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1. Introduction 

 Emery Planning is instructed to submit representations to the Biddulph Neighbourhood Plan 

(hereafter referred to as the ‘Biddulph NP’) on behalf of Seabridge Developments Ltd.  

 Seabridge Developments Ltd controls the land at Gillow Fold Farm, Biddulph. The site is 

designated within the Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan as Green Belt, and is located adjacent 

to the Biddulph settlement boundary being enclosed by existing residential development and a 

water treatment works located to the east. A site location plan is provided at Appendix EP1. 

 Seabridge Developments Ltd objects to and has serious concerns in respect of the proposed 

designation of Local Green Space in the Neighbourhood Plan, and specifically the proposed 

designation of the land at Gillow Fold Farm, Biddulph. We request that the Examiner recommends 

modifications to the plan to ensure that it meets the basic conditions.  

 Our detailed representations are set out below, under the following key headings: 

2.  The Basic Conditions 

3.  National Planning Policy and Guidance 

4.  The Development Plan 

5.  Response to Policy NE1 

6. Response to Policy NE3 

7.  Summary and conclusions 
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2. The Basic Conditions  

 The basic conditions are set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country 

Planning Act 1990 as applied to neighbourhood plans by Section 38A of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. The basic conditions are: 

a. having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the 

Secretary of State it is appropriate to make the order (or neighbourhood plan). 

b. having special regard to the desirability of preserving any listed building or its setting or any 

features of special architectural or historic interest that it possesses, it is appropriate to make 

the order. This applies only to Orders.  

c. having special regard to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or 

appearance of any conservation area, it is appropriate to make the order. This applies only 

to Orders.  

d. the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) contributes to the achievement of 

sustainable development.   

e. the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) is in general conformity with the strategic 

policies contained in the development plan for the area of the authority (or any part of that 

area).  

f. the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) does not breach, and is otherwise 

compatible with, EU obligations. 

g. prescribed conditions are met in relation to the Order (or plan) and prescribed matters have 

been complied with in connection with the proposal for the order (or neighbourhood plan). 

 

  

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2011/20/schedule/9/enacted
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2011/20/schedule/9/enacted
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3. National Planning Policy and Guidance  

 National Planning Policy Framework  

 The revised National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) was published in July 2021. It 

sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and how these are expected to be 

applied. The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable 

development. The Framework, taken as a whole, constitutes the Government’s view of what 

sustainable development in England means in practice for the planning system. 

 Paragraph 13 sets out that the application of the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development has implications for the way communities engage in neighbourhood planning. 

Neighbourhood plans should support the delivery of strategic policies contained in local plans or 

spatial development strategies; and should shape and direct development that is outside of 

these strategic policies.  

 Paragraph 29 states that neighbourhood planning gives communities the power to develop a 

shared vision for their area. Neighbourhood plans can shape, direct and help to deliver 

sustainable development, by influencing local planning decisions as part of the statutory 

development plan. Neighbourhood plans should not promote less development than set out in 

the strategic policies for the area, or undermine those strategic policies.  

 Paragraphs 101 – 103 concern the designation of Local Green Space.  We address these 

paragraphs in detail in our response to Policy NE3 of the Biddulph NP. 

 National Planning Practice Guidance  

 The National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), launched in 2014, replaced a number of 

practice guidance documents that were deleted when the PPG was published. Neighbourhood 

planning is addressed under Section 41 of the PPG.  
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4. The Development Plan 

 Neighbourhood Plans must be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the wider local 

area, which in this instance are set out within the Staffordshire Moorland Local Plan (adopted 

September 2020).  

 Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan 

 Housing provision and distribution 

 Policy SS3 relates to future provision and distribution of development.  The policy requires at least 

6,080 dwellings to be delivered over the plan period, at an average of 320 homes per annum 

and 32 ha of employment land. The policy requires that 20% of house and 20% of employment 

development are delivered in Biddulph.  In respect of neighbourhood plans, the policy states:  

“In order to assist in meeting the identified development requirements for the 

Local Plan, Neighbourhood Plans should maximise the opportunities for housing 

and employment growth in sustainable locations, and where appropriate, 

make allocations in their plan for at least the same amount of housing and 

employment land identified in the Local Plan for the relevant parish or 

Neighbourhood Area.” 

 Policy SS4 sets out how the net housing requirement of 3763 will be met across the District up to 

the year 2033.  The policy identifies a requirement of 962 dwellings for Biddulph over the plan 

period (2014 – 2033).  In respect of neighbourhood plans, the policy states:  

“In order to assist in meeting the development requirements for the Local Plan, 

Neighbourhood Plans should maximise opportunities for housing growth in 

sustainable locations. The following table sets out the housing requirements for 

parishes preparing a Neighbourhood Plan. These requirements are a minimum 

and may be subject to review as part of the District's overall review of plan 

delivery against its housing requirement. Neighbourhood Plans should also seek 

to provide as a minimum the residual employment land requirement for their 

area. Neighbourhood Plans should demonstrate that they can support the 

housing requirement through the provision of allocations and/or policies which 

support the development of windfall sites. The methodology used to calculate 

the housing requirement is set out in Appendix 5 and will be used to calculate 

requirements for new Neighbourhood Plans. 

In relation to employment, Neighbourhood Plans should provide at least the 

same amount of employment land as identified in the Local Plan for the 

Neighbourhood Area.” 
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 Table 6.9 identifies a minimum net housing requirement of 750 dwellings for Biddulph Parish for the 

period 2019 – 2033. 

 Local Green Space designations 

 The Local Plan designates 36 sites as Local Green Space under Policy DC4, as listed at Appendix 

4 of the Local Plan and shown on the Local Plan Proposals Map.  These include the following sites 

in Biddulph: 

• 11 Gillow Heath Recreation Ground 

• 12 Halls Road 

• 13 Dorset Drive (west) 

• 14 Dorset Drive (east) 

• 16 Thames Drive Woodland 

• 17 Leisure Centre 

• 18 Braddocks Hay 

• 19 Braddocks Hay Recreation Ground 

• 20 (Section B) Springfield Road 

 An extract from the Local Plan Proposals Map identifying these sites is provided at Appendix EP2.  

To illustrate the extent of the sites, we have removed most other layers from the Proposals Map, 

including open space designations which cover large parts of the settlement.  

 The need for a comprehensive review / Biddulph Green Belt boundaries 

 Paragraph 9.7 of the Local Plan states: 

“The Local Plan will be reviewed to assess whether it needs updating within 5 

years in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework 2019. The 

need for a full or partial update of the Local Plan will also be considered at an 

earlier date when the Monitoring Report identifies housing delivery has not met 

the housing requirements in the Local Plan or the Housing Delivery Test. The 

table below identifies which indicators relate to housing delivery and will be 

taken into account when determining if a Local Plan update is necessary. A full 

or partial update may also be considered necessary where there is a significant 

change in (1) national policy, (2) the evidence base or (3) the needs of the 

adjoining authorities.” 
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 Paragraph 9.8 specifically refers to the issue of future Green Belt review around Biddulph, and 

states: 

“Subject to future development requirements, a full or partial update of the 

Plan should also include a comprehensive review of the Green Belt around 

Biddulph, considering the need for both additional allocations and 

safeguarded land.” (our emphasis) 

 The context for paragraphs 9.7 and 9.8 of the Local Plan that that the need for a review of Green 

Belt boundaries in Biddulph was recognised in the previous Core Strategy (see paragraph 6.46 of 

the adopted Local Plan).  It can also be noted that in 2014, the Core Strategy Inspector 

specifically referred to the Gillow Heath sites as ones which “could form the basis for small urban 

extensions which Policy SS5b indicates [MM24] will be identified as part of a comprehensive 

review of the Green Belt around Biddulph through the Site Allocations DPD and review of the 

Core Strategy”1.  However, the Local Plan failed to fully address this issue, as it neither provides 

sufficient land in Biddulph to meet the housing requirement over the plan period, and nor does it 

provide any safeguarded land to meet development needs beyond the plan period.   

 Our client’s site was specifically proposed by Staffordshire Moorlands DC to be released from the 

Green Belt, to be designated as safeguarded land, during the Local Plan examination process.  

However, the Inspector rejected this approach, with a key reason being that their release would 

not address the identified shortfall, and furthermore that undertaking a comprehensive review at 

that stage of the plan process would have significantly delayed the adoption of the plan.  The 

Inspector therefore concluded that the correct approach was a comprehensive early review of 

the plan, as required by paragraphs 9.7 and 9.8 of the adopted plan.  This is explained in detail 

at paragraphs 57 – 73 of the Inspector’s report, a copy of which is provided at Appendix EP3.  

Paragraphs 71 and 72 of the Inspector’s report conclude: 

“71. This Plan, as suggested by the Examining Inspector into the SMCS, 

represented an opportunity to undertake that comprehensive review, but for 

the reasons given, the submitted Plan and the alternative which proposed the 

Gillow Heath sites for safeguarding do not achieve this. To my mind a 

comprehensive review should consider both the allocation of sites to meet the 

requirement for Biddulph for the Plan period and whether to safeguard 

additional land for beyond the period. To embark on that review now would 

significantly delay the adoption of the Plan and risk supressing rather than 

accelerating housing delivery in the District. The submitted Plan, with the 

modification relating to BDNEW, has identified sufficient land in Biddulph for the 

 
1 Core Strategy Inspector’s report (2014) – paragraph 70 
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next 10 years and for the District as a whole for all but the last couple of years 

of the Plan period and would be sound. 

72. I have given further consideration to how the Plan should refer to Biddulph’s 

longer-term needs following the February 2020 hearings. The Plan should make 

it clear that Biddulph should be revisited again so that a comprehensive review 

can be undertaken. This would be secured by MM55 so that the Plan is positively 

prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy.” 
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5. Policy NE1 – Natural Environment Features 

 Paragraph 174 of the Framework requires planning policies and decisions should contribute to 

and enhance the natural and local environment by a number of measures, including: 

“a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or 

geological value and soils (in a manner commensurate with their statutory 

status or identified quality in the development plan); and, 

d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by 

establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and 

future pressures.” 

 Paragraph 175 of the Framework also requires plans to distinguish between the hierarchy of 

international, national and locally designated sites.  However, Policy NE1 simply lists various 

categories of sites, habitats and features, and applies the same generic (and potentially highly 

restrictive approach) to all of them by stating that: “New development must preserve or enhance 

and not harm or degrade…”.  Such an approach is inconsistent with the Framework’s approach 

of protecting sites in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified quality. 

 It can also be noted that the evidence that informs the plans on pages 36 – 38 of the plan (as 

referred to within the policy) are high-level assessments and are not informed by detailed site 

specific assessments of all sites.  That is not a criticism per say, as such an approach is 

proportionate to a plan making process.  However, that high-level assessment should not form a 

basis for applying a restrictive policy approach to specific sites identified on the maps.  What is 

required is further consideration of sites on a case-by-case basis, having regard to their specific 

value as derived through up-to-date, site-specific surveys, and of course any specific national or 

local designations.  This is exemplified by our client’s site, which appears to be identified as part 

of a ‘semi-natural habitat’ and ‘medium value habitat distinctiveness’ on the maps, but site-

specific ecological surveys have shown that the site can be developed.  A Phase 1 Extended 

Habitat Report was prepared by Leigh Ecology Ltd and concludes that there are no barriers to 

the development of the site in terms of ecology.  A copy is provided at Appendix EP4. 

 The proposed policy is therefore not consistent with national planning policy.  It should therefore 

be deleted or replaced with a form of wording which requires the biodiversity and ecological 

value of sites to be considered and, where required, mitigation measures to be considered to 

achieve net gains for biodiversity. 
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6. Policy NE3 - Local Green Space  

 Designation of site 57 – Gillow Fold Field 

 Our client objects to the proposed designation of site no. 57(Gillow Fold Field) as Local Green 

Space.  

 By way of context, it can be noted that: 

1. The Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan already designates 9 sites as Local Green 

Space in Biddulph.  As can be seen from the Proposals Map extract provided at 

Appendix EP2, these cover areas of land within the settlement which are not 

insignificant in scale. 

2. The Biddulph NP proposes to designate a further 88 sites as Local Green Space. 

 We consider that the proposed designation of nearly 100 sites as Local Green Space across the 

Biddulph NP area is an excessive use of the designation and reflects an indiscriminate approach 

to designating such sites.  We would also question whether the approach of applying a restricted 

designation so widely would contribute to the achievement of sustainable development across 

the settlement. Notwithstanding, we recognise that the examiner will need to consider each 

proposed designation on its own merits.  We therefore specifically address site no. 57(Gillow Fold 

Field) below. 

 Basic condition (a) requires the Neighbourhood Plan to have regard to national policies and 

advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State.  Paragraph 101 of the Framework 

sets out the national planning policy context for the designation of land as Local Green Space: 

“The designation of land as Local Green Space through local and 

neighbourhood plans allows communities to identify and protect green areas 

of particular importance to them. Designating land as Local Green Space 

should be consistent with the local planning of sustainable development and 

complement investment in sufficient homes, jobs and other essential services. 

Local Green Spaces should only be designated when a plan is prepared or 

updated, and be capable of enduring beyond the end of the plan period.”  

 The Examiner’s Report of Examiner Nigel McGurk in respect of the Backwell Neighbourhood Plan, 

dated 29 October 2014, discusses the threshold of evidence and justification required in order to 
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designate land as Local Green Space.  Noting that Local Green Space is a “restrictive and 

significant policy designation” equivalent to Green Belt designation, the Examiner stated: 

“it is essential that, when allocating Local Green Space, plan-makers can 

clearly demonstrate that the requirements for its allocation are met in full.” (our 

emphasis) 

 In relation to the evidence required in order to justify a Local Green Space designation, the 

Examiner provided: 

“Given that the Framework is not ambiguous in stating that a Local Green 

Space designation is not appropriate for most green areas or open space, it is 

entirely reasonable to expect compelling evidence to demonstrate that any 

such allocation meets national policy requirements.” (our emphasis) 

 In the context of designation of site no.57, the evidence base is lacking and does not comprise 

the compelling evidence required to designate land as Local Green Space.  

 Paragraph 102 of the Framework requires that the Local Green Space designation should only 

be used where the green space is:  

a) in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves;  

b) demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local 

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

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

wildlife; and  

c) local in character and is not an extensive tract of land.”  

 The land at Gillow Fold Field is in close in close proximity to the community it serves, and is local in 

character, and criterion a. and c. are therefore met. However, there is no compelling evidence 

to suggest that the test as set out criterion b. is met. This is discussed below. 

 Is the land demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular 

local significance? 

 Appendix H of the Biddulph NP provides maps and descriptions of each of the 88 Local Green 

Space’s proposed and how each of these sites meets the criteria as set out at paragraph 102 of 

the Framework. With respect of land at Gillow Fold Field, site no. 57. and the criteria b, the 

assessment states in regard to ecology:  

Biodiversity: This diverse site forms an important wildlife corridor, linking the river 

corridor in the east of the site to the Biddulph Valley Way on the western edge. 
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The habitats around Biddulph have become fragmented over time and this site 

is in an ideal position to bring the two most important wildlife corridors together 

– the Biddulph Valley Way and the river network.  

There is a significant population of Southern Marsh and Common Spotted 

Orchids on this site, with wildflowers and English Bluebells in the spring. 

According to the Norfolk Wildlife Trust, the Southern Marsh Orchid has 

disappeared from 20% of its historical range. The reductions (they say) is almost 

certainly due to changing agricultural practices and the draining of damp 

meadows. These need to be protected and managed to benefit wildlife. The 

woodland edge and scrub habitat form an important site for birds and small 

mammals. 

 Firstly, the assessment claims (without any site-specific assessments or survey evidence) that the 

site forms an ‘important wildlife corridor’.  However, the assessment then continues to state that 

“The habitats around Biddulph have become fragmented over time and this site is in an ideal 

position to bring the two most important wildlife corridors together – the Biddulph Valley Way and 

the river network”.   Notwithstanding that we contest whether our client’s site could achieve that, 

the mere ecological potential of a site cannot be justification for designating a site as Local 

Green Space.  The test is that the site is demonstrably special, not that it may in some way be 

special in the future if it were to be managed as a wildlife site (a prospect which is wholly 

unrealistic in any event). 

 Secondly, the Phase 1 Extended Habitat Report (see Appendix EP4) in respect of the site identified 

there being no barriers to the development of the site in terms of ecology. The assessment of the 

site undertaken under Appendix H of the Biddulph NP refers to the presence of orchids on site 

being of particular importance. The Leigh Ecology Habitat Report recorded two species of orchid 

on site and notes that their presence should not be a barrier to the development of the site. 

 In 2020 Leigh Ecology revisited the site to provide advice on the upkeep and maintenance of the 

site and a note is provided at Appendix EP5, which confirms that the presence of species of 

orchids on site is not exceptional and that this would not be a barrier to any potential future 

development.  

 In respect of the special significance as a local community the assessment states:  

Local community: Children play on the field and in the woodlands. The site is 

crossed by numerous footpaths and used by dog walkers and is openly 

accessible. Footpath number 24 runs the full length of the LGS and provides a 

link to footpath 25 which makes a circular walk. Helping to provide a walkable 

neighbourhood for leisure, fitness and well-being. 
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 Footpath no.24 runs along the site’s eastern boundary with the Biddulph Valley Way. An extract 

of the definitive map is provided below:  

 

 On site, footpath no. 24 is overgrown and impassable and there is no evidence that this has been 

a well-used route for some time, with the Biddulph Valley Way connecting to footpath no. 25 to 

the north. In any event, even if footpath no. 24 were well used, this in itself would not be sufficient 

justification for a LGS designation. Footpath no. 24 runs along the site periphery only and would 

be retained preserving the circular route connecting with footpath no. 25 and providing a 

‘walkable neighbourhood’ as referred to within the neighbourhood plan assessment.  

 The assessment refers to the site being crossed by ‘numerous footpaths’ and being ‘openly 

accessible’. Whilst the site is not fenced off from the public, there is little evidence that the site is 

well used by the local community, other than what appears to be a reasonably well used walk 

way in the south west corner of the site linking the Biddulph Valley Way to York Close. Across the 
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remainder and the vast majority of the site there is little to no evidence that the site is used by the 

local community. The level of vegetation and growth on site render it impassable and unsafe, 

particularly for children and dog walkers referred to within the NP assessment. It is considered that 

the photographs provided below are indicative of the site’s level of use by the local community:   

  

  

 Therefore, given that the evidence on the ground suggests that the site is seldom used by the 

local community, and the volume of sites proposed for Local Green Space designation within the 

Biddulph NP, it is difficult to see how the conclusion has been reached that proposed LGS no. 57 
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is ‘demonstrably special to a local community’ (our emphasis) as required by paragraph 102 of 

the Framework.  In our view, it clearly is not demonstrably special, and the evidence does not 

justify the designation.  The test set out at paragraph 102(b) is therefore not met. 

 The NP Consultation Statement notes that targeted consultations took place in 2018 and 2019 in 

respect of local green spaces, with Appendix 1 of the document providing a summary of 

responses and comments. However, Appendix 1 only indicates that comments were received 

from the local community and the land owner and does not give an indication of the level of 

community support for any of the proposed Local Green Spaces.  

 Furthermore, in considering why the site may be proposed as Local Green Space, the context for 

the designation needs to be understood.  The site has previously been proposed for release from 

the Green Belt by Staffordshire Moorlands DC through the emerging Local Plan process, both 

through earlier versions of the plan (the site was a draft allocation in the Preferred Options Sites 

and Boundaries Consultation in 2016 – see Appendix EP6) and then during the Local Plan 

examination (see Appendix EP3, paragraph 65).  There are many reasons why such a site will 

attract a level of objection and the Neighbourhood Plan group may wish to see the site 

protected from development, in addition to the very many others that the Biddulph NP seeks to 

designate.  But that must be distinguished from why a site is demonstrably special, and in that 

regard any different from other greenfield sites on the edge of urban areas.  By their very nature, 

such sites tend to adjoin existing housing and local public footpath networks, in the context that 

such sites on the edge of Biddulph may well be needed to meet development needs in the future 

as part of the forthcoming comprehensive review of the Local Plan. 

 The evidence suggests that the site is not well used by the community, and the important 

connections the site provides in terms of links to publics rights of way as identified within the 

Biddulph NP assessment of proposed local green spaces, would be maintained without the Local 

Green Space designation.  

 Furthermore, whilst the site does have some ecological value, this is not considered to be special 

or exceptional in any way as confirmed through ecological surveys previously undertaken.  

 In light of the above, the site does not meet all of the criterion to be designated as a Local Green 

Space as set out within paragraph 102 of the Framework.   
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 Is the proposed designation capable of enduring beyond the plan period? 

 Paragraph 101 of the Framework states that Local Green Spaces should only be designated 

when a plan is prepared or updated, and be capable of enduring beyond the end of the plan 

period. 

 As a preliminary point, the Local Plan sets a plan period to 2033.  The Biddulph NP sets a plan 

period to 2035.  This is notable in the context of the Local Plan not even providing enough land in 

Biddulph to meet the housing requirement to 2033, as already established through the recent 

Local Plan examination. 

 But notwithstanding the inconsistency between the Local Plan and Biddulph NP plan periods, the 

Biddulph NP fails to have any regard to the forthcoming comprehensive review of the Local Plan. 

That review is to take place within 5 years of the current Local Plan being adopted (i.e. by 

September 2025).  A key purpose of the review is to consider the issue of Green Belt release 

around Biddulph, due to the current plan.  We refer to the summary of the forthcoming 

comprehensive review of the Local Plan provided in Section 4 of this statement, and in particular 

the analysis set out at paragraphs 57 – 73 of the Inspector’s report (see Appendix EP3).   

 In relation to our client’s site and how that relates to the Local Plan review, the site has previously 

been proposed for release from the Green Belt by Staffordshire Moorlands DC (as referred to 

above).   

 The evidence base for the adopted Local Plan also establishes that: 

• The site is identified as one of the “Sites with Potential for Release without damaging 

Green Belt purposes” and was therefore recommended for release from the Green Belt2.  

These sites were specifically referred to by the Local Plan Inspector in his interim 

conclusions in January 2019, when he directed the Council to remove a proposed 

allocation in Biddulph (BDNEW) and to consider the allocation of other sites3.  The fact 

that the Council failed to adhere to the Inspector’s advice and release other sites such 

as our clients to address the shortfall is a key reason why the early review is required. 

