 
contamination is found after development has begun, development must be halted on 
that part of the site affected by the unexpected contamination to the extent specified by 
the Local Planning Authority in writing until part D of this condition has been complied 
with in relation to that contamination.  

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

 
 (i) a survey of the extent, scale and nature of contamination;  
 
 (ii) an assessment of the potential risks to:  

o human health,  
o property (existing or proposed) including buildings, crops, livestock, pets, 
woodland and service lines and pipes,  
o adjoining land,  
o groundwaters and surface waters,  
o ecological systems,  
o archaeological sites and ancient monuments;  

 
 (iii) an appraisal of remedial options, and proposal of the preferred option(s).  
 

This must be conducted in accordance with DEFRA and the Environment Agency's 
'Model Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination, CLR 11'.  

 
B.  Submission of Remediation Scheme - A detailed remediation scheme to bring 
the site to a condition suitable for the intended use by removing unacceptable risks to 
human health, buildings and other property and the natural and historical environment 
must be prepared, and is subject to the approval in writing of the Local Planning 
Authority. The scheme must include all works to be undertaken, proposed remediation 
objectives and remediation criteria, timetable of works and site management 
procedures. The scheme must ensure that the site will not qualify as contaminated 
land under Part 2A of the Environmental Protection Act 1990 in relation to the intended 
use of the land after remediation.  

 
C.  Implementation of Approved Remediation Scheme - The approved remediation 
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scheme must be carried out in accordance with its terms prior to the commencement of 
development other than that required to carry out remediation, unless otherwise 
agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The Local Planning Authority must 
be given two weeks written notification of commencement of the remediation scheme 
works.  

 
Following completion of measures identified in the approved remediation scheme, a 
verification report that demonstrates the effectiveness of the remediation carried out 
must be produced, and is subject to the approval in writing of the Local Planning 
Authority.  

 
D.  Reporting of Unexpected Contamination - In the event that contamination is 
found at any time when carrying out the approved development that was not previously 
identified it must be reported in writing immediately to the Local Planning Authority. An 
investigation and risk assessment must be undertaken in accordance with the 
requirements of part a, and where remediation is necessary a remediation scheme 
must be prepared in accordance with the requirements of part b, which is subject to the 
approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority.  

 
Following completion of measures identified in the approved remediation scheme a 
verification report must be prepared, which is subject to the approval in writing of the 
Local Planning Authority in accordance with part c. 

 
E.  Importation of soil - In the event that it is proposed to import soil onto site in 
connection with the development, the proposed soil must be sampled at source and 
analysed in a laboratory that is accredited under the MCERTS Chemical testing of Soil 
Scheme for all parameters requested (where this is available), the results of which 
must be submitted to the LPA for consideration.  Only the soil approved in writing by 
the LPA will be used on site. 

 
8.      Prior to the first occupation of the any dwelling hereby approved a scheme of sound 

insulation must have been submitted to and approved in writing the Local Planning 
Authority. The scheme must be designed following the completion of a sound survey 
undertaken by a competent person. The scheme must take account of the need to 
provide adequate ventilation, which will be by mechanical means where an open 
window would not achieve the following criteria. The scheme must be designed to 
achieve the following criteria with the ventilation operating: 

 

 Bedrooms: 30 dB LAeq (15 Minutes) (2300 hrs - 0700 hrs) 

 Living/Bedrooms: 35 dB LAeq (15 Minutes) (0700 hrs - 2300 hrs) 

 All Other Habitable Rooms: 40 dB LAeq (15 Minutes) (0700 hrs - 2300 hrs) 
 

 All Habitable Rooms: 45 dB LAmax to occur no more than 6 times per hour 

 Any outdoor amenity areas: 55 dB LAeq (1 hour) (0700 hrs - 2300 hrs) 
 

Prior to the first occupation of any dwelling hereby approved the scheme as approved, 
insofar as it relates to that dwelling, must have been validated by a competent person 
and a validation report submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
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authority. 
 
9.      Prior to the commencement of development a Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy as 

outlined in the submitted ecology report must have been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. Such approved measures must be 
implemented in full and maintained at all times thereafter. The Strategy should include 
as a minimum: 

- Provision of bat and bird boxes, 
- Ecologically beneficial landscaping and SuDS design, and 
- Maintenance of connectivity for hedgehogs throughout gardens and public 
open space, including permeable boundary treatments and fencing gaps. 

 
10.      Any reserved matters application must include details of the location and layout of an 

area of play space to be provided at a rate of at least 20m² per property as per policy 
HOU5 of the Bolsover District Local Plan and its supporting text (paragraph 3.47).  The 
details must include timescales for the provision of that facility and details for the long 
term management and maintenance for the space.  The open space must be provided 
in accordance with any details and timescales approved under this condition and be 
maintained thereafter in accordance with the agreed management and maintenance 
document. 

 
11.      Prior to the occupation of any dwelling, a scheme of management and maintenance for 

the lifetime of the development of any areas that do not form part of the individual 
curtilage of any dwelling, or part of any adopted highway or adopted drainage features, 
must have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  
The scheme must be implemented as approved. 

 
12.      Any reserved matters application must include a construction management plan or 

construction method statement for approval by the Local Planning Authority.  The 
approved plan/statement must be adhered to throughout the construction period.  The 
statement must provide for the storage of plant and materials, site accommodation, 
loading, unloading of goods' vehicles, parking of site operatives' and visitors' vehicles, 
routes for construction traffic, hours of operation, method of prevention of debris being 
carried onto highway and any proposed temporary traffic restrictions. 

 
13.      No development will commence on site until the new access onto Alfreton Road has 

been constructed.  The access must be laid out generally in accordance with 
application drawing ADC1559/02 revP3, having a carriageway width of 5.5m, 2 x 2m 
footways, be constructed to base, provided with a 6m radii and visibility sightlines of 
2.4m x 43m in each direction, the area forward of which must be constructed as 
footway and taken into the highway. 

 
14.      Prior to the first occupation of any dwelling, the Alfreton Road footway along the entire 

site frontage must be reconstructed with a width of 2m, laid out and constructed in 
accordance with Derbyshire County Council's specifications for adopted highways. 

 
15.      Prior to the first occupation of any dwelling, the existing access onto West End must be 

permanently closed in accordance with details submitted and approved as part of any 
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full or reserved matters application. 
 
16.      The new access onto Alfred Street must be restricted to pedestrians and cyclists only 

with no means of vehicular access between the new housing estate roads and the 
existing Alfred Street highway. 

 
17.      Any reserved matters application must include full details for the proposed new 

pedestrian/cycleway between the new housing estate roads and Storth Lane that must 
be laid out generally in the manner shown on drawing ref. ADC1559/004 Rev. P4 and 
which must be constructed in accordance Derbyshire County Council's specifications 
for adopted highways.  That footpath link must be provided in accordance with the 
details granted reserved matters approval not later than the occupation of 50% of the 
dwellings for which reserved matters approval is granted. 

 
18.      The gradients of any footpath or footpath/cycleway must not exceed 1 in 20. 
 
19.      Notwithstanding the submitted information, a subsequent reserved matters application 

must include detailed design of the internal layout, including gradients, within the site in 
accordance with the guidance contained in the 6Cs' Design Guide and the "Manual for 
Streets" document issued by the Departments for Transport and Environment and 
Local Government. 

 
20.      No dwelling will be occupied until the proposed new estate street, between it and the 

existing public highway, has been laid out in accordance with the approved application 
drawings, constructed to base level, drained and lit in accordance with the County 
Council's specification for new housing development roads. 

 
21.      Any full or reserved matters application should be accompanied by a swept path 

analysis to demonstrate that service and emergency vehicles can successfully enter 
and manoeuvre within the site. 

 
22.      Prior to the first occupation of any dwelling, the Mansfield Road/Pinxton Lane highway 

mitigation must be completed generally in accordance with application drawing 
ADC1559/003 rev P2. 

 
Reasons for Conditions 
 
1.      To comply with the requirements of Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004. 
 
2.      To comply with the requirements of Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004. 
 
3.      To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the terms of the 

planning application documents and the Council's adopted design guide in order to 
ensure a development of appropriate scale and high quality design and in accordance 
with the objectives of policies GEN1 and GEN2 of the adopted Bolsover District 
Council Local Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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4.      To ensure that the proposed development does not increase onsite or offsite flood risk, 

ensure that the principles of sustainable drainage are incorporated into this proposal 
and sufficient detail of the construction, operation and maintenance of sustainable 
drainage systems is provided to the Local Planning Authority in advance of full 
planning consent being granted and in compliance with the requirements of policy 
GEN5 of the adopted Bolsover District Local Plan. 

 
5.      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 and in compliance with policy GEN5 of the 
adopted Bolsover District Local Plan. 

 
6.     To ensure the site is suitable for its intended use, to protect the quality of the water 

environment and in compliance with Policy GEN4 of the Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
7.      In order to protect public health and ecology and in compliance with Policies GEN1(6), 

GEN2(11 and 14), GEN4 and ENV5 of the Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
8.      To protect the amenity of future residents from airborne noise and in accordance with 

Policies GEN1(6) and GEN3 of the adopted Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
9.      In order to mitigate the biodiversity impacts of the development and in accordance with 

Policies GEN2(11) and ENV5 of the Bolsover District Local Plan, having regard to 
appearance issues under Policies GEN1(4) and GEN2(1) of that plan. 

 
10.      To ensure a satisfactory standard of informal recreation space is provided within a 

reasonable period in the interests of the amenity of future residents and in compliance 
with Policy HOU5 of the Bolsover District Local Plan. 

 
11.      To ensure that any areas of incidental space are provided and maintained to a 

satisfactory standard for the lifetime of the development in the interests of the 
character and appearance of the development and the amenity of its residents and in 
compliance with Policies GEN1 and GEN2 of the Bolsover District Local Plan. 

 
12.      To ensure protection of the Principal Aquifer, public health, highway safety and ecology 

and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2, GEN4, ENV5 and ENV6 of the Bolsover 
District Local Plan. 

 
13.      In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 

Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
14.     In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 

Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
15.      In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 

Bolsover District Local Plan. 
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16.      In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 
Bolsover District Local Plan. 

 
17.      In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 

Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
18.      In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 

Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
19.      In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 

Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
20.      In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 

Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
21. In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 

Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
22. In the interests of highway safety and in compliance with Policies GEN1, GEN2 of the 

Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
Statement of Decision Process 
 

2. In compliance with guidance the National Planning Policy Framework the Council has 
negotiated amendments in respect of highway safety, drainage and design to render 
the scheme acceptable in line with policies of that document and the adopted Bolsover 
District Local Plan. 

 
Notes 
 

13. In respect of condition 3, whilst this seeks to contain dwellings to the area generally 
shown on the indicative layout plan, minor variations to this may be appropriate to 
facilitate appropriate infrastructure provision (i.e. SuDS drainage facilities and play 
space) and subject to achieving an appropriate design. In this respect, it must be noted 
that the submitted indicative layout drawing is not considered to be appropriate in that 
it is not considered to satisfy the Council's published housing layout and design 
guidance 'Successful Places'; any reserved matters planning application must be able 
to demonstrate compliance with that document and must also have regard to policy 
GEN11 (Development Adjoining the Settlement Framework Boundary) of the adopted 
Bolsover District Local Plan.  Additionally regard must be had to responses from 
consultees, in particular those of The Force Designing Out Crime Officer who has 
concerns about the indicative layout and the two consultation replies of this Council's 
Urban Design Officer.  Given the comments in these consultation responses, and the 
requirements of conditions of the planning permission relating to potential constraints, 
including noise and land stability, it cannot be assumed that it will definitely be possible 
to deliver 65 dwellings whilst meeting all of the associated requirements for the site.  
Please note that copies of consultation responses, along with copies of all other 
documents associated with this planning application can be viewed by searching on 
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the application reference number on the planning application pages of this Council's 
website www.bolsover.gov.uk. 

 
14. In respect of any details submitted in connection with conditions 4 and 5, any 

developer must refer to the advisory notes of Derbyshire County Council's Flood Risk 
Management Team as included in its consultation response to this planning application 
dated 10th August 2018 that can be viewed on the Planning Application pages of the 
Council's website. Regard must also be had to the consultation response of this 
Council's Drainage Engineer submitted on 6th September 2017. 

 
15. In respect of condition 6, regard must be had to the content of the consultation 

response of the Coal Authority dated 4th September 2017. 
 

16. In respect of condition 8, regard must be had to the related advisory note in the 
consultation response of the Council's Environmental Protection Officer dated 26th 
September 2017.  Additionally, as advised by the Environmental Protection Officer and 
in the submitted Air Quality Assessment, any developer is encouraged to use low 
nitrogen oxide emitting boilers wherever possible and in line with good practice 
guidance; any gas fired boilers installed at the site should meet a minimum standard of 
<40mgNO/kWh. 

 
17. Best practice working measures should be followed to safeguard any badgers that may 

cross the site from time to time. This includes covering deep excavations (> 1 m) and 
providing ramps in shallow excavations (< 1 m). All open pipework greater than 200 
mm diameter should be capped at the end of each day and chemicals should be stored 
securely on site. These measures will also safeguard other urban mammals, including 
hedgehogs. 

 
18. Any lighting scheme should ensure that appropriate measures are taken to minimise 

lightspill to hedgerows and newly created areas of open space in order to minimise the 
impacts on bats from any on site lighting provision. 

 
19. No vegetation clearance should 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 where necessary, 
appropriate measures to protect nesting bird interest on the site shall be implemented. 

 
20. The developer is encouraged to make separate enquiries with broadband providers in 

order to ensure that future occupants have access to sustainable communications 
infrastructure, and that appropriate thought is given to the choice and availability of 
providers which can offer high speed data connections. Any new development should 
be served by a superfast broadband connection unless it can be demonstrated through 
consultation with the network providers that this would not be possible, practical or 
economically viable.  More information on how to incorporate broadband services as 
part of the design of new development is available at the following website: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/ 

 
21. Any developer must consult Derbyshire County Council's Public Transport Unit 
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regarding the potential need to relocate the bus stop and shelter as part of the scheme 
due to its relative proximity to the access. 

 
22. Whilst noting the offer of a footpath link parallel to the A38, this has not been made a 

requirement of this grant of planning permission and the grant of planning permission 
does not extend to the provision of that path; this is as that footpath provision is not 
considered to fairly and reasonably relate to the proposed development and not all the 
land necessary to provide that path was shown to be in the ownership and control of 
the applicant.  Should any developer, landowner or public body wish to make this 
footpath provision then this would require a separate grant of planning permission. 

 
23. Any reserved matters should make provision for car parking, which would normally be 

expected within each plot curtilage, for the parking of two vehicles for a 2 or 3 bedroom 
dwelling or three spaces for a 4 plus bedroom dwelling.  For the avoidance of doubt, 
where a garage is counted as a parking space, the internal dimensions should be not 
less than 3m x 6m.  Further guidance on car parking sizes can be found in the 
Council's adopted Design Guide 'Successful Places' that can be found on the Council's 
Website. 

 
24. For the avoidance of doubt, the works for the provision of new junctions with the 

highway will need to be the subject of an Agreement under Section 278 of the 
Highways Act 1980. 
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APPENDIX 2 – RELEVANT EXTRACT FROM THE PLANNING COMMITTEE UPDATE 
REPORT 24TH OCTOBER 2018 
 
Agenda item No: 6.1: Land to the Rear of 17 to 95 Alfreton Road, Pinxton 
(17/00396/OUT). 
 
The original report makes reference to amended details regarding the proposed pedestrian 
and cycle link onto Storth Lane on which the comments of the Highway Authority were 
awaited, which have now been received.  The Highway Authority are now raising no 
objections but have suggested an amended condition to include a requirement for a 
pedestrian guard barrier; the agent has agreed to the suggested amended condition. 
 
Since completion of the report, two additional letters of representation have been received.  
Both raise issues in respect of impacts from traffic including: 

 Volume of traffic, especially heavy Lorries and associated congestion 

 Traffic speeds on Alfreton Road 

 Weekly accidents in and around Alfreton Road and worsening of congestion that 
results from this 

 Difficulty in leaving private drives onto Alfreton Road 

 Adding a further road junction close to West End junction 

 Amount of traffic at that junction given this would be the single point of entry and exit 
from the development site onto Alfreton Road.  

 Air quality effects of all the traffic that will be worsened by traffic from this development 
that is already affecting people’s lives; residents can’t open front windows as a result. 

 Strongly believe that there needs to be further infrastructure in place, namely another 
road linking this land to the A38 and M1 other than Alfreton Road. 

 Additional issues in the vicinity of the access due to presence of two bus stops and 
parked cars.5 
 

The representations received do not alter the considerations in respect of highway safety or 
air quality and do not alter the conclusions or recommendations in this respect. 
 
The Chair of Planning Committee has asked for clarification regarding the comments made in 
letters of representation suggesting that the Interim Planning Policy Manager stated that there 
is ‘No room for sustainable development in Pinxton’, along with additional comments on the 
basis that the Council have a five year housing supply.  In this respect the Interim Planning 
Policy Manager has stated: - 
 

“I note that the quotes relate back to October 2016, when there was local concern over 
the possible development of land at Town End in Pinxton, and at which time we had not 
allocated any sites within the village as we had “not been able to identify any suitable 
sites”. Suitable would also mean sustainable, viable, deliverable and available, in this 
instance. Whilst the quotes slightly confuse issues around the 5 year supply and the 
Local Plan, I would confirm that in October 2016 we were unaware of any suitable sites 
for further growth within Pinxton.  The site that had been promoted (off Talbot Road to 
the south east of the village) was not considered due to traffic issues to be suitable or 
sustainable.  
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The site now subject to the application has been within the development envelope for 
the area since the 2000 Adopted Local Plan, and had not come forward for 
development. We also had not had the site promoted to us during all of the earlier work 
on the Local Plan and therefore we considered that it was not a site we could claim was 
available and deliverable, and amended the village envelope at this point to exclude it, 
leaving us with no development sites in one of our larger villages.  
 
Subsequently, this site was promoted to us and was included in the Publication Draft 
Local Plan in 2018, which we submitted to the Secretary of State on 31st August 2018.   
 
