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Appeal Decision
Hearing held on 22 November 2016
Site visits made on 21 November 2016 and 22 November 2016

by G J Fort BA PGDip LLM MCD MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government

Decision date: 16 December 2016

Appeal Ref: APP/R0660/W/16/3154313
The Wharf, Buxton Road, Macclesfield, Cheshire East SK10 1LZ

e The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant planning permission.

e The appeal is made by Mrs Penny Smith (Gladman Care Homes Ltd) against the
decision of Cheshire East Council.

e The application Ref 15/2412M, dated 22 May 2015, was refused by notice dated
9 March 2016.

e The development proposed is the demolition of an MOT testing centre and garage and
re-development for Use Class C2 residential accommodation with care comprising 64
apartments for persons aged 60 and over with communal facilities, parking and
associated private amenity space.

Decision

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for the demolition of
an MOT testing centre and garage and re-development for Use Class C2
residential accommodation with care comprising 64 apartments for persons
aged 60 and over with communal facilities, parking and associated private
amenity space at The Wharf, Buxton Road, Macclesfield, Cheshire East
SK10 1LZ in accordance with the terms of the application, Ref 15/2412M, dated
22 May 2015 and subject to the conditions in the schedule to this decision
below.

Main Issue

2. I consider the main issue to be the effect of the proposed development on the
character and appearance of the Macclesfield Canal and Buxton Road
Conservation Areas and the wider area.

Reasons

3. Situated within the Macclesfield Canal Conservation Area (MCCA) the appeal
site is immediately adjacent to the canal, bounded by robust stone walls to its
side and rear. The site adjoins, and is accessed from, Buxton Road close to the
canal bridge, and is within the setting of the Buxton Road Conservation Area
(BRCA), the boundary of which intersects with that of the MCCA to a modest
degree, adjacent to the appeal site. In the area adjacent to Buxton Road and
the canal bridge, and at a considerable depth into the appeal site from there,
are vacant brick-faced low-rise structures previously used for servicing
automobiles. Beyond these the site is more open in character, the tall stone
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wharf wall to the north of the site marking a clear endpoint. To the north of
the wharf wall, and following the bend of the canal eastwards, the character of
the canalside is considerably more open still, with mature trees and fields on
both sides, affording deep views. Tall mature trees and shrubs along and
beyond the boundary with Lime Grove impart a leafy character to the site.

4. To its west are the substantial dwellings of Lime Grove, and the King’s School
car park as well as the gardens of the properties on Buxton Road. Across the
canal bridge the large brick-faced multi-storey structure of Hovis Mill,
immediately adjoining the canalside, with its tall chimney, is the pre-eminent
and dominant structure in this part of the canal, and is separated from the
bridge by low-rise, predominantly brick-faced structures of a light industrial
character. The stone-faced Puss in Boots public house, the front of which
addresses Buxton Road close to the bridge, extends to a considerable depth
along the canalside, and from the towpath is a building of considerable scale
and presence.

5. The proposed development would demolish the existing garage buildings and
provide a residential structure, the building line of which, whilst set back from
the canalside would broadly follow its curve. The building would be set back to
a considerable degree from Buxton Road, with space for parking laid out in this
foremost part of the site. The building would comprise long bays and a shorter
element close to Buxton Road joined by a glazed linking structure. To the
canalside the building would be of four storeys. The side of the building that
would address Lime Grove and the King’s School would be of three-storeys,
with rooflights to serve living accommodation in the roof space. The building
would be faced in brick and feature gable structures across its long elevations.

6. The appeal site benefits from extant planning permission® (the approved
scheme) for a building of a similar footprint and overall design. The proposed
height of the two schemes is their principal difference. In the approved
scheme the side that addressed the canal would be of three storeys, and the
ridge height of the roof on the side facing Lime Grove would be just over 1m
shorter, and without the rooflights. The four-storey elements of the appeal
proposal would be just over 2m taller than the approved scheme.

7. At the hearing, whilst the appellant indicated that the proposed development
would constitute a more viable proposal in terms of the ongoing care for its
future occupants than the approved scheme, neither they nor the Council
suggested that the approved scheme was not likely to be deliverable. Thus as
the approved scheme would deliver the same type of housing, although not the
same amount, I consider it to be a genuine fallback position which, as a
consequence, attracts considerable weight in the overall planning balance.