 
2 Staffordshire Moorlands District Council’s Green Belt Review Study (2015) – Table 5.1, page 39 
3 Inspector’s Post Hearing Advice – Main Modifications and Related Matters (January 2019) – 

paragraph 11 
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• The site is of low landscape sensitivity4 

• The site is suitable for development in heritage terms5 

 Clearly, the issue of how much Green Belt land needs to be released in Biddulph to meet current 

and future needs beyond 2033 (let alone 2035), and where that should be, needs to be 

considered in a comprehensive fashion through a review of the Local Plan.  It was for that reason 

that the Inspector rejected the approach of releasing our client’s site from the Green Belt through 

the Local Plan examination, as it would only form part of the solution rather than address the issue 

in full.  But in determining whether the proposed designation of our client’s site as Local Green 

Space is capable of enduring beyond 2035, the following factors must be considered: 

• The adopted Local Plan does not allocate sufficient land to meet the needs of Biddulph 

during the plan period (2033). 

• The adopted Local Plan does not designate any safeguarded land to meet the need of 

Biddulph beyond the end of the current plan period. 

• An early review of the Local Plan is required by 2025 to consider and address these issues. 

• Our client’s site has previously been proposed as a draft allocation by Staffordshire 

Moorlands DC to address this very issue, including during the Local Plan examination 

process. 

• Staffordshire Moorlands DC’s evidence base indicates that the site is suitable for release 

from the Green Belt and is suitable for development in other regards. 

 It is therefore clear that the Green Belt around Biddulph needs to be reviewed again before the 

end of the plan period, and furthermore that our client’s site must be a strong contender for 

release from the Green Belt considering the evidence base and the District Council’s previous 

 
4 Staffordshire Moorlands District Council’s Landscape, Local Green Space and Heritage Impact 

Study (2016) – Page 48 
5 Staffordshire Moorlands District Council’s Landscape, Local Green Space and Heritage Impact 

Study (2016) – Page 86 
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proposals to release it from the Green Belt.  The only rational conclusion is that there is a very 

good chance that the Gillow Fold sites may need to be allocated before the end of 2033.   

 As such, the proposed designation of the site as Local Green Space is not demonstrably capable 

of enduring beyond the end 2033 or indeed 2035.  That can only be determined following the 

forthcoming review of the Local Plan. 

 Furthermore, the designation of the site as Local Green Space could frustrate the achievement 

of sustainable development, given its contention for an allocation in light of the forthcoming 

review of the Local Plan. 

 Would any additional local benefit would be gained by designation as Local 

Green Space? 

 As shown on the adopted Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan Proposals Map, land at Gillow Fold 

Field is designated as Green Belt. In respect of LGS designation where land is already protected 

by Green Belt, the PPG states:  

“If land is already protected by Green Belt policy, or in London, policy on 

Metropolitan Open Land, then consideration should be given to whether any 

additional local benefit would be gained by designation as Local Green 

Space. 

One potential benefit in areas where protection from development is the norm 

(eg villages included in the green belt) but where there could be exceptions is 

that the Local Green Space designation could help to identify areas that are 

of particular importance to the local community.” 

Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 37-010-20140306  

 As outlined above, the site at Gillow Fold Fields is already afforded protection being designated 

as Green Belt and it is not considered expedient to designate the land as Local Green Space.  

There is no local justification for such an approach to this site, particularly in the context of the 

forthcoming review of the Local Plan as discussed above. 
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 Conclusions on the proposed designation of site no. 57 

 The Biddulph NP proposes to designate some 88 Local Green Spaces, in addition to the 9 Local 

Green Spaces already designated through the Local Plan.  To summarise in relation to site 57 

(Gillow Fold Field): 

• The designation does not meet the test of paragraph 102(b) of the Framework, as it is 

not demonstrably special to the local community.  The site is not of any particular 

ecological value sufficient to warrant protection, and there is no public access save for 

along the public rights of way. 

• The designation does not meet the requirement of paragraph 101 of the Framework, as 

it is not demonstrably capable of enduring beyond the end of the plan period.  To the 

contrary, the evidence base indicates that there is a reasonable prospect of the site 

being allocated through the review of the Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan.  Related, 

the designation of the site could frustrate, rather than contribute to, the achievement of 

sustainable development. 

• The site is already designated as Green Belt, and there is no demonstrable additional 

local benefit to be gained by designating the land as Local Green Space. 
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 Policy NE3 - Policy wording 

 Without prejudice to our in-principle objection to the designation of the land at Gillow Fold Field 

as Local Green Space, we object to the proposed wording and requirements of Policy NE3.   

 Paragraph 103 of the Framework states that policies for managing development within a Local 

Green Space should be consistent with those for Green Belts.  Green Belt policy set out within the 

Framework is therefore relevant, which permits any form of development where that is justified by 

very special circumstances; and it also describes as “not inappropriate” the various types of 

development described in paragraphs 149 and 150. 

 However, Policy NE3 of the Biddulph NP states: 

“Local Green Spaces must remain as open space and their community value 

must be maintained or enhanced. Built development must not encroach onto 

Local Green Spaces. An exception to this may be for small-scale built 

development, subject to the following: 

it is directly related to the community use and/or management of the space; 

it does not compromise the open character of the space.” 

 Policy NE3 is therefore significantly more restrictive than policies for managing development in 

the Green Belt as set out in the Framework, namely: 

• there are no categories of development that are “not inappropriate”; and, 

• there are no exceptions for development for which there are very special 

circumstances. 

 The Court of Appeal has held that it is unlawful for a Local Green Space policy to be inconsistent 

with the Framework, unless there is justification for departing from it6.  In this case, no justification 

is given for the reason for a significant departure from national planning policy, which would 

apply to all 88 Local Green Spaces proposed in the NP.  Indeed, the departure does not even 

appear to have been recognised, let alone adequately justified.  But in any event, there are no 

local circumstances that would justify such a significant departure from national policy.  

Therefore, the policy wording should be amended to be consistent with the Framework.   

 
6 R (Lochailort Investments Ltd) v Mendip District Council, [2020] EWCA Civ 1259 
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7. Summary and conclusions  

 Seabridge Development Ltd.’s primary objection to the Neighbourhood Plan relates to the 

designation of their site, land at Gillow Fold Fields, proposed to be designated as Local Green 

Space.  We consider that: 

• The designation does not meet the test of paragraph 102(b) of the Framework, as it is 

not demonstrably special to the local community.  The site is not of any particular 

ecological value sufficient to warrant protection, and there is no public access save for 

along the public rights of way. 

• The designation does not meet the requirement of paragraph 101 of the Framework, as 

it is not demonstrably capable of enduring beyond the end of the plan period.  To the 

contrary, the evidence base indicates that there is a reasonable prospect of the site 

being allocated through the review of the Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan.  Related, 

the designation of the site could frustrate, rather than contribute to, the achievement of 

sustainable development. 

• The site is already designated as Green Belt, and there is no demonstrable additional 

local benefit to be gained by designating the land as Local Green Space. 

 The Examiner is therefore invited to recommend a modification to the plan to ensure that it meets 

the basic conditions, deleting site no. 57 as a Local Green Space.  

 This concludes our representations.  Please note that our client wishes to be kept informed of the 

process moving forward.  We consider that a hearing is required to interrogate the matters 

referred to in these representations, specifically the proposed designation of site no. 57 as Local 

Green Space.  If the Examiner does decide to call a hearing, we wish to attend and participate 

in the debate.   
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8. Appendices  

EP1. Site location plan – Gillow Fold Field 

EP2. Local Plan Proposals Map extract 

EP3. Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan – Inspector’s report 

EP4. Leigh Ecology Extended Phase 1 Habitat Report 

EP5. Leigh Ecology ecological note 

EP6. Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan - Preferred Options Sites and Boundaries Consultation 2016 

(extracts) 

 



EP1 



This is a copy of the title plan on  8 SEP 2014 at 17:01:07. This copy does not take account of any application made after that time even if still pending in the Land
Registry when this copy was issued.

This copy is not an 'Official Copy' of the title plan. An official copy of the title plan is admissible in evidence in a court to the same extent as the original. A person is
entitled to be indemnified by the registrar if he or she suffers loss by reason of a mistake in an official copy. If you want to obtain an official copy, the Land Registry
web site explains how to do this.

The Land Registry endeavours to maintain high quality and scale accuracy of title plan images.The quality and accuracy of any print will depend on your printer, your
computer and its print settings.This title plan shows the general position, not the exact line, of the boundaries.  It may be subject to distortions in scale.  Measurements
scaled from this plan may not match measurements between the same points on the ground.  See Land Registry  Public Guide 19 - Title plans and boundaries.

This title is dealt with by Land Registry, Birkenhead Office.
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BVW 

Dpa 
DtC 

Biddulph Valley Way 

Dwellings per annum 
Duty to Co-operate 

ELRS 

ELR 
EL 

GI 

GTAA 

 
Ha 

HIS 

Employment Land Requirement Study 

Employment Land Review 
Examination Library 

Green Infrastructure 

Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation 

Assessment 
Hectare 

Housing Implementation Strategy 

HRA Habitats Regulations Assessment 
LGS Local Green Space 

LP 

LPA 

Local Plan 

Local Planning Authority 
LPVS Local Plan and Site Allocations Viability Study 

MM Main Modification(s) 

NPPF National Planning Policy Framework 

OAN Objectively assessed need 
PDNP 

PPG 

Peak District National Park 

Planning Practice Guidance 

PPTS Planning Policy for Traveller Sites 
SA Sustainability Appraisal 

SD 

SDA 

SHLAA 

Submission Document 

Strategic Development Area 

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
SHMA 

SMCS 

 

Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

Staffordshire Moorlands Core Strategy 
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Non-Technical Summary 

 

This report concludes that the Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan provides an 
appropriate basis for the planning of the District, provided that a number of main 

modifications [MMs] are made to it.  Staffordshire Moorlands District Council [the 

Council] has specifically requested that I recommend any MMs necessary to enable 

the Plan to be adopted. 
 

Many of the MMs concern matters that were discussed at the examination hearings.  

Following the hearings, the Council prepared a Schedule of the proposed MMs and 
carried out sustainability appraisal of them.  The MMs were subject to public 

consultation over a six-week period.  My recommendations on the MMs take into 

account all the representations made in response to consultation on them. 

 
The MMs can be summarised as follows: 

• Adjusting the Plan period to 2014 to 2033 to align with the evidence base 

• Articulating the exceptional circumstances for the release of Green Belt land 
• Clarifying and updating the components of housing land supply, the 

assumptions that will be relied upon to calculate the five-year supply and the 

role of a Housing Implementation Strategy 
• Clarifying the employment land requirement, the components of 

employment land supply and ensuring that employment policies are effective 

• Ensuring that the strategic and generic policies, including those relating to 

housing and the historic and natural environment, are positively prepared, 
justified, effective, consistent with national policy, and clear to the decision-

maker 

• Clarifying the open space requirements for housing development 
• Deleting that part of the Wharf Road Strategic Development Area which lies 

to the west of the Biddulph Valley Way and retaining the land as Green Belt 

• Deleting land west of Basford Lane, Leekbrook as an allocation for general 
employment use 

• Identifying policy requirements for the brownfield opportunity sites at Bolton 

Copperworks, Froghall and Anzio Camp, Blackshaw Moor 

• Modifying the development criteria for allocations so that they are positively 
prepared, justified and effective 

• Ensuring that Local Green Space designations are positively prepared, 

justified and consistent with national policy 
• Ensuring that monitoring requirements and key triggers that would lead to a 

review, particularly those relating to housing delivery, windfall sites and 

employment land supply, are embedded in the Plan 
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Introduction 

1. This report contains my assessment of the Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan 

[LP or the Plan] in terms of Section 20(5) of the Planning & Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004 (as amended).  It considers first whether the Plan’s 
preparation has complied with the duty to co-operate [DtC].  It then considers 

whether the Plan is sound and whether it is compliant with the legal 

requirements.  Paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2012 

[NPPF or the Framework] makes it clear that in order to be sound, a Local Plan 
should be positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national 

policy. 

2. The revised Framework was published in July 2018 and further revised in 
February 2019.  It includes a transitional arrangement in paragraph 214 which 

indicates that, for the purpose of examining this Plan, the policies in the 2012 

NPPF will apply.  Similarly, where the Planning Practice Guidance [PPG] has 
been updated to reflect the revised NPPF, the previous versions of the PPG 

apply for the purposes of this examination under the transitional arrangement. 

Therefore, unless stated otherwise, references in this report are to the 2012 

NPPF and the versions of the PPG which were extant prior to the publication of 

the 2018 NPPF. 

3. The starting point for the examination is the assumption that the local 

planning authority [LPA] has submitted what it considers to be a sound plan.  
The Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan Submission Version submitted in June 

2018 is the basis for my examination (Submission Document [SD] 1.1).  It is 

the same document that was published for consultation between February and 

April 2018.  A List of Proposed Additional Modifications (SD 1.2) was also 
submitted alongside the Submission Version but, as this was not subject to 

consultation, I am not treating it as a formal addendum to the Plan.  I have 

included some of the modifications as Main Modifications [MMs] as 
appropriate.  The remainder have been included as Additional Modifications.   

I have been provided with the representations on the Submission Version and 

have taken them into account in my examination of the Plan and this report. 
 

Main Modifications 

4. In accordance with section 20(7C) of the 2004 Act the Staffordshire Moorlands 

District Council [the Council] requested that I should recommend any MMs 
necessary to rectify matters that make the Plan unsound and thus incapable of 

being adopted.  My report explains why the recommended MMs, many of 

which relate to matters that were discussed at the examination hearings, are 
necessary.  The MMs are referenced in bold in the report in the form MM1, 

MM2 etc, and are set out in full in the Appendix. 

5. Following the initial examination hearings in October 2018 and a focused 
consultation on the Housing Implementation Strategy [HIS] in January 2019, 

the Council prepared a schedule of proposed MMs (Examination Library [EL] 

10.001) and carried out sustainability appraisal [SA] of them (EL 10.002).  

This MM schedule was subject to public consultation for six weeks during 
September and October 2019.  Further hearings were held in February 2020.  

I provided post-hearing advice to the Council following both rounds of 
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hearings.  The final MM schedule attached to this report reflects my post-

hearing advice. 

6. I have taken into account the consultation responses and the representations 
made through the hearings in coming to my conclusions in this report and, in 

particular, on the MMs that are necessary to make the Plan sound.  In light of 

the consultation responses and representations I have made some 

amendments to the MMs.  Some of the amendments are relatively minor in 
nature and do not significantly alter the content of the MMs as published for 

consultation.  Those amendments that are significant result in the Plan 

remaining as originally submitted by the Council for examination.  The latter 
amendments relate to matters that have been discussed at both sets of 

hearings.  Therefore, the amendments do not undermine the participatory 

processes and SA that have been undertaken.  Where necessary I have 

highlighted these amendments in the report. 

7. The Council has also proposed some Additional Modifications which have also 

been publicised.  But as these do not go to soundness, I do not need to 

address them in this report. 
 

Policies Map 

8. The Council must maintain an adopted policies map which illustrates 
geographically the application of the policies in the adopted development plan. 

When submitting a local plan for examination, the Council is required to 

provide a submission policies map showing the changes to the adopted policies 
map that would result from the proposals in the submitted local plan.  In this 

case, the submission policies map comprises the set of plans in Appendices 1 

to 6 of SD 1.1. 

9. The policies map is not defined in statute as a development plan document 
and so I do not have the power to recommend main modifications to it. 

However, a number of the published MMs to the Plan’s policies require further 

corresponding changes to be made to the policies map.  In addition, there are 
some instances where the geographic illustration of policies on the submission 

policies map is not justified and changes to the policies map are needed to 

ensure that the relevant policies are effective.  I have referred to these 

changes to the Policies Map within this report. 
 

10. These further changes to the policies map were published for consultation 

alongside the MMs, forming an attachment to the schedule of MMs.  In this 
report I identify any amendments that are needed to those further changes in 

the light of the consultation responses. 

11. When the Plan is adopted, in order to comply with the legislation and give 
effect to the Plan’s policies, the Council will need to update the adopted 

policies map to include all the changes proposed in Appendices 1 to 6 of SD 

1.1 and the further changes published alongside the MMs incorporating any 

necessary amendments identified in this report. 
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Assessment of Duty to Co-operate  

12. Section 20(5)(c) of the 2004 Act requires that I consider whether the Council 

complied with any duty imposed on it by section 33A in respect of the Plan’s 

preparation. 

13. I have had regard to the DtC Statement (SD 9.2) and associated Statements 

of Common Ground in considering whether the DtC has been met.  The DtC 

Statement and Statements of Common Ground describe the co-operation and 

partnership working that has taken place with prescribed bodies, including 
regional working with other LPAs and cross-boundary co-operation on strategic 

priorities. 

 
14. The Strategic Housing Market Assessments [SHMA] (SD 27.1 – 27.6) indicate 

that Staffordshire Moorlands is not a fully self-contained Housing Market Area 

having close relationships with Stoke-on-Trent in particular.  The Employment 
Land Requirement Study [ELRS] (SD. 17.3) shows that the District falls within 

the wider Functional Economic Market Area of Stoke-on-Trent.  As a result, the 

Council has worked with adjoining authorities in considering housing, 

employment and infrastructure needs. 
 

15. In terms of housing, discussions have taken place about the needs of the 

respective LPAs within the Housing Market Area and how these should be met.  
The adjoining authorities are at different stages in their LP preparation.  

Stafford Borough Council has an adopted LP which makes provision for its own 

needs up to 2031.  Stoke-on-Trent and Newcastle-under-Lyme Councils are 

working on a joint LP.  The Joint LP has not yet reached publication stage. 
 

16. Each of the LPAs within the Housing Market Area are affected by the North 

Staffordshire Green Belt.  The emerging LPs within the Housing Market Area 
rely on some release from the Green Belt to meet housing needs.  On this 

basis the Statement of Common Ground records that the LPAs have sought to 

meet their own needs but not the needs of others.  It is also the intention for 
each LPA within the Functional Economic Market Area to meet its own 

employment land requirements.  I return to housing and employment 

requirements under Issue 2, but in terms of the DtC, cross-boundary co-

operation has been demonstrated in relation to such needs. 
 

17. A joint Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation 

Assessment [GTAA] was undertaken for Stoke, Newcastle, Staffordshire 
Moorlands and Stafford Councils in 2015.  The GTAA sets out the needs for the 

various LPAs.  The Statement of Common Ground records that each Council 

will seek to meet its own needs. 
 

18. Co-ordination of transport infrastructure has been necessary in considering the 

cumulative impacts of development in Stoke, Staffordshire Moorlands and East 

Staffordshire on the A50 and Crewe-Derby railway line.  Highways England 
and Staffordshire County Council have been overseeing proposals to improve 

junctions on the A50, including that with the A521 near Blythe Vale. 

19. Most pupils will be accommodated within schools within the District.  However, 
there is some cross-boundary movement of pupils, particularly on the 

periphery of the Potteries conurbation.  The Council has liaised with 
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Staffordshire County Council in relation to growth proposed within the LP with 

the objective of school places being provided in the right place at the right 

time. 

20. The Statement of Common Ground notes that the Green Infrastructure [GI] 

Strategies and delivery plans of the various LPAs will be co-ordinated to 

ensure a consistent and complementary approach. 

21. These and other aspects of infrastructure are co-ordinated in the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (SD 8.2) which has been drawn up with the input 

of providers such as Staffordshire County Council, Highways England and the 

Environment Agency.  The Environment Agency, Staffordshire County Council 
and Historic England have also fed into the evidence base supporting the LP, 

as well as policy formulation. 

22. The Council has worked with the Peak District National Park [PDNP] Authority 
to ensure that the LP considers the landscape setting of the PDNP and takes 

into account the limited development requirements arising from that part of 

the PDNP that lies within the Council boundary.  The SMHA and ELRS were 

undertaken on the basis of objectively assessed need [OAN] for homes and 
employment land for the whole of the District, including those parts which fall 

within the PDNP.  The LP seeks to make provision to meet the vast majority of 

the needs for the whole of the District on land beyond the PDNP boundary.  
That said based on past trends an allowance has been made for 100 dwellings 

per annum (dpa) inside the PDNP that will meet the Parks’ social and economic 

well-being objectives. 

23. As a result of a formal Strategic Alliance, the Council undertakes joint working 

with High Peak Borough Council in many service areas, including planning.  

Whilst the two Councils do not share many cross-boundary strategic planning 

matters because of the influence of different city regions and the barrier 
provided by uplands between Leek and Buxton, there are similarities between 

the two areas in terms of scale and settlement pattern.  The alliance has led to 

joint studies such as the SHMA, ELRS and Retail Study (SD 25.1) reflecting a 
consistency of approach. 

 

24. Aside from the above, there are some examples of partnership working other 

than with prescribed bodies and which are specific to the District.  These 
include the Churnet Valley Living Landscape Partnership and the Alton Towers 

Resort Transport Liaison Group. 

25. I am satisfied that, where necessary, the Council has engaged constructively, 
actively and on an on-going basis in the preparation of the Plan and that the 

duty to co-operate has therefore been met. 

Assessment of Soundness 

Background 

26. The LP deals with strategic and other land use policies and allocations for that 

part of the District outside the PDNP.  It will replace the Staffordshire 

Moorlands Core Strategy [SMCS] (adopted March 2014) and the Biddulph 

Town Centre Area Action Plan (adopted February 2007) in their entirety as set 
out in Appendix 9 of the Plan.  The only high-level policies not covered are 
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those that relate to minerals and waste which are dealt with by the Minerals 

Local Plan for Staffordshire 2015-2030 and the Staffordshire and Stoke-on-

Trent Waste Local Plan 2010 to 2026.  The other development plan documents 
envisaged are neighbourhood plans that may come forward during the plan 

period.  In this respect a number of neighbourhood plan areas have been 

designated as set out in paragraph 1.22 of the LP. 

Main Issues 

27. Taking account of all the representations, the written evidence and the 

discussions that took place at the examination hearings, I have identified ten 

main issues upon which the soundness of this plan depends.  This report deals 
with these main issues.  It does not respond to every point or issue raised by 

representors.  Nor does it refer to every policy, policy criterion or allocation in 

the Plan. 