It is currently subject to one Local Plan objection which states: 
 
“I don't think there is a capacity for the village to have a new estate. Couple of new 
houses where the pubs were that's fine but not whole estates. The roads are already too 
busy, schools and surgery is already overcrowded, it's easy to say it will have easy 
access to a38 but why should people be travelling out of the village to seek medical 
advice or education” 
 
You will note that the Planning Policy comments on the application clearly state that in 
terms of the current position: 
“In principle, this site is in compliance with broad locational policies of both the existing 
adopted plan and emerging plan in that the area proposed for housing development is 
shown within the settlement framework for Pinxton in the adopted Local Plan and is 
shown as a proposed allocated site within the development envelope in the emerging 
plan (Policies LC1 and SC1 relate). This location is considered in general terms to 
represent a suitable location for new development, as one of the District’s large villages 
and more sustainable settlements”. 
 
It is these comments and not considerations back in 2016 that did not include this site, 
which should be noted.” 

 
Conclusions 
 
None of the above points raise any issues that affect the principle conclusions of the original 
report that considers the site is a suitable housing site and so do not affect the main 
recommendation to grant planning permission.  The conclusion of the issue relating to the 
proposed pedestrian and cycle access to Storth Lane do mean the need for an amendment to 
recommended condition 17. 
 
Recommendation: 
As included in the original report with the exception of a revised condition 17 as follows: -  
 
17. Any reserved matters application shall include full details for the proposed new 
pedestrian/cycleway between the new housing estate roads and Storth Lane.  The route must 
be laid out generally in the manner shown on drawing ref. ADC1559/004 Rev. P4, constructed 
in accordance Derbyshire County Council’s specifications for adopted highways and the 
crossing points provided with visibility sightlines of 2m x 51m to the south and 2m x 48m to 
the north.  The footpath link shall be provided in accordance with the details granted reserved 
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matters approval not later than the occupation of 50% of the dwellings for which reserved 
matters approval is granted.  Notwithstanding the submitted drawing and for the avoidance of 
doubt, a pedestrian guard barrier shall be provided at the point where the footpath/cycleway 
meets Storth Lane. 
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PARISH Barlborough 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
APPLICATION Erection of a 3 and 4 storey residential block comprising 18 residential 

units and ancillary works. 
LOCATION  Land to the West of Ash Close Barlborough  
APPLICANT  Mr Paul Foster Park Farm Shopping Centre Allestree Derby DE22 2QN 

  
APPLICATION NO.  18/00273/FUL          FILE NO.  PP-06984142   
CASE OFFICER   Mrs Karen Wake (Mon, Tues, Wed)  
DATE RECEIVED   18th May 2018   
 
DELEGATED APPLICATION REFERRED TO COMMITTEE BY: PLANNING MANAGER 
REASON: LEVEL OF PUBLIC INTEREST 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
SITE 
Vacant overgrown site with 1.8m high timber/metal fences around most of the site. Car park, 
shops and nursery to the east and southeast of the site. Two storey dwellings to the north of 
the site. To the southwest of the site is a highway and roundabout set higher than the site with 
business park beyond. To the west of the site is a further highway which is again set higher 
than the site with two storey dwellings beyond. There is a fairly steep embankment to the 
south and west of the site.   
 
PROPOSAL 
The application is for the construction of a three and four storey building providing 18 flats, 15 
of which have two bedrooms and 3 of which are 1 bedroom. The site is accessed via Ash 
Close through the car park to the shops and nursery to the east of the site. The proposal 
includes a 21 space car park and cycle storage area and a communal garden area. The 
building is a contemporary design with a mixed material pallet and balconies to most of the 
flats. 
  
AMENDMENTS 
Design, scale and position of building amended. To address issues of design and mass of the 
building and to address residential amenity issues for existing residents adjacent to the site 
and future occupiers of the development.  
 
HISTORY (if relevant) 
08/00733/FUL: Health and fitness club: Approved 28/01/2009 
04/00533/FUL: Three storey building to provide 4 live let units with ground floor shop, office, 
business or non-residential institution use (Classes A1, A2, B1, D1 of the Use Classes Order) 
and 3, 2 bedroom apartments: Approved 7/01/2005 
01/00393/FUL: 10 houses, nursery, 2 storey fitness centre with ancillary retail uses and 
convenience shop with 2 retail units: Refused then allowed on appeal on 22/08/2002 
 
CONSULTATIONS 
Parish Council: Object to the proposal: 24/07/2018 
DCC Highways: The reduction in the proposed car parking provision from 25 to 21 is less 
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than desirable but the comments on the scheme as originally submitted remain unchanged. 
Comments on proposal as originally submitted: Ash Close is not an adopted road as the 
developer has not brought the road up to adoptable standards. However the means of access 
from Slayley View Road is included within the application site. Additional development served 
from Ash Close does not mean that the developer is compelled to carry out works on the road 
or bring it up to adoption standard. It is not considered that the traffic generated by the 
proposed development nor the shortfall in parking provision would introduce a hazard or 
detriment to highway safety such that a refusal could be sustained. No objections subject to a 
condition requiring provision of car parking and manoeuvring space in accordance with the 
approved plans before first occupation of any dwelling and maintenance as such thereafter: 
22/10/2018 
 
Urban Design Officer: The amended design and layout has addressed the design concerns 
previously identified therefore no objection on urban design grounds. Recommends 
conditions requiring details of external materials (including samples) hard and soft 
landscaping, boundary treatments (railings, fences etc. their design, appearance, finished 
treatment and location/extent) retention of glazed privacy screens to balconies and Juliette 
balconies, secure resident controlled access to cycle and bin stores and external lighting. 
12/10/2018 
Yorkshire Water: No objections subject to condition requiring site to be developed with 
separate systems of drainage for foul and surface water on and off site and no piped 
discharge of surface water from the development prior to completion of surface water 
drainage works, details of which will have will have been submitted to and approved by the 
Local Planning Authority. Recommends advisory notes relating to presence of public 
combined sewer and surface water disposal hierarchy: 19/06/2018 
Coal Authority: No objections. Require advisory note that the development lies within a coal 
mining area which may contain unrecorded coal mining hazards and if any coal mining 
feature is encountered during development it should be reported to the Coal Authority: 
11/06/2018 
Senior Engineer: The sewer records do not show a public combined sewer within the curtilage 
of the site however the applicant should be made aware of the possibility of unmapped public 
sewers which are not shown on the records but may cross the site. These could be shared 
pipes which were previously classed as private sewers and were transferred to the ownership 
of the Water Authorities in 2011. If any part of the proposed works involves connection 
to/diversion of/building over/building near to any public sewer the applicant should be advised 
to contact Yorkshire Water in order to determine their responsibilities under the relevant 
legislation. The applicant should be advised that all proposals regarding drainage will need to 
comply with Part H of the Building Regulations 2010: 11/06/2018 
Environmental Health Officer: No objections subject to conditions requiring submission of a 
sound insulation scheme and a phased contaminated land investigation: 9/11/2018 
 
PUBLICITY 
Site notice, press notice and 33 neighbours notified. Objections received from 8 residents 
which raise the following issues: 

1. The improved design is welcomed in principle however the parking is well below the 
required level which will result in people parking on the adjacent shop car park or on 
Ash Close. This will greatly impact on customer parking for the businesses on Ash 
Close and will mean Ash Close has to be made resident only parking with the 
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necessary signage and policing which would be an added expense to the council. 
2. No details of how parking will be policed to prevent arguments over parking. 
3. No impact assessment has been carried in relation to the potential loss of parking 

facilities for the shops. 
4. No disabled parking spaces are shown and there should be at least two. The council’s 

access officer should confirm why the developers are not being challenged on the DDA 
compliance of the site in relation to DDA compliant parking spaces and rooms. 

5. The proposal will put more strain on an unadopted busy road. Given the previous issue 
of this road a Bond, retainer etc should be provided and held by third party to ensure 
the existing road is brought up to adoptable standard by the developer as part of a 
conditional approval or the local authority to carry out the works at the developers 
expense prior to the development being approved to ensure there is no reason for this 
road not to be adopted. 

6 The revised proposal have in one way made the building more acceptable in its impact 
on residents and general building footprint but has countered this with the additional 
4th storey which is unprecedented in this area and has no context or basis in relation 
to its surroundings. The proposed third floor should be omitted. This would then make 
the building more of a compromise and would lessen the required parking by 6 spaces 
which would still not comply as would still be 6 spaces short but would make it far less 
of an issue, and the development fall within its acceptable scope for such a small site. 

7 A lift has been added in the three / four floor high side of the apartment block but not in 
the lower side which means wheelchair / pushchairs / elderly etc cannot access upper 
floors? This is discrimination. The councils Access Officer should confirm the 
justification how this is being accepted. 

8 Opaque glazing to balconies & Juliet balconies has been added. As the development is 
at an angle to the existing residence the side screens facing the existing residence 
should be a minimum of 2000mm high to provide adequate privacy to both parties.  

9. Management strategy needs to be enforced for upkeep of the existing banking or local 
authority to agree they will be responsible for upkeep prior to approval. Whichever way 
is proved to be agreeable it needs to be a final agreement between Bolsover District 
Council and Derbyshire County Council and the private land owners confirming who is 
responsible for what and have it as a written legal document. 

10. The elevational design of the building has significantly changed to a more modern style 
with the inclusion of wall cladding and a low mono pitch composite roof design. The 
finish of both needs to be proved it will not cause excessive glare when in sunlight as it 
will be facing several existing residential properties on all sides. 

11. Neighbouring residential properties which are situated on the adjacent side of the 
Slayley View Road facing the west side of the building will be very impacted from the 
height of a four-storey building directly opposite but reducing it down to 3 storeys by 
omitting the third floor although still quite invasive will be drastically decreased. This 
can be clearly be seen on the designer’s west elevation in relation to the banking. In 
addition extensive tree planting should be required to try and limit the impact on the 
outlook for existing residents. 

12. The design has changed to accommodate the original proposed 18 apartments but it 
still does not truly reflect the existing materials on the site which was one of the original 
issues most of the representations commented on as part of the initial design. A tiled 
pitched roof is preferable but if a composite style mono pitch roof design and cladding 
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to elevations are to be used they should not be reflective as this could cause nuisance 
to residents on all sides. 

13. The planning application should be determined by committee not under delegated 
powers. 

14. The revised plans reduce parking provision even further than the original scheme. Car 
parking is already a problem on this site. The car park is frequently full of cars 
belonging to people who park and travel in another cars down the motorway. With an 
additional 18 flats on site with insufficient parking proposed this situation is going to get 
worse. If customers can’t park they won’t use the shops and the viability of businesses 
on site will be adversely affected which could lead to a loss of jobs.   

15. The proposal is an overdevelopment of the site, trying to squeeze the maximum 
number of units on the site having no regard to the amenity of local residents or the 
sustainability of businesses opposite the site.  

16. The construction of such a large scale development will cause serious disruption to 
businesses and neighbouring residents.  

17. The building has been moved away from the northern boundary but there are no 
dimensions on the plans and no indication as to how far the building will be from 
adjacent dwellings which is critical information. 

18. Many of the concerns expressed about the original plans have been ignored. 
19. The land is overdeveloped, cramming 18 apartments over 4 storeys to develop as 

many units as possible. 
20. The proposal will block light to adjacent gardens and be an eyesore resulting in loss of 

view from adjacent dwellings.. 
21. The proposal is not in keeping with its surroundings which are predominantly semi-

detached and detached houses. 
22. The banking at the back of the development (bordering Slayley View Road/Oxcroft 

Way) was never retained properly during the construction of the roads and was later 
deemed structurally unsound. This matter has been outlined in a Derbyshire County 
Council's structural engineers report during previous applications for the site. The 
report detailed the work necessary to bring it up to a standard which would mitigate the 
possibility of collapse. The current planning documents do not include information 
about the banking or retention work. A full structural evaluation of the banking needs to 
be carried out before planning permission is granted. 

23. Derbyshire County Council have previously objected to the development of this site 
because of highway safety concerns. The banking is structurally unsound and any 
work near the banking could de-stabilise the road and footpath above along Slayley 
View/Oxcroft Way. 

24. There is a danger of vehicles leaving the carriageway at the top of Slayley 
View/Oxcroft Way and going down the banking onto the site. A barrier was erected 
here due to concerns about this in the past. 

25. Revised plans do not address previous concerns. The new design is even further out of 
character with the surroundings. 

26. The applicant owns Ash Close and the adjacent shops and car park and doesn’t 
maintain it properly or provide the services covered in the service charge to the 
buildings as it is and additional use of the road and car park will make maintenance 
issues worse. 

27. Site security needs to be addressed to prevent people using the site as a short cut to 
the shops. 
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28. Boundary treatments need to be addressed and their maintenance agreed. 
29. The adjacent site has a children’s nursery and nearby dwellings have children living 

there. Increased traffic flow should be assessed to see if additional road safety 
measures are required. 

30. No information is supplied in reference to street lighting/ building lighting which will 
impact on residents adjacent to the site. 

31. Air quality for potential residents should be considered. The building is on a basin and 
road traffic pollutants which are heavier than air may concentrate where the banking 
meets the proposed building as there is nowhere for them to escape. This could cause 
respiratory problems for future residents and air quality issues should therefore be 
investigated. 

32. The proposal will de-value adjacent houses. 
33. Construction traffic and workers vehicles could cause a problem for emergency 

vehicles if they park on adjacent highways 
34. The proposal will result in a loss of sunlight for residents of adjacent dwellings harming 

their health and well-being. 
35. The proposal will overlook adjacent dwellings causing loss of privacy. 
36. The applicant states no trees and hedges are to be removed. This is incorrect and will 

result in loss of habitat for birds and small animals. 
37. The proposed bin store is adjacent to existing dwellings 
38. Development of the site to prevent the existing anti-social behaviour problem is 

welcomed but it should be development which is in keeping with the area. 
 
POLICY 
Bolsover District Local Plan (BDLP) 
Policies GEN 1(Minimum requirements for development) GEN 2(Impact of Development on 
the environment) GEN 4 (Development on Contaminated Land) & HOU 2 (Location of 
Housing Sites) of the Bolsover District Local Plan 
NPPF 
A core principle of the NPPF is to secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity 
for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings. Sustainable development is a 
balance of economic, social and environmental issues. 
Paragraph 122 
Planning policies and decisions should support development that makes efficient use of land, 
taking into account:  
 
a) the identified need for different types of housing and other forms of development, and the 
availability of land suitable for accommodating it;  
 
b) local market conditions and viability;  
 
c) the availability and capacity of infrastructure and services – both existing and proposed – 
as well as their potential for further improvement and the scope to promote sustainable travel 
modes that limit future car use;  
 
d) the desirability of maintaining an area’s prevailing character and setting (including 
residential gardens), or of promoting regeneration and change; and  
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e) the importance of securing well-designed, attractive and healthy places.  
 
Paragraph 124 
The creation of high quality buildings and places is fundamental to what the planning and 
development process should achieve. Good design is a key aspect of sustainable 
development, creates better places in which to live and work and helps make development 
acceptable to communities. Being clear about design expectations, and how these will be 
tested, is essential for achieving this. So too is effective engagement between applicants, 
communities, local planning authorities and other interests throughout the process.  
 
Paragraph 126 
To provide maximum clarity about design expectations at an early stage, plans or 
supplementary planning documents should use visual tools such as design guides and codes. 
These provide a framework for creating distinctive places, with a consistent and high quality 
standard of design. However their level of detail and degree of prescription should be tailored 
to the circumstances in each place, and should allow a suitable degree of variety where this 
would be justified.  
 
Paragraph 127: 
Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments:  
 
a) will function well and add to the overall quality of the area, not just for the short term but 
over the lifetime of the development;  
 
b) are visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and appropriate and effective 
landscaping;  
 
c) are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built environment 
and landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation or change 
(such as increased densities);  
 
d) establish or maintain a strong sense of place, using the arrangement of streets, spaces, 
building types and materials to create attractive, welcoming and distinctive places to live, work 
and visit;  
 
e) optimise the potential of the site to accommodate and sustain an appropriate amount and 
mix of development (including green and other public space) and support local facilities and 
transport networks; and  
 
f) create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which promote health and well-
being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and future users46; and where crime and 
disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine the quality of life or community cohesion 
and resilience.  
 
Paragraph 130 
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 
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supplementary planning documents. Conversely, where the design of a development accords 
with clear expectations in plan policies, design should not be used by the decision-maker as a 
valid reason to object to development. Local planning authorities should also seek to ensure 
that the quality of approved development is not materially diminished between permission and 
completion, as a result of changes being made to the permitted scheme (for example through 
changes to approved details such as the materials used).  
 
Other (specify) 
Successful Places a Guide to Sustainable Housing Layout and Design  
 
 
ASSESSMENT 
Principle of Residential Development  
The site is within the settlement framework in a mixed use are, adjacent to a large residential 
estate. The site is within walking distance of shops and local facilities as well as bus stops 
giving access to Chesterfield, Sheffield and Worksop. On this basis the proposal is 
considered to be in a sustainable location where new residential development is acceptable 
and the proposal provides an additional 18 homes for the District. On this basis the proposal 
is considered to be in accordance with Policy GEN 2 of the Bolsover District Local Plan and 
the guidance set out in the NPPF  
 
The main issues for consideration are therefore the design of the proposal and the impact on 
the character and appearance of the area, the impact on residential amenity of residents of 
adjacent dwellings and future residents of the proposed dwellings and the impact on highway 
safety. 
 
Design and Impact on the Character and Appearance of the Area 
The design and appearance of the proposed building has been amended together with its 
size and position on the site during the course of the application in response to initial 
concerns about the scheme as originally submitted.  
  
The building has been repositioned on the site and is now located towards the southern end 
of the plot. The length of the building has been reduced and a communal garden has been 
introduced to achieve separation between the building and the neighbouring gardens to the 
north, as well as provide an element of external amenity space for future occupants. Bin and 
cycle stores are incorporated on the north side of the building with improved access and 
circulation to entrances and around the building itself. In addition, the car parking 
arrangement has been reconfigured and areas of soft landscape introduced to help mitigate 
its visual appearance.  
 