8. Taking the effects of the proposed development on the MCCA first, I am
mindful that the Macclesfield Canal was developed comparatively late in the
industrial-era and, as a consequence, is not as extensively developed with
canalside buildings as some other comparative areas. Whilst its openness,
particularly to the north of the boundary wall of the appeal site, and Smyth’s
Bridge does add considerably to its character, its significance derives to a
considerable degree from the linear nature of the canalside itself, its value in
terms of industrial archaeology and the aesthetic value of the industrial and
wharf buildings on the other side of Buxton Road in the environs of the appeal

! Council ref: 14/0046M
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10.

11.

12.

13.

site. Buildings and structures that reflect the canal’s linear character contribute
considerably to its significance. The canal’s association with its designer
Thomas Telford also imparts a degree of historical significance to the area.

In the absence of more substantive design guidance in relation to the site in
the Macclesfield Canal Conservation Area Appraisal (the Appraisal), the
approved scheme is indicative of the type of building that would be acceptable
on the site and cause no harm to the MCCA, and indeed this was made clear in
the committee report on that scheme. The siting of the approved scheme,
detailing, rhythm and solid to void ratio in its facades are all appropriate
elements of design, as is its linear emphasis and relationship to the canal. The
proposed development would only constitute a very marginal increase in height
over and above that of the approved scheme, and its siting and footprint would
mean its relationship with the canalside would be virtually unaltered.

Whilst beyond the wall to the rear of the appeal site, and particularly beyond
Smyth’s Bridge, the setting of the canal is more open, the appeal site is clearly
inter-visible with the buildings of Lime Grove and those along Buxton Road and
beyond the bridge. The tall wharf wall to the rear of the site marks a clear
boundary between the developed part of the canal and its more open setting.
Furthermore, due to the winding nature of the canal, from the towpath, views
of canalside structures are revealed serially in glimpses.

I saw that from Smyth’s Bridge that the proposed development would only be
marginally visible and, in any event, not to a materially more harmful degree
than the approved scheme. Moreover, I am mindful of emerging allocations
and an outline permission?, which, while maintaining the openness of some of
the more elevated land to the west of the canal would introduce a considerable
quantity of houses in this open setting. Consequently, taking these matters
together, I am not persuaded that the scale of the proposal would deplete the
open setting of the canal to any significant degree.

Whilst closer to the appeal site views from the towpath narrow towards Buxton
Road bridge, the proximity of the appeal site’s existing structures already
creates a sense of enclosure at this point. Moreover, these existing structures
already cover a considerable proportion of the site. The proposed
development’s set back from the canal, combined with its landscaping would be
broadly similar to the approved scheme, and its modest increase in scale would
not impart an unduly dominant or overbearing character at this point. In other
views of the proposed development from Buxton Road or across the bridge, its
set back from the road would serve to reduce its prominence in the
streetscene. Consequently, I consider that the proposed development would
not diminish the openness of the wharf to a harmful degree, or constitute a
dominant structure in the context of the towpath.

The proposed development would close the view to some degree looking
towards Buxton Road from Union Road. However, it would not do this to a
degree that would render it materially more obtrusive or prominent than the
approved scheme. Moreover, it would replace the existing buildings on the
site, which, whilst not of the same scale as the proposed development are
prominent, and described in the Appraisal as negative structures. These
matters lead me to the view that no harmful effects would be caused to the
significance of the MCCA by the proposed development in this regard.

2 Council ref: 15/0427M
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

In the limited views where the appeal scheme would be inter-visible with Hovis
Mill, the proposed development would be of a subservient scale and would thus
not challenge the mill’'s dominance. Due to the winding course of the canal,
Hovis Mill would still be a prominent landmark and focal point from the towpath
when stood across from the proposed development. I thus discern that no
harm would occur to the significance of the conservation area in this respect.

Taking these matters together, I find that the proposed development would not
interfere with the industrial heritage or historical values of the MCCA, or its
open and linear character to any degree. Consequently, I find that no harm
would arise to the character, appearance or significance of the MCCA.

Turning to the proposed development’s effects on the BRCA, it emerged in
discussions at the hearing that there is no extant appraisal for this
conservation area. Both the Council’s written and oral submissions focussed in
the main on the proposed development’s effects on the MCCA. In contrast to
the more industrial nature of the MCCA, the BRCA is more residential in
character. The BRCA comprises, in the main, a mixture of smaller terraced
properties of varying ages and building lines, and, immediately to the west of
the appeal site’s frontage larger two-storey semi-detached houses, set back
considerably from the main road, and with generous rear gardens. The
significance of this area resides to a considerable degree in the varied scales
and architectural character of its constituent properties, which feature a
consistent use of materials, predominantly brick-faced, but with some notable
examples of stone and render.