Issue 1 – Whether the timeframe and the amount of housing and 

employment land proposed by the LP is justified 

Timeframe 

28. The LP has a stated timeframe of 2016 to 2031.  This reflects Policy SS2 of the 
SMCS which required a comprehensive review of that document to be rolled 

into a single LP to cover the period 2016-2031.  However, this LP has had a 

long gestation period and, if it is adopted in 2020, it would only have about a 
11-year period post adoption, albeit that the whole timespan would be 15 

years.  The 2012 Framework refers to a 15-year time horizon being preferable 

but does not, unlike the revised Framework, refer to this period being post-

adoption.  Moreover, the period is not mandatory. 

29. That said the timeframe does not fully reflect the evidence base.  The most 

recent SHMA Update (February 2017) (SD 27.5), which took into account the 

2014-based sub-national household projections and informed the Plan’s OAN 
for housing, applied a base date of 2014.  The Employment Land Review [ELR] 

Update (SD 17.5) also applied a base date of 2014 in recommending 

employment land requirements.  The retail studies (SD 25.1 and 25.3) used 
base dates of 2013 and 2016 up to 2031 respectively but, as retail needs are 

almost negligible in either case, using 2014 as a base date would not have any 

implications for the Plan’s retail floorspace requirements. 

30. In terms of looking beyond 2031, the Council, in preparing an examination 
note on the implications of 2016-based sub-national household projections 

(EL5.001), analysed a number of time periods, including 2014-2033 and 2016-

2033.  The ELR Update already considered employment land requirements up 
to 2033.  Retail floorspace requirements would not be likely to materially 

change up to 2033.  The evidence base justifies moving the end of the Plan 

period from 2031 to 2033. 

31. The housing requirement, as stated by Policy SS3, is for the period 2012 to 

2031 which is not consistent with base dates of either 2014 or 2016.  The 

SHMA Update and EL5.001 considered the OAN with a base date of 2014 

which would have reflected under-delivery between 2012 and 2014. 
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32. Therefore, the evidence base justifies a Plan period of 2014-2033.  MM1–

MM4, MM8, MM9, MM11, MM18, MM38-MM40, MM42, MM46, MM48, 

MM57 and MM60 revise the Plan period accordingly and are required so that 

the Plan is justified. 

Housing OAN 

33. The most recent comprehensive assessment of housing needs (the SHMA 

Update) indicated an OAN range of 235 to 330 dwellings per annum (dpa).  
The Council has opted for a housing requirement based on a figure towards 

the top of the range to align with projected economic growth (320dpa).  This 

leads to a requirement for the Plan period of 6080 additional dwellings.  The 
overall requirement is not affected by shifting the housing requirement period 

forward from 2012-2031 to 2014-2033. 

34. The SHMA Update has followed the methodological steps for calculating the 
OAN set out in the PPG, using the 2014-based household projections as a 

starting point.  Applying a 4% allowance for vacant and second homes, the 

projections suggest a need for 170 dpa to 2031 or 164 dpa to 2033.  

Sensitively testing was applied to accelerate household formation rates for the 
younger age groups and by restricting the 2015 population to the 2015 mid-

year estimates rather than the 2014-based projections.  Combining the 2014-

based household projections with the sensitivity testing suggested an increase 
of 196 dpa to 2031 or 190 dpa to 2033. 

 

35. In terms of adjustments for market signals, there was a significant worsening 
in affordability between 2000 and 2015, particularly towards the end of this 

period.  This is likely to have been in part due to under-delivery of new homes.  

Therefore, some uplift is needed and at a level which would be expected to 

improve affordability.  The SHMA Update proposed an uplift of around 10% 

which leads to a need for 216 dpa to 2031 or 209 dpa to 2033. 

36. The PPG requires plan-makers to assess likely economic growth based on past 

trends and/or economic forecasts.  The SHMA Update considered that basing 
OAN on demographic-led scenarios would lead to a declining workforce.  

Unsustainable commuting patterns can result where the labour force is 

projected to be less than forecast job growth. 

37. On the basis that it is undesirable to plan for decline, the Council applied 
growth forecasts within a range from zero (stabilisation) to over 3000 new 

jobs (past trends).  Even applying the stabilisation scenario would result in an 

OAN of 282 dpa to 2031 or 274 dpa to 2033.  Oxford Economics forecasts 
suggest a need for between 279 and 302 dpa.  Experian forecasts suggest a 

higher need of between 333 and 357 dpa.  Past trends result in much higher 

dwelling needs of 420 to 446 dpa which would require more than 10,000 

additional migrants moving into the District. 

38. Both the Oxford Economics and Experian forecasts are credible estimates of 

job growth.  However, taking into account that the projected growth in the 

manufacturing sectors appears optimistic, the Council has opted for a 
Combined Job Growth Scenario i.e. between the two forecasts, suggesting a 

need for up to 329 dpa to 2031, falling to 319 dpa to 2033.  These figures 

include higher headship rates for the younger age groups.   
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39. In terms of affordable housing, the SHMA Update identified a need of between 

224 and 432 dpa to 2031.  To achieve this number of affordable homes, taking 

into account the policies of the Plan, would require a housing OAN of between 
679 and 1309 dpa which is considerably in excess of the modelled scenarios, 

way above the delivery that has been achieved in the District in the past and 

would be unrealistic. 

40. The suggested OAN already includes uplifts to reflect sensitivity testing, 
market signals and economic growth.  There is a considerable degree of 

overlap between the OAN and affordable housing need.  No further adjustment 

is needed to the OAN for affordable housing delivery. 
 

41. The OAN takes into account those older people who need homes falling under 

Use Class C3.  Those needing institutional accommodation (Use Class C2) are 
not included in the OAN but have been considered by the SHMA and Policy H1. 

 

42. In September 2018 the Office for National Statistics published the 2016-based 

household projections.  This latest data set suggests a reduction in household 
growth within the District compared to the 2014-based projections, albeit a 

modest fall from 170 dpa to 165 dpa to 2031 or 164 dpa to 158 dpa to 2033.  

However, given that household projections are a starting point, the same 
factors referred to above would need to be applied and would still support an 

uplift on the demographic forecasts.  Moreover, the Government has said that 

the 2014 data should be used as a baseline for assessing local housing need, 
not the lower 2016-based projections, as the former better reflect historic 

under-delivery and declining affordability. 

43. The 2019 Framework refers to the new standard method of assessing housing 

need set out in the PPG.  For the Council this would represent 194 dpa.  
However, this LP is being examined under the 2012 Framework.  Moreover, 

the Government is committed to ensuring that more homes are built. 

44. Overall and in the context of the Government’s objective of significantly 
boosting the supply of homes, the OAN figure of 320 dpa, which leads to a 

requirement for at least 6080 homes for the Plan period of 2014-2033, is 

justified and has not been countered by any alternative robust analysis.  The 

320 dpa is consistent with realistic employment-led needs for a Plan period up 

to 2033 set out in paragraph 38 above. 

Employment OAN 

45. The employment land requirement is based on the assessments carried out in 
the ELRS and the ELR Update.  The assessments were conducted in 

accordance with the PPG.  Consultation was undertaken with various 

businesses and organisations with an interest in the supply of employment 
land to ascertain the availability of land.  Requirements were calculated 

applying a number of scenarios, including forecast employment growth, past 

take up and local labour supply. 

46. A wide variety of projections of need resulted from the various scenarios.  
However, after applying a range of qualitative and quantitative local factors, 

the ELR Update concluded that a range of between 13 ha and 27 ha (gross) of 

employment land would be required up to 2031 and 14 ha to 32 ha (gross) of 
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employment land up to 2033.  The upper end of the range aligns with the 

Combined Job Growth Scenario used in calculating the housing OAN.  

Therefore, it is appropriate to use the upper end figure which is justified as an 

employment OAN. 

Housing and Employment Land Requirements 

47. The Framework requires that LPs should meet objectively assessed needs 

unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework 

taken as a whole, or specific policies in the Framework such as Green Belt 

indicate that development should be restricted.  Much of the western part of 
the District is Green Belt.  The eastern section of the District falls within the 

PDNP.  However, the central belt of the Council area is not generally affected 

by the Framework’s restrictive policies. 

48. The Plan translates the housing and employment OANs into requirements 

through Policy SS3.  Taking into account that a reasonable proportion of the 

District is not affected by restrictive policies or other significant constraints, 

the approach of the Plan in meeting the whole of the OAN is justified.  I will 
come onto discuss whether the strategy for the distribution of these 

requirements, including using Green Belt land, is justified, under Issue 2, and 

the means of meeting these requirements under Issues 4, 5 and 6. 

49. As I recommend that the Plan period is extended to 2033, the employment 

land requirement within Policy SS3 will need to be increased from 27 ha to 32 

ha.  This would be secured by MM8 so that the Plan is justified.  
Consequential amendments are also required to Policy SS4 (Land Supply) and 

the supporting text to Policies SS4, E2 (Employment Allocations) and DSB1 

(Wharf Road).  These revisions would be achieved by MM9, MM18 and 

MM40. 

Conclusions on Issue 1 

50. I conclude that, subject to the MMs proposed, the timeframe for the LP and 

the amount of housing and employment land proposed by the LP is justified. 

Issue 2 – Whether the strategy for the distribution of development is 

justified; whether exceptional circumstances exist for the alteration of 

Green Belt boundaries; and whether the settlement hierarchy and other 

strategic policies are positively prepared, effective and consistent with 

national policy 

Development Strategy and Spatial Distribution 

51. The SMCS focused growth in the three towns of Leek, Biddulph and Cheadle, 
and the larger villages of the District on the basis that they had a greater 

capacity to accommodate development sustainably.  This Plan largely seeks to 

carry forward the strategy of the SMCS in terms of the distribution of 
development.  Policy SS3 shows the split, with some 75% of housing 

development and 70% of employment development in the towns, compared to 

72% and 70% respectively within the SMCS.  Steering more housing 

development towards the towns compared to the rural areas reflects a 
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sustainable strategy.  The approach is scored positively by the suite of SA 

documents (SD 6.1 – 6.5). 

52. The SMCS envisaged that the majority of the District’s housing requirement, 
other than completions and commitments, would be accommodated by new 

allocations either within existing urban areas or through small urban 

extensions to the towns.  This Plan has a similar approach. 

53. Green Belt covers the western part of the District, affecting about half of the 
Plan area.  Biddulph is surrounded by Green Belt.  Many of the larger villages 

in the District close to the Potteries conurbation are also constrained by Green 

Belt.  About half the countryside around Cheadle is also designated as Green 

Belt but the eastern side of the town is not so constrained. 

54. The strategy and spatial distribution reflect the location of the Green Belt in 

the proportion of development proposed for Biddulph and in the modest shift 
of development away from the rural areas.  Policy SS3 indicates that Biddulph 

would accommodate around 20% of both the District’s housing and 

employment requirements.  Biddulph is the second largest settlement in the 

District after Leek.  But the 20% earmarked for Biddulph is a smaller 
proportion of development than the other towns of Leek and Cheadle, 

reflecting, to an extent, Green Belt constraints.  Some 30% of both housing 

and employment requirements would be steered towards Leek whereas some 

25% of housing and 20% of employment would go to Cheadle. 

55. Most of the homes delivered from allocations in the rural areas will be in larger 

villages beyond the Green Belt, reflecting the above strategy.  A significant 
proportion of the homes will be at Blythe Vale.  The site is adjacent to the 

village with the broadest range of services in the District, including secondary 

and primary schools, a medical centre, a range of shops and a railway station.  

That the site is close to the Potteries conurbation does not exclude it from 
contributing to the District’s needs.  The alternative approach of distributing 

homes over a number of villages would be less sustainable as set out within 

the SA.  In particular, such an option, although potentially benefiting the 
vitality of some of these village communities as suggested by Policy SS2, 

would be likely to lead to greater pressure on Green Belt land.  This is 

reflected in earlier iterations of the Plan which showed over 500 homes on 

such land on the edge of villages. 

Exceptional Circumstances 

56. In the context of the overall strategy, the Plan proposes some Green Belt 

release in Biddulph, Cheadle and the rural areas.  The Framework requires 
that exceptional circumstances need to be demonstrated to alter Green Belt 

boundaries. 

57. Biddulph has suffered from economic decline and includes a ward with high 
deprivation.  The 20% proportion of development referred to above seeks to 

meet the economic and social needs of Biddulph whilst recognising the 

environmental considerations, principally the restrictions imposed by the 

Green Belt wrapping around the town. 

58. There is some non-Green Belt land in the town but not sufficient to provide the 

20% of development referred to above.  Some development beyond that 
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which can be accommodated within the existing town boundary, involving 

Green Belt land, would be justified to stem decline, support regeneration, 

provide market and affordable housing and employment opportunities, and to 
enhance the town’s role as a service centre.  The specific needs of Biddulph 

would not be met by development away from the town in adjoining 

authorities.  In any event these authorities are also affected by Green Belt.  

The SMCS also envisaged that Green Belt release would be required in 
Biddulph and the circumstances relevant then have not materially changed.  

Therefore, in principle exceptional circumstances have been demonstrated to 

alter Green Belt boundaries in Biddulph.  However, the Plan as submitted does 
not clearly articulate these high-level exceptional circumstances.  MM8 would 

include such an explanation so that the Plan is positively prepared, justified 

and consistent with national policy. 

59. In terms of particular sites in Biddulph, the majority of housing development 

would be provided within the built-up area or existing town boundary, beyond 

the Green Belt.  This would be through two allocations and windfalls.  The 

submitted Plan shows the two allocations at the Wharf Road Strategic 
Development Area [SDA] and Biddulph Mills providing about 390 dwellings and 

1 ha of employment land, without encroaching into the Green Belt. 

60. In terms of Green Belt release, the Tunstall Road SDA would involve the 
alteration of Green Belt boundaries and is shown in the submitted Plan as 

contributing some 85 dwellings and 5 ha of employment land.  The SDA would 

have limited impacts on Green Belt purposes because of its relationship with 
the Victoria Business Park to the west of the A527 and the significant 

separation that would remain between the southern extremity of Biddulph and 

the outlying parts of the Potteries conurbation.  Therefore, I conclude that 

exceptional circumstances exist for the release of the land at Tunstall Road 
from the Green Belt.  However, the exceptional circumstances to support the 

release of this Green Belt land should be more clearly articulated within the 

Plan to justify the proposals in the context of national policy.  This would be 

achieved by MM42. 

61. The larger of the two allocations referred to in paragraph 59 above, known as 

the Wharf Road SDA, was flagged up in the SMCS as a broad location for 

housing.  However, the allocation in the submitted Plan not only relates to 
land in the town boundary but also includes Green Belt land to the west of the 

Biddulph Valley Way [BVW].  The latter component of the allocation is known 

as BDNEW. 

62. BDNEW would have the potential for about 255 dwellings.  However, the 

BDNEW site would result in an incursion of development into the countryside 

beyond the clearly defined defensible boundary of the BVW.  Development 
would have a significant impact on the Green Belt purposes of checking the 

unrestricted sprawl of a large built-up area and safeguarding the countryside 

from encroachment.  The south-western boundary would not use physical 

features that are readily recognisable.  In addition, the site is indicated to be 
of high landscape sensitivity.  Other parts of the built-up area of Biddulph 

around Gillow Heath and Newpool extend beyond the BVW.  However, these 

comprise well-established residential areas.  There is a significant stretch of 
the BVW between the two that has not been breached.  This strong boundary 

would be considerably weakened by BDNEW.  It is also of note that the 
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BDNEW site was not identified as one that could potentially be suitable for 

housing in the initial Districtwide Green Belt Review in 2015 (SD 22.4) or the 

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment [SHLAA] (SD 26.1). 

63. For the above reasons I conclude that exceptional circumstances do not exist 

for the alteration of the Green Belt boundaries in Biddulph for that part of the 

Wharf Road SDA comprising BDNEW.  MM9 which modifies Policy SS4 

(strategic housing and employment land supply), MM12 which modifies the 
supporting text to Policy SS6 (Biddulph Area Strategy), MM22 which modifies 

Policy H2 (housing allocations) and MM40 which modifies Policy DSB1 (Wharf 

Road SDA) are, therefore, required so that the Plan is positively prepared, 
justified and consistent with national policy.  Corresponding changes to the 

Policies Map would also be required. 

 
64. One of the consequences of not allocating BDNEW would be that, based on the 

Plan’s strategy of providing about 20% of the housing requirement in 

Biddulph, the remaining allocations and other elements of housing supply, as 

modified by MMs referred to elsewhere in this report, would be some way 
short of the residual requirement for the town of some 945 dwellings.  There 

would be a shortfall of about 230 dwellings.  There would also be a shortfall 

against the Plan’s requirement for the District as a whole of about 350 

dwellings, equivalent to just over one year’s supply. 

65. To provide sufficient sites for the total Biddulph LP requirement would need 

additional Green Belt release.  I have had regard to the Green Belt reviews 
conducted by the Council that have considered a number of potential sites on 

the edge of Biddulph, including the assessment of potential land around 

Biddulph following the initial hearings in October 2018.  The later assessment 

followed my recommendations that BDNEW should not be released from the 
Green Belt but that other options, including identifying areas of safeguarded 

land, should be considered.  This resulted in the Council proposing the 

safeguarding of three sites at Gillow Heath (BD062, BD068 and BD087) as 

MMs to the Plan. 

66. However, the sites assessed, which do not form part of the submitted Plan, 

including those at Gillow Heath, have varying adverse effects on Green Belt 

purposes and also have a range of landscape and other constraints.  Although 
the effects vary, all of the sites contribute to at least one of the five Green Belt 

purposes set out in paragraph 80 of the Framework. 

67. Moreover, the Council’s proposals to safeguard land but not allocate enough 
land in Biddulph for the Plan period falls between two stools.  Even if the 

Gillow Heath sites were to be allocated, rather than safeguarded, they would 

not bridge the entire gap between provision and the net requirement for the 
Plan period and no land would be identified for safeguarding.  Furthermore, if 

additional land is required in Biddulph in the future, the Gillow Heath sites may 

not necessarily represent the most suitable option taking into account all 

things considered in the round, including the amount of land required at that 
time, Green Belt purposes, the location relative to the town’s services and a 

review of constraints affecting these and other sites. 

68. Sufficient sites would be available to meet the Biddulph requirement for the 
next 10 years in accordance with paragraph 47 of the Framework on the 
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assumption that the allocations are deliverable or developable.  In terms of 

the remaining requirement, the Framework requires that a supply of sites for 

years 11-15 of a LP should be identified ‘where possible’.  It is not an absolute 
requirement to identify sites for the entirety of a plan period.  The shortfall 

would be towards the end of the Plan period. 

69. Therefore, the Gillow Heath sites proposed for removal from the Green Belt 

and safeguarding through the MMs should remain part of the Green Belt as 
shown in the submitted Plan and accompanying Policies Maps.  The suitability 

of the Gillow Heath sites and other Green Belt land on the edge of Biddulph 

could be reviewed when the LP is updated, should there be a need to identify 
more land for development at that time.  As part of this review, both 

development requirements for the new Plan period and the need for 

safeguarded land could be considered such that the quantum of land released 

from the Green Belt would meet longer-term development needs. 

70. The Plan will be considered for updating within 5 years in accordance with the 

2019 Framework.  An earlier review would also occur if sites are not delivering 

housing as anticipated.  In reviewing the requirement for an update and the 
need for Green Belt release, the Council would have regard to housing and 

other development needs and deliverability at that time.  Whilst the 

Framework requires that LPs should consider Green Belt boundaries having 
regard to their intended permanence in the long term so that they are capable 

of enduring beyond the Plan period, circumstances may well change going 

forward in terms of development requirements such that an update of the Plan 
may indicate that sufficient land has already been identified to meet longer-

term needs either in the District overall or within the Biddulph area in 

particular. 

71. This Plan, as suggested by the Examining Inspector into the SMCS, 
represented an opportunity to undertake that comprehensive review, but for 

the reasons given, the submitted Plan and the alternative which proposed the 

Gillow Heath sites for safeguarding do not achieve this.  To my mind a 
comprehensive review should consider both the allocation of sites to meet the 

requirement for Biddulph for the Plan period and whether to safeguard 

additional land for beyond the period.  To embark on that review now would 

significantly delay the adoption of the Plan and risk supressing rather than 
accelerating housing delivery in the District.  The submitted Plan, with the 

modification relating to BDNEW, has identified sufficient land in Biddulph for 

the next 10 years and for the District as a whole for all but the last couple of 

years of the Plan period and would be sound. 

72. I have given further consideration to how the Plan should refer to Biddulph’s 

longer-term needs following the February 2020 hearings.  The Plan should 
make it clear that Biddulph should be revisited again so that a comprehensive 

review can be undertaken.  This would be secured by MM55 so that the Plan 

is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy. 

73. All in all, I do not consider that exceptional circumstances to justify additional 
Green Belt release in Biddulph at the present time have been demonstrated. 

 

74. In terms of Cheadle, most of the land allocated is within the existing 
development boundary or on non-Green Belt land.  However, a relatively small 
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parcel of land to the south of Mobberley Farm is proposed for release from the 

Green Belt.  This is to enable direct access from the main road network into 

the Mobberley Farm SDA and the provision of an initial section of the potential 
link road between the A522 and A521.  Without this Green Belt land, it is 

unlikely that the site would be capable of being delivered.  This would sterilise 

an area which has been earmarked for development for many years, 

preventing suitable development land in Cheadle coming forward and putting 
pressure on more sensitive areas on the edge of the town, including larger 

areas of Green Belt.  The provision of the link road would also be stymied, 

with implications for traffic congestion in the town centre.  The land is already 
partly developed with a veterinary surgery and makes limited contribution to 

Green Belt purposes. 

75. For these reasons I conclude that exceptional circumstances exist for the 
alteration of the Green Belt boundary to the south of Mobberley Farm.  

However, the Plan does not clearly articulate the reasons.  MM45 is needed so 

that Policy DSC3 (Mobberley Farm SDA) is positively prepared, justified and 

consistent with national policy. 
 

76. There is no need for the release of further Green Belt land in Cheadle.   

A range of sites have been allocated on non-Green Belt land within the built-
up area and on the northern side of the town to meet Cheadle’s contribution to 

the District’s housing requirement.  It has not been demonstrated that further 

release of land to the south of Mobberley Farm is necessary to enable the SDA 
to come forward. 