An elevation drawing has been submitted to compare the proposed building with that 
originally submitted, by overlaying the outline for original design on top of the new scheme, 
together with those of the previously approved developments on this land. Similarly, an 
additional layout plan also shows the previous proposals overlaid onto the current site plan. In 
addition, the elevations also indicate the position of the embankment and how much of the 
building would be evident above the embankment and visible from Slayley View Road and 
Oxcroft Way.  
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The scale of the building has been altered and increases in height from 3-storeys at its 
northern end to four-storeys at its southern boundary facing Oxcroft Way. The southern end 
of the building would have a greater height, than the original submission and bulkier form, 
although the northern end of the building would be lower than the ridge line of the original 
proposal, but above its eaves height. Nevertheless, the building is set much lower than 
adjacent highways and the building form is considered to be broken down well by stepping 
the height and incorporating recessed sections and projections which provide modelling and 
depth to the facades and assist in moderating the bulk and form of the building.  
 
The design and appearance of the building has taken a more contemporary approach, with 
additional areas of glazing and echoes the more modern styling of the Barlborough Links 
employment area to which this part of the site relates. The increased height and scale will 
also relate well to the roundabout and provide a focal point at this location. While the southern 
part of the building is taller than the original proposal, the northern end of the building is 
considerably lower and further away from the adjacent neighbouring properties, creating 
greater separation from these more sensitive boundaries.  
 
The amended design and layout is considered to have addressed the design concerns 
previously identified by the Urban design Officer and, subject to conditions about materials, 
landscaping and boundary treatments to control the detailing, the proposal is considered to fit 
in with the overall form and layout of its surroundings in accordance with the guidance set out 
in the NPPF.  
 
Impact on Residential Amenity  
The internal plan of the building has been reconfigured to arrange the majority of living 
spaces to face east and south and minimise the number of living rooms with an aspect 
towards the embankment. Rooms with a direct aspect towards the adjoining slopes are 
mainly bedrooms and some bathrooms, where the outlook is considered to be less critical. 
Where some living spaces do overlook embankment, these have been provided with taller 
windows to maximise the amount of light into these rooms and minimise the prospect for 
creating dark or gloomy apartments.  
 
The proposed flats are adjacent to a busy roundabout which is set substantially higher than 
the site level. There is therefore potential for noise and disturbance for the residents of the 
flats. The Environmental Health Officer has requested a scheme of sound insulation be 
submitted to ensure minimum standards for noise and such a condition is considered to 
overcome this issue. 
 
An external communal garden has been provided to give residents an area of amenity space 
and balconies and Juliette balconies have also been introduced and these provide some flats 
with direct external space or to relate better to the outside, the provision and maintenance of 
which can be controlled by condition. The amended proposal is now considered to provide 
future residents of the flats with an adequate standard of amenity in accordance with the 
Successful Places Guide to sustainable Housing Layout and Design published by the council. 
 
There are no dwellings to the east or south of the site. Dwellings to the west of the site are set 
much higher and it is some 30m to the boundary of these dwellings on the opposite side of 
the road. The closest dwellings to the site are to the north/northeast of the site and they are 



72 
 

some 26m from the proposed building and there is 11m minimum distance between the 
building and the closest adjacent gardens. There are no windows in the northern elevation of 
the building facing these dwellings and the proposed balconies are shown with opaque glass 
panels and privacy screens to the units situated closest to neighbouring dwellings to the 
north/northeast to prevent overlooking towards the nearest gardens and windows and this can 
be controlled by condition. 
 
The proposal is therefore not considered to result in a significant loss of daylight to or outlook 
from adjacent dwellings and subject to conditions relating to privacy screens to balconies and 
suitable boundary treatment, the proposal is not considered to result in a significant loss of 
privacy or amenity for residents of adjacent dwellings. On this basis the proposal is 
considered to meet the requirements of Policy Gen 2 of the Bolsover District Local Plan and 
the Successful Places Guide to sustainable Housing Layout and Design published by the 
council. 
 
Impact on Highway Safety 
The proposal incorporates 15 two-bed flats and 3 one-bed flats. In addition, the parking 
arrangement has been reduced with 21 spaces now provided, whereas the original 
submission was for 26 spaces (18 for the flats plus 8 visitor spaces). Although this level of 
parking is low relative the amount of accommodation, short term visitor parking could 
potentially be met within the existing neighbouring car parks connected with the local centre, 
which is limited to 2 hours. The site is also well located in respect of access to nearby 
facilities, amenities and public transport, making this a sustainable location where residents 
could be less reliant on the car. 
  
The reduction in the number of parking spaces has allowed for the revised layout of amenity 
space, circulation, parking and landscaping of the scheme which is considered to now better 
resolved overall and strikes a reasonable balance between these competing elements.  
 
There are no objections from the Highway Authority about the level of parking or the access 
to the site being via an unadopted highway. In the absence of any support from the Highway 
Authority regarding the adoption of Ash Close it is not possible to insist on its adoption as part 
of this application. The proposal is not considered to be detrimental to highway safety and is 
considered to meet the requirements of Policies Gen 1 and Gen 2 of the Bolsover District 
Local Plan in this respect. 
 
Issues raised by Environmental Health Officer 
Environmental Health Officer has commented on the potential of noise and disturbance to 
residents and this has been covered in the residential amenity section of this report. In addition, 
the site is a previously developed site where there is the potential for contamination from made 
ground and ground gases.  They therefore consider that due to the sensitive end use, a phased 
contamination survey should be submitted and this can be required by condition. Subject to 
such a condition the proposal is considered to meet the requirements of Policy GEN 4 of the 
Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
Issues Raised by Local Residents 
Most of the issues raised by local residents are considered in the above assessment. 
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The issue of accessibility for people with disabilities is an issue of internal arrangement and is 
controlled under building regulations.  
 
The issue of potential use of spaces in the adjacent car park is covered in the above 
assessment. The issue of misuse of the car park by people parking all day to car share longer 
journeys on the M1 cannot be considered as this is a private matter between the shop 
occupiers and the site landlord which cannot be taken into account in this application. 
 
The future management of outside space is covered by condition. 
  
private matter between the developer and future residents as is the maintenance of the 
unadopted road and concerns about disruption and damage during construction. The making 
up of the road to adoptable standards or creation of resident only parking on Ash Close 
cannot be insisted on as part of this application. 
 
The loss of view is not a material planning consideration which can be taken into account nor 
is loss of value to adjacent dwellings. The bin store has been moved away from adjacent 
dwellings. Other impacts on local residents are covered in the above assessment. 
 
Site security to prevent people using the site as a short cut will be covered by the boundary 
treatment condition and site lighting is also covered by condition. 
 
A barrier has already been installed on the highway to prevent vehicles crashing into the site. 
Concern about the impact of the proposal on the stability of the highway has not been raised 
by the County Council in this application or the previous 2 applications and structural 
information was not requested in these applications and it is considered unreasonable to 
require a structural report in this instance. 
 
Other Matters 
Listed Building: N/A 
Conservation Area: N/A 
Crime and Disorder: No known issues 
Equalities: No known issues 
Access for Disabled: Covered in the above assessment 
Trees (Preservation and Planting): No known issues 
SSSI Impacts: No known issues 
Biodiversity: No known issues 
Human Rights: No known issues 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Approve subject to the following conditions: 

1. The development shall be begun before the expiration of three years from the date of 
this permission. 

2. The development must be carried out in accordance with the plan numbers: 
2018_542_001_E, 2018_542_007_C, 2018_542_002_F, 2018_542_003_F 

3. Before construction commences on the erection of any building or wall a schedule and 
samples of all the materials to be used in all external wall and roof areas shall first 
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
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building shall be constructed using the approved materials. 
4. The balconies hereby approved shall have obscure glazed privacy screens at a height 

of 1.8m to each side of the balcony. These screens shall be installed prior to first 
occupation of each flat and shall be maintained as such thereafter. 

5. Before any flat hereby approved is first occupied, a scheme for the boundary treatment 
of the site shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The boundary treatments shall be provided on site in accordance with the 
approved details and shall be maintained as such thereafter. 

6. No flat shall be occupied until full details of both hard and soft landscape works 
including a programme for implementation have been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority and the works shall be carried out as approved 
before any flat is first occupied. 

7. A landscape management plan, including long term design objectives, management 
responsibilities and maintenance schedules for all landscape areas, shall be submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to the first occupation 
of the development. The landscape management plan shall be carried out as 
approved. 

8. Before any flat is first occupied, an external lighting strategy shall be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The lighting strategy shall be 
implemented in accordance with the approved scheme before any flat is first occupied 
and shall be maintained as such thereafter.  

9. Before the dwelling hereby approved is first occupied, the access, parking and turning 
area shown on the approved plan shall be provided on site and shall be maintained as 
such thereafter 

10. Before the proposed dwelling is first occupied, a scheme of sound insulation shall be 
submitted to and approve in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved 
scheme shall be implemented in full on site. Upon completion of all works within the 
approved scheme a validation report shall be completed by a competent person and 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. For the 
avoidance of doubt the validation report shall demonstrate the design criteria for sound 
reduction as detailed in the approved scheme have been achieved. The insulation 
scheme shall be retained on site in accordance with the approved details thereafter 
unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

11. Unless otherwise agreed by the Local Planning Authority, development other than that 
required to be carried out as part of an approved scheme of remediation must not 
commence until parts a - c have been complied with. If unexpected contamination is 
found after development has begun, development must be halted on that part of the 
site affected by the unexpected contamination to the extent specified by the Local 
Planning Authority in writing until part d has been complied with in relation to that 
contamination.  
a. Site Characterisation - An investigation and risk assessment, in addition to any 
assessment provided with the planning application, must be completed in accordance 
with a scheme to assess the nature and extent of any contamination on the site, 
whether or not it originates on the site. The contents of the scheme are subject to the 
approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority. The investigation and risk 
assessment must be undertaken by competent persons and a written report of the 
findings must be produced. The written report is subject to the approval in writing of the 
Local Planning Authority. The report of the findings must include: 



75 
 

 
(i) a survey of the extent, scale and nature of contamination; 
 
(ii) an assessment of the potential risks to: 
* human health, 
* property (existing or proposed) including buildings, crops, livestock, pets, 
woodland and service lines and pipes, 
* adjoining land, 
* groundwaters and surface waters, 
* ecological systems, 
* archaeological sites and ancient monuments; 
 
(iii) an appraisal of remedial options, and proposal of the preferred option(s). 
 
This must be conducted in accordance with DEFRA and the Environment Agency's 
'Model Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination, CLR 11'. 
 
b. Submission of Remediation Scheme - A detailed remediation scheme to bring the 
site to a condition suitable for the intended use by removing unacceptable risks to 
human health, buildings and other property and the natural and historical environment 
must be prepared, and is subject to the approval in writing of the Local Planning 
Authority. The scheme must include all works to be undertaken, proposed remediation 
objectives and remediation criteria, timetable of works and site management 
procedures. The scheme must ensure that the site will not qualify as contaminated land 
under Part 2A of the Environmental Protection Act 1990 in relation to the intended use 
of the land after remediation. 
 
c. Implementation of Approved Remediation Scheme - The approved remediation 
scheme must be carried out in accordance with its terms prior to the commencement of 
development other than that required to carry out remediation, unless otherwise agreed 
in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The Local Planning Authority must be given 
two weeks written notification of commencement of the remediation scheme works. 
Following completion of measures identified in the approved remediation scheme, a 
verification report (referred to in PPS23 as a validation report) that demonstrates the 
effectiveness of the remediation carried out must be produced, and is subject to the 
approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority. 
 
d. Reporting of Unexpected Contamination - In the event that contamination is found at 
any time when carrying out the approved development that was not previously 
identified it must be reported in writing immediately to the Local Planning Authority. An 
investigation and risk assessment must be undertaken in accordance with the 
requirements of condition (a), and where remediation is necessary a remediation 
scheme must be prepared in accordance with the requirements of condition (b), which 
is subject to the approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority. 
Following completion of measures identified in the approved remediation scheme a 
verification report must be prepared, which is subject to the approval in writing of the 
Local Planning Authority in accordance with part (c). 
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e. Importation of soil - In the event that it is proposed to import soil onto site in 
connection with the development, the proposed soil shall be sampled at source and 
analysed in a laboratory that is accredited under the MCERTS Chemical testing of Soil 
Scheme for all parameters requested (where this is available), the results of which 
shall be submitted to the LPA for consideration. Only the soil approved in writing by the 
LPA shall be used on site 

Note 
The applicant is advised that the sound insulation scheme submitted under condition 4 shall 
be designed following the completion of a sound survey undertaken by a competent person. 
The scheme shall take account of the need to provide adequate ventilation, which will be by 
mechanical means where an open window scenario is not sufficient and shall be designed to 
achieve the following criteria with the ventilation operating: 
 
Bedrooms                    30 dB LAeq (15 Minutes) (2300 hrs – 0700 hrs) 
Living/Bedrooms        35 dB LAeq (15 Minutes) (0700 hrs – 2300 hrs) 
All Other Habitable Rooms 40 dB LAeq (15 Minutes) (0700 hrs – 2300 hrs) 
 
All Habitable Rooms  45 dB LAmax to occur no more than 6 times per hour 

Any outdoor amenity areas 55 dB LAeq (1 hour) (0700 hrs – 2300 hrs) 
 
For the avoidance of doubt testing to demonstrate compliance with this condition shall be 
performed over a representative time period for a minimum of 15 Minutes for bedrooms and 
habitable rooms. 
 
Statement of Decision Process 
The council has negotiated amendments relating to the design, bulk and form of the building 
and its relationship to neighbouring dwellings. The proposal now complies with the policies 
and guidelines adopted by the Council and the decision has been taken in accord with the 
guidelines of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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PARISH Barlborough 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
APPLICATION Retention of and alterations and revisions to proposed stable block 

on the same footprint as the (recently) previously demolished 
stables 

LOCATION  The Laurels Ruthyn Avenue Barlborough Chesterfield 
APPLICANT  Mr Dominic Manfredi The Laurels Ruthyn Avenue Barlborough 

Derbyshire S43 4EX  
APPLICATION NO.  18/00508/FUL          FILE NO.     
CASE OFFICER   Mr Chris Fridlington  
DATE RECEIVED   4th October 2018   
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
SITE 
 
The Laurels is a two storey detached dwelling set within an area of open countryside in 
the Green Belt. There are two detached outbuildings to the north east of the existing 
house and a further single storey pitched roof building sited around 8.5m to the north 
west of the house, which is shown below and is the subject of this application. 
 
As Existing 
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PROPOSAL 
 
The current application seeks the partial retention of this single storey building (shown 
immediately above) which is currently 5.57m wide, 21m long and has a pitched roof 
which is 2.8m high to the eaves and 5.2m high to the ridge. The submitted plans (shown 
overleaf) show that it is intended to replace the existing roof with a shallow mono-pitch 
roof that would be 3.3m at its highest point at the rear of the building dropping to a 
height of 3m above the adjacent ground level at the front of the building.   
 
The plans submitted with this application also show the building would be fully rendered 
and would have uPVC windows and timber doors. The materials for the new roof have 
not been specified.  
 
The submitted floor plans indicate the remaining building will be retained on its existing 
footprint and would provide three stables, tack room and storage space. Two windows 
would be removed from the front elevation of the existing building and a third window 
would be replaced with a door to provide access to the tack room.  
 
As Proposed  
 

 
 
 
Floor Plan 
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HISTORY  
 
In 2015, the Council investigated an enquiry about the erection of a new building at The 
Laurels without planning permission. A pre-existing building (shown below) had also 
been demolished without any formal planning consents. 
 
Pre-existing Building 
 

 
 
In 2016, two application seeking retrospective planning permission for the ‘existing’ 
building were submitted. The first application (application no16/00089/FUL) was 
withdrawn prior to determination. The second (application no.16/00468/FUL) was 
refused and the subsequent appeal was dismissed on the basis that the existing 
building, as shown below, was inappropriate development in the Green Belt. 
 
Existing Building 
 

 
 
The Council then issued an enforcement notice requiring the removal of the existing 
building (shown above) and the appeal against this enforcement notice was dismissed. 
The existing building remains on site in breach of the requirements of the existing 
enforcement notice despite an extension of time for compliance having been granted by 
the Council.  
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CONSULTATIONS 
 
The Council has consulted with all statutory consultees and had received one response 
from the County Council by the date of the publication of this report. The County Council 
(in their capacity as the local highway authority) have no objections to the proposals 
subject to the building proposed in this application remaining in a private use ancillary to 
the normal domestic use of The Laurels as a C3 dwelling house.  
 
PUBLICITY 
 
The application has been publicised by a site notice but no representations had been 
received by the date of the publication of this report. 
 
POLICY 
 
Bolsover District Local Plan  
 
The most relevant saved policies in the adopted Bolsover District Local Plan are: 
 
GEN 1 (Minimum Requirements for Development)  
GEN 2 (Impact of the Development on the Environment),  
GEN 9 (Development in the Green Belt) 
GEN 11 (Development Adjoining the Settlement Framework)  
ENV 3 (Development in the Countryside)  
 
National Planning Policy Framework 
 
The most relevant policies in the revised National Planning Policy Framework published 
in July 2018 include: 
 
Paragraphs 143-146: Proposals affecting the Green Belt 
Paragraphs 124-131: Achieving well-designed places 
Paragraph 170: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 
 
ASSESSMENT 
 
Background and Key Issues 
 
There has been no significant changes to the site and its surroundings since the two 
recent appeal decisions. The first appeal was made against the Council decision to 
refuse planning permission for the retention of the existing building and was dismissed. 
The second appeal was made against the enforcement notice, which requires the 
existing building to be removed, and was also dismissed. Therefore, there are no 
reasons to disagree with the conclusions drawn previously by two separate Planning 
Inspectors that the proposals would not have any impacts on archaeology or ecology, 
would not be unneighbourly and would not have any highway safety implications 
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provided the building remained in the private use of the occupants of The Laurels.  
 
As such, the key issues in the determination of the current application are similar if not 
almost identical to the key issues identified in the two recent appeals, which are: 
 

a) whether or not the building constitutes inappropriate development in the Green 
Belt once it has been altered as proposed in this application;  
 

b) the effect of the building on the character and appearance of the countryside 
once it has been altered as proposed in this application; and  
 

c) if the building once it had been altered still constitutes inappropriate development 
in the Green Belt, whether the resultant harm by reason of inappropriateness, 
and any other harm, are clearly outweighed by other considerations so as to 
amount to the very special circumstances necessary to justify grant planning 
permission for the current application.   