The proposed development would be within the setting of the BRCA, however,
it would be set back considerably from Buxton Road, and thus would relate
much more strongly to its surrounding canalside context than to that of the
BRCA. Its set-back from the road would not break any predominant building
line whether within the BRCA or to its north, and the scale of the proposed
development would not be out of kilter with other canalside buildings that are
inter-visible with the BRCA. The materials palette proposed would also be
sensitive to that of the BRCA. Any axial views visible from the top of Lime
Grove through to the distant hills beyond would not be materially more affected
by the proposed development than the approved scheme. Moreover, the
robust boundary wall to Buxton Road and Lime Grove would remain and is a
clear boundary between the two conservation areas, and clearly marks a
change in character. Consequently, I find that no harm would arise to the
significance of the BRCA from the proposed development occurring within its
setting.

Aside from the heritage issues, I note that the Council expressed concerns
regarding the effects of the proposed development on the character and
appearance of the area more generally, particularly in regard to its alleged
technical breach of Policy BE1 of the Macclesfield Borough Local Plan (adopted
January 2004) (the Local Plan); in particular its criterion 4 that development
should “"Be human in scale and not normally exceed 3 storeys in height”.

Whilst the proposed development would be over three storeys, its elevational
elements including its fenestration pattern and employment of balconies,
combined with the proposals for amenity space would impart a human and not
a monumental scale to the development. Other aspects of the scale of the
building would, for the reasons given above, not cause harm to the character
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20.

or appearance of its surroundings. Thus whilst the proposed development
would exceed three storeys I find that no significant harm would flow from this
aspect of its design.

For the reasons given above, the proposed development would cause no
material harm to the character, appearance or distinctiveness of its
surroundings; and thus would preserve the character and appearance of the
Buxton Road and Macclesfield Canal Conservation Areas. Consequently, the
proposed development would not conflict with Policies BE1, BE2, BE3, and BE6
of the Local Plan; the Framework; or the Appraisal. Taken together, and
amongst other matters, the Appraisal and policies seek to ensure that
development respects the form, layout, siting, scale and design of its
surroundings, and conserves the significance of heritage assets.

Other Matters

21.

22.

23.

I have considered the effects of the proposed development on the living
conditions of the occupiers of adjacent properties. In terms of 38 Lime Grove,
the eaves height of the proposed development would be the same as that of
the approved scheme, and the ridge height would only be marginally higher.
The appellant submitted evidence that showed that shading would not increase
to a material degree as a result of the proposed development in comparison to
the approved scheme. The analysis shows that the resultant shading would not
interfere with access to light for the occupiers of No 38 to a degree that would
be of significant harm to their living conditions. Moreover, due to the existing
mature trees along No 38’s boundary, protected by Tree Preservation Order
(TPO), and the proposed extensive planting within the site, I consider that the
privacy of No 38’s occupiers within the garden, or from any habitable rooms,
would not be adversely affected. Due to the separation distance, I consider
that the proposed development would not be overbearing or intrusive, and thus
would not materially reduce the quality of outlook available from the garden of
No 38 to such a degree that would be of harm to the living conditions of its
occupants.

Policy DC38 of the Local Plan has been brought to my attention which sets
interface distances to safeguard light and privacy between buildings. The
relationship of the proposed development would be that of the flank wall of No
38, to a principal elevation of the proposed development. Whilst the flank of
No 38 is largely free of fenestration, I saw a small window on the facing flank
wall of the single-storey rear extension, which the occupier confirmed served a
utility room. Table 4 of the Local Plan makes it clear that in such a
circumstance when habitable rooms face non-habitable rooms such as utility
rooms that required interface distances would be around 19m. The proposed
development would achieve a distance of 26m which would exceed this
minimum to a considerable degree. Thus I discern no conflict with Policy DC38
in this regard.