 

77. The larger villages of Biddulph Moor, Blythe Bridge/Forsbrook, Brown Edge, 

Cheddleton, Endon, Kingsley, Werrington/Cellarhead and Wetley Rocks are 
also affected by Green Belt.  All these villages have had new homes built since 

2014 and have other housing committed through permissions (see EL5.005 

Appendix 9).  That said the level of development has been and will be modest 
in most of the settlements reflecting the Green Belt restrictions.  Some sites 

on the edge of these villages where assessed in the Green Belt Review as 

having limited effect on Green Belt purposes.  However, notwithstanding the 

specific impacts, exceptional circumstances do not exist for the strategic 
reasons set out earlier.  Biddulph Moor lies within the Biddulph Neighbourhood 

Plan Area but, in respect of the LP’s spatial strategy, falls within the Rural 

Areas.  Allocating land in Biddulph Moor would not contribute to the shortfall in 

Biddulph. 

78. Of the larger villages, the LP only proposes Green Belt release in Werrington 

through Policy DSR4 (land off Ash Bank Road, Werrington).  Werrington is a 
village with a range of services, including primary and secondary schools, and 

good transport connections to the Potteries conurbation.  There are few 

development opportunities within the village.  The two sites proposed to be 

removed from the Green Belt are, to a significant extent, enclosed by existing 
development, including that at HM Young Offenders Institute.  The sites make 

only a moderate or limited contribution to Green Belt purposes.  There are no 

other overriding constraints.  I conclude that exceptional circumstances exist 
for the release of the sites from the Green Belt.  However, the Plan does not 

clearly articulate the reasons.  MM50 is needed so that Policy DSR4 is 

positively prepared, justified and consistent with national policy. 
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Settlement Hierarchy 

79. Policy SS2 sets out the settlement hierarchy alluded to above.  The District’s 

three towns sit at the top of the hierarchy below which are ‘Larger Villages’, 
‘Smaller Villages’ and ‘Other Rural Areas’.  Policies SS5 to SS10 set out in 

detail the settlements to which each level of the hierarchy applies and the 

development principles and levels of development appropriate for each 

category.  Leekbrook provides existing and proposed employment land close 
to Leek but otherwise has limited facilities.  There is no primary school 

whereas all the ‘Larger Villages’ appear to have a primary school.  Therefore, 

its categorisation as a ‘Smaller Village’ is justified.  The position of other 
settlements within the hierarchy is also justified by the evidence base, 

including that which supported the SMCS. 

80. For Smaller Villages, Policy SS2 indicates that these settlements will not have 
a development boundary.  Limited development would be allowed appropriate 

to the scale of the settlements, applying criteria which will provide more 

flexibility but will have regard to the particular character of the village.  It 

should be noted that, of the 29 smaller villages identified by Policy SS2, only 

11 had defined boundaries in the Proposals Map for the 1998 LP. 

81. However, many of the Smaller Villages lie within the Green Belt and would be 

washed over by this designation.  Policy SS2 does not make reference to 
Green Belt policy applying in such circumstances.  Other Smaller Villages are 

surrounded by Green Belt but have had a development boundary which 

excluded land within it from the Green Belt.  The implications of removing 

development boundaries is not clear from the submitted Plan. 

82. MM7 makes it clear that Green Belt policy will apply in Smaller Villages 

washed over by Green Belt.  Bagnall, Caverswall/Cookshill and Stanley will no 

longer have a settlement boundary but will not be washed over by Green Belt, 
effectively becoming inset villages.  The developed parts of Kingsley Holt, 

Leekbrook and Rushton Spencer, which have Green Belt abutting to one side, 

will remain beyond the Green Belt.  The removal of development boundaries 
from the Smaller Villages and clarity in relation to the extent of Green Belt will 

be given effect by changes to the submitted Policies Map. 

83. In relation to ‘Other Rural Areas’, Policy SS2 conflates Green Belt and open 

countryside policy by referring to inappropriate development in respect of 
both.  MM7 would ensure that there is a distinction so that Policy SS2 is 

consistent with national policy. 

84. Policies SS8, SS9 and H1 refer, in the case of larger villages, to allowing some 
limited infilling on the edge of settlements, and in the case of smaller villages 

which will not have a settlement boundary, small infill schemes.  This is a new 

approach which seeks to enable the sustainable growth of villages to maintain 
and enhance their vitality, whilst retaining their existing character.  Ensuring 

that the approach achieves the right balance will depend on careful 

monitoring.  MM55 and MM56 emphasise the importance of monitoring the 

implementation of Policies SS8, SS9 and H1 to ensure that the Plan is 

positively prepared and effective. 

85. In order to make it clear that the development allowed by Policies SS8, SS9 

and H1 should be sensitive to landscape and village character, the explanation 
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to Policy H1 and the wording of the policy itself require strengthening and 

linking to Policy DC3 (Landscape and Settlement Setting).  MM21 would 

achieve these changes so that the policies are positively prepared. 

86. Policy SS10 relating to ‘Other Rural Areas’ refers to the regeneration of major 

developed areas within the countryside at Bolton Copperworks, Froghall and 

Anzio Camp, Blackshaw Moor.  Both sites are identified in the Churnet Valley 

Masterplan Supplementary Planning Document as development opportunity 
sites for mixed use development.  However, these relatively large sites are 

deserving of specific policies that would encourage their sustainable 

regeneration and guide development proposals that come forward.  MM13, 
MM51 and MM52 would modify Policy SS10 and its explanation and introduce 

Policies DSR5 and DSR6 so that the LP is positively prepared.  Neither site is 

taken into account in contributing to housing or employment land 

requirements because of uncertainty over delivery. 

Other Strategic Policies 

87. There is no need for the LPA to reiterate policies that are already set out in the 

Framework.  Policy 1a recites the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development at paragraph 14 of the NPPF.  This would give the presumption 

development plan weight which would potentially weaken other policies within 

the Plan.  Moreover, the wording of national policy in relation to the 
presumption has changed with the revised Framework so Policy 1a would be 

out of date upon adoption.  Therefore, the policy is not necessary and should 

be deleted by MM6 so that the Plan is consistent with national policy. 
 

88. The Plan includes a Key Diagram, but it is incomplete because it excludes the 

‘Small Village’ of Swinscoe.  MM15 would amend the diagram so that it is 

effective. 

Conclusions on Issue 2 

89. I conclude that, subject to the MMs proposed, the strategy for the distribution 

of development is justified; exceptional circumstances exist for the alteration 
of some Green Belt boundaries; and the settlement hierarchy and other 

strategic policies are positively prepared, effective and consistent with national 

policy. 

Issue 3 – Whether the policies of the Plan address the needs for all types 
of housing, including affordable housing and those of different groups in 

the community such as gypsies and travellers 

Affordable Housing 

90. Policy H3 proposes that developments above certain thresholds should provide 

33% affordable housing.  However, the Local Plan and Site Allocations Viability 

Study [LPVS] (SD 24.1) indicates that the level of affordable housing that 
could be achieved without threatening viability and, therefore, schemes being 

deliverable, varies across the District.  A number of different areas are 

identified in the LPVS (Zones 1-4) where provision of 10%, 20% and 33% 

affordable housing was tested.  This variation across the district and the need 
to have regard to viability, including up-to-date evidence, should be 

recognised by the policy.  MM23 would ensure that Policy H3 and the 
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explanation acknowledges the viability factors that may well come into play so 

that the Plan is positively prepared, justified and effective. 

91. That said the actual level of provision that can be achieved on a particular site 
would also be affected by the particular characteristics of a site and the 

development proposed.  Taking into account the significant need for affordable 

housing and the objective of delivering as much as possible, a 33% 

aspirational requirement is justified as a starting point.  However, the policy 
and explanation should recognise that 33% is not a target as this would not be 

justified (MM23). 

92. Policy H3 refers to developments of 15 dwellings or more in towns and 5 
dwellings or more elsewhere contributing to affordable housing.  These 

thresholds do not align with Policy H1 (Housing Mix), earlier versions of the 

PPG which set a threshold of 11, or the revised Framework which states that 
affordable housing should not be sought for residential developments that are 

not major developments.  The District, other than those parts which lie within 

the PDNP, is not a ‘designated rural area’ so the 5-dwelling threshold for 

villages is not consistent with national policy.  Therefore, notwithstanding the 
transitional arrangements set out in paragraph 2 of this report, the policy 

should align with the revised Framework.  MM23 secures this change so that 

Policy H3 refers to 10 dwellings or more and is consistent with other policies of 
the Plan, national policy going forward and is not effectively out-of-date upon 

adoption. 

93. Housing developments within the PDNP will not be subject to Policy H3 and the 
10-dwelling threshold.  The PDNP has its own development plan and policies 

for affordable housing.  That said any affordable housing provided within the 

boundaries would contribute to the District’s overall needs.  This is explained 

by MM23 so that the Plan is effective. 

94. The SHMA suggests a tenure split of 60% social/affordable rent and 40% 

intermediate tenure/starter homes and this mix is referred to in Policy H3.  

The Plan should recognise that the SHMA will not be the only source of 
evidence for a particular area or site in determining the appropriate tenure 

split and housing mix.  Paragraph 8.48 refers to other evidence that may be 

considered but should be modified to refer to evidence produced in relation to 

neighbourhood plans.  Policy H1 refers to the SHMA but should also accept 
that it is likely to be replaced by more up-to-date successor documents.  

These changes would be secured by MM21 so that Policies H1 and H3 are 

justified and effective. 

95. The SHMA Update addresses the need for starter homes, following the 

Government’s introduction of legislation and policy which require local 

authorities to promote their delivery.  Policy H3 recognises that starter homes 
form an important component of low-cost home ownership.  That said, Policy 

SS1, which sets out high level development principles, including the need for 

affordable homes, refers only to starter homes, thereby giving them more 

prominence than other forms of tenure.  MM5 would ensure that Policy SS1 is 

positively prepared in this respect by referring to affordable homes in general. 

96. There are other issues with Policy H3.  Firstly, greater clarity is required as to 

when off-site provision or a financial contribution would be acceptable as an 
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exception in accordance with paragraph 50 of the Framework.  Secondly, the 

policy should recognise that some market homes may be appropriate on rural 

exception sites to facilitate the provision of significant additional affordable 
housing in line with paragraph 54 of the Framework.  Finally, the policy needs 

to make it clear that affordable housing should be designed as an integral part 

of developments.  These flaws would be rectified by MM23, ensuring that 

Policy H3 is positively prepared, effective and consistent with national policy. 

Housing Mix and Types 

97. Consistent with the Framework’s objectives set out in paragraph 50, Policy H1 

seeks to ensure that new housing developments of 10 dwellings or more 
provides a mix of housing sizes, types and tenure.  However, the LPVS 

recommended a flexible approach to applying the policy due to issues of 

viability, particularly in some of the urban areas of the District.  To ensure that 
this flexibility is embodied in Policy H1, MM21 is needed so that the policy is 

justified and effective. 

98. Policy H1 seeks to encourage densities that reflect the character of an area 

and also indicates that higher densities will be generally appropriate in 
locations that are accessible by public transport.  However, higher densities 

should also have regard to the accessibility of the location.  MM21 would 

ensure that the policy recognises this factor so that it is consistent with the 
Framework. 

 

99. The Council holds a register for those with an interest in self-build and 
custom-built housing.  Although the demand is low, Policy H1 includes 

reference to the inclusion of such plots where a demand exists.  However, 

there is reference to a threshold of 15 dwellings or more which is not 

consistent with that applied in relation to housing mix.  MM21 refers to a 
threshold of 10 dwellings or more so that Policy H1 is effective and consistent 

with other policies of the Plan and national policy. 

Housing Standards 

100. Policy H1 states that all new dwellings should aim to provide flexible 

accommodation, seek internal space standards in accordance with the 

Nationally Described Space Standard and deliver accessibility standards set 

out in M4(2) of the Building Regulations.  As submitted the policy lacks clarity 

as to whether the optional standards are being required or merely desirable. 

101. MM21 would amend the explanation to Policy H1 to recognise that to apply 

the standards to all dwellings would be onerous and has not been justified by 
evidence.  The revised explanation recognises that whether the optional 

standards are applied will depend on the type of development and viability 

considerations.  For example, space and accessibility standards would be more 
likely to be sought on development specifically designed for older people.  

These changes are needed to ensure that the policy is justified, effective and 

consistent with national policy. 

102. A MM to Policy H1 was proposed during the examination that introduced a 
minimum threshold of 10 dwellings in applying the space and accessibility 

standards.  The PPG does not indicate that space and accessibility standards 

should only be considered for developments over a certain size.  The desirable 
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position is that all homes should seek such standards but subject to the 

caveats referred to in modified paragraph 8.50 of the Plan. 

Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople 

103. The needs of gypsies, travellers and travelling showpeople were assessed in 

the Joint GTAA of 2015 referred to in paragraph 17.  The GTAA identified a 

need for 6 residential pitches for gypsies and travellers between 2014-2019 

and an additional 2 pitches up to 2034.  The GTAA notes that the definition of 
travellers in the 2015 Planning Policy for Traveller Sites [PPTS] was introduced 

just as the GTAA was being finalised.  Thus, if anything, the need identified in 

the GTAA is likely to be towards the maximum for those meeting the 

definition.  No need for travelling showpeople plots was identified. 

104. Permission has been granted for 3 pitches since the base date of the Plan.  

This leaves an immediate need for 3 pitches and an overall residual 
requirement of 5 pitches.  Policy H4 relates to gypsies and travellers but does 

not set out this need or what the residual requirement would be.  Therefore, 

MM24 is necessary to ensure that Policy H4 is positively prepared, effective 

and consistent with national policy. 

105. In terms of the residual requirement, the Council has undertaken ‘call for sites’ 

exercises, investigated whether public land was available, and liaised with 

neighbouring authorities to see if sites were available beyond the District.  
However, none of these sources have resulted in any suitable sites coming 

forward. 

106. That said the residual requirement is relatively small.  There are criteria within 
Policy H4 which are not too restrictive and are generally consistent with the 

PPTS.  The policy should enable the requirement to be met by further 

applications coming forward over the remainder of the Plan period.  This 

approach and the reasons for adopting it are explained by MM24 so that 

Policy H4 is justified. 

107. The criteria of Policy H4 do not include reference to sites being soft landscaped 

to positively enhance the environment and for hard landscaping to be avoided 
in accordance with paragraph 26 of the PPTS.  MM24 would include these 

additions so that the policy is positively prepared and consistent with national 

policy. 

108. The Framework requires that the housing needs of different groups in the 
community should be planned for.  This would include those ‘travellers’ who do 

not meet the PPTS definition but would have a cultural aversion to living in 

‘bricks and mortar’ housing.  Those needs will, to an extent, have been 
assessed because of the scope of the GTAA.  But MM24 ensures that the Plan 

recognises this distinction and clarifies that those who do not meet the PPTS 

definition will still require their needs to be assessed going forward. 

Other Housing 

109. Policy H1 allows the conversion of rural buildings to dwellings where they are 

suitable in physical, architectural and character terms for conversion.  The 

policy goes further than paragraph 55 of the Framework which does not 
require the building that is to be re-used to be of a particular character.  
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However, paragraphs 17 and 60 of the Framework, in requiring high quality 

design and reinforcement of local distinctiveness, support the Council’s 

approach.  The policy would not prevent permitted development rights being 

used for the conversion of former agricultural buildings to dwellings. 

110. That said the policy requires that the building is both of suitable character and 

would represent the optimal use of a heritage asset.  All rural buildings of 

character are not necessarily heritage assets.  MM21 would replace the and 

with or to ensure that this element of Policy H1 is justified. 

Conclusions on Issue 3 

111. I conclude that, subject to the MMs proposed, the policies of the Plan address 
the needs for all types of housing, including affordable housing and those of 

different groups in the community such as gypsies and travellers. 

Issue 4 - Whether the housing allocations identified in the Plan are sound 

and capable of being developed over the Plan period 

Generally 

112. The LP identifies SDAs and other allocations which seek, along with 

completions, commitments and windfalls, to meet the majority of the District’s 

housing requirement. 

113. The SHLAA was published some time ago in 2015.  However, the SHLAA has 

been used as a starting point in identifying and assessing the availability, 
suitability and deliverability of potential housing sites.  Subsequent 

documents, which form the evidence base for the submitted Plan, have 

refined the findings of the SHLAA to come up with the allocations proposed in 

this LP. 

114. The three-stage methodology used in the SHLAA is broadly consistent with the 

advice in the PPG.  Concerns have been raised about some of the site 

assessments, the extent to which constraints could be mitigated and that 
more sites should have become allocations because the SHLAA and the other 

evidence documents pointed to them being available, suitable and deliverable.  

However, it seems to me that the overall methodology has been reasonable in 
seeking to arrive at the allocations necessary to get close to the OAN. 

 

115. As indicated under Issue 3, the LPVS suggests that achieving the 33% 

affordable housing figure as well as other policy requirements on many sites, 
particularly those in lower value areas, will be challenging.  That said the 

policies of the Plan, including H3, allow for flexibility in provision taking into 

account the LPVS and other viability evidence.  With this caveat, the LPVS 
concludes that ‘the overall scale of obligations, standards and policy burdens 

contained in the Local Plan are not of such a scale that cumulatively they 

threaten the ability of the sites and scale of development identified in the Plan 
to be developed viably’. 

 

116. The Council will need to be realistic in what can be achieved in terms of 

affordable housing and contributions to infrastructure so that sites can be 
delivered.  It will also need to continue to be proactive in engaging with 

landowners and developers and implementing other interventions.  Similar 
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issues of viability would affect other sites put forward as alternatives to those 

allocated in the Plan, particularly in the lower value areas.  Steering more 

development to the higher value areas would not achieve the strategy of the 
Plan set out under Issue 2. 

 

117. The introduction to the Plan refers to specific policy guidance only being 

provided for strategic sites.  This is also reflected in the title of Chapter 9 
(‘Strategic Development Site Policies’).  However, Chapter 9 of the Plan also 

deals with some smaller allocations where bespoke policy guidance is required.  

MM2 and MM35 would clarify the scope of the site-specific policies so that the 

Plan is effective. 

118. Each of the allocations or clusters of allocations dealt with in Chapter 9 has a 

specific policy.  However, although paragraph 9.1 refers to each policy being 
bespoke, some of the site-specific policy requirements are generic and are 

covered by other policies of the Plan.  There is also inconsistency in the way 

that generic requirements are expressed across different allocation policies.  

Therefore, I recommend that the generic requirements are removed from the 
allocation policies and bespoke requirements are tailored to the site and 

development in question.  I deal with these changes below when discussing 

each allocation which has a specific policy.  However, MM35 makes it clear 
that generic policies will apply to all allocations so that the Plan is positively 

prepared and effective. 

119. Policy H2 and the Policies Map both include housing site references but the site 
allocation policies themselves do not incorporate the references.  In order to 

ensure that all three elements are linked and to make it clear which sites are 

covered by the allocation policies, particularly where there are clusters of 

sites, MM36 to MM46, MM48 and MM50 show the site references so that the 

relevant policies are effective and clear to the decision maker. 

Leek 

120. Land at Horsescroft Farm (DSL1) to the rear of Churnet View Middle School, 
would accommodate a small housing development and an expansion of the 

school.  Vehicular access would be shared with a recent well-designed 

affordable housing development on adjacent land.  Bespoke requirements in 

relation to access and forming a new landscaped settlement edge would be 
secured by MM36 so that the allocation is positively prepared and effective. 

 

121. The LPVS indicates that the site would be viable with 20% affordable housing 
and the provision of land for school expansion.  The need for landfill gas 

migration to be tested and potentially mitigated would be unlikely to prevent 

the site coming forward as demonstrated by the neighbouring development.  

The site is shown as delivering homes in 2021/22 and 2022/23. 

122. The cluster of sites known as Land at The Mount (DSL2) lie on high ground on 

the eastern edge of Leek which is an area of high to medium landscape 

sensitivity.  Mount Road, which cuts through the sites, forms part of a local 
recreational route.  Linked footpaths head west into the town and east across 

the rural plateau.  Mount Road and the connecting routes are well used by 

walkers, cyclists, horse riders and runners who would be sensitive to 

landscape change. 
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123. However, the allocations are predominantly on the lower side of the road and 

on the well-wooded site of Kniveden Hall.  As such, views would still be 

possible over rooftops and through the developments to the town and hills to 
the west.  Building on Kniveden Hall would not alter long distance views to the 

east. 

124. There is a single wind turbine to the south of the allocation.  However, most of 

the land allocated would be more than 250m from the turbine.  Noise levels 
are unlikely to represent an overriding constraint for a well-planned housing 

development.  Highway, surface water and biodiversity matters would not 

prevent development coming forward providing suitable mitigation is in place. 

125. The policy should recognise the importance of landscaping mitigation to form a 

sensitive new settlement edge and the informal recreational role of Mount 

Road.  These requirements, together with the need for a noise assessment to 
take into account the wind turbine and a cumulative assessment of highway 

impacts, would be secured by MM37 to ensure that Policy DSL2 is positively 

prepared and effective. 

126. The allocation includes a site for a new first school which would be 
safeguarded through Policy DSL2.  For effectiveness the policy should allow for 

comprehensive planning of the site, including phasing, which would also be 

secured by MM37. 

127. The sites are in a number of different ownerships but in a location which is 

attractive to the market.  One of the landowners has already commenced 

discussions and done some master planning work.  The LPVS concludes that 
the allocation is viable with 33% affordable housing.  Completions are 

anticipated from 2022/23 with delivery of about 50 dpa on the assumption 

that there would be two outlets. 

128. Land at Newton House (DSL3) on the southern side of the town is occupied by 
a modern office block in substantial grounds, served by a roundabout on the 

A520.  The site has no significant constraints. 

129. As noted under Issue 6, master planning and phasing of the mixed residential 
and employment development should be included in the policy.  In addition, 

the policy should be specific about the land to be used for the respective uses.  

Bespoke requirements relating to heritage assets, landscape mitigation, 

wildlife buffers, pedestrian and cycle links and the retention of the existing 
tennis courts should be incorporated.  MM38 would secure these modifications 

so that Policy DSL3 is positively prepared and effective. 

 
130. The landowner has already undertaken some master planning work.  The LPVS 

concludes that the mixed-use allocation is viable with 20% affordable housing.  

Completions are anticipated from 2022/23 with delivery of about 30 dpa. 
 