 
Development in the Green Belt  
 
Saved Local Plan Policy GEN9 says development will not be permitted in the Green 
Belt other than where the building is on a relatively small list of functional buildings 
including ‘small stables’ which may be acceptable in the Green Belt on an exceptional 
basis. This policy is consistent with national planning policies in the revised version of 
the National Planning Policy Framework published in July 2018, which says at 
Paragraph 145: a local planning authority should regard the construction of new 
buildings as inappropriate in the Green Belt. Exceptions to this are:  
 

a) buildings for agriculture and forestry;  

b) the provision of appropriate facilities (in connection with the existing use of land 
or a change of use) for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation, cemeteries and burial 
grounds and allotments; as long as the facilities preserve the openness of the 
Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes of including land within it;  

c) the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in 
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building;  

d) the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and 
not materially larger than the one it replaces;  

e) limited infilling in villages;  

f) limited affordable housing for local community needs under policies set out in the 
development plan (including policies for rural exception sites); and  
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g) limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed 
land, whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary buildings), 
which would: 
 

 not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the 
existing development; or 

 not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt, where the 
development would re-use previously developed land and contribute to 
meeting an identified affordable housing need within the area of the local 
planning authority. 
 

In this case, the retained building would be 5.57m wide and 21m long with an eaves 
height around 3m above the adjacent ground level. Therefore, the altered building could 
be considered to be larger than the ‘small stables’ anticipated by Policy GEN9. 
However, there is also no current use of the land associated with The Laurels (c.2.5 
hectares in area) and no evidence of any recent use of the land for keeping horses. The 
applicant has also not provided any evidence that horses are being kept elsewhere 
pending the determination of this application or any evidence that there are future 
intentions to keep horses at the Laurels.  
 
It is also notable that the single stable doors are narrower and not as high as normal 
stable doors, the steps up to the doors are also not ideal for horses and the double 
doors would be normally considered to be impractical if not dangerous for horses. In 
these respects, it is not clear that the altered building has been purpose-designed for 
keeping horses but these issues could be resolved by further amendments to the 
submitted plans.  
 
However, because it is not possible to conclude that the stables are proportionate in 
size to any particular past, current or intended future use of the land; it is not considered 
that the proposals accord with the exception in GEN9 that could in other circumstances 
allow planning permission to be granted for small stables in the Green Belt. In this 
respect, it is also considered the proposals do not fall within the scope of bullet point (b) 
in paragraph 145, which allows for the provision of appropriate facilities (in connection 
with the existing use of land or a change of use) for outdoor sport and/or outdoor 
recreation, amongst other things.  
 
Aside from bullet point (b) in paragraph 145, it is considered that the proposals could 
only be considered under two of the other criteria in paragraph 145, which allow for: d) 
the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and not 
materially larger than the one it replaces; and g) the redevelopment of previously 
developed land, whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary 
buildings), which would not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt 
than the existing development. 
 
If the altered building were to be considered to be a replacement building even though 
the original building has been demolished; the new building would not be in the same 
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use as the original building on the site.  The floor plan of the original / pre-existing 
building (shown below) was split almost 50/50 between kennelling and stabling whereas 
the altered building would be used solely for equestrian purposes with some incidental 
storage of equipment for management of the land. 
 
Floor Plan of Original / Pre-existing Building 
 

 
 
Furthermore, the new building is 5.57m wide and 21m long, from the OS maps the 
original/pre-existing building measured 17m x 4.5m (see below).  
 
Extract from GIS mapping 
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Therefore the altered building proposed in this application would not be in the same use 
as the original / pre-existing building and the altered building would be materially larger 
than the original / pre-existing building even though it would have a lower roof than the 
‘existing’ building which was previously refused planning permission and is now the 
subject of the current enforcement notice. Taken together, these points mean that the 
altered building proposed in this application does not comply with the exception in bullet 
point ‘d’ of Paragraph 145 of the Framework that might otherwise allow permission to be 
granted for a replacement building in the Green Belt. 
 
In terms of bullet point ‘g’ of Paragraph 145 of the Framework, the altered building 
proposed in this application would be located mostly on previously developed land but 
this building is larger than the original / pre-existing building and it is not a form of infill 
development. Therefore, also taking into account the original/pre-existing building is no 
longer there, the altered building would have a significant impact on the openness of the 
Green Belt. In summary, the altered building would increase the extent of the ‘existing’ 
built development at the property in the Green Belt and detract from the openness of the 
Green Belt beyond what might be permissible development on previously developed 
land under bullet point ‘g’ of Paragraph 145 of the Framework.    
 
Therefore, the building proposed in this application does not comply with any of the 
descriptions of appropriate development in the Green Belt set out in paragraph 145 of 
the Framework or saved Local Plan Policy GEN9. Consequently, the building proposed 
in this application constitutes inappropriate development in the Green Belt as defined in 
the Framework and the adopted Bolsover District Local Plan and should be refused 
planning permission unless it can be considered there are very special circumstances to 
justify granting planning permission for the current application. 
 
Character and Appearance  
 
Although the application site is within the Green Belt and the building proposed in this 
application would affect the openness of the Green Belt, it does not necessarily follow 
that the building would automatically have a significant visual impact. In the previous 
appeal decisions, it was concluded that the ‘existing’ building has a neutral effect on the 
character and appearance of the area and it might be said that a building with a lower 
roof (as proposed in this application) would have even less of a visual impact than the 
existing building.  
 
However, it is not clear from the previous appeal decisions that it was properly 
acknowledged that saved Local Plan Policy ENV3 is consistent with national policies 
because it restricts new developments outside of settlements to conserve the intrinsic 
character and beauty of the District’s countryside. In particular, this policy restricts 
development in undeveloped gaps between settlements to protect the locally distinctive 
character and appearance of the rural setting of many of the District’s settlements 
including Barlborough. 
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ENV3 says that in this location, outside of the settlement framework, planning 
permission should only be granted for the building proposed in this location if it: 
 
 

1. is necessary for it to be in this location; or  
 

2. is required for the exploitation of sources of renewable energy; or 
 

3. would result in a significant improvement to the rural environment; or  
 

4. would benefit the local community through the reclamation or re-use of land.    
 
In the first instance, it is clear that retention of the building in its altered form would not 
benefit the wider community given that the local highways authority would require the 
building to be restricted to private use if planning permission were to be granted for this 
application. It is also clear that the proposals do not include or incorporate any way of 
exploiting sources of renewable energy.  Taking into account that it is not possible to 
conclude that the stables are proportionate in size to any particular past, current or 
intended future use of the land; it is also not possible to conclude that retention of the 
building as stabling (with or without its pitched roof) is necessary in this location. 
 
Equally, it seems unlikely that a building that detracts from the openness of the Green 
Belt could make a significant improvement to the rural environment. However, the 
building proposed in this application is more likely to detract from the character and 
appearance of the surrounding countryside because of its design.  
 
Although it is recognised that there are a wide variety of buildings that can be found in 
the countryside, saved Local Plan policy GEN2 requires particular attention to be paid to 
the design of new development. In this case, the proposed building does not reflect the 
styles of traditional rural buildings and the mono-pitch roof would be an especially 
unfortunate design feature that would detract from the overall appearance of the 
building and exacerbate the negative effects of the small windows in the rear of the 
building. 
 
In summary, the building would not be visually attractive and would not be sympathetic 
to the locally distinctive character of the surrounding landscape setting contrary to the 
requirements of policy GEN2. This policy is consistent with national policies that 
promote and encourage high standards of design and notably, paragraph 130 of the 
Framework says 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.  
 
In this case, despite the reservations expressed by the two previous Inspectors, the 
building is also clearly visible from public vantage points and it would be an obviously 
incongruous and intrusive development when seen from these vantage points. 
Therefore, the building proposed in this application would not be of an appropriately 
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high standard of design, it would materially detract from the character and appearance 
of the surrounding countryside and its retention is not necessary in this location.  
 
Therefore, the current proposals conflict with the requirements of saved Local Plan 
policies ENV3 and GEN2 and national planning policies in the Framework and it is 
considered this conflict would be sufficient to warrant refusing planning permission for 
the building proposed in this application even if it were located in countryside outside of 
the Green Belt.   
 
Conclusions 
 
When considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure 
that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special 
circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of 
inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly 
outweighed by other considerations. From the above assessment, it is considered that 
the proposals would harm the openness of the Green Belt and harm the character and 
appearance of the surrounding countryside not least because of the poor design of the 
altered building proposed in this application. These conclusions weigh heavily against 
granting planning permission for the current application.  
 
However, for the reasons above, it is not considered that retention of the building for 
stabling is necessary in this location if the building were even purpose-designed for 
equestrian use. For the above reasons, it is also clear that retention of the building 
would not give rise to any public benefits and there is no evidence to suggest that 
retention of the building in its altered state would give rise to any particular social, 
economic or environmental benefits. Therefore, there are no very special circumstances 
that would justify approval for this application and with regard to the harmful impacts of 
the proposed development; it is considered the adverse impacts of granting planning 
permission significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of doing so. 
 
Accordingly, the current application is recommended for refusal.     
 
Other Matters 
Listed Building: The proposed building does not affect the setting of any listed building.  
Conservation Area: The proposed building does not affect any designated Conservation 
Area. 
Crime and Disorder: No issues arising. 
Equalities: No issues arising. 
Access for Disabled: No issues arising. 
Trees (Preservation and Planting): The proposal does not impact on any trees. 
SSSI Impacts: The proposed building does not affect any SSSI. 
Biodiversity: No issues arising. 
Human Rights: In accordance with Human Rights legislation and a right to a ‘fair trial’, 
the applicant would have a right of appeal if permission were to be refused for this 
application. In terms of the applicant’s right to the peaceful enjoyment of his own 
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property, the impact of the building having to be removed as a consequence of a refusal 
of permission for this application has already been considered in the determination of 
the appeal against the enforcement notice that is currently in place. In more general 
terms, an individual’s Human Rights do not supersede the wider public interest and in 
this case the recommendation of refusal is made in the wider public interest with due 
regard to local and national policies and all other relevant planning considerations. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The current application is recommended for REFUSAL for the following reasons: 
 
The building proposed in this application does not comply with any of the descriptions of 
appropriate development in the Green Belt set out in paragraph 145 of the Framework 
or saved Local Plan Policy GEN9. Consequently, the building proposed in this 
application constitutes inappropriate development in the Green Belt as defined in the 
Framework and the adopted Bolsover District Local Plan. 
 
By virtue of its design and its location visible from public vantage points, the building 
would not be visually attractive and would not be sympathetic to character and 
appearance of the surrounding countryside. There is also no evidence to demonstrate 
that retention of the building in its altered state is necessary in this location. Therefore, 
the current application is contrary to saved Local Plan polices ENV3 and GEN2 and 
contrary to national policies in the Framework. 
 
In this case, there is no evidence of very special circumstances that would otherwise 
justify approval for this application and in all other respects; the adverse impacts of 
granting planning permission for this application would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits of doing so. 
 
Statement of Decision Process 
 
It is considered that amendments to the design of the proposals would not address the 
Council’s fundamental objections to this application. The Council’s officers have also 
sought to act positively by allowing this application to be considered rather than 
declining to determine the application as they might have been entitled to as a matter of 
law.   
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Site Location Plan 
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Agenda Item No 7 
Bolsover District Council 

 
Planning Committee  

 
21st November 2018 

 

Parking Standards Supplementary Planning Document 

 
Report of the Interim Planning Policy Manager 

This report is public  
 

Purpose of the Report 

 To update members in relation to progress on the Parking Standards 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 
 

 To seek approval for a four week consultation on the document to obtain the 
views of interested parties. 

 

1.  Report Details 

Background 

1.1. National direction in regards to parking provision have changed over the 
years. Whilst standards used to reflect the minimum parking spaces required, 
a change in 2001 (PPG 13) saw national maximum standards introduced with 
the intention of limiting private vehicle usage, by limiting parking opportunities 
and promoting the use of more sustainable modes of transport. 
 

1.2. Maximum standards however were abolished in 2011 in recognition that they 
were not achieving the desired results. Instead, they were seen as a major 
cause of problematic parking and did not lead to a decrease in private vehicle 
usage. 

 
1.3. In a Ministerial Statement published 25th March 2015, the importance of 

providing adequate parking provision was raised and national planning policy 
was amended to further support the provision of car parking spaces. It added 
the following text to be read alongside the existing parking standards covered 
in paragraph 39 of the 2012 NPPF: 

“Local planning authorities should only impose local parking standards for 

residential and non-residential development where there is clear and 

compelling justification that it is necessary to manage their local road 

network.” 
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1.4. This recognises that parking is an issue that differs between locations and that 

local planning authorities are best placed to determine the needs of their 

areas. 

 

1.5. In response to the Consultation Draft Local Plan (CDLP), Derbyshire county 

Council as the Local Highways Authority stated: 

 

“The CDLP needs to make more reference to parking in addition to indicating 

that where appropriate developments should make provision for off-street 

parking, service and emergency access. Parking Standards, for example, 

need to be identified”. 

1.6. Therefore, policy ITCR11: Parking Provision, has been formulated within the 

Publication Local Plan and a Parking Standards SPD is intended to support 

this policy. The SPD sets out the requirement for parking provision for both 

residential and non-residential development. The document refers to the latest 

6C’s guidance ‘Delivering Streets and Places’ for design considerations and 

focuses on the actual provision in terms of the numbers of spaces required 

and the format of these spaces, including space dimensions. The draft 

document has developed through consultation with relevant stakeholders; in 

particular Derbyshire County Council as the Local Highways Authority, as well 

as discussions with Development Management Officers, the Senior urban 

Design Officer and consideration of the responses received on parking 

provision from the Regulation 19 consultation on the Publication Local Plan. 

 
1.7. As a Supplementary Planning Document, the process to adopt the document is 

governed by the Town and Country Planning (Local Plan) (England) 
Regulations 2012. 

2. Issues for Consideration 

2.1. The independent Planning inspector appointed to examine the Publication 
Local Plan, in her Initial Questions for the Council, has raised, as an issue, that 
the Publication Local Plan currently defers important policy matters to the 
Parking Standards SPD. She stipulates that such matters should be before the 
Examination for testing. It is therefore important that the SPD is progressed in 
advance of the Examination in Public hearing sessions and agreed parts in 
relation to parking requirements are included within the Local Plan. . 

 
2.2. In order to progress towards formal adoption, it is necessary for the SPD to be 

subjected to a formal consultation period of a minimum of four weeks. This 
consultation will allow any interested parties the opportunity to comment on the 
draft document.   
 

2.3. Officers can then consider the responses to the consultation in order to suggest 
modifications the policy where necessary in advance of the hearing sessions. 
This with be in accordance with the delegation of authority to the Chief 
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Executive Officer to approve Modifications to the Publication Local Plan for 
Bolsover District in consultation with the Leader and Deputy Leader of the 
Council and the Chair of Planning Committee, as agreed at the Planning 
committee of 26th September 2018. 
 

2.4. Towards the end of the Examination, all of the Modifications agreed will need 
to be consulted on and any responses shared with the Inspector who will 
consider whether additional sessions are required to address those issues. 
 

2.5. Following the close of the Examination and agreement to all modifications, it 
will remain a decision for the full Council to adopt the Plan or not. However, it 
is clearly important that any modifications agreed as part of the process are 
supported by the Council to allow for the adoption of the Plan.  
 

THE PARKING STANDARDS SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING DOCUMENT 

 

2.6. The document explains its purpose and the role of Supplementary Planning 
documents in the Introduction. It then sets out the existing Policy requirements 
both nationally and locally.  The methodology section explains how the 
document has been developed, before the standards section sets out what the 
parking requirements will be. This is followed by a quick reference section 
which points out: 

a) Residential parking standards are set out in Table 2. 
b) Non-residential (and residential institution) parking standards are 

set out in Table 3. 
c) Accessible (disabled) parking provision should equate to a 

minimum of 6% of the total parking provision in non-residential 
development, although certain developments may require more. 
Where residential development is intended for disabled users, the 
parking provision should be in accordance with paragraph 4.9 of 
this document. 

d) Minimum parking space dimensions are set out in table 4. 
 

2.7. It is worth noting here that residential requirements will be one space per 

unit for 1 bedroom units, plus a visitor space per 2 units, 2 spaces for 2/3 

bed units and 3 spaces for 4+ bed units. It is also proposed to enlarge car 

parking bays to reflect the larger vehicles which are more common today  

 
3. Conclusions and Reasons for Recommendation 
 
3.1 Significant work has been carried out to produce a Parking Standards SPD that 

sets out to achieve the right balance of providing an adequate number of well-
designed spaces without leading to an inefficient use of land.  

 
3.2 The Parking Standards SPD builds upon policy ITCR11: Parking Provision, to 

provide detailed information on what is required from the policy. It is therefore 
essential that this document is available in advance of the hearing sessions of 
Publication Local Plan’s Examination in Public. 
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3.3 It is recommended that the Planning Committee note the contents of this report 

and agree the four week consultation on the Parking Standards SPD. 
 
4. Consultation and Equality Impact 

4.1. An Equality Impact Assessment was carried out as part of the Local Plan 
process. During the Regulation 19 consultation on the Publication Local Plan, 
one representation was received in relation to policy ITCR11: Parking 
Provision. 
 

5. Alternative Options and Reasons for Rejection 

 

5.1. There are two alternative approaches: 
 
1) the Council could decide to not produce a Parking Standards SPD, and 

instead, direct proposals to external guidance documents; or  
2) the Council could decide to set out the principal parking standards within 

the Local Plan document, and refer to external guidance for more detailed 
considerations.  

 
5.2. It is acknowledged that from the Inspectors Initial Questions for the Council, 

further detail may need to be added within the Local Plan document. However, 
the two alternative options would give less control over parking matters, 
potentially leading to granting planning permissions to poorer quality schemes 
than what could be achieved.  

 
6. Implications 

 

Finance and Risk Implications 

 

6.1. Assessed as part of Local Plan process. No additional implications to note. 
 

 Legal Implications including Data Protection 

 

6.2. If the SPD is to be progressed, the proposed consultation is required under the 
Town and Country Planning (Local Plan) (England) Regulations 2012. The 
adoption process is also governed by the regulations. The consultation will be 
undertaken in accordance with the Council’s Statement of Community 
Involvement and the General Data Protection Regulations (GDPR). 