In terms of the closest properties on Buxton Road, the proposed development
would be separated from them by a considerable distance, in excess of the
requirements of Policy DC38. Moreover, existing and proposed trees would
form an effective screen between the proposed building and the houses and
gardens of the Buxton Road properties. Consequently, I find that the proposed
development would not lead to an unacceptable erosion of privacy or interfere
with the availability of sunlight and daylight to any material degree, or
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24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

constitute an overbearing structure that would materially reduce the available
outlook. Thus the proposed development would not cause harm to the living
conditions of the occupiers of the closest Buxton Road dwellings from their
houses or gardens.

Whilst I note that the proposed development would be in the vicinity of the TPO
protected trees, I consider that, due to the robust boundary wall and clear
change in levels and character of the areas, that their immediate setting and
visual amenity would not be undermined to any material degree.

I have considered the proposed development’s effects on highway safety. I am
conscious of comments regarding the adequacy of the proposed parking
arrangements, and public transport provision, to cater for the occupants,
visitors and people employed within the scheme. I also note concerns about on
street parking generated by a recent planning permission, and that proposals
for a resident only parking scheme further down Buxton Road may push
commuter parking closer to the appeal site. However, the appellant’s evidence
in these regards is comprehensive and establishes that a considerable amount
of the occupants of the proposed development would have mobility issues that
precluded them from driving, and that, in any event, the scheme provides
numbers of car parking spaces in excess of industry standards for this type of
development.

Consequently, I find that the proposed development would neither lead to such
a significant increase in on-street parking, nor create amounts of trip
generation that would be of material harm to either the amenities of the
occupiers of adjoining streets, or to the viability of Morton Community Hall or
to highway safety more generally. T am mindful too that the highway authority
raised no objections to the proposed development in these regards..

I am mindful of comments that the drainage document submitted with the
application is for a scheme of 47 units. However, I consider that the additional
demand for drainage arising from the increased height and occupancy of the
proposed development would not increase to a degree as to render this
document ineffective. In any event drainage matters are controlled by
condition to ensure that adequate arrangements are made in this regard.

Whilst mindful of the view that other sites within the local area may be more
suited to this type of development proposal, and that social housing providers
could deliver units of this type if funding was available, I have been referred to
no other alternative sites that would meet the specific locational requirements
of this type of development. Moreover, as I have found that the proposed
development would cause no material harm to the character and appearance of
its surroundings or in terms of any of the other matters brought to my
attention, it has not been demonstrated that the appeal site would be
unsuitable for an extra care use.

I am aware of suggestions that smooth self-coloured render of an ivory hue
could be deployed on all the gables. However, as I have found that the
proposed development would cause no harm to the character and appearance
of its surroundings I consider such a measure would be unnecessary.

I note the suggestion that a pedestrian crossing should be provided on Buxton
Road, however, this matter is outside the scope of this appeal. The potential
effects of shadows on the biodiversity of the canalside environment were
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brought to my attention, but the evidential basis of these comments is not
before me. I note comments regarding the pre-application public consultation
and the changing scale of proposals over time. However, this kind of change is
not unusual in the design evolution of a scheme. Consequently, none of these
matters taken together, or individually, alters my conclusions on the
acceptability of the proposed development in planning terms.

Conditions

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

I have considered the suggested conditions against the tests provided in
paragraph 206 of the Framework, which states that “Planning conditions should
only be imposed where they are necessary, relevant to planning and the
development to be permitted, enforceable, precise and reasonable in all other
respects.”

In the interests of certainty, I have attached a condition specifying the
approved plans.

The Government’s Planning Practice Guidance makes it clear that conditions
restricting the future use of permitted development rights or changes of use
will rarely pass the test of necessity and should only be used in exceptional
circumstances. The use of the proposed development is clear from its
description. As a change of use within the C2 use class would not necessarily
lead to any material harm to the character and appearance of the proposed
development’s surroundings, I find it unnecessary in planning terms to attach a
condition which restricts permitted development rights in this instance. For
similar reasons, I see no necessity to attach conditions requiring submission of,
and compliance with, an operational management plan.

I have amalgamated and simplified the suggested conditions requiring
submission of samples of facing and rainwater goods and flues for approval by
the Council. These are of necessity pre-commencement conditions to ensure
that these details of the development are sensitive to the wider character and
appearance of the conservation area, and the proposed development’s
surroundings. For similar reasons, I have attached a condition requiring
additional details of the proposed fenestration.