131. The Cornhill East (DSL4) area was identified in the SMCS as a broad location 

for an employment allocation.  The inclusion of a residential component within 

the allocation would assist the viability of the allocation. 
 

132. As noted under Issue 6, master planning and phasing of the mixed residential 

and employment development should be included in the policy.  In addition, 
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the policy should be specific about the land to be used for the respective uses 

and the bespoke requirement for a potential link between the A520 and A53.  

MM39 would secure these modifications so that Policy DSL4 is positively 
prepared and effective. 

 

133. The Council is working with the landowner and a developer to bring forward a 

master plan for the allocation and land to the west at Barnfields which has 
planning permission.  A bid for public funding to support infrastructure costs is 

to be made.  The LPVS concludes that the mixed-use allocation is viable with 

10% affordable housing.  Completions are anticipated from 2022/23 with 
delivery of the 50 or so homes over 3 years. 

 

134. In terms of other housing allocations, the small site at Ashbourne Road has 
planning permission and is anticipated to deliver 12 dwellings in 2020/21.  

Land to the north of Macclesfield Road has challenging topography which 

means that it is only likely to be able to deliver 10% affordable housing.  

Delivery of around 25 dwellings is anticipated over 3 years from 2021/22. 

Biddulph 

135. The Wharf Road SDA (DSB1) allocation takes forward the strategy of the 

SMCS.  I addressed that part of the allocation to the west of the BVW 
(BDNEW) under Issue 2.  The remainder of the allocation is in a sustainable 

location close to the town centre.  The site presents an opportunity to make a 

significant contribution to Biddulph’s development needs. 

136. Policy DSB1 includes a masterplan requirement but should also highlight the 

need for phasing given the mix of housing, employment, retail and recreation 

uses proposed.  Within the context of a masterplan, early phases that would 

boost the supply of homes and would assist the delivery of the wider 
development area should be encouraged.  In terms of bespoke requirements, 

those relating to landscaping mitigation, transport links and wildlife corridors 

need to reflect the specific characteristics of the site.  MM40 would secure the 

above so that Policy DSB1 is positively prepared and effective. 

137. The LPVS concludes that 20% affordable housing could be supported on the 

site.  However, with the deletion of BDNEW, viability may be more marginal.  

That said the development should be able to support some affordable housing 
provision as well as other necessary contributions based on the conclusions of 

the LPVS on a range of sites across the District.  Due to the different 

ownerships and range of issues that need to be tackled pre-commencement, 
delivery of the site will not be straightforward.  However, the Council has 

already engaged with landowners and undertaken some master planning work.  

Continuing public sector intervention would make it more likely that the site’s 
challenges are overcome.  The site is shown as starting to deliver completions 

by 2021/22.  Commencement in 2022/23 would be more realistic and would 

not materially alter the Plan’s housing trajectory or the five-year supply 

position. 

138. Biddulph Mills (DSB2) lie close to the town centre and provide the opportunity 

for redevelopment with high density housing schemes.  The explanation to the 

policy includes some very specific requirements in relation to parking 
provision.  The policy itself contains predominantly generic criteria.  MM41 is 
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necessary so that the requirements of Policy DSB2 are bespoke but not too 

prescriptive and that the policy is positively prepared and effective. 

 
139. The LPVS shows that the sites are marginal so that the Council may need to 

be flexible in its approach to affordable housing and developer contributions.  

In this respect the housing trajectory showing the sites delivering over 50 

dwellings over a 3-year period from 2022/23 appears somewhat optimistic.  
That said, they are sites which, if developed, would have significant 

regeneration benefits.  Like some of the other allocations, positive 

interventions by the Council may be necessary to bring the sites forward in 
line with the trajectory. 

 

140. I dealt with the exceptional circumstances that exist to justify the release of 
the Tunstall Road SDA (DSB3) site from the Green Belt under Issue 2.  The 

site is well-located in relation to the Victoria Business Park opposite and the 

transport corridor of the A527.  Due to an unwilling landowner, a small portion 

at the southern end (0.7 ha) should be removed from the allocation.  This 
change to the site area would be secured by MM18 and MM42 and is 

necessary for effectiveness.  A corresponding change will be required to the 

Policies Map. 
 

141. Policy DSB3 includes a masterplan requirement but should also highlight the 

need for phasing given the mix of employment and housing proposed.  In 
terms of bespoke requirements, those relating to landscaping mitigation, 

footpath links and access need to reflect the specific characteristics of the site.  

MM42 would secure the above so that Policy DSB3 is positively prepared and 

effective. 
 

142. The LPVS concludes that 20% affordable housing could be supported on the 

site.  Due to the different ownerships and range of issues that need to be 
tackled pre-commencement, delivery of the site will not be straightforward.  

However, the Council has already engaged with landowners and undertaken 

some master planning work.  Continuing public sector involvement should 

make it more likely that the site’s challenges are overcome.  The site is shown 
as starting to deliver completions by 2022/23 which would depend on the 

momentum achieved by public sector involvement being sustained. 

 
143. In considering the need to promote sustainable patterns of development, the 

Council has reviewed whether more effective use could be made of the Wharf 

Road and Tunstall Road SDAs.  A master planning exercise (EL10.007 and 
EL10.008) has indicated that the density of housing could be increased on the 

allocations.  The resultant densities of between 30 and 40 dwellings per 

hectare (ha) would be acceptable having regard to the characteristics of 

nearby development and accessibility of the sites.  As a result, that part of the 
Wharf Road SDA remaining within the Plan would have the capacity for about 

440 dwellings and Tunstall Road some 105 dwellings.  MM9, MM22, MM40 

and MM42 reflect these changes so that the Plan is positively prepared and 
effective. 
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Cheadle 

 

144. A northern extension to the urban area of Cheadle formed part of the town’s 
strategy set out in the SMCS.  Undeveloped land to the south-west of the 

built-up area lies within the development boundary having been proposed for 

housing in the previous LP.  The sites forming the Cecilly Brook SDA lie within 

the development boundary and, in the case of the Churchill Road site and 
adjacent land at Cecilly Mill, has already had outline planning permission 

granted.  Other housing allocations lie within the built-up area.  Therefore, 

although significant representations have been made about the scale of 
development in Cheadle, the principle of much of the housing is acceptable.  

Moreover, the overall amount of housing would not depart significantly from 

that envisaged by the SMCS.  The quantum of housing proposed would also 
reflect the availability of suitable sites, the Plan’s strategy to shift 3% of 

housing development from the rural areas to Cheadle and the limited 

completions that have taken place in the town since the adoption of the SMCS. 

 
145. The LPVS concludes that 33% affordable housing together with necessary 

education contributions would generally be viable on sites in Cheadle. 

 
146. The Cheadle North SDA (DSC1) would provide some 320 homes and a primary 

school with playing fields.  The allocation would extend beyond that envisaged 

in the SMCS but would not have significant landscape effects or other adverse 
impacts. 

 

147. Policy DSC1 includes a significant number of requirements which are generic.  

MM43 would remove these but include bespoke provisions relating to access, 
the phasing of the school and impacts on the Cecilly Brook Local Nature 

Reserve.  The modification would also ensure that land under control of the 

developer but outside the allocated site in Flood Zones 2 and 3 could be used 
as additional open space.  These changes would ensure that Policy DSC1 is 

positively prepared and effective. 

 

148. A hybrid planning application has been submitted by a national housebuilder 
for the site proposing 300 dwellings and a primary school with a multi-use 

games area.  The housing trajectory envisages completions by 2021/22 with 

output of about 40 dpa which is consistent with the developer’s predictions. 
 

149. The Cecilly Brook SDA (DSC2) would comprise two separate sites which share 

a number of features.  The sites lie adjacent to the Cecilly Brook Local Nature 
Reserve, but the provision of appropriate buffers and other mitigation would 

ensure no significant adverse effects. 

 

150. Policy DSC2 includes a significant number of requirements which are generic.  
MM44 would remove these but include bespoke provisions relating to the local 

nature reserve and flood risk.  The modification would also ensure that land 

under control of the developer but outside the allocated site in Flood Zones 2 
and 3 could be used as additional open space.  Given the grant of outline 

planning permission on one of the sites, the requirement for a masterplan has 

been overtaken by events and should not be included within the policy.  These 
changes would ensure that Policy DSC2 is positively prepared and effective. 
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151. The progress that has been made recently in relation to obtaining planning 

permission supports completions on the allocation by 2021/22 with an output 

of around 30 dpa over a 3-4-year period.  Indeed, this larger site would now 
deliver around 120 homes which is more than envisaged by the allocation as a 

whole.  The other site forming part of the allocation, at Moor Lane Farm, would 

potentially contribute to supply later in the Plan period. 

 
152. I deal with the exceptional circumstances that exist to justify the release of a 

small part of the Mobberley Farm (DSC3) site from the Green Belt under Issue 

2.  The remaining part of the site has been earmarked for development for 
many years and has no overriding constraints.  Policy DSC3 includes a 

significant number of requirements which are generic.  MM45 would remove 

these but retain bespoke provisions relating to landscaping, heritage assets, 
footpath links, ground conditions and flood risk.  The modification would also 

ensure that land under control of the developer but outside the allocated site 

in Flood Zones 2 and 3 could be used as additional open space.  These 

changes would ensure that Policy DSC3 is positively prepared and effective. 
 

153. The explanation to the policy and the policy itself refer to a potential link road 

on the south-west edge of the town between the A522 and the A521.  The 
requirement within Policy DSC3 to design access roads to a standard that 

would enable them to serve as a link road is reasonable. 

 
154. The Mobberley Farm SDA is in two separate ownerships, but the landowners 

have indicated a willingness to cooperate so that the site as a whole can be 

brought forward.  Development is shown as spanning the period from 2022/23 

to 2031/32 with a maximum output of 50 dpa.  As with other allocations, the 
Council will need to be proactive in ensuring that the site delivers as 

anticipated. 

 
155. There are four other housing allocations in Cheadle which would each provide 

between about 30 and 50 dwellings.  I have not been made aware of any 

significant constraints that would prevent these sites coming forward as 

anticipated by the housing trajectory (between 2021/22 and towards the end 
of the Plan period).  The site at the rear of the Birches received full planning 

permission in 2019. 

 
Rural Areas 

 

156. The mixed-use site at Blythe Vale (DSR1) was identified in previous plans, 
including the SMCS, for employment development.  This LP proposes some 

300 dwellings as well as the employment development.  The housing will 

make a significant contribution to the District’s housing needs on non-Green 

Belt land.  That part of the site to the south of the A50 has high landscape 
sensitivity but the railway line provides a clear boundary and Policy DSR 1 

includes a requirement for significant landscape mitigation. 

 
157. Policy DSR1 includes a significant number of requirements which are generic.  

MM47 would remove these but strengthen bespoke provisions relating to 

landscaping, GI and accessibility to Blythe Bridge.  The modification would also 
ensure that the requirement for master planning and phasing takes into 

account the bespoke criteria of the policy.  These changes would ensure that 

Policy DSR1 is positively prepared and effective. 
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158. There are significant infrastructure costs associated with bridging the A50.  In 

addition, the site is in a lower value area.  Therefore, the flexibility allowed for 
by Policy H3 in relation to the amount of affordable housing has been applied 

to the site.  Some 118 dwellings have been granted detailed planning 

permission at Blythe Vale and, by the time of the February 2020 hearings, 

development had commenced.  Completions in 2019/20 and output of about 
50 dpa thereafter is realistic and is similar to the developer’s predictions, 

based on delivery at a site in Stoke. 

 
159. I deal with the exceptional circumstances that exist to justify the release of 

the Ash Bank Road, Werrington (DSR4) sites from the Green Belt under Issue 

2.  The smaller of the two sites (WE052) has low landscape sensitivity whereas 
WE003 has medium sensitivity.  There is scope for reducing the landscape 

impact of development on the latter by forming a new settlement edge to the 

south and planting along the Ash Bank Road frontage.  The proximity of the 

young offenders’ institute would need to be taken into account in the layout, 
landscaping and noise mitigation for the sites to ensure a suitable living 

environment.  A pedestrian crossing to the west allows safe access to the 

primary school, doctors surgery and convenience store. 
 

160. There is an existing access point to the young offenders’ institute adjacent to 

WE003.  The most suitable location for the access to WE052 may be on land 
immediately to the west of the allocation.  In order to ensure that safe 

accesses onto the A52 can be achieved, the existing entrance and additional 

land should be incorporated into the sites.  In addition, the criteria within 

Policy DSR4 should be specific in relation to access requirements, including 
avoiding a crossroads with Oak Mount Road and taking into account an 

existing bus stop.  These changes would be secured by MM50 so that Policy 

DSR4 is positively prepared and effective.  The modification would also remove 
generic criteria and include a specific requirement for landscaping on the new 

settlement edge boundaries for the same reasons.  The changes to the site 

areas will require corresponding changes to the submitted Policies Map. 

 
161. The sites are in the ownership of Homes England and form part of their 

accelerated delivery programme.  The LPVS suggests that the sites should be 

viable with 33% affordable housing.  Homes England support the Council’s 
trajectory for the sites which show completion of the 75 dwellings over a 3-

year period from 2022/23. 

 
162. There are four other housing allocations in the rural areas which would provide 

between 13 and 36 dwellings.  I have not been made aware of any significant 

constraints that would prevent these sites coming forward as anticipated by 

the housing trajectory. 
 

163. Access to the site at Endon could be via an improved Stoney Lane or from 

Brookfield Avenue.  The latter is busy at school start and finish times because 
of the proximity of primary and secondary schools.  However, an allocation of 

some 22 dwellings would be capable of being accessed safely without 

significantly adding to congestion.  Future residents would adjust their travel 
patterns to avoid peak periods.  Notwithstanding the previous designation as 

Visual Open Space, the site does not have any significant landscape or open 

space value as it forms a small field of rough grassland largely surrounded by 
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existing development.  There are no overriding biodiversity, flood risk, 

drainage or infrastructure constraints. 

 

Conclusions on Issue 4 

164. I conclude, that subject to the MMs proposed, the housing allocations 

identified in the Plan are sound and are capable of being developed over the 

Plan period. 

Issue 5 - Whether the housing requirement is likely to be met over the 

Plan period; whether those means of meeting the requirement have been 

justified and will be effective; and whether the LP will be able to maintain 

a five-year housing land supply 

Generally 

165. Earlier in this report I concluded that the Plan’s requirement for 6080 homes 
between 2014 and 2033 is justified.  Under Issue 4 I considered whether the 

land allocations were sound and capable of being developed over the Plan 

period.  I now go onto consider the totality of the likely housing supply against 

the Plan’s requirements; whether there will be a five-year housing land supply 
upon adoption of the Plan; and whether that supply will be maintained through 

the Plan period. 

Components of Supply 

166. The Plan at Table 7.2 shows the gross housing requirement of 6080 homes 

and then takes off completions since the base date of the Plan; commitments 

in the form of planning permissions; and an allowance for the PDNP.  The table 
then shows the resulting net housing requirement.  However, the table reflects 

the position as at 31 March 2017 and a Plan period of 2012-2031. 

167. In order to be effective, Table 7.2 needs to be updated to reflect the Plan 

period changing to 2014-2033 but also to show the position at 31 March 2019.  
As a result, the overall net requirement is at least 3,763 dwellings.  These 

figures also need to be used to update Table 7.3 which show the National Park 

allowance, completions, commitments and the net housing requirements for 
each of the sub-areas of the Plan based on proportions of development 

reflecting the Plan’s strategy.  MM9 provides these amendments.  MM10 is 

required to revise the residual requirement for Leek as part of the supporting 

text to Policy SS5 so that it is consistent with the updated Tables 7.2 and 7.3. 

168. In terms of the above components, commitments reflect planning permissions 

in place at the base date.  However, it is unlikely that all commitments will 

translate into completions on the ground.  A 10% lapse rate was used in the 
SMCS.  Although the lapse rate varies from year to year, over the period 

2015/16 to 2017/18 it was 5.3%.  In order for the delivery from commitments 

to be realistic, a precautionary lapse rate of 10% should be applied to 
commitments.  This would be secured by MM9.  Tables 7.2 and 7.3 would, as 

a result, include a row or column showing the 10% lapse rate applied to those 

commitments that have not been implemented.  Paragraph 7.33 would be 

amended accordingly.  The housing trajectory at Appendix 7 of the Plan would 
also be revised to reflect the lapse rate (MM57).  These changes will ensure 

that the Plan is effective. 
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169. An allowance of 100 dwellings from the PDNP over the Plan period has been 

agreed by the National Park Authority.  The figure is based on past 

completions in that part of the PDNP that lies within the District and appears 
reasonable.  It does not infer a development requirement or target for the 

PDNP. 

170. The net requirement and future supply of housing for the sub-areas is shown 

in Policy SS4.  MM9 and MM59 would ensure that Policy SS4, the tables 
within it (7.6, 7.7 and 7.9) and Appendix 11 are effective in these respects.  

The supply (or potential provision) shows allocations in the Plan and windfall 

allowances (Table 7.6).  The Neighbourhood Plan Areas requirements set out 
in Table 7.9 and Appendix 11 are set as a minimum reflecting current 

anticipated supply. 

171. In terms of windfall allowances, a large site windfall allowance is shown for 
Leek and Biddulph and small site allowances for all of the sub-areas.  The 

allowances are based on past trends, together with, in the case of Leek and 

Biddulph, evidence from the SHLAA about potential opportunities for 

development on larger windfall sites within the settlement boundaries 
(EL7.002).  The figures also reflect less restrictive policies now being proposed 

compared to those contained in the SMCS which applied indicative maximum 

sizes to windfall sites.  No such cap exists in this LP.  Indeed, Policy H1 allows 
windfalls outside development boundaries in some settlements.  Although 

some of the sites now allocated may have historically come forward as 

windfalls, for the above reasons compelling evidence supports the windfall 

allowances. 

172. The windfall allowances within Policy SS4 need to be amended to reflect the 

position at 31 March 2019, the remaining years of the Plan up to 2033 but also 

to prevent double counting of commitments and windfalls.  The contribution of 
windfalls will also need to be closely monitored to ensure that provision is 

meeting expected levels.  These elements would be achieved by MM9, MM55 

and MM56 so that the Plan is effective. 

173. Between 31 March 2017 and 31 March 2019, a few of the sites subject to 

housing allocations have obtained planning permission.  Therefore, to ensure 

consistency between the various tables and Policies SS4 and H2, those units 

with permission should be moved from allocations to commitments.  MM9 
amends Policy SS4 and MM22 amends H2 and adds commentary to explain 

the changes to the figures so that the policies are effective. 

Housing Trajectory, Housing Implementation Strategy [HIS] and Five-year Housing 

Land Supply 

174. Paragraph 47 of the Framework indicates that LPAs should illustrate the 

expected rate of housing delivery through a housing trajectory for the Plan 
period and set out a HIS describing how a five-year supply of delivery will be 

maintained to meet the housing target.  In order to rectify omissions in the 

supporting evidence to the submitted Plan, a HIS has now been provided.  The 

HIS includes an updated housing trajectory to reflect the housing land supply 
position at 31 March 2019 and sets out how housing supply will be managed.  

Appendix 7 within the Plan (housing trajectory) is also updated.  The 

production of the HIS is explained by MM9.  The updated trajectory is 
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achieved by MM57.  These changes are required to ensure that the LP is 

effective. 

175. The data that supports the housing trajectory has been subject to considerable 
scrutiny during the examination.  The delivery assumptions have been 

amended during the examination to more closely correlate with the work 

carried out on the delivery of large-scale housing sites1, adjusted by local 

evidence, where this is available.  These assumptions, using the base date of 
31 March 2019, are reflected in most of the figures for specific site delivery 

referred to under Issue 4. 

176. I acknowledge that some of the allocations are large scale, involve multiple 
ownerships and are seeking to facilitate mixed use developments.  For these 

reasons, viability is marginal on several of the sites.  Some of these sites will 

require considerable lead in times prior to applications being submitted.  Pre-
commencement work between consent and start on site may also take some 

time.  Therefore, applying assumptions that are designed for more 

straightforward greenfield sites is not necessarily robust.  Moreover, the past 

delivery record in the District has been poor.  However, the Council has 
already shown a commitment to intervention through an Accelerated Housing 

Delivery Programme and other measures set out in the HIS.  It is in the 

Council’s interest to maintain and build upon these initiatives to ensure that 
sites deliver as anticipated.  The Council should be given the opportunity to 

work with partners, including developers and landowners, to significantly 

improve delivery through an up-to-date plan with allocations. 

177. Policy SS4 has the objective of identifying sufficient land to accommodate at 

least 3,763 dwellings.  However, the policy shows that the housing supply 

from allocations and windfalls does not meet the minimum net requirement.  

There is a shortfall of about 350 dwellings, equivalent to just over a year’s 
supply.  This is reflected in the trajectory which indicates that, assuming sites 

deliver in accordance with the trajectory, there would be a shortfall in 

provision in the final 2 years of the Plan period (2031/32 and 2032/33).  
Clearly, because of this shortfall, there is also no flexibility built into the 

supply. 

178. That said paragraph 47 of the Framework does not require that LPAs identify 

sites for the entirety of a Plan period.  Policy SS4 itself requires that the 
release of housing will be managed in order to deliver the level of housing set 

by the policy.  As explained under Issue 2 in relation to Biddulph, where 65% 

of the deficit in supply is found because of Green Belt restrictions, the Plan will 
be reviewed to see whether it needs updating within 5 years when there will 

be the opportunity to bring forward further sites. 

179. In terms of affordable housing, the viability issues highlighted under Issue 4 
suggest that delivering affordable housing as a component of private sector 

led housing schemes will be a challenge.  However, the Council has been 

proactive in seeking to bring forward affordable housing by other means.  It 

has been undertaking a joint venture with Harvest Housing Group to use land 

 
 

 
1 Start to Finish: How Quickly do Large-Scale Housing Sites Deliver? (NLP November 2016) 



Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan, Inspector’s Report 18 June 2020 
 

 

33 

 

holdings by both of the partners to deliver affordable housing development.  

The programme has delivered some 280 affordable homes.  Going forward the 

Council will need to be involved in similar programmes to ensure the sustained 

delivery of affordable housing to meet the significant need. 

180. In identifying a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites, the Framework 

requires an additional buffer of 5% or 20% to be added, the latter to be 

applied where there has been a record of persistent under delivery against the 
housing requirement.  There has been a record of persistent under delivery in 

the District.  The five-year supply position set out in the HIS is based on a 

20% buffer which is justified. 