 
 Human Resources Implications 

 

6.3. None.  
 

7. Recommendations 

 

7.1. That the Planning Committee: 
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i. Agree a consultation on the draft Parking Standards SPD for a period of 

four weeks, to allow the progression of the document and its availability 
in advance of the Local Plan Examination in Public hearing sessions. 

 
8 Decision Information 

Is the decision a Key Decision? 
A Key Decision is an executive 
decision which has a significant 
impact on two or more District 
wards or which results in income 
or expenditure to the Council 
above the following thresholds: 
               
BDC:    Revenue -  
             Capital -  
NEDDC: Revenue -  
              Capital -  
 

applies 
 

No 

Is the decision subject to Call-In? 
(Only Key Decisions are subject to 
Call-In)  

No 
 

Has the relevant Portfolio Holder 
been informed 
 

Yes 
 

District Wards Affected All 

Links to Corporate Plan 

priorities or Policy Framework 

The new Local Plan will identify 

suitable areas for development to help 

to deliver the Council’s Growth 

Agenda. It will assist both developers 

and local residents by providing 

certainty about the way the district will 

develop over the Plan period. As a 

document that’s purpose is to support 

a policy within the Plan, it contributes 

to the same Corporate Aims and their 

identified priority actions: 

 Unlocking Our Growth Potential 
(main aim); 

 Supporting Our Communities to 
be Healthier, Safer, Cleaner and 
Greener. 
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9 Document Information 
 

Appendix No Title 

 Parking Standards Supplementary Planning Document 

Background Papers (These are unpublished works which have been relied 

on to a material extent when preparing the report.  They must be listed in 

the section below.  If the report is going to Cabinet (NEDDC) or Executive 

(BDC) you must provide copies of the background papers) 

N/A 

Report Author Contact Number 

Rob Routledge Ext 2299 
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1. Introduction 

 
1.1 The purpose of this Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) is to guide 

and support planning decisions in relation to parking issues and support the 

Local Plan policy ITCR11: Parking Provision; by setting out the number and 

design of parking spaces to meet current and anticipated future demands.  

 

1.2 In order for these standards to work alongside the Local Plan with the aim 

of achieving sustainable development in the District, it is important that 

parking provision is considered early in the design process. This will ensure 

parking is well integrated within development, helping create successful 

places, rather than being an afterthought that is not visually attractive and 

does not function well. 

 

1.3 Parking for all types of development should be convenient and safe for all 

users, including: residents, workers, visitors and people with disabilities. Not 

only should the appropriate number of parking spaces be provided, 

consideration also has to be given to; how developments can promote 

sustainable modes of travel; how parking provision can positively contribute 

to the attractiveness of developments; and how well designed parking 

provision can help prevent illegal, unsightly and unsafe parking. Such 

parking can hinder the access of emergency and service vehicles, and 

cause risk to pedestrians; particularly those using push chairs, wheel chairs, 

mobility scooters, people with visual or physical impairments and children. 

 

1.4 It is important that parking standards allow flexibility to ensure that 

appropriate levels of parking provision are provided, which may differ 

between locations and developments. However, the standards set out in this 

document are responsive to the local situation. Any departure from the 

standards must be fully justified and not lead to negative impacts on health 

and safety or unacceptably impact upon amenity. 

 

1.5 The parking standards set out in this document apply to all new 

development, including extensions and conversions. 

 

1.6 The objectives of this SPD are, therefore, to: 

 

 explain the need for parking standards and how this SPD aligns with the 

national and local policy context; 

 set out the District’s parking standards to guide proposed development, 

including the requirement for provision and design; 

 

1.7 In the creation of this SPD, the Council has looked at past and current 

parking policies and guidelines, examples of best practice and the approach 

of neighbouring authorities. It has also liaised with Derbyshire County 

Council (as the local Highways Authority), to ensure that this SPD dovetails 
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with the joint guidance document they endorse, ‘Delivering Streets and 

Places’. This SPD therefore sets out the provision requirements that should 

be provided in accordance with the design guidance set out in the Delivering 

Streets and Places document. 

 

1.8 Development Management Officers have also been consulted during the 

creation of this SPD to establish what issues are currently faced regarding 

parking provision when determining planning applications. This co-

operative approach ensures that the SPD is something that Officers can 

work with, as together with designers and developers, they will be among 

the core users of the document, when advising on development proposals 

and determining planning applications. 
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2. Policy Context 

 
2.1 National policy has changed over the years from its approach of limiting 

parking in attempt to reduce private vehicle usage and encourage the use 

of more sustainable modes of transport, to now recognising the importance 

of achieving the right balance locally. 

 

2.2 There have been many key parking guidance documents along the way, 

including:  

 

 DfT Traffic Advisory Leaflet 5/95 (1995); 

 DfT Inclusive Mobility (2005); 

 DCLG Residential Car Parking Research (2007); 

 DCLG & DfT Manual for Streets (2007) and Manual for Streets 2 

(2010); 

 DCLG Planning Policy Guidance 13: Transport (updated 2011); 

 

as well as more local documents such as 6C’s Design Guide and now 6C’s 

Delivering Streets and Places. All of these documents have been 

considered in the formulation of these standards. 

 

2.3 The current policy context is set out below: 

National Policy 

 

2.4 The Local Plan and the relevant Parking Policy were developed, and will be 

examined against, the 2012 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 

2012).  However, in the interests of the longer term applicability of this 

document it is important that it takes account of the most up to date national 

policy. 

 

2.5 This is embodied within the latest NPPF, published in July 2018. The NPPF 

still emphasises that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to 

the achievement of sustainable development. It also explains that there are 

three dimensions to sustainable development; economic, social and 

environmental. Therefore, to achieve sustainable development, economic, 

social and environmental objectives should be pursued in mutually 

supportive ways. 

 

2.6 The following paragraphs are relevant to parking provision: 

 

Paragraph 102:  Transport issues should be considered from the earliest 
stages of plan-making and development proposals, so that: … 

 
c) opportunities to promote walking, cycling and public 

transport use are identified and pursued;  
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e) patterns of movement, streets, parking and other transport  
considerations are integral to the design of schemes, and 
contribute to making high quality places.  

 
Paragraph 105: If setting local parking standards for residential and non-

residential development, local planning authorities should take 
into account: 

 
a) the accessibility of the development; 
b) the type, mix and use of development; 
c) the availability of and opportunities for public transport; 
d) local car ownership levels; and 
e) the need to ensure an adequate provision of spaces for 

charging plug-in and other ultra-low emission vehicles.  

 

Paragraph 104: Planning policies should:  
 

d) provide for high quality walking and cycling networks and 
supporting facilities such as cycle parking (drawing on 
Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plans)  

 
Paragraph 106:  Maximum parking standards for residential and non-

residential development should only be set where there is a clear 
and compelling justification that they are necessary for managing 
the local road network, or for optimising the density of 
development in city and town centres and other locations that are 
well served by public transport (in accordance with chapter 11 of 
this Framework). In town centres, local authorities should seek to 
improve the quality of parking so that it is convenient, safe and 
secure, alongside measures to promote accessibility for 
pedestrians and cyclists.  

 
Paragraph 107: Planning policies and decisions should recognise the 

importance of providing adequate overnight lorry parking 
facilities, taking into account any local shortages, to reduce the 
risk of parking in locations that lack proper facilities or could cause 
a nuisance. Proposals for new or expanded distribution centres 
should make provision for sufficient lorry parking to cater for their 
anticipated use.  

 
2.7 Paragraph 106 incorporates the ministerial statement from March 2015 

which said: “Local planning authorities should only impose local parking 

standards for residential and non-residential development where there is clear 

and compelling justification that it is necessary to manage their local road 

network.” This statement emphasises that parking matters should be dealt 

with locally to reflect local circumstances, and moves away from previous 

maximum parking standards that were abolished in 2011. It is recognised 

that maximum standards, aimed at reducing private vehicle usage and 
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encouraging more sustainable modes of transport, have not resulted in the 

desired outcomes and has led to further parking issues. 

 

2.8 Whilst we must seek to tackle climate change, limiting parking spaces has 

not brought a reduction in car ownership. Under provision has resulted in 

illegal, dangerous, inconsiderate and anti-social parking, and whilst there 

are fears that more parking will lead to an inefficient use of space and 

contribute to unattractive places, integrating parking into a scheme at an 

early stage can help ensure its design can contribute to attractive 

developments that work well. 

 

2.9 Therefore, in order achieve sustainable development locally, and ensure 

that sustainable modes of transport are still encouraged alongside providing 

suitable parking provision, it is important that the Council sets out clear 

policy defining the amount design of parking provision required, in a way 

that has the flexibility to respond to specific locational circumstances.  

Local Policy 

 

2.10 Derbyshire County Council in their response to the Consultation Draft Local 

Plan (CDLP) in December 2016, stated: 

“The CDLP needs to make more reference to parking in addition to 

indicating that where appropriate developments should make 

provision for off-street parking, service and emergency access. 

Parking Standards, for example, need to be identified”. 

 

2.11 The Publication Local Plan responded to this by including policy ITCR11: 

Parking Provision, which forms the basis for this SPD. 

 

2.12 The introduction to the policy highlights the 2015 Ministerial Statement on 

planning matters which included guidance on the provision of car parking 

spaces to be read alongside the National Planning Policy Framework. This 

expects local planning authorities to only impose local parking standards for 

residential and non-residential development where there is clear and 

compelling justification that it is necessary to manage their local road network. 

 

2.13 The Plan also sets out that without adequate car parking provision for residents, 

customers and visitors or as a result of poor design, inappropriate and illegal 

parking will occur on pavements verges and adjoining areas leading to impacts 

on local highway network and surrounding neighbourhoods.  

 

2.14 In addition, due to Bolsover District’s semi-rural character high frequency and 

extensive public transport services are not currently available meaning the 

opportunities for people to access reasonable public transport are largely 

limited to the District’s most sustainable settlements.  As a result, the Council 

considers that it is essential to set out appropriate standards of parking 
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provision for most types of development and undertake to provide a new 

Supplementary Planning Document on Local Parking Standards. 

 

2.15 The Policy states: 

 

Policy ITCR11: Parking Provision 

Planning permission will be granted where there is appropriate provision for 

vehicle and cycle parking as outlined within the Local Parking Standards 

Supplementary Planning Document. 

Parking provision should: 

a) relate well to the proposed development; 
b) be well designed, taking account of the characteristics of the site and the 

locality and avoiding car dominated street scenes; 
c) provide a safe and secure environment; 
d) minimise conflict with pedestrians and / or cyclists; 
e) make provision for service and emergency access. 
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3. Methodology 
 

3.1 Delivering Streets and Places (2017) provides design guidance for parking 

provision but as the document has been produced by and for numerous 

Councils’, whose areas have individual characteristics and needs, the 

document does not specify requirements in terms of numbers of spaces. 

The predecessor to this document, 6C’s Design Guide, referred to the 

methodology set out in the Department for Communities and Local 

Government’s (DCLG) ‘Residential Car Parking Research’ (2007). This 

method provides guidance on the requirement for residential parking based 

the on an assessment of anticipated future levels of car ownership. It also 

explores the differences in required provision when provision is provided by 

allocated and unallocated spaces, in recognition that over provision also 

has negative effects such as wasted and unsightly space, where parking 

dominates the street scene.  

 

3.2 This method assumes that car ownership levels for new housing would be 

similar to what already exists for existing housing in the area. It also requires 

up-to-date data on car ownership by tenure and house size. As it is difficult 

to obtain detailed up-to-date data on this matter, the Council has taken a 

wide ranging approach formulating its parking standards, where it has 

considered: the local context and issues, previous requirements and their 

effectiveness, previous national studies and guidance, and the approach of 

similar and neighbouring authorities. 

 

3.3 DCLG’s Residential Car Parking Research (2007) states that, “the number 

of cars per household in the UK does not appear to be reaching saturation 

level and that car ownership is: … likely to continue to grow for the 

foreseeable future” (page 4). 

 

3.4 Table 1 below takes data from the 2001 and 2011 Census’ and shows the 

total number of households in the District and breaks this down into the 

amount of households where one or more members have access to 1, 2, 3 

or 4+ cars / vans. This has been converted into a percentage of the total 

households to aid analysis. 

 

Table 1: Car / van availability derived from 2001 and 2011 Census: 
Total number 
of 
households 

Number of 
households 
with no 
car/van 

Number of 
households 
with 1 
car/van 

Number of 
households 
with 2 
cars/vans 

Number of 
households 
with 3 
cars/vans 

Number of 
households 
with 4+ 
cars/vans 

2001 

30,248 8,309 13,526 6,870 1,210 333 

% of total 
households 

27.5 44.7 22.7 4 1.1 

2011 

32,801 7,662 13,986 8,627 1,909 617 

% of total 
households 

23.4 42.6 26.3 5.8 1.9 
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3.5 From the table, it is clear to see that between 2001 and 2011, the 

percentage of households with one or no cars decreased whilst the 

percentage of households with 2 or more cars increased. Furthermore, in 

terms of the households that do have access to vehicles, there has been an 

increase in numbers in every category. 

 

3.6 This reinforces the need for minimum parking standards at District level. 

The Chartered Institution of Highways & Transportation (CIHT) and the 

Institute of Highways Engineers (IHE) joint publication; Guidance Note: 

Residential Parking, explains that: 

 

“Minimum levels of parking, in the context of good design and the 

efficient use of land, involve setting baseline amounts of spaces that are 

designed to achieve the maximum amount of use.” 

 

3.7 On consideration of the available guidance, the 6C’s, which the District’s 

local highways authority, Derbyshire County Council, is a member of, 

produced and approved the publication: Delivering Streets and Places 

(2017). This provides detailed design guidance for both on and off-street 

parking and it is considered that this does not need to be replicated. 

Guidance on parking design is also contained the Successful Places SPD 

(2013). Accordingly, the design of parking provision must be in 

conformity with the guidance set out in the 6C’s Delivering Streets and 

Places (2017) and Successful Places SPD (2013), or any subsequent 

replacement documents in the future:   

https://www.nottinghaminsight.org.uk/Document-Library/Document-

Library/197452 

3.8 Parking provision in terms of the number of spaces required is an issue that is 

locally distinctive and therefore not set out in this in that document. In exploring 

available information and the considerations listed above, the resulting 

residential parking standards are set out below: 
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4. The Standards 

 
Residential Development 

 

4.1 Table 2 below shows the minimum number of parking spaces required for 

different sized dwellings: 

 

Table 2: Residential Car Parking Standards 

Number of bedrooms Number of spaces 

1 bed and aged persons residence 1 space per unit plus 1 space per 
2 units for visitors 

2/3 bed 2 spaces per unit 

4+ bed 3 spaces per unit (with a 
preference of no more than 2 in-
line*) 

*This includes circumstances where a garage meets the minimum internal dimensions to count as a parking 

space. Having more than 2 vehicles in tandem will only be allowed where not doing so would lead to an 

unsatisfactory design scheme. 

 

4.2 These standards apply to all new residential development, including 

extensions and changes of use. 

 

4.3 Whilst it is acknowledged that there may be a limited number of exceptional 

circumstances where a departure from the standards may be acceptable, 

the departure must be fully justified and not lead to negative impacts on 

health and safety or unacceptably impact upon amenity. Any material 

considerations that may justify such a departure must be clearly 

demonstrated by the applicant, including evidence of how the proposal will 

not detract from the objectives of these standards. 

 

Residential garages and Cycle parking 

 

4.4 The provision of residential garages and cycle parking should be in 

accordance with the requirements and design guidance set out in the 

Delivering Streets and Places (2017) and Successful Places SPD (2013) 

documents, or any superseding documents that replaces them. 

 

 

Non-Residential Development 

 

4.5 Table 3 below shows the minimum number of parking spaces required for 

a range of non-residential developments (and residential institutions). Uses 

not listed in the table will be assessed individually. Where it is anticipated 

that a development will generate a particularly high number of users, a 

higher parking provision may be sought. If it is not possible for a 

development to provide the provision set out in these standards; for 

example due to its historic setting or it being a change of use of a building 
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on an existing high street where it is not possible to provide off -street 

parking provision, the Council will consider whether the surrounding local 

provision can accommodate the anticipated demand. 

 

Table 3: Non-Residential (and Residential Institution) Car Parking 

Standards (measured in gross floor area (GFA) unless otherwise stated) 

S
h

o
p

s
 

General Shops & 
Individual Superstores 

Less than 1000sqm - 1 space per 25m2 
1000-3000sqm – 1 space per 14m2 
Above 3000sqm – 1 space per 9m2 

Individual non-food 
retail warehouses (DIY 
stores, garden centres, 
etc.) 

1 space per 20m2 
(Covered area for garden centres, + 1 
space per 50m2 open display area) 

Retail parks To be assessed as per specific uses 

F
in

a
n

c
ia

l 

a
n

d
 

P
ro

fe
s
s
io

n
a

l 

S
e

rv
ic

e
s
 

Public services offices, 
banks, estate agents, 
employment agents, 
etc.  

1 space per 35m2 (minimum of 2 spaces) 

F
o

o
d

 &
 D

ri
n

k
 

Restaurants, cafes and 
hot food takeaways 

1 space per 4m2 dining area or waiting 
space in takeaway 

Transport Cafes 1 lorry space per 2m2 (size 15mx3m and 
can enter and leave site forwards) 

Pubs, clubs & bar 
areas of restaurants 

1 space per 2m2 drinking area + consider 
outside area on individual basis (+ 
residential dwelling standards if 
accommodation included) 

B
u

s
in

e
s
s
 

(B
1

) 

Administrative offices, 
high tech industry and 
science parks 

1 space per 25m2 (minimum of 2 spaces. 
A reduction amount may be considered on 
floor spaces over 2500sqm) 

G
e

n
e

ra
l 

In
d

u
s
tr

y
 (

B
2

) 

Industrial Processes 1 space per 40m2 (additional 
consideration if significant amount of 
associated office space. A reduction 
amount may be considered on floor 
spaces over 2500sqm) 

Vehicle service, repair 
and parts stores 

1 space per 15m2 
+ tow vehicle space where relevant 

S
p

e
c
ia

l 

In
d

u
s
tr

y
 Groups A to E Assessed individually based on activity, 

periods of production and max. employees 
per shift 
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S
to

ra
g

e
 &

 

D
is

tr
ib

u
ti
o

n
 (

B
8

) 

Warehousing Below 250sqm – 1 space per 25m2 
Above 250sqm – 7 spaces + 1 space per 
100m2 internal + 200m2 external storage 
area 
 

Wholesale cash & 
Carry 

Below 250sqm – 1 space per 25m2 
Above 250sqm – 2 spaces + 1 space per 
30m2 

H
o

te
ls

, 
H

o
s
te

ls
 a

n
d

 H
o

li
d

a
y
 

R
e

s
id

e
n

c
e

s
 

Hotels, boarding and 
guest houses 

1 space per bedroom + staff consideration 
(Individually assess coach provisions. No. 
of bedrooms include staff bedrooms. If bar 
and restaurant, parking for these must 
meet half the appropriate food and drink 
standards, If conference facilities; 1 space 
per 3m2 of rooms) 

Residential hostels and 
community homes 

1 space per 4 bedrooms 

Holiday residences 1 space per 1 & 2 sleeping room units 
2 spaces per 3+ sleeping room units 

Caravan 1 space per caravan + restaurant, bar and 
office facilities to comply with relevant 
food and drink / business requirements 

R
e

s
id

e
n

ti
a

l 
In

s
ti
tu

ti
o

n
s
 

Aged persons care 
homes 

1 space per 3 bedrooms + 1 space for 
each member of staff (maximum number 
of staff on site at one time) 

Sheltered 
accommodation 

2 spaces + 1 space per 3 residential units  

Residential schools, 
colleges, training 
centres, hall of 
residences, hospitals 
and community 
housing for disabled 
people  

To be assessed individually 

N
o

n
-R

e
s
id

e
n

ti
a

l 
In

s
ti
tu

ti
o

n
s
 

Medical surgeries / 
Dentists / vets 

2 spaces per consulting room + 1 space 
for each member of staff (maximum 
number of staff on site at one time 

Crèches & day 
nurseries 

1 space + 1 space per 10m2 (0-3yrs old) 
1 space + 1 space per 20m2 (3+-8yrs old) 
of accommodation/internal play area + 1 
extra if licence for 20+ children 
(the higher provision to be used where 
age is not specified. Facilities should be 
clear of highway, avoiding the need for 
vehicles to reverse unless location is safe 
to set down / pick up without affecting free 
and safe flow of traffic). 

Day centres 1 space per 2 staff + appropriate turning, 
standing and parking for 
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coaches/minibuses. Additional needs to 
be considered for extra spaces and 
accessibly spaces depending on users of 
facility.  

Infant, primary & 
secondary school 

2 spaces per classroom / teaching area + 
1 space per 15 sixth form students + 
sufficient hard-standing to provide for play 
areas / sports pitches etc. for out-of-hours 
parking by parents / mature students 
(facilities enabling pupils to enter / leave 
parked coaches and cars safely and clear 
of the highway, without vehicles reversing) 

Colleges of further and 
higher education 

Assessed individually, based on type, 
number of staff/students (full or part-time) 
and location  

Art galleries, 
museums, libraries 

To be assessed individually 

Places of worship & 
religious instruction 

1 space per 5 seats or 5m2 public floor 
area 

A
s
s
e

m
b

ly
 &

 L
e

is
u

re
 

Cinemas 1 space per 3 seats or 3m2 gross 
auditorium floor area if seats not fixed 

Concert halls 1 space per 3 seats or 3m2 gross 
auditorium floor area, whichever is greater 

Bingo halls 1 space per 3 seats or 3m2 gross 
auditorium floor area 

Casinos 1 space per 5m2 public floor area 

Swimming baths 20 spaces + 1 space per 10m2 water area 

Skating rinks  Assessed individually 

Sports halls & multi-
purpose sports venues 

Assessed individually having regard to an 
aggregate of the different facilities 

Multigyms & sport 
dance venues 

1 space per 5m2 gross floor area 

Racquet clubs 4 spaces per court 

Outdoor sports 
grounds 

15 spaces per pitch 

Golf clubs 150 spaces per 18 hole course (smaller 
courses assessed individually and club 
house facilities assessed on appropriate 
food and drink standards) 

Driving ranges 2 spaces per bay 

Bowls and bowling 15 spaces per green or 4 spaces per lane 

Snooker halls 2 spaces per table 

Camp sites 1 space per pitch 

Water sport venues  Assessed individually with regard to 
intensity and type of use and private / 
public access 

Specialist sports 
facilities (eg. dry-ski 
slopes) 

To be assessed individually (restaurant, 
bar and office facilities require extra 



 

111 
 

provision in accordance with food and 
drink, and business standards) 

N
o

n
-S

c
h

e
d

u
le

 U
s
e

s
 

Theatres 1 space per 3 seats or 3m2 gross 
auditorium if seats not fixed 

Amusement arcades or 
centres and funfairs 

To be assessed individually with regard to 
opening times and seasonal use 

Coin-operated 
launderettes and dry 
cleaners 

1 space per 30m2 
 

Retail fuel filling 
stations 

1 space per 30m2 + extra for car wash and 
with regard to size of retail provision 

Sale and display of 
motor vehicles 

1 space per 40m2 gross display area, 
whether internal or external 

Sale and display of 
boats and caravans 

Assessed individually, with regard to the 
sale of motor vehicle standards 

Taxi and vehicle hire 
businesses, including 
driving schools 

1 space per vehicle operated (1 space 
required if just an office receiving orders 
with vehicles being kept elsewhere, with 
additional spaces assessed individually) 

Scrapyards, mineral 
storage or distribution 
yards, earth moving 
plant, depots, motor 
vehicle breakers and 
plant hire firms 

To be assessed individually with regard to 
public access 

C
ri

te
ri

a
 N

o
t 

M
e

n
ti
o

n
e

d
 

E
ls

e
w

h
e

re
 

Abattoirs, auction 
rooms, car valeting, 
cemeteries, livery 
stables and riding 
schools, livestock 
markets and 
ambulance, fire and 
police stations, etc. will 
be assessed 
individually with 
particular regard to 
periods and frequency 
of use 

To be assessed individually with regard to 
periods and frequency of use, public 
access and anticipated need 

 

Cycle and Motorcycle Parking 

 

4.6 Cycle and motorcycle parking should be in accordance with the 

requirements and design guidance set out in the Delivering Streets and 

Places (2017) and Successful Places SPD (2013) documents, or any 

superseding documents that replaces them. 

 

Accessible (Disabled) Parking Standards 
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4.7 Having easy and convenient access to a private vehicle can be very 

important to some peoples’ quality of life. Whether travelling as a driver or  

passenger, the ability to easily park close to their home or destination, in a 

space suitable to enter and exit the vehicle in a safe and comfortable 

manner, can be a significant factor in whether the journey can be made or 

not. 

 

4.8 Considering the local context, The Office of National Statistics (ONS), using 

data from the 2011 Census, placed Bolsover District in the top ten local 

authorities for activity limitation (with 24.7% of the population having activity 

limitations). This emphasises the need to ensure there is a suitable amount 

of well-designed spaces to meet the needs of users. 

   

4.9 Where residential development is intended for disabled occupiers, off-street 

and on-street parking spaces should be on a suitably stable ground surface 

with level or as shallow a gradient as possible, and on a step free route to 

the dwelling. There should be adequate lighting to enable safe access after 

dark. Part M4(2) of the Building Regulations provides more information on 

accessible and adaptable dwellings. Spaces should have the minimum 

dimensions set out in table 4 and the minimum internal dimensions of 

garages should be in accordance with the guidance set out in the Delivering 

Streets and Places (2017) document. Consideration also needs to be given 

to the provision of storage and charging facilities of mobility equipment. 

 

4.10 For non-residential developments, a minimum of 6% of the total 

number of spaces should be designated for disabled use. Where there 

may be a higher anticipated demand, for example at care facilities, an 

appropriate additional provision will be required. These spaces should be 

as close as possible to the facilities they serve (preferably within 50m), have 

adequate signage and lighting, have sufficient space to the sides and rear 

to safely manoeuvre mobility equipment, have suitable dropped kerbs with 

tactile paving and a suitable route to the facilities they serve. 

 

4.11 Accessible spaces should be larger than standard spaces. For spaces 

perpendicular to the pavement or access strip, an additional 1.2m behind 

the space and 1.2m either side (which can be shared between spaces) 

should be provided as hatched margins. For spaces parallel to the 

pavement or access strip, the length of the space should be 6.8m and the 

width should preferably be 3.8m, but a minimum of 2.9m (depending on the 

suitability of the pavement or access strip for use as access and 

manoeuvrability space). For further guidance on specific technical 

requirements, refer to British Standards BS 8300-1:2018, ‘Design of an 

accessible and inclusive built environment. External environment. Code of 

practice’. 
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Parking Space Dimensions 

 
4.12 Table 4 below sets out the minimum parking space dimensions for standard 

and accessible spaces, for both bay and parallel parking situations: 

 

Table 4: Parking Space Dimensions 

 Bay space Parallel space 

Standard 5m x 2.6m 6.2m x 2m 

Disabled 6.2 x 3.8m 6.8m x 3.8m (2.9m min.) 

 
Ultra-Low Emission Vehicles 

 

5.1 With government announcing an intention to ban the sale of new petrol and 

diesel cars by 2040 through the Clean Air Strategy 2018 (which aims to 

reduce air pollution), and pressure to bring this date forward, it is important 

for preparation to begin. 

 

5.2 Whilst it is recognised that Ultra-Low Emission Vehicles (ULEV), such as 

pure electric, range-extender and plug-in hybrid vehicles are not yet high in 

numbers, their popularity is expected to continue to increase within the 

coming years. Therefore, this document does not set a requirement for 

residential development to provide electric vehicle charging facilities, but it 

is necessary for all new homes to, as a minimum, have a suitable electricity 

circuit that allows for the future fitment charging facilities with minimum work 

and disruption.  

 

5.3 As it is impossible to predict future innovations and technology is ever 

improving, planning applications should demonstrate the ability to retrofit a 

charging facilities to the exterior wall of a dwelling or safe, suitable and 

convenient place within its parking area. This may include design features 

such as landscaped areas adjacent to parking spaces where the necessary 

cabling can easily be installed and hidden with minimal work and visual 

impact. Such features may be particularly useful where parking is provided 

off-street on in communal parking areas. We cannot determine exactly what 

infrastructure will be needed in the future but it seems prudent to not create 

unnecessary barriers that may make future adaption more difficult than it 

needs to be.  

 

5.4 For non-residential uses; particularly those generating high volumes of 

visitors such as supermarkets and other shopping complexes, similar regard 

should be had to ‘future proofing’ parking areas by a design that facilitates 

future adaption to accommodate growing demand. Where it is anticipated 

that non-residential development would benefit now from the provision of 
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charging facilities; such as uses attracting large numbers visitors, the 

provision of charging facilities is encouraged. 
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5. Quick reference 

 

 Residential parking standards are set out in Table 2. 

 

 Non-residential (and residential institution) parking standards are set out in 

Table 3. 

 

 Accessible (disabled) parking provision should equate to a minimum of 6% 

of the total parking provision in non-residential development, although 

certain developments may require more. Where residential development is 

intended for disabled users, the parking provision should be in accordance 

with paragraph 4.9 of this document. 

 

 Minimum parking space dimensions are set out in table 4. 

 

 This document sets out the car parking standards in terms of the numbers 

of spaces required. The design of car parking provision should be in 

accordance with the guidance set out in the Delivering Streets and Places 

(2017) and Successful Places SPD (2013) documents, or any superseding 

documents that replaces them. 

 Cycle and motorcycle provision (numbers and design) should be provided 

in accordance with the guidance set out in the Delivering Streets and 

Places (2017) document, or any superseding document that replaces it. 

 

 Consideration of charging facilities and spaces for electric vehicles should 

be given in accordance with the Ultra-Low Emission Vehicles section of 

this document. 

 

 The requirement for Transport Statements and Travel Plans is set out in 

policy ITCR10: Supporting Sustainable Transport Patterns of the Local 

Plan. 
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Agenda Item No 8 
Bolsover District Council 

 
Planning Committee  

 
21st November 2018 

 

Affordable Housing Issues 

 
Report of the Interim Planning Policy Manager 

 

This report is public  
 

Purpose of the Report 

 To update members in relation to the changing circumstances in relation to 
Affordable Housing issues 

 To advise Members of the approach to be taken in relation to the changing 
circumstances and Local Plan Policy. 

 

1.  Report Details 

Background 

 
1.1. The 2018 NPPF, published on 24th July, came into force on the day it was 

published, and replaced the 2012 NPPF in its entirety.  However, in relation 
to the Examination of Local Plans and the transitional arrangements, the 
Publication Local, submitted for Examination in August 2018, will be tested 
against the requirements in the 2012 NPPF, not the 2018 version.   
 

1.2. Whilst it many respects the 2018 NPPF is similar to the 2012 version, there are 
a few areas of significant change that raise particular issues for the Council, 
especially in relation to affordable housing.  In such circumstances it appears 
sensible to ensure that the policies and approach of the Plan, where possible, 
are not only in compliance with the 2012 NPPF but also address the new 
requirements of the 2018 NPPF approaches. 
 

1.3. Attached to this report is a paper on ‘Affordable Housing and the 2018 NPPF, 
A Briefing note’, looking at the issues in greater depth. 
 

2. Affordable Housing issue 

2.1 The policy requirement for the delivery of affordable housing in the current 
Bolsover District Local Plan is set out in policy HOU 6. This states that when 
determining planning applications for housing the Council will seek to 
negotiate the inclusion of an element of affordable housing to meet a proven 
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local need on sites which are for 25 or more dwellings or more than 1 
hectare. 

 
2.2 The Local Plan for Bolsover District submitted for examination by an 

independent inspector contains Policy LC2: Affordable Housing through 
Market Housing. This states: ‘The Council will require applications for 
residential development comprising of 25 or more dwellings to provide 10% 
as affordable housing on site. Where this is stated not to be viable, a 
detailed site viability appraisal of the development proposal shall be 
required to inform an alternative level of provision’.  

 
2.3 This policy was based on national guidance in the 2012 NPPF, and evidence 

in up to date studies.  
 
2.4 However, within the 2018 NPPF there are a couple of fundamental changes to 

the Governments proposed approach to this issue. Whilst the definition of 
affordable housing need is almost identical in both versions, and is defined 
as ‘those whose needs are not met by the market’, the approach to meeting 
it is different.  
 

THE MAIN CHANGES  

 

2.5 The first main change is in the consideration of the types of housing that are 
considered to constitute affordable housing. The 2018 NPPF emphasises 
the provision of affordable market housing. The new definition has four 
categories. Three of these relate to home ownership products, focusing on 
enabling more people able to access the home ownership market, whilst the 
fourth category relates to affordable housing for rent. Full details are set out 
within the attached paper.  
 

2.6 The second change is set out a Paragraph 64 of the Framework which states  
 

‘Where major development involving the provision is proposed, planning 

policies and decisions should expect at least 10% of the homes to be 

available for affordable home ownership, unless this would exceed the 

level of affordable housing required in the area, or significantly prejudice 

the ability to meet the identified affordable housing needs of specific 

groups’ (my emphasis) 

 

2.7 The underlined part of the paragraph appears to set as a default situation that 
10% of developments should be for the new version of affordable market 
housing, as part of the overall affordable housing contribution from the site.  In 
our case, as our affordable housing requirement is set at 10% this means that 
the entire contribution would be for affordable Home ownership. 

 
2.8 The second part of this (in bold), allows exceptions to this approach to be made 

where the ability to meet the identified affordable housing needs of specific 
groups maybe significantly prejudiced.  
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BOLSOVER’S AFFORDABLE HOUSING NEED 
 
2.9 In Bolsover District the evidence base notes that house prices and private 

sector rents are relatively low compared with both the regional and national 
averages. 

 
2.10 Within the District, 61.5% of households with a current affordable housing 

need are estimated to be likely to have insufficient income to afford market 
housing1 without subsidy. In terms of newly forming households 47.7% will 
be likely to be able to afford market housing2 without subsidy.  

 
2.11 In interpreting the affordable needs evidence the Report3 notes that: 

a. Bolsover is part of a relatively low value housing market. Low house 
prices impact on residential development viability, and this 
significantly impacts on the level of affordable housing that can be 
delivered through mixed-tenure developments; 

b. There are other means of delivering affordable housing besides 
through Section 106 Agreements, including through schemes brought 
forward by Registered Providers, through rural exception 
development and through delivery funded through the National 
Affordable Housing Programme. These will contribute to affordable 
housing delivery; 

c. The need for affordable housing is very sensitive to housing costs 
and incomes. Increasing overall housing delivery can be expected to 
support improvements in the affordability of market housing. This will 
contribute to reducing the affordable housing need; 

d. There is a clear need for economic regeneration. Improving 
employment levels and incomes will contribute to reducing the 
affordable housing need. 

 
2.12 The study noted that housing in Bolsover district was 43% cheaper than the 

national average. This means that the role that can be played by new, ‘low 
cost market housing’, is very limited. It is unlikely that new housing can be 
provided within the District that is actually of a lower cost than existing 
market housing opportunities within the area.  

 
2.13 It is important to note that the income levels likely to be required to access 

owner occupied housing are often lower than might be needed to rent 
privately. This would suggest that a key issue in the District is about access 
to capital (e.g. for deposits, stamp duty, legal costs) as well as other 
mortgage restrictions (e.g. where employment is recent, short term, 
temporary or zero hours). Whilst the 2018 NPPF suggests a clear policy 
direction to provide 10% of all new housing as affordable home 
ownership,(at 20% below market costs), it is clear that this does very little 
to help the affordable housing issues within Bolsover District.  

                                                           
1 Paragraph 5.21 and table 43 of the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw OAN update 
2 Paragraph 5.24 and table 43 of the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw OAN update 
3 Paragraph 5.42 of the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw OAN update 
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2.14 The evidence suggests that if one can access a mortgage, there will be 

properties available within their price range that they can afford to buy. It is 
unlikely that new homes, even at a notional 20% reduction off market value, 
would be cheaper than existing properties currently available.  Also, this 
approach does not help those people whose issue is the inability to access 
a mortgage at all. 
 