181. There has been a shortfall in provision against the requirement since the 2014 

base date of the Plan of some 788 dwellings.  The Plan, through the housing 

trajectory, proposes to spread the shortfall over the remainder of the Plan 
period (the Liverpool approach) rather than making up the shortfall in the next 

five years (the Sedgefield approach).  The PPG favours the Sedgefield 

approach but no one approach is prescribed by national policy.  Applying the 

Sedgefield approach would not be realistic as it would set a 5-year housing 
requirement that is highly unlikely to be delivered and would risk the LP being 

out-of-date soon after adoption.  The use of the Liverpool approach is justified.  

The LP would still achieve a significant boost in the supply of housing. 
 

182. The LP should clearly express the key assumptions and parameters which will 

be relied upon to calculate the five-year housing land supply.  MM8 would 
ensure that reference is made to the 20% buffer and the Liverpool method of 

spreading the shortfall in completions over the Plan period so that the LP is 

effective and consistent with national policy. 

183. Taking into account the above factors, the housing trajectory set out in 
Section 8 of the HIS shows that supply would be above five years on adoption 

of the LP using the base date of 31 March 2019.  The supply would not be 

much more than 5 years (5.32 years).  This is partly attributable to the limited 
number of sites with planning permission which cannot be resolved by this 

Plan.  Many of the assumptions underpinning the supply have been 

questioned.  However, the Council has the incentive to continue its proactive 

work to ensure that sites come forward, otherwise it is unlikely to be able to 
demonstrate a 5-year supply going forward.  The mechanisms set out in the 

HIS are now also reinforced by the Council’s Housing Delivery Test Action Plan 

required under the 2019 Framework.  The monitoring provisions built into the 
Plan, including, if necessary, an early update of the Plan to bring forward 

additional sites, and the backstop of the Framework’s requirement to consider 

updating the Plan within the next 5 years, gives me some comfort that a five-
year supply can be maintained during the Plan period. 

 

184. The housing market in the District has been slow.  However, by early 2020 

there were already signs of improvement.  All but one of the sites with full 
planning permission was either under construction or subject to discharge of 

conditions applications.  Cheadle, where there has been little housebuilding 

over the last few years and questions over whether there is the market for a 
significant upturn in housebuilding, has seen a number of sites approved since 

31 March 2019. 
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185. The absence of an up-to-date LP with allocations is likely to have been one of 

the main reasons for poor housing delivery in the District.  Going forward 

adoption of the Plan should allow more certainty about delivery.  Given the 
current economic downturn due to the global pandemic, it is even more 

important that the District has an up-to-date Plan in place as soon as possible 

so that the encouraging signs evident in the local market during 2019/20 can 

potentially be built upon when the country comes out of the downturn.  
Housing delivery should also be seen in the context of the Plan proposing a 

requirement which is towards the top of a range, reflecting relatively 

ambitious economic growth.  Moreover, a staged approach has not been 
proposed, despite the considerable step-change in delivery embraced by the 

Plan.  The lapse rate applied is precautionary.  For all these reasons I consider 

that the Plan should be adopted without further delay, despite some of the 

uncertainties over whether sites will deliver as anticipated. 

Conclusions on Issue 5 

186. I conclude that, subject to the MMs proposed, the housing requirement is 

likely to be met over the Plan period; the means of meeting the requirement 
have been justified and are likely to be effective; and the LP should provide 

the mechanisms to be able to maintain a five-year housing land supply. 

Issue 6 - Whether the Plan meets the development needs of business 
through its policies and whether those policies are positively prepared, 

justified, effective and consistent with national planning policy 

Employment Land Supply and Allocations 

187. The Plan’s requirement for 32 ha of employment land would be met from a 

combination of completions that have occurred since the base date of the Plan, 

existing commitments and allocations.  These elements, including the net 

requirement for each of the District’s Sub-Areas based on the spatial strategy, 
are set out in Tables 7.4, 7.5 and 7.8.  The submitted plan bases the figures in 

the tables on completions and commitments at 31 March 2017.  During the 

examination the completions and commitments have been updated to the 
position at 31 March 2019.  MM9 reflects these updated figures so that the 

Plan is effective. 

188. Taking into account the updated completions and commitments, there is a net 

employment requirement of 15.3 ha.  Policy E2 of the submitted Plan shows 
mixed use and employment allocations providing around 18 ha of employment 

land.  However, following master planning work undertaken for the Tunstall 

Road SDA in Biddulph, the amount of employment land likely to come forward 

at this mixed-use allocation would be reduced by about 1 ha. 

189. In addition, the allocation on land west of Basford Lane, Leekbrook (0.8 ha) is 

not sound.  The allocation is intended to allow the expansion of an adjacent 
haulage yard.  The site involves steeply sloping partly wooded land to the rear 

of the yard.  There are some dwellings on Basford Lane, very close to the 

proposed allocation.  The adverse impacts of developing the site (landscape, 

biodiversity and residents’ living conditions) would outweigh the benefits.  
Moreover, it is not clear to me, given the topography, how the site would be 

developed to provide additional floorspace or yard area. 
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190. Therefore, the allocation (Policy DSR3) is not positively prepared or justified 

and should be deleted.  This would be secured by MM49.  Consequential 

amendments are also required to the supporting text to Policy SS5 (Leek Area 
Strategy) through MM11.  The deletion of the allocation will require a 

corresponding change to the submitted Policies Map. 

 

191. The other employment land allocations are justified.  Those forming part of 
mixed-use developments at Newton House (DSL3) and Cornhill East (DSL4), 

Leek and Blythe Vale (DSR1) should include a master planning requirement 

with indicative phasing so that the employment development is an integral 
part of the overall development.  MM38, MM39 and MM47 would achieve 

these changes so that Policies DSL3, DSL4 and DSR1 are positively prepared 

and effective.  I addressed some of the other site-specific requirements under 
Issue 4. 

 

192. The allocations for employment purposes at New Haden Road, Cheadle 

(DSC4) and Brooklands Way, Leekbrook (DSR2) include reference to general 
landscape, flood risk and biodiversity requirements which are covered by 

other policies of the Plan.  MM46 and MM48 would delete these generic 

requirements and replace them with bespoke criteria where necessary, so that 
Policies DSC4 and DSR2 are positively prepared and effective. 

 

193. As a consequence of the modifications affecting Tunstall Road and Basford 
Lane, the allocations would provide about 16 ha of employment land which 

would meet the Plan’s net employment land requirement.  MM18 modifies 

Policy E2 (Employment Allocations) so that the Plan is effective. 

194. There is also scope for windfalls coming forward under Policy E1 of the Plan 
which would introduce additional flexibility into the supply and make up the 

slight deficit in provision in the Leek and Biddulph Sub-Areas.  This is 

explained by MM9, MM39, MM40 and MM48 to ensure that the Plan is 
effective.  Moreover, Bolton Copperworks and Anzio Camp provide 

opportunities for employment development through Policies DSR5 and DSR6, 

albeit that these sites cannot form part of the supply figures because delivery 

is uncertain.  It should also be noted that the mixed-use allocation at Blythe 
Vale (Policy DSR1), which incorporates employment development, is not 

included as contributing to the general employment land requirement in the 

District because it is intended to meet a regional need.  This is explained by 
MM47 so that the Plan is effective.  Overall, there is likely to be a sufficient 

supply of employment land to meet the requirement. 

195. The LPVS indicates that employment development is unlikely to be viable on a 
speculative basis.  However, this is not as a result of the LP’s policy 

requirements or the particular characteristics of the allocations but because of 

market factors.  Public sector funding support, cross-subsidy through mixed-

use schemes and the particular circumstances of employers wanting to expand 
on their own land would provide the drivers for industrial and office 

development coming forward. 

New Employment Development and Protection of Employment Land 

196. Policy E1 supports employment development in various locations with a 

preference for existing employment areas but with locations inside settlement 
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boundaries as an alternative.  This overall steer to the most sustainable 

locations is sound.  The policy also indicates that new employment 

development outside settlement boundaries may be supported but only in 
exceptional circumstances.  This is a high bar equivalent to a Green Belt test.  

MM17 removes reference to exceptional circumstances so that the policy is 

positively prepared. 

197. Policy E1 as submitted is more permissive towards sui generis business uses 
than B1, B2 and B8 development.  The policy also includes a more restrictive 

locational requirement for the conversion of rural buildings to commercial uses 

in comparison to residential uses under Policy H1.  MM17 would secure 

changes to Policy E1 in these respects to ensure that it is positively prepared. 

198. Policy E3 seeks to safeguard existing employment areas, premises and 

allocations for employment purposes.  The policy is reasonably consistent with 
paragraph 22 of the Framework which aims to avoid the long-term protection 

of sites where there is no reasonable prospect of them being used for 

employment purposes.  However, there is a lack of clarity in respect of the 

circumstances in which development of such sites for non-employment uses 
may be acceptable.  This failing applies particularly to the preference for 

mixed use schemes, incorporating employment floorspace.  MM19 ensures 

that Policy E3 is effective and clear to the decision maker in these respects. 

Main Town Centre Uses 

199. Leek, Biddulph and Cheadle are the main shopping and service centres within 

the District as recognised by Policy TCR1.  No other ‘town centres’ are referred 
to in the Plan or defined on the Policies Map as there are none of any 

substance.  The suburban areas of the towns and the larger villages within the 

District are served by individual shops or small parades which are not 

sufficiently grouped together to constitute district or local centres. 

200. The Policies Maps show the extent of the town centres.  For Cheadle the centre 

is tightly defined around High Street and Chapel Street, excluding the town 

centre car park and retail development and other town centre uses along Tape 
Street.  The Retail Study Update (SD 25.1) recommended a town centre 

boundary forming a triangle bordered by the aforementioned three streets.  

This would provide more opportunities for any town centre uses that come 

forward to be located in the town centre.  The Policies Map should be amended 
accordingly so that Policy TCR1 as it applies to Cheadle would be positively 

prepared, effective and consistent with national policy. 

201. The retail studies (SD 25.1–25.3) did not identify a significant quantitative 
need for retail development within the Plan period.  However, there is a 

qualitative need for a discount foodstore in Biddulph to prevent expenditure 

leakage to other centres such as Congleton and the Potteries.  The Wharf Road 
SDA (DSB1) includes 0.5 ha of land for retail which would accommodate a 

store of some 1000 sq m net sales floor space.  Parts of the Wharf Road site 

are on the edge of the town centre as confirmed by the Biddulph Town Centre 

Area Action Plan.  The allocation would represent an appropriate edge of 
centre site that is well-connected to the town centre.  The specific location of 

the store would be determined by the master planning process required for 
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the SDA but in the context of national and local policy relating to retail 

development. 

202. Policy TCR1 seeks to protect and enhance the role of Leek, Biddulph and 
Cheadle by promoting retailing and other town centre uses in the defined 

centres.  The policy refers to such uses contributing to vitality and viability, 

but this requirement is superfluous for town centre uses located in town 

centres.  In relation to promoting residential uses on upper floors, the policy 
should apply to the entirety of the town centre, not just primary shopping 

areas.  MM25 would ensure that Policy TCR1 is positively prepared and 

justified. 

203. Primary shopping frontages are defined on the Policies Map under Policy TCR2.  

The policy seeks to prevent a concentration of non-shopping uses in the 

primary frontages but does not define what would constitute a concentration.  
Taking into account the significant changes in retailing, including the growth of 

on-line shopping, applying a flexible rather than a rigid approach over the Plan 

period is justified. 

204. Policy TCR3 is intended to control town centre uses outside the designated 
centres.  The policy sets a threshold of 200 sq m net sales area for impact 

assessments for such uses which is considerably less than the default 

threshold of 2,500 sq m in the Framework.  However, the locally set threshold 
is justified by the retail evidence which points to the relatively modest size of 

most retail units; the size of the town centres themselves; and the health and 

vulnerability of the centres.  The threshold would not prevent the development 
of sustainably located local convenience stores which in most cases would be 

smaller than 200 sq m net sales area. 

205. Reference is made in Policy TCR3 to the sequential test being required for 

town centre uses of more than 200 sq m that are not on sites allocated in the 
LP.  However, a sequential test would not be required for the development of 

such uses within town centres.  MM26 would ensure that Policy TCR3 is 

positively prepared, justified and consistent with national policy in this respect. 

Tourism and Culture 

206. Policy E4 supports tourism and cultural development with a preference for 

locations with good connectivity, close to settlements or in areas specifically 

identified for tourism development, such as the Churnet Valley.  However, the 
policy requires a demonstration of exceptional circumstances in rural locations.  

This is overly restrictive and is not consistent with other elements of the policy 

which support tourism and visitor development in rural areas where such 
facilities do not exist.  The policy also suggests that tourism and cultural 

development which promotes the distinctive character of the District will be 

supported.  It is not a primary requirement of development to ‘promote’ the 
qualities of the area, more to ‘compliment’ them.  MM20 would remove the 

reference to exceptional circumstances and replace ‘promote’ with 

‘compliment’ so that Policy E4 is positively prepared. 

207. The Churnet Valley is subject to Policy SS11 which references the Masterplan 
Supplementary Planning Document.  The policy emphasises sustainable 

tourism and, when considered alongside Policy E4, would provide sufficient 
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opportunities for tourism related development within the valley with an 

emphasis on sustainable travel modes. 

Conclusions on Issue 6 

208. I conclude that, subject to the MMs proposed, the Plan meets the development 

needs of business through its policies and those policies are positively 

prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national planning policy. 

Issue 7 – Whether the policies of the Plan relating to Local Green Space, 
Sport and Recreation and Green Infrastructure are positively prepared, 

justified, effective and consistent with national policy 

Local Green Space 

209. Policy DC4 designates Local Green Space [LGS] within the Plan area, seeking 

to protect such areas by preventing development which would harm their 

openness or special character or their significance and value to the local 
community.  However, to be consistent with the Framework, particularly 

paragraphs 76 and 78, Policy DC4 should make specific reference to national 

Green Belt policy being applicable to LGS.  MM30 would secure this change. 

210. Paragraph 77 of the Framework states that the LGS designation will not be 
appropriate for most green areas or open space.  The designation should only 

be used where all three bullet points within paragraph 77 are met.  The 

Landscape, Local Green Space and Heritage Impact Study (SD 22.5) reviewed 
Visual Open Space designations from the previous LP to assess whether they 

met the requirements for LGS.  Following my post-hearing advice, the Council 

undertook a further review of the designations (EL6.007).  However, having 
considered the evidence and the particular characteristics of the LGS 

designations, I conclude that some are not justified. 

211. A number of the LGS designations set out within Appendix 10 of the Plan are 

characterised as open space planned in connection with housing development, 
some of which are owned by the District or Town/Parish Councils.  These are 

Glebe Road, Cheadle; Mayfair Avenue, Ipstones; and Caverswall Old Road, 

Blithe View and Elmwood Drive, Blythe Bridge (Reference Nos 23, 38, 47, 51 
and 52).  Land north of Cotehill Road, Werrington (No 35) is also partly used 

as a play area.  Whilst these areas provide visual relief and, in some cases, 

recreational value, they are not demonstrably special.  The designation of 

these areas should be changed from LGS and, in some cases, LGS and open 
space, to solely open space.  As open space, protection would be provided by 

Policy C2 of the LP.  Although most open space is likely to be publicly owned, 

some areas may be private land but have attributes which justify them being 

kept free from development. 

212. Site No 25 at Brown Edge is privately owned land skirted by a public footpath 

above.  There are extensive views across the site from the footpath.  But the 
nature of many settlements in the Moorlands is that they are on higher ground 

and at locations within them there will be views across the surrounding 

landscape, often over existing development.  The site is not demonstrably 

special and the LGS designation should be deleted. 
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213. Site No 31 at Cheddleton appears to be used as a beer garden to the pub 

above it.  The site lies within a Conservation Area and is crossed by a public 

footpath.  The site is hemmed in by the canal and rising land to the south.  It 
is not demonstrably special.  Moreover, because of its characteristics, it would 

not seem to be vulnerable to built development. 

214. The only justification for the designation of a small field at Waterhouses as 

LGS (Site No 39) is that it contributes to the character of the settlement as an 
attractive gap.  This reason does not demonstrate that the site is special.  The 

LGS designation should be deleted. 

215. In terms of Bagnall there is justification for the village green (Site No 41) and 
pub garden (Site No 40) being included as LGS.  However, the pub car park 

forming part of No 40 does not function as green space and would be 

protected by the conservation area designation that covers the historic part of 
the village.  However, LGS designation would be warranted for the triangular 

village green on the opposite side of the road and to the east of the No 41 

which has not been included. 

216. I was unable to identify anything demonstrably special about the area of 
grassland adjacent to the stream in Blythe Bridge (Site No 50).  Although SD 

22.5 indicates that there is evidence of informal public access, I could not see 

any signs of this on site.  The LGS designation is not justified and should be 

removed from this site. 

217. MM30 explains the reasons for the deletion of some of the LGS designations 

in the context of Policy DC4.  MM58 modifies Appendix 10 of the LP to remove 
those LGS designations that are not justified or consistent with national policy 

and adds the LGS designation at The Green, Bagnall.  The changes to these 

designations will require corresponding revisions to the submitted Policies 

Map. 

218. In my post hearing advice, I questioned whether the LGS designations at 

Dorset Drive West and East, Biddulph (Nos 13 and 14) and Ox Pasture West 

and East, Cheddleton (Nos 29 and 30) were justified.  Following 
representations made by the local community in response to the MM 

consultation, including those made at the hearing in February 2020, and 

further site visits, I conclude that LGS designations are justified.  They are in 

close proximity to the communities that they serve.  The areas are local in 

character and not extensive tracts of land. 

219. In terms of being demonstrably special and holding particular local 

significance, the open spaces at Dorset Drive, Biddulph are undulating linear 
belts of grassland and woodland which provide visual relief and informal 

recreation opportunities.  Some of the open space straddles streams resulting 

in natural wildlife corridors.  The open space at Dorset Drive West forms part 

of the setting to the well-used recreational route of the BVW. 

220. The land at Ox Pasture allows residents and visitors using the footpaths that 

run along the sites’ boundaries to enjoy extensive views out over the fields 

across the Churnet Valley to the hills of the Peak District beyond.  Despite the 
presence of built development and the busy A520 nearby, the sites provide 

tranquil areas with a rural character and some biodiversity value close to the 

historic core of the village.  In the case of Ox Pasture West in particular, the 
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site contributes to the rural setting of the Grade II* listed Church of St Edward 

the Confessor. 

Sport and Recreation 

221. Policy C2 promotes the provision of high quality recreational open space, 

including that linked to new housing development.  The policy does not make 

it clear what forms of new housing would need to contribute and the quantity 

of open space that would be required.  MM32 rectifies this by making 
reference to residential developments of 10 dwellings or more and including a 

table within Policy C2 setting out the typology of open space and the amount 

that would be required per 1,000 population.  As a result, the policy would be 

effective and consistent with national policy. 

222. The policy also seeks to protect existing open space.  However, the criteria 

that would be used to judge whether open space could be built on are not 
entirely consistent with paragraph 74 of the Framework.  MM32 would ensure 

that Policy C2 and the Framework are consistent. 

223. Areas of open space and outdoor sports facilities identified in the 2017 Open 

Space and Playing Pitch Reports (SD 23.1 – 23.4) are shown on the Policies 
Map.  However, further open space may be formed in connection with new 

developments or by other means and this should also be protected by Policy 

C2.  This is made clear by MM32 so that the policy is positively prepared and 
effective.  One area of land at Friars Court, adjacent to Cheadle Park Wood, is 

shown on the submitted Policies Map as open space but is privately owned 

with no public access.  To ensure that Policy C2 is justified and effective, the 
open space designation from the land should be removed from the Policies 

Map. 

224. Schools may need to expand to accommodate growth from new development 

and this may result in the loss of school playing fields.  Whilst such loss should 
be a last resort, the Plan needs to make it clear that the cost of any provision 

of replacement playing fields should normally be borne by the developer.  This 

is explained by MM32 so that the policy is positively prepared and effective. 

Green Infrastructure 

225. Policy C3 seeks to develop an integrated network of Green Infrastructure [GI] 

in partnership with a range of bodies.  The policy is supported by a GI 

Strategy (SD 22.10) which includes both a District wide strategic network and 
settlement networks.  Policy C3, along with Policy NE1, will together form a 

sound basis for identifying and protecting GI. 

Conclusions on Issue 7 

226. I conclude that, subject to the MMs proposed, the policies of the Plan relating 

to LGS, Sport and Recreation and GI are positively prepared, justified, 

effective and consistent with national policy. 
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Issue 8 - Whether other policies of the Plan are positively prepared, 

justified, effective, consistent with national policy and clear to the 

decision-maker 

227. Policy SD5 makes reference to dealing with surface water and the need for 

proposals that involve discharge to the public sewer to be supported by clear 

evidence as to why alternative options are not available.  However, the policy 

should be explicit in indicating that discharge to a public sewer should be seen 
as a last resort.  This change would be achieved by MM16 so that Policy SD5 

is positively prepared and consistent with national policy. 

228. Policy DC1 sets out a number of considerations which should be taken into 
account to encourage well-designed places which reinforce local 

distinctiveness.  The requirement to produce a design and access statement 

should be consistent with national regulations in relating to major 
development or designated areas.  The consideration that addresses living 

conditions should be expressed more neutrally by referring to ‘visual impact’ 

rather than ‘overbearing impact’.  These changes, achieved by MM27, would 

ensure that Policy DC1 is positively prepared and consistent with national 
policy. 

 

229. The explanation to Policy DC2 refers to buildings at risk and the policy itself 
promotes the reuse of such buildings.  However, the policy does not go far 

enough in emphasising that the Council should be proactive in tackling assets 

at risk and that heritage assets extends beyond buildings.  MM28 would 
ensure that Policy DC2 is positively prepared and consistent with national 

policy. 

 

230. Policy DC3 seeks to protect local landscape and the landscape setting of 
settlements.  Some of the wording lacks clarity.  The criterion relating to the 

PDNP goes beyond the scope of the LP in referring to landscape within the 

national park itself rather than just the setting.  One of the criteria refers to 
flood management measures which is not relevant to the policy.  MM29 would 

ensure that Policy DC3 is consistent with national policy and clear to the 

decision maker. 

231. The protection and enhancement of community facilities is dealt with by Policy 
C1.  The explanation to the policy refers to proposals that involve the loss of 

community facilities being considered on their own merits which would not be 

as robust a test as set out in paragraph 70 of the Framework or Policy C1 
itself.  Policy C1 emphasises that loss of a community facility should only be 

contemplated where an alternative is available that is of the same type.  But 

the quality of the replacement is also important.  In considering options for 
continued use of community facilities, the possibility of shared use of buildings 

e.g. pub and shop, should also be highlighted by the policy.  Parts 6, 7 and 8 

of the policy relating to high-quality design, modes of travel and electric 

powered vehicles are addressed by Policies DC1, T1 and T2 of the Plan and 
therefore should be deleted from the policy.  MM31 would modify Policy C1 in 

the above respects to ensure that it is positively prepared, consistent with 

national policy and clear to the decision maker. 

232. As part of the evidence base to support potential development sites across the 

District, the Council published Phase 1 Ecological Studies (SD 14.1 – 14.9).  
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The explanation to Policy NE1 refers to these studies but the policy itself does 

not.  MM33 would ensure that development schemes coming forward on 

allocations have regard to this evidence base and also include measures to 
protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity.  As a result, Policy NE1 

would be positively prepared and consistent with paragraphs 118 and 174 of 

the Framework. 

233. Policies T1 and T2 deal respectively with development and sustainable 
transport generally and other sustainable transport measures.  The latter does 

not include any reference to facilities for charging low emission vehicles.  This 

would be rectified by MM34 to ensure consistency with paragraph 35 of the 

Framework. 

Conclusions on Issue 8 

234. I conclude that, subject to the MMs proposed, other policies of the Plan are 
positively prepared, justified, effective, consistent with national policy and 

clear to the decision-maker. 

Issue 9 - Whether necessary infrastructure is likely to be delivered 

alongside development 

235. Policy SS12 provides the framework for securing contributions towards 

infrastructure through planning obligations.  Such obligations will need to meet 

the legal and policy tests which would be made clear by MM14 so that Policy 
SS12 is positively prepared and consistent with national policy.  The Developer 

Contributions Supplementary Planning Document is to be updated to support 

Policy SS12 and provide detailed guidance on how contributions will be 

calculated. 

236. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan, which is referred to in Policy SS12, provides 

clarity on what infrastructure will be needed to support the Plan’s proposals 

and sources of funding.  The Infrastructure Delivery Plan includes a table 
setting out what infrastructure will be required, whether it is essential or 

desirable and how it will be delivered and funded.  During the examination the 

Council has clarified whether certain projects are essential or desirable. 

237. Infrastructure such as access roads, surface water mitigation and flood risk 

alleviation directly linked to, and necessary for, the new development to come 

forward would be provided as part of development or funded by developer 

contributions.  Some of this infrastructure is contained in the specific allocation 

policies addressed under Issue 4. 

238. In terms of other infrastructure to support development in Leek, additional 

school provision would be brought forward as part of the allocations.  
Expansion of doctors’ surgeries is likely to be required towards the end of the 

Plan period, but specific requirements have not yet been formulated.  Cornhill 

Link Road referred to under Issue 4 is considered to be desirable, not 

essential. 

239. In Biddulph the expansion of existing schools would be predominantly funded 

by developer contributions.  The position with doctors’ surgeries is as Leek.  

No other essential infrastructure projects have been identified for Biddulph in 

the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 
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240. A new primary school would be brought forward as part of the allocation at 

Cheadle North.  Traffic congestion in Cheadle Town Centre would be alleviated 

to an extent by converting the mini roundabout at the junction of Tape Street 
with Ashbourne Road into a priority T-junction.  An indicative scheme and 

other mitigation measures are set out within the Transport Study Report 

Cheadle Town Centre Phase 2 (SD 31.7).  Signing for Alton Towers is being 

updated to avoid congestion hotspots, including Cheadle.  These measures 
would not resolve queuing and delays in the town centre.  But the evidence 

indicates that the residual cumulative impacts of development proposed in the 

Plan would not be severe.  In respect of mitigating traffic congestion in 
Cheadle as a whole, the link road referred to under Issue 4 is currently 

considered to be desirable, not essential.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

241. In respect of the rural areas, school expansion in Blythe Bridge and some of 
the other schools serving the larger villages is likely to be necessary and 

would be predominantly funded by developer contributions.  There may be a 

need to improve the A50/A521 junction in connection with Blythe Vale, but the 

specific requirements will be formulated in connection with planning 
applications.  Increased capacity is required at Froghall sewage treatment 

works but that would be funded by the wastewater company.  Other projects, 

such as the Alton Towers Long Term Plan which identifies a package of 
transport measures for the resort and district wide superfast broadband, are 

outside the scope of the Plan. 

Conclusions on Issue 9 

242. I conclude that necessary infrastructure is likely to be delivered alongside 

development. 

Issue 10 - Whether the monitoring and implementation provisions of the 

Plan will be effective 

243. The submitted Plan includes two separate tables setting out how policies would 

be implemented and how policies would be monitored.  This approach lacks 

clarity.  The two tables should be combined with an emphasis on monitoring 
indicators and targets.  The single table needs to reflect the modified policies.  

MM53, MM54 and MM56 would secure these changes so that Plan monitoring 

is effective. 

244. The Plan and its housing trajectory rely on the delivery of some challenging 
allocated sites and a significant number of windfalls to ensure that a 5-year 

housing supply is maintained, the housing requirement over the Plan period is 

largely met and affordable housing is delivered.  Modifications are required to 
Policies SS4 and H1, the Implementation and Monitoring section of the Plan, 

and the monitoring table, to ensure that housing delivery, including windfalls, 

is closely monitored.  In relation to the monitoring table, indicators that are 
critical to potentially triggering a LP review need to be highlighted.  MM9, 

MM21, MM55 and MM56 would ensure that the Plan is effective in this 

respect.  Following consultation, I have made some further amendments to 

MM9 and MM55 relating to the delivery of allocations and windfall sites and the 

requirement for a review no later than 5 years from adoption. 

245. Monitoring the delivery of employment sites is also important in ensuring that 

employment land is provided.  MM55 and MM56 are needed to emphasise 
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this monitoring, including the contribution of windfalls, so that the Plan is 

effective. 

Conclusions on Issue 10 

246. I conclude that, subject to the MMs proposed, the monitoring and 

implementation provisions of the Plan will be effective. 

Assessment of Legal Compliance 

247. My examination of the legal compliance of the Plan is summarised below. 

248. The Plan has been prepared broadly in accordance with the Council’s Local 
Development Scheme updated in February 2018 (SD 12.1).  Adoption of the 

Plan is likely to be in Spring/Summer 2020 rather than in the Spring of 2019, 

but the difference is due to the length of the examination which could not have 
been predicted when the Local Development Scheme was last updated. 

 

249. The Council produced a Statement of Community Involvement in 2016 
(SD.12.3) and Consultation Statements (SD.5.1-5.4).  The Consultation 

Statements indicate that the Council has given local communities and key 

stakeholders the opportunity to be involved, and to make representations, at 

various stages of the LP preparation process in accordance with the Statement 

of Community Involvement. 

250. There has been some criticism of the Council’s approach to consultation, 

including a failure to undertake effective engagement.  The preparation of the 
Plan has been a long process starting with early engagement between 2011-

2015 and then three rounds of consultation before that undertaken on the 

submission version of the LP.  However, although a long and complex process, 

consultation has occurred at every stage. 

251. Although the use of digital means of communication and consultation have 

been the default, hard copies of the Plan and evidence documents were made 

available at key public buildings around the District.  Public events, press 
releases, promotional material and leaflets have supplemented the use of the 

Council’s website and social media.  Flyers have been sent to all households.  

Paper consultation forms were provided on request and representations in 

writing have been accepted. 

252. Some suggest that people have not been listened to.  However, it appears that 

the Council has considered views expressed.  Moreover, positive preparation of 

a plan does not mean that all will be satisfied with the outcome.  There is a 
balance to be struck between the requirements of national policy, the 

development needs of the area and environmental constraints. 

253. Consultation on the Plan and the MMs was carried out in compliance with the 
Statement of Community Involvement.  The Council has exceeded the 

consultation requirements in the LP regulations. 

254. SA has been carried out and is adequate.  The SA has been integrated within 
the LP process and considered reasonable alternatives that were sufficiently 

distinct.  The MMs have been subject to SA. 
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255. The Habitats Regulations Assessment [HRA] of February 2018 included an 

Appropriate Assessment of the effects of the Plan on the Peak District Moors 

Special Protection Area and the South Pennine Moors and Peak District Dales 
Special Areas of Conservation.  The HRA concluded that, with the mitigation 

that was recommended in earlier iterations of the HRA, the Submission Local 

Plan would not result in adverse effects on European sites, either alone, or in 

combination with other plans and projects.  Natural England agree with the 
conclusions of the HRA.  The mitigation relating to the wording of Policies SS8, 

SS9 and NE1 is included in the submitted Plan.  The MMs do not affect the 

relevant wording or otherwise have any implications for European sites.  The 
approach of the HRA, and the Appropriate Assessment forming part of it, is in 

line with the People over Wind judgement2. 

 
256. The Local Plan includes policies designed to ensure that the development and 

use of land in the local planning authority’s area contribute to the mitigation 

of, and adaptation to, climate change.  The Plan’s strategy seeks to ensure 

that more development goes towards the towns rather than the rural area, so 
people do not have to travel far to access services.  Policies SD1 to SD3 of the 

Plan seek to secure the sustainable use of resources; promote renewable and 

low-carbon energy; and support sustainable construction measures as part of 
developments. 

 

257. The Local Plan complies with all other relevant legal requirements, including in 

the 2004 Act (as amended) and the 2012 Regulations. 

258. I have had due regard to the aims expressed in Section 149(1) of the Equality 

Act 2010.  This has included my consideration of several matters during the 

examination including Policy H1 dealing with accessible and adaptable housing 

and Policy H4 relating to traveller sites. 

Overall Conclusion and Recommendation 

259. The Plan has a number of deficiencies in respect of soundness for the reasons 

set out above, which mean that I recommend non-adoption of it as submitted, 
in accordance with Section 20(7A) of the 2004 Act.  These deficiencies have 

been explored in the main issues set out above. 

260. The Council has requested that I recommend MMs to make the Plan sound and 

capable of adoption.  I conclude that, with the recommended main 
modifications set out in the Appendix, the Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan 

satisfies the requirements of Section 20(5) of the 2004 Act and meets the 

criteria for soundness in the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 

Mark Dakeyne 

INSPECTOR 

This report is accompanied by an Appendix containing the Main Modifications. 

 
 

 
2 People over Wind, Peter Sweetman v Coillte Teoranta [2018] EUECJ C-323/17 
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Important Information to Readers 
 

  
This report has been prepared for Seabridge Developments, in accordance with the 
terms and conditions of appointment for an extended phase 1 habitat survey and 
report. Leigh Ecology Ltd cannot accept any responsibility for the use of or reliance on 
the content of this report by any third party. 

 
The advice contained in this report is based on the information available and/or 
collected during the period of study. We cannot completely eliminate the possibility of 
important ecological features being found through further investigation and/or by 
survey at different times of the year or in different years.  

 
Surveys and assessments are undertaken on the understanding that nothing in our 
reports will be omitted, amended or misrepresented by the client or any other 
interested party.  
 
Please be aware the information contained within this report is valid for a period not 
exceeding two years. After this time, data contained within will need updating. 
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1 Executive summary 
 

 
1.1 Leigh Ecology was commissioned to undertake an Extended Phase 1 Habitat 

Survey of a parcel of land adjacent to York Close. The site is located in 
Biddulph, Staffordshire. The survey was undertaken in June 2017. 

 
1.2 The report contains the output of the third annual ecological survey. 

 
1.3 The indicative site concept is shown in appendix 3, this has provision for 

habitat enhancement as mentioned below in 1.14. 
 

1.4 The site consisted of a triangular parcel of land bordered by housing estates 
to the south and the west, a wastewater treatment works to the north and 
open pasture fields to the east beyond Biddulph Brook. 

 
1.5 The site is an open mosaic habitat, which has some public access. 

 
1.6 To the immediate east, the small tree lined Biddulph Brook runs from north to 

south, although the feature does not fringe the proposal site itself.  
 

1.7 The trees bordering and on the site offered poor bat roosting habitat. 
 

1.8 Tall ruderal vegetation and areas of scrub dominate the site. 
 

1.9 A small area of marshy vegetation occurs within wet areas, which occur as a 
result of water drainage from the higher areas of the site down towards the 
brook, although no current surface water or flow was recorded. 

 
1.10 Areas of key ecological interest within the development site include the 

marshy  a rea ,  wh ich  con ta ins  spec ies  ind ica t i ve  o f  habitats, which 
are both UK BAP, and Staffordshire BAP priority habitats. 

 
1.11 No detailed design is currently available, however it is suggested that the 

design should incorporate wild areas and key features occurring within the 
site allowing linkage to Biddulph Brook corridor. 

 
1.12 Any vegetation clearance should be undertaken outside the bird-nesting 

season – April – August. 
 

1.13 The habitats on site provided limited potential for use by reptile species. 
Although suitable reptile habitat within the site is limited in extent, it is 
recommended that a precautionary approach is followed, with a method 
statement prepared that details the actions required to reduce the risk to 
common reptiles (if present) being injured as a result of the works.  
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1.14 Although no further surveys are considered necessary for this site it is 

recommended the  translocation of certain vegetation species, the 
enhancement of current natural hedgerows as indicated in appendix 3 and 
provision of bat roost boxes and bird nest boxes within the scheme. This 
would ensure that potential impacts are minimised and that enhancements 
are provided, as deemed appropriate. 
 

1.15  The site holds no special biodiversity value that would prevent the allocation 
of the site and subsequent residential development of the site along the lines 
of the attached Appendix 3 development concept.  
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2 Introduction 
 

Background 
 
2.1 Leigh Ecology was commissioned by Seabridge Developments to undertake 

an Extended Phase 1 of land identified for residential development, located 
adjacent to York Close, Biddulph. The site is located to the north of Biddulph, 
Staffordshire (approx. National Grid Reference (NGR) SJ 885588); refer to 
redline boundary shown on Figure below. 

 
2.2 Sites of biodiversity conservation value, habitats and species in UK and Local 

Biodiversity Action Plans (BAPS) and protected species are material 
considerations in the planning process (Department for Communities and 
Local Government 2012).  
 

2.3 The study is documented in this report and includes the following: 

1. Preliminary ecological baseline for the site; 
2. Potential ecological constraints to the development of the site; and 
3. Further ecological work necessary for a planning submission. 

 
2.4 All Work was undertaken in accordance with the Chartered Institute of Ecology 

and Environmental Management’s (CIEEM) Code of Practice. 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2.1 Land Adjacent to York Close, Biddulph, Staffordshire, the red line represents the site 
boundary, and the survey area. 
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3 Methods 
 
3.1 A preliminary understanding of the ecological baseline of the development 

site (hereafter referred to as ‘the site’) was derived through desk study and 
site survey. 

 
Desk study 

3.2 Biodiversity information was requested for a study area inclusive of the site 
and a 2 km buffer around the site from Staffordshire Ecological Record Centre 
SER (the local biodiversity records center serving S ta f f o rds h i re ). 
Information requested included the location and details of the following: 

• Designated sites of nature conservation value (statutory and non 
statutory); and 

• Previous records of protected and/or notable species, including UK 
Biodiversity Action Plan and Staffordshire Biodiversity Action Plan (UK 
BAP and SBAP) priority species. 

 
3.3 Information was also obtained from the following websites: 

• www.magic.gov.uk – information on protected sites up to 1 km from the site; 
• www.naturalengland.co.uk – information on protected sites and BAP priority 

habitats; and 
• www.nbn.org.uk – protected species distribution. 

 
3.4 The UK BAP and Staffordshire BAPs were also reviewed. 
 

Site survey 

3.5 An Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey was undertaken on 1 1 th June 2017 
following Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) methodology (2010). 
This identified the habitat types on the site and the presence/absence of 
protected/notable species1. The results of the survey were detailed on a 
Phase 1 Habitat plan; refer to Appendix 1. Target notes were used to identify 
specific features of ecological interest; refer to Appendix 2. 

 
3.6 Water bodies within 250 m of the site were also identified from Ordnance 

Survey maps and through aerial photography. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
1  Notable species are those which hold a specific conservation status e.g. Biodiversity Action Plan 
Priority Species, IUCN Red Data Species etc. Some notable species may also be legally protected. 

http://www.magic.gov.uk/
http://www.naturalengland.co.uk/
http://www.nbn.org.uk/
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4 Results 
 

Desk study  

 
Designated sites of nature conservation value were identified within the 2km search 
area. 

 
 

Statutory Designations  

4.1 There are two statutory designated sites (e.g. Special Protection Areas (SPA), 
Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) 
or, Ramsar Sites) located within the proposed development site or within 2km of 
the site boundary.    

 
Name of Site Designation Approx. Distance and Direction from the 

Proposal Site 

Biddulph Valley Way LNR 1.25km North 

Gannister Quarry  SSSI 1.5km NW 

 Statutory designated sites within 2km vicinity of the application site 

Non-Statutory Designations  

4.2  Information supplied from SER and the Multi Agency Geographic Information for 
the Countryside  

4.3 (Magic) website provided information on a series of sites occurring within 2km of 
the proposal site. 

4.4 The table below provides sites located within 2km of the proposal site 

 

 
Name of Site Designation Approx. Distance and Direction from the 

Proposal Site 

Willocks Wood Ret BAS 1km NW 

The Nursery Ret BAS 1.75km SE 

Congleton Edge (South) LWS 1.25km NW 

Congleton Edge LWS 1.25km N 

Whitemore Farm LWS 1.75km N 

The Spink LWS 1.75km E 

 Non-Statutory designated sites within 2km vicinity of the application site 
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Previous records of protected/notable species 

4.5 Very few protected/notable species have been recorded within the study area; 
none of these records were from within the site boundary itself. Previous 
records are summarised in the species accounts below and are listed in 
Appendix 3. 

 
Plants 

4.6 19 records of bluebell Hyacinthoides non-scripta were returned from the SER, 
although no records emanated from the proposal site. 

 
Invertebrates 

4.7 No protected/notable invertebrate species have been recorded within the 
proposal  s i te . A great number of invertebrate records received were from the 
2km data search area. 

 
Amphibians 

4.8 No previous records of amphibian species, including great crested newts, 
have been recorded within the study area. 

 
 
Reptiles 

4.9 No records of reptile species recorded within the study area or the adjacent 
wider area was received. 

 
Birds 

4.10 The dataset provided by SER identified records of a number of bird species, 
including species protected under Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 
(WCA) 1981, species listed on the UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UKBAP) and 
Staffordshire BAP (CBAP), species of principal importance for the purpose of 
conserving biodiversity covered under section 41 (England) of the NERC Act 
(2006), and red listed species in ‘Birds of Conservation Concern’ (BoCC) (Eaton 
et al, 2009).  

 
4.11 No bird species records were returned from the proposal site, however it is noted 

that a number of notable species did occur from the 2km search area. 
 

 
Mammals 

4.12 The dataset provided by SER included twenty-two records of badger Meles 
meles within the 2km search area. 

4.13 2 water vole Arvicola amphibus records were returned from the search area. 
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4.14 A single otter Lutra lutra record was returned from the search area. 

4.15 5 Brown Hare Lepus europaeus records were returned from the search area. 

4.16 The record search returned 11 records of hedgehog Erinaceus europaeus within 
the search area. 

4.17 A single polecat Mustela putorius record from 2010 was returned from the record 
search area. 

4.18 Numerous bat records were returned from the data search, including 10 records 
of unidentified bats, 4 records of Myotis bat species, 1 record of Brandts bat 
Myoitis brandti, 1 record of Whiskered bat Myotis mystacinus, 2 records of 
Whiskered/Brandts bats, 4 records of Natterers bat Myotis natteri a single record 
of noctule bat Nyctalus noctula, 29 records of unidentified pipistrelle bat species 
Pipistellus sp., 10 records of common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus, 4 
records of soprano pipistrelle Pipistellus pygmaeus and 9 records of brown long 
eared bat Plecotus auritus. The number of bat records is indicative of the locality, 
which contains areas of built environment. No records came from the proposal 
site, the closest being a brown long eared bat recorded in 1990 and a pipistrelle 
sp recorded in 2007. 

 

 
Site survey 

 
   Habitats within the survey area 

4.19 The location of the habitats within the survey area is shown in Appendix 1, 
which should be read together with the accompanying Target Notes (TNs) 
and Photographs; refer to Appendix 3 and Photographs within the text. Habitat 
descriptions are provided below; plant species are referred to using their 
English names. 

4.20 The site is a mosaic of scrub, ruderal vegetation and short grassland, an area in 
the sites interior, immediately surrounding the path is unimproved grassland, 
following cut back of scrub. 

4.21 The site was assessed using the DAFOR methodology assigning the species 
composition density and hierarchy occurring on the proposal site. 

4.22 The DAFOR Table is presented in Appendix 4. 

4.23 The open grassed areas were a mix of amenity grass managed to variable sward 
lengths; these are managed for public access. 

4.24 The main open areas were tall dense ruderal vegetation and grasses, including 
common nettle Urtica dioica, rough meadow grass Poa trivialus, Yorkshire fog 
Holcus lanatus, great willowherb Epilobium hirsutum and cocks foot Dactylis 
glomerata. 
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4.25 A small marshy area originates from water drainage down the hill, this area 
contained yellow flag iris Iris pseudacorus, and sedge species and two orchid 
species, common spotted orchid Dactylorhiza fuchsia and southern marsh orchid 
Dactylorhiza praetermissa. Orchids of both species were also located in the areas 
of shorter sword height across the interior sections of the site.  

4.26 Trees occurring on the proposal site, are in a scrubby state they include Dogwood 
Cornus singuinea, Alder Alnus glutinosa, Hawthorn Crataegus monogyna, Elder 
Sambrucus nigra, Grey/goat willow Salix cinerea and crack willow Salix fragilis. 

4.27 The density and size of broadleaf trees occurring to the east of the site, adjacent to 
the brook, these include sycamore Acer pseudoplatanus, ash Fraxinus excelsior, 
hawthorn and willow. 
 