2.15 In respect of the makeup of the current and future population of Bolsover 
District, the OAN update notes that the percentage of older people (65+) in 
the District at 19.6% is higher than both the East Midlands (18.8%) and 
National (17.7%) average4. Within the district over the period between 
2014–2035 the population of people over 65 is predicted to rise by 48.7%5. 
The projected need for specialist housing for older people within the District 
is predicted to increase by 37 units annually between 2014–20356 (this 
excludes residential care housing for which the expected need is 15 units 
for each year over the same period7).  
 

2.16 Unless this group of the population have already bought their own homes, 
due to age they are unlikely to be able to access mortgages and buy a 
property, regardless of whether or not it is being offered at a lower price.  

 
2.17 In 2011 24.7% of the population of the District had a long-term health 

problem or disability. This is predicted to increase by 4,689 between 2014-
20358. The Housing Market Area has a high level of disability when 
compared with other areas9. An aging population means that the number of 
people with disabilities is expected to increase substantially in the future. 

 
2.18 People with a long term health problem are more likely to live in social 

rented housing or likely to be outright owners, where they have been able 
to purchase housing earlier in their lives. This new approach will limit 
affordable rented properties in such a way that people with a disability are 
likely to be relatively disadvantaged when compared to the rest of the 
population. 
 

3. Conclusions and Reasons for Recommendation 
 

3.1 There is a clear mismatch between the type and level of affordable housing 
that the new NPPF generally encourages local authorities to deliver, and 
the type and level of affordable housing predicted to be needed by people 
living within Bolsover District.  

 

                                                           
4 Table 76 of the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw OAN update 
5 Tables 77 & 78 of the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw OAN update 
6 Table 97 of the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw OAN update 
7 Table 80 of the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw OAN update 
8 Tables 82 & 83 of the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw OAN update 
9 And within the HMA Bolsover District has the predicted highest increase between 2014 and 2035 Table 83 
of the North Derbyshire and Bolsover OAN update 
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3.2 The Governments aspiration for young people to be able to get on the 
property ladder and purchase their own homes is supported. However, the 
existing and future expected population growth in the District is 
characterised by an increasing aging population with long term health 
problems rather than young people. The local housing needs assessment 
in the OAN update notes that people with long term health issues are more 
likely to live in social rented accommodation. The other group that will see 
a high increase in growth of the plan period, are older people (65+), who 
are less likely to work, or may have a limited income due to limited work 
opportunities. As such they are less likely to be able to obtain or pay a 
mortgage, even for products such as affordable home ownership. 

 
3.3 Low viability within the District means that if the expectation in the NPPF for 

10% of new homes to be available for affordable home ownership was met, this 

would be the only type of affordable housing built in the District in future. 

 

3.4 The Council’s Strategic Housing officers consider that to provide the entire 
affordable housing requirement as affordable home ownership would 
significantly prejudice the Councils ability to meet the needs of households 
who cannot afford to purchase, but need social or affordable rented housing. 
 

3.5 As market prices are low, from a strategic housing point of view, we would 
not want to provide Affordable Home Ownership, at the expense of social 
or affordable, rented housing. In relation to determining planning 
applications it has been recommended that applications are refused where 
it is proposed to meet the affordable housing requirement through affordable 
home ownership only, where there is an identified need for social or 
affordable rented housing to meet an existing shortfall in provision. 

 
3.6 The requirement in the 2018 NPPF appears to allow flexibility to meet local 

needs, in so far as an exception is provided within Para 64 where such provision 
(10% Affordable market housing) would, ‘significantly prejudice the ability to 
meet the identified affordable housing needs of specific groups’.  

 

3.7 Given the demographic projections for residents in the district (i.e. that the 
groups that are expected to increase as a proportion of the population over the 
Plan period are those aged 65+, and people with long term health problems), it 
is considered that these are specific interest groups. In addition their needs 
would be prejudiced by a requirement that the only type of affordable housing 
sought from eligible market housing sites was in the form of affordable market 
housing. 
 

3.8 Given the provisions of the 2018 NPPF and the evidence underpinning 
policies in the Publication version of the Local Plan for Bolsover District, it 
is considered essential that clarity is given to the affordable housing 
situation within the District.  

 
3.9 In order to prevent concerns arising over the compatibility of the Plan with 

the Equalities Act 2010, and in order to ensure that the future delivery of 
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affordable housing within the district, meets the needs of the community, it 
is proposed that the current policy in the Local Plan is put forward for, 
through the previously identified channels, as a major modification to the 
Plan.  The modifications to be proposed will be: 

 
PROPOSED MODIFICATION  
 
Policy LC2: Affordable Housing Through Market Housing 
 
The Council will require applications for residential development comprising of 
25 or more dwellings to provide 10% as affordable housing on site. This should 
be in the form of affordable housing for rent. Where an applicant can 
demonstrate that this requirement would lead to issues of viability (for 
example where there has been a change in site circumstances since this 
Plan was adopted) they should justify the need for a viability assessment, 
and submit it with the planning application. 
 

3.10 In relation to Para71 of the 2018 NPPF relating to rural exception sites, a 
paragraph should be added at the end of the section on Affordable Housing 
stating that : 

 
“The evidence base for the Local Plan indicates that the need for entry level 
housing at low cost, as provided for by Paragraph 71 of the 2018 NPPF, is 
generally well met across the district.  Where exceptional circumstances 
apply and a proposal can clearly show that a specific need is being met and 
the dwellings will provide for that need over the long term, proposals will 
be supported.”  
 

3.11 On the basis of the above proposals it is considered that the Local Plan 
remains compliant with the 2012 NPPF, but will also be robust to address 
the issues raised in the 2018 NPPF. 

 

3.12 Therefore it is recommended that the Planning Committee note the contents of 
this report and the intention to seek to modify the Plan in the manner set out 
above.  
 

4. Consultation and Equality Impact 

4.1. An Equality Impact Assessment was carried out as part of publishing the 
Publication Local Plan, and will be completed in relation to the Pre-adoption 
version of the Plan.  However, it is considered that were we to proceed with the 
Plan without seeking to offset the impact that the new 2018 NPPF may have, 
as set out above, we may have an adverse impact in relation to the Equalities 
Act 2010. 
 

5. Alternative Options and Reasons for Rejection 

 

5.1. The main alternative option is to take no action in relation to this issue.  Such 
an approach would leave the issue to be addressed post the Local plan 
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examination with uncertainty persisting in relation to the affordable housing 
needs of the District. 
 

 
6. Implications 

 

Finance and Risk Implications 

 

6.1. There are no specific finance and risk implications generated by this report.  
 

7. Legal Implications including Data Protection 

 

6.2. No implications based on this report. 
 

 Human Resources Implications 

 

6.3. None.  
 

7. Recommendations 

 

That the Planning Committee note the contents of this report and the attached 

Paper, ‘Affordable Housing and the 2018 NPPF, A Briefing note’, and the intended 

actions to seek modifications to the Plan. 

 
8 Decision Information 

Is the decision a Key Decision? 
A Key Decision is an executive 
decision which has a significant 
impact on two or more District 
wards or which results in income 
or expenditure to the Council 
above the following thresholds: 
               
BDC:    Revenue - £75,000    
             Capital -  
NEDDC: Revenue -  
              Capital -  
 

applies 
 

No 

District Wards Affected All 
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Links to Corporate Plan 

priorities or Policy Framework 

The new Local Plan will identify 

suitable areas for development to help 

to deliver the Council’s Growth 

Agenda. It will assist both developers 

and local residents by providing 

certainty about the way the district will 

develop over the Plan period. It 

therefore contributes to the following 

Corporate Aims and their identified 

priority actions: 

 Unlocking Our Growth Potential 
(main aim); 

 Supporting Our Communities to 
be Healthier, Safer, Cleaner and 
Greener. 

 
9 Document Information 
 

Appendix No Title 

None  

Background Papers (These are unpublished works which have been relied 

on to a material extent when preparing the report.  They must be listed in 

the section below.  If the report is going to Cabinet (NEDDC) or Executive 

(BDC) you must provide copies of the background papers) 

Local Plan Evidence Base Documents 

Report Author Contact Number 

Rob Routledge Ext 2299 
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1 Introduction  
 

1.1. This note has been prepared in response to recent changes to affordable 
housing policy in the ‘new’ 2018 National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF), and updated National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG). It 
examines the differences in the requirements between the previous and new 
guidance in relation to the provision and types of affordable housing. It goes 
on to consider the impact of the changes on the affordable housing policy 
in the Local Plan for Bolsover District as submitted for independent 
examination and the current Bolsover District Local Plan.  
 

1.2. The Local Plan for Bolsover District as submitted for examination will be 
considered against the 2012 NPPF, which was current throughout its 
development. However, future planning decisions will need to also consider 
the requirements in the 2018 NPPF.  Due to these changes, this paper has 
been prepared to ensure that a relevant, robust and up to date policy 
framework is in place to guide the future delivery of affordable housing in 
the District.  
 

 

2 Current and Emerging Policies in the Local Plan 

 

2.1 The policy requirement for the delivery of affordable housing in the current 
Bolsover District Local Plan is set out in policy HOU 6. This states that when 
determining planning applications for housing the Council will seek to 
negotiate the inclusion of an element of affordable housing to meet a proven 
local need on sites which are for 25 or more dwellings or more than 1 
hectare. 

 
2.2 The Local Plan for Bolsover District submitted for examination by an 

independent inspector contains Policy LC2: Affordable Housing Through 
Market Housing. This states: ‘The Council will require applications for 
residential development comprising of 25 or more dwellings to provide 10% 
as affordable housing on site. Where this is stated not to be viable, a 
detailed site viability appraisal of the development proposal shall be 
required to inform an alternative level of provision’.  
 

2.3 This policy was based on national guidance in the 2012 NPPF, and evidence 
in up to date studies. The 2018 NPPF, published on 24th July, came into 
force on the day it was published, and replaced the 2012 NPPF in its 
entirety.  However, in relation to the Examination of Local Plans and the 
transitional arrangements, the Publication Local Plan will be tested against 
the requirements in the 2012 NPPF, not the 2018 version.   

 
2.4 It is recognised that once the Plan is adopted and used in decision making, 

it will have to take account of the 2018 NPPF. Therefore, it is important that 
the policies in the new Local Plan, reflect the 2018 NPPF to provide robust 
policies for development management in the longer term. 
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3 A Comparison of Old and New Guidance 
 

3.1 Both the 20121 and 20182 NPPF promote the Government’s objective of 
boosting the supply of housing. The 2018 NPPF contains a requirement to 
use a new standard methodology to establish the overall level of housing 
needed in a district. Having established the overall level of housing, Councils 
are then required to break this down. This involves a consideration of size, type 
and tenure needed by different groups in the community including: affordable 
housing; families with children; older people; students; people with disabilities; 
and service families.  

 
3.2 It is considered in relation to this issue that the Council have chosen a robust 

housing figure, with a 10% buffer built into the Local Plan housing provision. 
The SHMA objectively assessed need is well justified and significantly 
higher than the figure that the Governments approach promoted in 
September 2017(276 compared to 244).   

 
3.3 In relation to the Affordable Housing, where a need for affordable housing 

is identified, both the 2012 and 2018 NPPF expect affordable housing to be 
provided on site3. The exceptions to this are where off site provision or an 
appropriate financial contribution in lieu of provision, can be robustly 
justified, and the agreed approach contributes to the objective of creating 
mixed and balanced communities.  
 

3.4 The definition of affordable housing need is almost identical in both the 2012 
and 2018 NPPF. It is defined as ‘those whose needs are not met by the 
market’. However proposals for how to address these needs differs.   
 

3.5 The 2012 NPPF required that the scale of obligations (including affordable 
housing) should not be such that viability is threatened4. The 2018 NPPF 
requires that all viability assessments conform to a nationally applied 
methodology, including standardised inputs5. 

 
3.6 The key changes between the two NPPF’s in relation to affordable housing 

is in the consideration of the types of housing that are considered to 
constitute affordable housing. The 2018 NPPF emphasises the provision of 
affordable market housing. The new definition has four categories. Three of 
these relate to home ownership products, in an effort to make more people 
able to access the home ownership market, whilst the fourth category 
relates to affordable housing for rent. (see Appendix 1 for a full definition). 
 

3.7 Importantly in the 2018 NPPF requirements in relation to the delivery of 
affordable housing is set out at paragraph 64. This states  
 

                                            
1 Paragraph 47 of the 2012 NPPF 
2 Paragraph 59 of the 2018 NPPF 
3 Paragraph 47 of the 2012 NPPF & paragraph 62 of the 2018 NPPF 
4 Paragraph 173 of the 2012 NPPF 
5 Paragraph 57 of the 2018 NPPF 
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‘Where major development involving the provision is proposed, planning 
policies and decisions should expect at least 10% of the homes to be 
available for affordable home ownership6, unless this would exceed 
the level of affordable housing required in the area, or significantly 
prejudice the ability to meet the identified affordable housing 
needs of specific groups’ (Our emphasis, see appendix 3 for details).   

 

3.8 Whilst this approach could be allowed for by the existing policy, it is clear 
from the evidence base that low cost market housing is not what the district 
requires to better meet its housing need. 
 

3.9 The 2018 NPPF also introduces a requirement on local planning authorities 
to support the development of entry-level exception sites.  Para 71 states: 

 
“Local planning authorities should support the development of entry-level 
exception sites, suitable for first time buyers (or those looking to rent their 
first home), unless the need for such homes is already being met within the 
authority’s area. These sites should be on land which is not already 
allocated for housing and should:  

a) comprise of entry-level homes that offer one or more types of affordable 
housing as defined in Annex 2 of this Framework; and  

b) be adjacent to existing settlements, proportionate in size to them, not 
compromise the protection given to areas or assets of particular 
importance in this Framework, and comply with any local design policies 
and standards. 

 
3.10 Once again, there is little evidence to indicate that there is a need for such 

sites within the District where housing values are generally low, or that such 
sites would provide for sustainable development in the long term. 

 
3.11 There is also concern that this may be seen by some developers as a way 

of bringing forward housing sites, in relatively unsustainable locations.   
 

3.12 It is considered that both of these issues need to be addressed in the Local 
Plan if it is to be robust following adoption. Therefore it is recommended 
that the Council propose amendments to the submitted Local Plan to 
address these issues. 

 
4. Housing Needs within Bolsover District   

 
4.1. The Council has an up to date local housing need assessment, as part of 

the North Derbyshire and Bolsover Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) 
update from October 20177. This includes assessments of: 

 

a. The overall level of affordable housing need in the District, and wider 
Housing Market Area; 

                                            
6 As set out at paragraph d of the appendix 
7 As part of the joint (HMA wide) North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw Objectively Assessed Need Update 
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b. The need for different types of affordable homes; 
c. The needs of older people and other groups for specific types of 

homes and tenures 
 

4.2. In terms of overall housing needs, the model used in the OAN update is 
based largely on housing market conditions (particularly the relationship of 
housing costs and incomes) at a particular point in time. A base date of 
20148 was used for this assessment.  

 
4.3. An important consideration is that it was noted that house prices and private 

sector rents in Bolsover are fairly low compared with both the regional and 
national averages. 

 
4.4. Within the District, 61.5% of households with a current affordable housing 

need are estimated to be likely to have insufficient income to afford market 
housing9 without subsidy. In terms of newly forming households 47.7% will 
be likely to be able to afford market housing10 without subsidy. The annual 
net affordable housing need for the District was given as 126 homes a year11 

 
4.5. In interpreting the affordable needs evidence the Report12 notes that: 
 

a. Bolsover is part of a relatively low value housing market. Low house 
prices impact on residential development viability, and this 
significantly impacts on the level of affordable housing that can be 
delivered through mixed-tenure developments; 

b. There are other means of delivering affordable housing besides 
through Section 106 Agreements, including through schemes brought 
forward by Registered Providers, through rural exception 
development and through delivery funded through the National 
Affordable Housing Programme. These will contribute to affordable 
housing delivery; 

c. The need for affordable housing is very sensitive to housing costs 
and incomes. Increasing overall housing delivery can be expected to 
support improvements in the affordability of market housing. This will 
contribute to reducing the affordable housing need; 

d. There is a clear need for economic regeneration. Improving 
employment levels and incomes will contribute to reducing the 
affordable housing need. 

 
4.6. Housing in Bolsover district is 43% cheaper than the national average. It is 

important to note that the income levels likely to be required to access owner 
occupied housing are often lower than might be needed to rent privately. 
This would suggest that a key issue in the District is about access to capital 
(e.g. for deposits, stamp duty, legal costs) as well as other mortgage 

                                            
8 The 2014 projections were released in 2016 meaning that the assessment was based on the most 
up to date information available 
9 Paragraph 5.21 and table 43 of the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw OAN update 
10 Paragraph 5.24 and table 43 of the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw OAN update 
11 Paragraph 5.33 et al and table 48 of the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw OAN update 
12 Paragraph 5.42 of the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw OAN update 
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restrictions (e.g. where employment is recent, short term, temporary or zero 
hours). Whilst the 2018 NPPF suggests a clear policy direction to provide 
10% of all new housing as affordable home ownership,(at 20% below market 
costs), it is clear that this does very little to help the affordable housing 
issues within Bolsover District.  

 

4.7. The evidence suggests that if one can access a mortgage, there will be 
properties available within their price range that they can afford to buy. It is 
unlikely that new homes, even at a notional 20% reduction off market value, 
would be cheaper than existing properties currently available.  Also, this 
approach does not help those people whose issue is the inability to access 
a mortgage at all. 

 
Needs of specific groups in the district in relation to affordable housing. 

 

4.8. In respect of the makeup of the current and future population of the District, 
the OAN update notes that the percentage of older people (65+) in the 
District at 19.6% is higher than both the East Midlands (18.8%) and National 
(17.7%) average13. Within the district over the period between 2014– 035 
the population of people over 65 is predicted to rise by 48.7%14. The 
projected need for specialist housing for older people within the District is 
predicted to increase by 37 units annually between 2014–203515 (this 
excludes residential care housing for which the expected need is 15 units 
for each year over the same period16).  