 
 
 

    
Photograph 1: View of amenity grassland by York Road footpath 
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    Photograph 2: Broken hedgerow along north of site.   

 

 
     Photograph 3: Willow herb dominated ruderal vegetation, which is typical of site 

interior, small areas of nettle, bracken and bramble also interspersed at low levels.    
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          Photograph 4: 100m to the east of the proposal site a tree lined Biddulph Brook flows 
from north to south.  

 

 

 

 

  
Photograph 5: Extent of wet marshy area in sites interior, no surface flow on gradual 
slope.  
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          Photograph 6: A younger stand of birch along the western boundary.  

 

 
 
Site Boundaries 

4.28 The site boundary to the western boundary consists of hawthorn hedge. 

4.29 Hedgerows are a UK BAP and SBAP priority habitat. 
 
Surrounding habitats 

4.30 The wider landscape consists of built environment to the south and west, a 
wastewater works to the north and open pasture fields to the east beyond 
Biddulph Brook. 

 
 
Protected and notable species 
 

Plants 

4.31 Two species of orchid were recorded; common spotted orchid Dactylorhiza 
fuchii and southern marsh orchid Dacylorhiza praetermissa. (see below) 

4.32 Some stands of Himalayan Balsam Impatiens glandulifera occur within the 
proposal site, 
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       Photograph 7: Southern Marsh Orchid and Common spotted Orchid are frequent 

across the shorter sword on the site. 
 

 
 
 
   Invertebrates 

4.33 No notable invertebrate species were recorded and the presence of such 
species was considered unlikely given the nature of the habitats present. 

4.34 However, as the proposal site contains a number of flowering plant species it is 
likely that bumblebees will frequent the shrub habitat and flowers to harvest 
pollen. 

4.35 Both Large Skipper (Ochlodes sylvanus) and Silver ground carpet (Xanthorhoe 
montanata) are frequent on the areas of shorter sword, enforcing the need to 
retain flowering plants where possible.  

Amphibians 
 

4.36 Great crested newts are protected by Schedule 2 of the Convention of Habitats 
and Species Regulations (2010) and Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside 
Act (1981, as amended), which provide protection to both the individuals and 
the areas they use for rest, shelter or breeding. Great crested newts are also a 
UK BAP and SBAP priority species. 
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4.37   The desktop study and site survey identified no ponds within the site or within a 

250m radius of the application site.  
 
4.38  Therefore, it was concluded that the proposal would have no impacts on great 

crested newts. 
 
   Reptiles 

4.39 The wider landscape is dominated by built environment, however the habitat 
provided within the scrubby area, with its glades, variable sward structures offer 
good habitat for reptiles. 

4.40 Where birch scrub has been cleared in recent years and left piled will also provide 
suitable habitat for reptiles.  

4.41     However as this habitat is fragmented, its potential for reptile immigration is 
limited. 

 
   Birds 

4.42 The site provided suitable nesting and foraging habitat (e.g. scrub areas and 
sh rubby  broadleaved trees) for a range of bird species, including UK BAP 
species such as Dunnock Prunella modularis (hedge accentor) and starling 
Sturnus vulgaris. 

4.43 Further to the above, Blackbird Turdus melula, and Chiffchaff Phyloscopus 
collybita were recorded as singing on site and the former associating with 
recently fledged juveniles.  

 

    Bats 

4.44 The trees on site were not mature, therefore were assessed as providing  
 low bat roosting potential, i.e. they possessed little in the way of features                      
suitable for roosting bats such as rot-holes, fissures, cracks and hollows.  

4.45  However, these trees and scrub areas are also likely to provide abundant 
invertebrates, thus providing foraging opportunities for bats. 

 
4.46    In general, the proposal site area and the area adjacent to the brook which 

dissects the land occurring to the east of the site is likely to support an 
abundance of invertebrates and therefore provide an increased foraging 
potential for bats. 

 
Other mammals 

4.47 The site also provided potentially suitable habitat for hedgehog. 

4.48    The site does not offer any suitable habitat for Water Vole, however it is possible that    
the brook located to the east of the site may offer some aquatic and marginal 
habitats that may be used by the species. 

 
 



Extended Phase 1 Land Adjacent to York Close, Biddulph, Staffordshire 

SEA 17/002 Seabridge Developments Ltd – Extended Phase 1 Report –Biddulph, 
Staffordshire 

17 

 

 

 
5 Constraints and Recommendations 
 
5.1 The proposed development (within t h e  s i t e  bou n da r y  as  sh own  i n  F ig  

2 . 1 ) will consist of housing and its associated infrastructure.  
 

5.2 Construction and post construction impacts are therefore possible upon both the 
habitats and species within and immediately adjacent to the site. Ecological 
constraints and recommendations with regard to any development of the site are 
discussed below. 

 
Designated sites 
 

5.3 The site does not lie within or immediately adjacent to any s t a t u t o r y  o r  
n o n - s t a t u t o r y  d e s i g n a t e d  sites of nature conservation interest.  

 
5.4 It is unlikely that the proposed development will have a negative impact on any 

statutory are non-statutory sites through land take, increased disturbance or 
overspill from housing and garden curtledge given their distance and 
fragmentation from the site. 

 
5.5 It is noted that the site does currently provide a buffer between the built 

environment and the wooded corridor alongside Biddulph Brook.   
 

Habitats 

5.6 The scrubby tall ruderal vegetation habitat will provide suitable habitats for UK 
BAP priority species such as the song thrush and dunnock as well as those 
species more commonly seen, such as the fox Vulpes vulpes, hedgehog, frog 
Rana temporaria and toad Bufo bufo.  

5.7 Given the abundance of Orchid sp., Common Sorrel and other meadowland 
species present within the site, it is suggested that any landscape plan provides 
some allowances to maintain their favourable habitats during and post 
development, this may include transplanting plant species and creating areas 
within areas local to any development see appendix 3 for site provision. 

5.8 There are also certain species that have a strong association with buildings 
where structures often mimic their favored natural habitats, for example bats, 
house sparrows Passer domesticus and hirundine species.  

5.9 The ameni ty grassland contained within the site is considered to be 
widespread within the local landscape and is not considered to be notable or 
rare. 

5.10 Any remaining stands of Himalayan Balsam within the site will require treatment 
and eradication in line with Environment Agency guidance.   

 
5.11 The hedgerow bordering the site, together with the associated shrub areas and 

marshy areas can be considered as possessing some ecological value, as 
these habitats are both UK BAP and SBAP priority habitats. Some 



Extended Phase 1 Land Adjacent to York Close, Biddulph, Staffordshire 

SEA 17/002 Seabridge Developments Ltd – Extended Phase 1 Report –Biddulph, 
Staffordshire 

18 

 

 

enhancements are planned  
 
5.12 The area to the east of the site contains broadleaf trees, which border Biddulph 

Brook, it is suggested that this area is protected during the clearance and 
construction period. 

 
5.13 The topography of this suggested that water will naturally drain towards Biddulph 

Brook, therefore it is suggested that a series of safeguards are put it place to 
prevent any pollution of the brook. 
 

5.14 This should be achieved by erecting temporary fencing around a standard root 
protection zone and maintaining it throughout the period of the works in 
accordance with BS 5837: 2012 ‘Trees in relation to design, demolition and 
construction’. 

 
5.15 There is the potential for some of the habitats on site to support protected 

species; this is discussed below. 
 

 
Protected species 
 

Great crested newts 
 

5.16 No potential for great crested newts occur on site, therefor no further action is 
required. 

 
Reptiles 
 

5.17 Reptiles require a varied habitat structure that provides shelter, a range of 
shady and sunny spots, food, and frost-free areas to spend the winter.  

 
5.18 If the proposed development has the potential to impact the areas mentioned 

above, it is recommended that a method statement be prepared that details the 
actions required to reduce the risk of reptiles being injured as a result of the 
works. 

 
5.19 It is not considered necessary to undertake reptile presence/absence surveys on 

the site. 
 

Birds 

5.20 The potential of the site for bird species is regarded as relatively low and 
representative of the habitats in the local area. 

 
5.21 Any potential removal of habitat associated with this development is regarded as 

relatively insignificant for birds given the abundance of similar habitat in the 
surrounding landscape. However, nesting birds are protected under The Wildlife 
and Countryside Act 1981 (and amendments) and it would be an offence to 
damage or destroy a nest or otherwise disturb a nesting bird. 
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5.22 Because of the possible presence of nesting birds it is recommended that any 

necessary removal of vegetation take place outside of the bird-breeding season 
(at least March to August). 

 
5.23 Should this not be possible, a pre-works check by a qualified ecologist should be 

undertaken to ensure that nesting birds are absent. 
 
5.24 Some nest box provision should be included within the final proposal design. 

 
Bats 

5.25 All bat roosts are fully protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 
(and amendments) and The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 
2010, which defines these animals as European Protected Species. An offence 
would be committed if roosts, whether occupied or not, were destroyed, 
damaged or obstructed, or if bats themselves were harmed or disturbed. 

5.26 The trees on site provide little opportunity for roosting.  
 
5.27 Foraging habitat could be provided by the hedgerows (albeit low quality given 

their structure). The woodland edge could also be used by bats as navigational 
flight lines, which could potentially hold some importance for colonies of 
roosting bats that may be in close proximity to the site. 

 
5.28 Given the composition of the habitat,  w h i c h  is likely to be removed during 

construction, it is considered unlikely that the development would result in a 
negative effect on the local bat population.  

 
5.29 The site can be enhanced for bats by the provision of bat roost boxes within the 

proposed development design. 
 
 

Other mammals 
 

5.27   Further hedgehog survey is not considered necessary given the abundance of 
similar habitat for this species in the surrounding landscape. 
 

5.28   Based on the above information it is recommended that an overall Ecological 
Mitigation Strategy be produced to minimise impacts and provide 
enhancements, as appropriate, related to the development of this site. 
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7 Appendices 
 

Appendix 1 – Phase 1 Habitat plan 
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Appendix 1 – Phase 1 Habitat plan Key 
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Target Note - 
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Appendix 2 – Target notes and photographs 

 
Target 
note 

Description Photograph 

1 Marshy Grassland - 
Orchids 

Photograph 8 in text 

2 Perimeter Hedge  Seen in photograph 2 and 4 in text 

3 Short Sward Grassland Photographs in text 

4 Brook to the east of the site Photograph 5 in text 
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Area set aside for receipt 
of key flora   

Appendix 3 Development Concept and proposed    
enhancements 

Provision of mixed 
bird boxes. 
 
Provision of bat 
roost boxes 

Hedgerow 
Enhancement 
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Appendix 4 – Records for protected/notable species within 1 km of land near 
the Land Adjacent to York Close site -  

 

 

Bufo bufo Common Toad 1 1984 1984 
Acanthis cabaret Lesser Redpoll 6 2013 2009 
Alauda arvensis Sky Lark 7 2010 2000 
Alcedo atthis Common Kingfisher 3 2008 2008 
Anas platyrhynchos Mallard 37 2013 2003 
Anas strepera Gadwall 1 2008 2008 
Anser brachyrhynchus Pink-footed Goose 7 2011 2005 
Anthus pratensis Meadow Pipit 35 2013 1983 
Apus apus Common Swift 18 2013 2006 
Chroicocephalus ridibundus Black-headed Gull 30 2013 1983 
Columba oenas Stock Dove 6 2012 2007 
Cuculus canorus Common Cuckoo 7 2012 2008 
Delichon urbicum House Martin 17 2013 2006 
Emberiza schoeniclus Reed Bunting 14 2013 2007 
Falco peregrinus Peregrine Falcon 4 2013 2010 
Falco subbuteo Eurasian Hobby 5 2012 2007 
Falco tinnunculus Common Kestrel 35 2013 1983 
Ficedula hypoleuca Pied Flycatcher 1 2007 2007 
Fringilla montifringilla Brambling 9 2011 2004 
Gallinago gallinago Common Snipe 7 2013 1982 
Hirundo rustica Barn Swallow 47 2013 1983 

Larus fuscus 
Lesser Black-backed 
Gull 5 2013 2007 

Linaria cannabina Linnet 26 2013 2005 

Locustella naevia 

Common 
Grasshopper 
Warbler 4 2013 2009 

Milvus milvus Red Kite 1 2013 2013 
Motacilla cinerea Grey Wagtail 20 2012 1983 
Numenius arquata Eurasian Curlew 6 2012 2003 
Numenius phaeopus Whimbrel 1 2007 2007 
Oenanthe oenanthe Northern Wheatear 19 2012 2002 
Passer domesticus House Sparrow 74 2013 2003 

Passer montanus 
Eurasian Tree 
Sparrow 2 2010 2006 

Perdix perdix Grey Partridge 5 2012 1997 

Pernis apivorus 
European Honey-
buzzard 1 1998 1998 

Phoenicurus phoenicurus Common Redstart 1 2013 2013 
Phylloscopus trochilus Willow Warbler 35 2013 2005 
Picus viridis Green Woodpecker 12 2013 2007 
Plectrophenax nivalis Snow Bunting 2 2000 2000 
Poecile palustris Marsh Tit 1 2003 2003 
Prunella modularis Dunnock 72 2013 1983 
Pyrrhula pyrrhula Common Bullfinch 48 2013 2000 
Scolopax rusticola Eurasian Woodcock 1 2011 2011 
Sturnus vulgaris Common Starling 55 2013 1983 
Sylvia communis Common Whitethroat 19 2013 2005 
Turdus iliacus Redwing 43 2013 1990 
Turdus philomelos Song Thrush 39 2013 1983 
Turdus pilaris Fieldfare 29 2013 1990 
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Turdus torquatus Ring Ouzel 10 2012 2004 
Turdus viscivorus Mistle Thrush 44 2013 2004 
Tyto alba Barn Owl 5 2013 2009 
Vanellus vanellus Northern Lapwing 22 2013 2005 

Hieracium diaphanum 
Dark-leaved 
Hawkweed 1 2000 2000 

Hyacinthoides non-scripta Bluebell 20 2009 1979 
Mentha pulegium Pennyroyal 1 2012 2012 
Rubus intensior a flowering plant 5 2007 1997 
Rubus painteri a flowering plant 5 2007 1952 
Stratiotes aloides a flowering plant 1 1999 1999 
Viola tricolor Wild Pansy 1 2008 2008 
Wahlenbergia hederacea Ivy-leaved Bellflower 1 2001 2001 
Dolichovespula 
(Pseudovespula) sylvestris Tree Wasp 1 1990 1990 
Vespa crabro Hornet 1 1997 1997 
Acronicta rumicis Knot Grass 1 2009 2009 
Chiasmia clathrata Latticed Heath 2 2010 2010 
Diarsia rubi Small Square-spot 1 2010 2010 
Hepialus humuli Ghost Moth 2 2010 2010 
Melanchra persicariae Dot Moth 7 2010 2010 
Spilosoma lubricipeda White Ermine 3 2010 1978 
Spilosoma luteum Buff Ermine 4 2010 2010 

Arvicola amphibius 
European Water 
Vole 2 2007 1983 

Erinaceus europaeus 
West European 
Hedgehog 11 2010 2006 

Lepus europaeus Brown Hare 5 2010 1985 
Lutra lutra European Otter 1 1993 1993 
Meles meles Eurasian Badger 22 2011 1981 
Mustela putorius Polecat 1 2010 2010 
Chiroptera a bat 10 2013 1989 
Myotis Myotis Bat species 4 2010 2010 
Myotis brandtii Brandt's Bat 1 2010 2010 
Myotis daubentonii Daubenton's Bat 1 1992 1992 
Myotis mystacinus Whiskered Bat 1 2010 2010 

Myotis mystacinus/brandtii 
Whiskered/Brandt's 
Bat 2 1997 1992 

Myotis nattereri Natterer's Bat 4 2010 2010 
Nyctalus noctula Noctule Bat 1 1992 1992 

Pipistrellus 
Pipistrelle Bat 
species 3 2010 2006 

Pipistrellus pipistrellus Common Pipistrelle 10 2010 2003 
Pipistrellus pipistrellus s.l. Pipistrelle 26 2010 1982 
Pipistrellus pygmaeus Soprano Pipistrelle 4 2010 1999 

Plecotus auritus 
Brown Long-eared 
Bat 9 2011 1990 
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The Wolseley Centre, Wolseley Bridge,     
Stafford. 
Tel: 01889 880100  Fax: 01889 

880101 
Email: info@staffs-ecology.org.uk 

Nature Conservation Sites 
within 2km of Biddulph (SJ885587) 

 

Biddulph Valley Way 

 

 

The Nursery (near) 

Newpool (east of) 

Mow Cop Quarry 
 

Willocks Wood 
(south-west of) 

Gannister Quarry 

UNK 

Bailey’s Wood 
Spring Wood 

 

The Sprink 
 

         Whitemore Farm (east of) 
 

UNK 
 

Willocks Wood 

 

Congleton Edge (south of) 

Whitemore Wood 

Congleton Edge 

SER/14/292 

mailto:info@staffs-ecology.org.uk


 

 

SPECIES   D A F O R Notes 

meadow foxtail Alopecurus pratensis           

sweet vernal-grass Anthoxanthum odoratum           

cow parsley Anthriscus sylvestris            

false oat-grass Arrhenatherum elatius          

lady fern Athyrium filix-femina            

hedge bindweed Calystegia sepium            

rosebay willowherb Chamerion angustifolium            

creeping thistle Cirsium arvense            

cocksfoot Dactylis glomerata          

common spotted orchid Dactylorhiza fuchsii            

southern marsh orchid Dactylorhiza praetermissa          SJ 88568 58871 

scaly male fern Dryopteris affinis            

great willowherb Epilobium hirsutum            

horsetail Equisetum L. spp.            

cleavers Galium aparine            

non native Crane's bill Geranium spp.         SJ 88520 58782 - By entrance on York Close  

hogweed Heracleum sphondylium            

Yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus            

Himalayan balsam Impatiens glandulifera            

yellow flag iris Iris pseudacorus            

ragwort Jacobaea vulgaris          

meadow vetchling Lathyrus pratensis          

yellow loosestrife Lysimachia vulgaris          SJ 88545 58775 

creeping forget-me-not Omphalodes verna            

ribwort plantain Plantago lanceolata           

rough meadow grass Poa trivialis           

meadow buttercup Ranunculus acris          

creeping buttercup Ranunculus repens           



 

 

bramble Rubus fruticosa            

common sorrel Rumex acetosa          

curled dock Rumex crispus            

broad-leaved dock Rumex obtusifolius            

dandelion Taraxacum agg.           

red clover Trifolium pratense            

white clover Trifolium repens           

common nettle Urtica dioica           

thyme-leaved speedwell Veronica serpyllifolia          

tufted vetch Vicia cracca            

bush vetch Vicia sepium            

 
 

ccccc 
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Land Adjacent to York Close,  
Biddulph. 

 
 

Leigh Ecology Ltd have surveyed this site on a number of occasions since 2017, including a detailed 

vegetation survey. 

 

The only species of note recorded were a small number of Orchids, please see the excerpt below from the 

2017 phase one habitat report. 

 

A small marshy area originates from water drainage down the hill, this area contained yellow flag iris (Iris 

pseudacorus), sedge species and two orchid species, common spotted orchid (Dactylorhiza fuchsia) and 

southern marsh orchid (Dactylorhiza praetermissa). Orchids of both species were also located in the areas 

of shorter sword height across the interior sections of the site. 

 

The orchids in question are widespread species that grow in disturbed ground in the correct conditions. I 

have recoded them on a number of schemes across north Wales, northwest England and northern 

midlands. 

 

Mitigation for the loss of Orchids has been executed with a fair amount of success; The plants and bulbs 

are scooped up with the soil and translocated to an area prepared with similar conditions, regarding light, 

damp ground, soil type. The aftercare protocol includes regular health checks to ensure that the plants are 

established. 

 
 
 
 

Roy Leigh ACIEEM.  
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Map 4.5 Biddulph

S

B
D

117

B
D

076a

B
D

117

B
D

076

A
D

D
03

A
D

D
04

B
D

071 &
 B

D
071a

B
D

068
B

D
062

B
D

063a

B
D

069

B
D

087

B
D

055
B

D
106 &

 B
D

156

B
D

016

B
D

108
'This map

 is repro
duced fro

m 
Ordnance

 Survey
 material

 with 
the perm

ission of 
Ordnanc

e 
Survey o

n behalf 
of the 

Controlle
r of Her M

ajesty's
 

Stationer
y Office. 

Crown C
opyright.

  
Unauthor

ised repr
oduction

 
infringes 

Crown c
opyright 

and may 
lead to p

rosecutio
n 

or civil pr
oceeding

s.  
License N

o. 1000
18384.20

06.'  

©
 C

row
n copyright and database rights 2016 O

rdnance Survey 100018384.

¯

K
ey

 Tow
n Boundary

G
reen Belt Am

endm
ent

Visual O
pen Space

G
reen Belt

Public O
pen Space

Preferred H
ousing Allocation

Preferred Em
ploym

ent Allocation

Preferred M
ixed Alternative U

se Site

EM
1

S
Potential location new

 school

S

S

29Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan

Staffordshire Moorlands Local Plan: Preferred Options Sites and Boundaries



Map 4.6 Biddulph Town Centre
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Table 4.6 Biddulph residual housing requirements

DwellingsHousing provision

885Total requirement
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DwellingsHousing provision

32A) New allocations - within the urban area

20Large windfall site allowance

335Core Strategy Broad Area 4 - BD071, BD071A, BD106, BD156,
BD055

440B) New allocations - urban extensions

150Small sites allowance

977TOTAL POTENTIAL PROVISION

-89Slippage allowance

888TOTAL ACTUAL PROVISION

Table 4.7 A) New allocations- within the urban area

DwellingsSite ref.

20BD016

12BD108

32TOTAL

Table 4.8 B) New allocations - urban extensions

DwellingsSite ref.

40BD062

70BD068

25BD087

40BD063A

30BD069

150ADD04 / off Mill Hayes Road

60ADD03 / off Akesmoor Lane

65BD117 (housing / employment mixed-use)

480TOTAL
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Table 4.9 Retail and employment allocations

Area (Hectares)Site ref.

6.74BD117 (housing / employment mixed-use)

3.5BD076 / BD076A (employment / retail)

10.24TOTAL

Table 4.10 Education requirements in Biddulph

FacilitySite ref.

1 x first schoolWithin ADD04 or ADD03
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