 

4.9. In 2011 24.7% of the population of the District had a long-term health 
problem or disability. This is predicted to increase by 4,689 between 2014-
203517. The Housing Market Area has a high level of disability when 
compared with other areas18. An aging population means that the number 
of people with disabilities is expected to increase substantially in the future. 

 

4.10. People with a long term health problem or disability are more likely to live in 
social rented housing and are also more likely to be outright owners. Given 
that typically the lowest incomes are found in the social rented sector, and 
to a lesser extent for outright owners, the analysis would suggest that the 
population/households with a disability are likely to be relatively 
disadvantaged when compared to the rest of the population.   

 
Viability 

 

                                            
13 Table 76 of the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw OAN update 
14 Tables 77 & 78 of the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw OAN update 
15 Table 97 of the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw OAN update 
16 Table 80 of the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw OAN update 
17 Tables 82 & 83 of the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw OAN update 
18 And within the HMA Bolsover District has the predicted highest increase between 2014 and 
2035 Table 83 of the North Derbyshire and Bolsover OAN update 
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4.11. In the 2018 NPPF the expected threshold for affordable housing should be 
10 houses or 0.5ha. Within the submitted Local Plan for Bolsover District 
(LPfBD) ensuring the delivery of new housing in the District where there is 
marginal viability and delivery is challenging is identified as a key issue for 
the district19. As part of the evidence base for the LPfBD a Whole Plan 
Viability Assessment of the Plan was carried out. This indicated that sites 
of less than 25 units would not be viable in providing affordable housing and 
that the level of affordable housing that can be realistically be sought before 
residential development becomes unviable is 10%. 

 
4.12. If the threshold and/or requirement for affordable housing is too high, this 

affects viability to the point where less housing gets built in the district. 
Affordable housing is usually provided as a percentage of market housing. 
Therefore, a reduction in market housing also results in less affordable 
housing being built. 

Key Issues  

4.13. There is a clear mismatch between the type and level of affordable housing 
that the new NPPF generally encourages local authorities to deliver, and 
the type and level of affordable housing predicted to be needed by people 
living in the district.  

 
4.14. The Governments aspiration is for young people to be able to get on the 

property ladder and purchase their own homes. This is shared by the 
Council, who also recognise that in some cases even young working people 
will have difficulty accessing sufficient funds to provide a necessary deposit 
to acquire a mortgage and will need to access rented accommodation. 
However, a significant part of the existing and future expected population 
growth in the District is characterised by an increasing aging population with 
long term health problems.  The local housing needs assessment in the 
OAN update notes that people with long term health issues are more likely 
to live in social rented accommodation. The other group that will see a high 
increase in growth of the plan period, are older people (65+), who are less 
likely to work, or have a limited income. As such they are less likely to be 
able to obtain or pay a mortgage, even for products such as affordable home 
ownership. 

 
4.15. Low viability within the District means that if the expectation in the NPPF for 

10% of new homes to be available for affordable home ownership was met, this 

would be the only type of affordable housing built in the District in future. 

 

4.16. The Council’s Strategic Housing officers consider that to provide the entire 
affordable housing requirement as affordable home ownership would 
significantly prejudice the Councils ability to meet the needs of households 
who cannot afford to purchase, but need social or affordable rented housing. 
As market prices are low, they would not want to provide Affordable Home 
Ownership at the expense of social or affordable rented housing. In relation 

                                            
19 Paragraph 2.41 of the Publication Local Plan for Bolsover District May 2018. 
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to determining planning applications they would recommend that 
applications are refused where it is proposed to meet the affordable housing 
requirement through affordable home ownership where there is an identified 
need for social or affordable rented housing to meet an existing shortfall in 
provision. 

 
4.17. The requirement in the 2018 NPPF appears to allow flexibility to meet local 

needs, in so far as an exception is provided within Para 64 where such provision 
(10% Affordable market housing) would, ‘significantly prejudice the ability to 
meet the identified affordable housing needs of specific groups ’.  
 

4.18. Given the demographic projections for residents in the district (i.e. that the 

groups that are expected to increase as a proportion of the population over the 

Plan period are those aged 65+, and people with long term health problems), it 

is considered that these are specific interest groups; and their needs would be 

prejudiced by the delivery of all of the District’s affordable housing in the form 

of affordable home ownership.  

 

Equalities and Human rights 

 

4.19. Not only would the NPPF proposed approach appear to mitigate more against 

groups in society that for a variety of reasons may not be able to access 

mortgages, but within this District, but also within this district the identified 

groups, being mostly older people and people with a disability, are groups who 

share protected characteristics under the Equalities Act 2010. 

 

4.20. A housing policy that would reduce the availability of rental property in favour 
of market housing, clearly has a disproportional impact on those elements in 
society that need to access rented rather than market housing.  

 
4.21. The NPPF is not fully prescriptive on this issue as it allows local council’s not 

to follow the 10% Affordable Market housing scenario where it would, 
‘significantly prejudice the ability to meet the identified affordable housing 
needs of specific groups’.  This seems to have been included specifically to 
avoid such charges being levelled at the government in terms of this issue.  
 

4.22. The Council can seek to make changes to affordable housing policies in the 
Local Plan for Bolsover District to reflect the requirements of the 2018 
NPPF. The level and type of affordable housing most suitable to meet local 
circumstances could be included as one of the major modifications to the 
submitted Local Plan before the Hearing Sessions. 
 

4.23. In relation to the determination of planning applications, Annex 1: 
Implementation, of the 2018 NPPF states that the policies in the Framework 
are material considerations, which should be taken into account in dealing 
with applications from the day of its publication, and that planning policy 
documents may need to be revised as quickly as possible to reflect the 
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changes in the Framework.  However, it then goes on to say that existing 
policies should not be considered out-of-date simply because they were 
adopted or made prior to the publication of the Framework. Due weight should 
be given to existing policies, according to their degree of consistency with the 
Framework (the closer the policies in the plan to the policies in the Framework, 
the greater the weight that may be given).  
 

4.24. Based on this, the key material considerations in determining the level and type 
of affordable housing on major sites in Bolsover District are: 
 

a. The existing Bolsover Local Plan; 

b. The provisions of the 2018 NPPF; 

c. The robust evidence base in respect of the type of affordable housing 

required to meet the needs of people in the district; 

d. The affordable housing policies in the emerging Local Plan. 

 
4.25. Given the recent publication date of the 2018 NPPF, there is not yet any 

case law or appeal decisions to indicate what weight is likely to be given to 
each of the material considerations above. However, given the evidence 
outlined above it is considered that the Council would be found to be 
reasonable if they sought affordable housing based on the existing and 
future needs of the population of the District. 

 
5. Suggested changes to the affordable housing policies in the Local Plan 

for Bolsover District. 

 

5.1. Given the provisions of the 2018 NPPF and the evidence underpinning 

policies in the Publication version of the Local Plan for Bolsover District, it 

is considered essential that clarity is given to the affordable housing 

situation within the District.  

 

5.2. In order to prevent concerns arising over the compatibility of the Plan with 

the Equalities Act 2010, and in order to ensure that the future delivery of 

affordable housing within the district, meets the needs of the community, it 

is proposed that the current policy in the Local Plan is put forward for 

amendment as a major modification to read: 

 

PROPOSED MODIFICATION  

 

Policy LC2: Affordable Housing Through Market Housing 

 

The Council will require applications for residential development 
comprising of 25 or more dwellings to provide 10% as affordable housing 
on site. This should be in the form of affordable housing for rent. 
Where an applicant can demonstrate that this requirement would lead 
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to issues of viability (for example where there has been a change in 
site circumstances since this Plan was adopted) they should justify 
the need for a viability assessment, and submit it with the planning 
application. 

 

5.3. In relation to Para71 of the 2018 NPPF relating to Entry level exception sites, 
a paragraph should be added at the end of the section on Affordable Housing 
stating that : 

 

“The evidence base for the Local Plan indicates that the need for entry 
level housing at low cost, as provided for by Paragraph 71 of the 2018 
NPPF, is generally well met across the district.  Where exceptional 
circumstances apply and a proposal can clearly show that a specific 
need is being met and the dwellings will provide for that need over the 
long term, proposals will be supported.”  
 

5.4. On the basis of the above proposals it is considered that the Local Plan 

remains compliant with the 2012 NPPF, but is also robust to address the 

issues raised in the 2018 NPPF. 
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APPENDIX 1 – DEFINITION OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN THE 

2018 NPPF 

 

Affordable housing: housing for sale or rent, for those whose needs are not met by 

the market (including housing that provides a subsidised route to home ownership 

and/or is for essential local workers); and which complies with one or more of the 

following definitions:  

 

a) Affordable housing for rent: meets all of the following conditions: (a) the rent is 

set in accordance with the Government’s rent policy for Social Rent or Affordable Rent, 

or is at least 20% below local market rents (including service charges where 

applicable); (b) the landlord is a registered provider, except where it is included as part 

of a Build to Rent scheme (in which case the landlord need not be a registered 

provider); and (c) it includes provisions to remain at an affordable price for future 

eligible households, or for the subsidy to be recycled for alternative affordable housing 

provision. For Build to Rent schemes affordable housing for rent is expected to be the 

normal form of affordable housing provision (and, in this context, is known as 

Affordable Private Rent).  

b) Starter homes: is as specified in Sections 2 and 3 of the Housing and Planning Act 

2016 and any secondary legislation made under these sections. The definition of a 

starter home should reflect the meaning set out in statute and any such secondary 

legislation at the time of plan-preparation or decision-making. Where secondary 

legislation has the effect of limiting a household’s eligibility to purchase a starter home 

to those with a particular maximum level of household income, those restrictions 

should be used.  

c) Discounted market sales housing: is that sold at a discount of at least 20% below 

local market value. Eligibility is determined with regard to local incomes and local 

house prices. Provisions should be in place to ensure housing remains at a discount 

for future eligible households.  

d) Other affordable routes to home ownership: is housing provided for sale that 

provides a route to ownership for those who could not achieve home ownership 

through the market. It includes shared ownership, relevant equity loans, other low cost 

homes for sale (at a price equivalent to at least 20% below local market value) and 

rent to buy (which includes a period of intermediate rent). Where public grant funding 

is provided, there should be provisions for the homes to remain at an affordable price 

for future eligible households, or for any receipts to be recycled for alternative 

affordable housing provision, or refunded to Government or the relevant authority 

specified in the funding agreement.  
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APPENDIX 2: REQUIREMENT IN 2018 NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY 

FRAMEWORK TO SUPPORT ENTRY-LEVEL EXCEPTION SITES 

 
71. Local planning authorities should support the development of entry-level exception 

sites, suitable for first time buyers (or those looking to rent their first home), unless the 

need for such homes is already being met within the authority’s area. These sites 

should be on land which is not already allocated for housing and should:  

a) comprise of entry-level homes that offer one or more types of affordable housing as 

defined in Annex 2 of this Framework; and  

b) be adjacent to existing settlements, proportionate in size to them, not compromise 

the protection given to areas or assets of particular importance in this Framework, and 

comply with any local design policies and standards.  
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APPENDIX 3: TYPE OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING, AND EXEMPTIONS TO 

THIS PROVISION IN THE 2018 NPPF 

64. Where major development involving the provision of housing is proposed, planning 

policies and decisions should expect at least 10% of the homes to be available for  

affordable home ownership, unless this would exceed the level of affordable housing 

required in the area, or significantly prejudice the ability to meet the identified affordable 

housing needs of specific groups. Exemptions to this 10% requirement should also be 

made where the site or proposed development:  

a) provides solely for Build to Rent homes;  

b) provides specialist accommodation for a group of people with specific needs (such as 

purpose-built accommodation for the elderly or students);  

c) is proposed to be developed by people who wish to build or commission their own 

homes; or  

d) is exclusively for affordable housing, an entry-level exception site or a rural exception 

site.  

 

 



 

1 
 

Agenda Item No 6 
Planning Committee 
 21 November 2018 

 
COMMITTEE UPDATE SHEET 
 
SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT OF THE PLANNING MANAGER  
 
This sheet is to be read in conjunction with the main report. 
 
Agenda Item No: 6 Planning Applications to be determined 
Planning Site Visits held on 16 November 2018 commencing at 10:00hours. 
 
PRESENT:-  
Members: Councillors T Alexander, PM Bowmer, P. Cooper, P. Cooper, T Munro (Chair), P 
Smith, D Watson and J Wilson.  
 
Officer: Richard Scott 
 
APOLOGIES  
Apologies were received from Councillors J Clifton, D McGregor, S Peake, K Reid, R Turner 
(Vice Chair) and B Watson.   
 
SITES VISITED  
 
1) Land to the West of Ash Close, Barlborough (18/00273/FUL). 

2) The Laurels, Ruthyn Avenue, Barlborough (18/00508/FUL)  

The meeting concluded at 11:10 hours 
 
Summary of representations received after the preparation of the original main 
Committee Report and any recommendation based thereon.  
 
Agenda item No: 6 (i): Land at the rear of 17 to 95 Alfreton Road, Pinxton (17/00396). 
 
Additional Representation 
Since completion of the report, one additional letter of representation has been received from 
a local resident re-affirming their earlier objections.  The letter refers to highway safety issues: 
 

 Find it amazing that the Highways Authority has re-iterated its stance that the West 
End/ Alfreton Road junction is 'sufficiently robust'. The problems at this junction are 
caused by a huge under capacity at the Town Street/Brookhill Road Junction at busy 
times. 

 There is often (3 or 4 times a week) a traffic queue of several hundred metres on West 
End because the congestion on the Town Street. Brookhill Road junction means cars 
cannot get off West End. This problem occurs mostly between 8am and 9.30am and 
then from around 3.20pm to 6pm. 
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 The queues on West End (and Alfreton Road) sometimes occur as a result of traffic 
diverting from the A38 or M1 due to accidents but more often occur to due to random 
congestion at the Town Street junction but they result in regular gridlock along West 
End. 

 Adding up to 150 more cars to this mix would exacerbate this problem and as such this 
application should be rejected. 

 Photos taken at 8.35am on the 14th November showing a major queue on West End 
are included with the letter. 

 Unless the traffic counts referred to in you report were conducted at the time of one of 
these random but regular congestion events it is bound to say there isn't a problem. 

 
The representation does not raise additional issues to those covered in the main report and 
does not alter the assessment or recommendations in that respect. 
 
Foul Drainage 
Councillor Dooley has verbally raised an issue with officers regarding the foul sewer capacity 
in Pinxton and information that she had received from Severn Trent Water Company 
regarding the capacity of the combined sewers that adds to flooding issues in Pinxton. 
 
Whilst the Water Company had not responded to its original consultation from October 2017, 
they have been contacted further and have provided verbal comments (that will be following 
up in writing in due course); the Water Company has stated that it raises no objection to the 
proposal subject to the inclusion of conditions to control foul water disposal. 
 
The control over the foul water disposal will require the run off from the site to be modelled to 
look at the potential for capacity issues on the network.  Should capacity issues be identified, 
this will also identify what improvements will need to be made to the system to deal with this; 
there is no capacity issue identified in the area that would result in a recommendation for the 
refusal of planning permission from the Water Company. 
 
It should also be noted that in addition to planning control, there are additional controls over 
foul drainage with agreements required with the Water Company in terms of sewer requisition 
and/or sewer adoption. 
 
Recommendation: 
As originally recommended, subject to the inclusion of additional condition(s) to control foul 
drainage, final wording to be delegated to the Head of Planning in consultation with the Chair 
and Vice Chair of Planning Committee following the receipt of Severn Trent Water’s formal 
consultation response. 
 
Agenda item No: 6 (ii): Land to the West of Ash Close, Barlborough (18/00273/FUL). 
 
Since completion of the application report a Parking Standards Supplementary Planning 
Document has been drafted and is being reported to this committee to seek approval for a 
four week consultation on the document to obtain the views of interested parties. 
 
This document is currently in draft form and has not yet been through any public consultation. 
The document is therefore currently not adopted and has been drafted to build upon Policy 
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ITCR11 of the emerging Local Plan rather than the adopted local plan. At this stage the 
Supplementary Planning Document can be given little, if any weight.  
 
If the Parking Standards Document was to be considered, the proposed development would 
need 36 parking spaces to meet that guidance. The current proposal has only 21 spaces. 
However, the Parking Standards document states that if it is not possible for a development 
to provide the provision set out in these standards, the Council will consider whether the 
surrounding local provision can accommodate the anticipated demand.  
 
Although this level of parking for the proposed development is low relative the amount of 
accommodation, short term visitor parking could potentially be met within the existing 
neighbouring car parks connected with the local centre, which is limited to 2 hours. The site is 
also well located in respect of access to nearby facilities, amenities and public transport, 
making this a sustainable location where residents could be less reliant on the car. 
  
It is important to note that the reduction in the number of parking spaces has allowed for the 
revised layout of amenity space, circulation, parking and landscaping of the scheme which is 
considered to now better resolved overall and strikes a reasonable balance between these 
competing elements and significantly reduces the impact of the development on existing 
residents.  
 
It is also necessary to consider that there are no objections from the Highway Authority about 
the level of parking proposed or the access to the site being via an un-adopted highway.  
 
In the absence of any support from the Highway Authority regarding the adoption of Ash 
Close it is not possible to insist on its adoption as part of this application as it is unnecessary 
for the development to be able to proceed. A condition requiring Ash Close be brought up to 
adoptable standards would not meet the tests which planning conditions need to meet as set 
out in paragraph 55 of the NPPF which clearly states that planning conditions should only be 
imposed where they are necessary. In its current form the proposal is not considered to be 
detrimental to highway safety and is considered to meet the requirements of Policies Gen 1 
and Gen 2 of the Bolsover District Local Plan in this respect. 
 
Since completion of the report, one additional letter of representation has been received from 
a local resident.  The letter raises the following issues:  
 

 The four storey building will block the majority of sunlight to adjacent gardens 

 The four storey building will not be in keeping with the surrounding area and will be an 
eye-sore 

 There is insufficient parking for the existing businesses on Ash Close. An additional 18 
dwellings will require a significantly larger car park. 
 

The representation does not raise additional issues to those covered in the main report and 
does not alter the assessment or recommendations in this respect. 
 
Recommendation: 
No change to recommendation. 
 
Agenda item No: 6 (iii) - The Laurels, Ruthyn Avenue, Barlborough (18/00508/FUL) 
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No updates to report.  
 