A condition is attached requiring submission to, and approval by, the Council of
a landscaping scheme in order that the development is sensitive to the wider
character of the area and the amenities of adjoining occupiers. In discussion at
the hearing, the Council concurred that it is not necessary to make this
condition pre-commencement, and thus the condition I have attached requires
compliance prior to first occupation. In order that the landscaping is delivered
as approved in a timely manner, I have attached a condition requiring
implementation of the approved landscaping plan.

In the interests of the character and appearance of the proposed development,
and the living conditions of its occupants and the occupiers of adjacent
dwellings, I have attached a condition requiring submission to, and approval
by, the Council of the details of bin storage.

I have attached a condition requiring details of boundary treatments to be
submitted prior to first occupation of the scheme in the interests of the
character and appearance of the site and its surroundings. I have not found it
necessary to make this a pre-commencement condition, and have instead
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38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

required it to be discharged prior to first occupation. I have amalgamated the
condition restricting fencing and gates adjacent to the highway with these
details in the interests of highway safety and the free flow of traffic in the
vicinity of the site.

In the interests of the living conditions of adjacent occupiers I have attached a
condition limiting the hours of demolition and construction on the site.

I have attached an amalgamated and simplified condition relating to site
remediation in the interests of ensuring that any land contamination issues are
dealt with appropriately.

A pre-commencement condition is attached requiring and environmental
management plan, including details of methods to control dust and the details
of piling techniques and timing, and arboricultural matters. This is of necessity
a pre-commencement condition to ensure that the environmental effects of the
proposal are minimised and that the construction phase is as sensitive as
possible to the living conditions of the occupants of adjacent properties.

In order that the development is as sensitive as possible to the living conditions
of the occupiers of adjacent property, I have considered it necessary to attach
a condition requiring the submission of further details of the luminescence of
lighting on the site to be approved by the Council prior to its implementation in
line with the approved details.

In the interests of future occupants, visitors and employees with electric cars,
and to facilitate more sustainable modes of transport, I have attached a
condition requiring an electric vehicle charging point within the proposed
development’s car-park.

As specific legislation for the protection of nesting birds is provided in the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) I have not considered it

necessary to attach a condition requiring requiring additional protection in
these regards.

In order that the development makes appropriate arrangements in terms of
surface water drainage, I have attached a condition requiring submission to,
and approval by, the Council of a scheme for the disposal of surface water.

Conclusion

45.

46.

The proposed development would preserve the character and appearance of
the Buxton Road and Macclesfield Canal Conservation Areas, and its
surroundings more generally. It would thus comply with the development plan
taken as a whole.

Accordingly, for the reasons given above, and having regard to all other
matters raised, the appeal should succeed.

G J Fort

INSPECTOR
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APPEARANCES
FOR THE APPELLANT

David Beardmore

Brian Jones Gladman
Joshua Kite Gladman
Penny Smith Gladman
Chris Still Gladman

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY
Adam Barnes Cheshire East Council

Andrew Ramshall Cheshire East Council

INTERESTED PERSONS

Terry Bell Local resident
Marjory Bex Local resident
Roger Alan Siddons Local resident
Cllr Mick Warren Ward Councillor

DOCUMENT submitted at the Hearing

1) Signed Statement of Common Ground




Appeal Decision APP/R0660/W/16/3154313

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Schedule of Conditions

The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than 3 years
from the date of this decision.

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance
with the following approved plans: Location Plan 05680-P2-10; Site Plan
05680-P2-103; Site Context 05680-P2-102; Building appearance 05680-
P2-124; Building Elevations 1/3 05680-P2-121; Building elevations 2/3
05680-P2-122; Building elevations 3/3 05680-P2-123; Comparative
Elevations 05860-P2-125; Context Elevations & Sections 1: 05680-P2-
104; Context Elevations & Sections 2: 05680-P2-105; Context Elevations
& Sections 3: 05680-P2-106; Typical Apartment Layouts: 05680-P2-113;
FLOOR PLANS 1 General arrangement: 05680-P2-111; FLOOR PLANS 2
General arrangement: 05680-P2-112; ILLUSTRATIVE LANDSCAPE
STRATEGY: 05680-P2-131; LANDSCAPE STRATEGY 2: 05680-P2-132;
ENTRANCE/CAR PARK LANDSCAPING: 05680-P2-146; AMBULANCE
TURNING & DROP OFF: 05680-P2-144; PEDESTRIAN ACCESS ROUTE:
05680-P2-143; REFUSE/ SERVICE VEHICLE TURNING: 05680-P2-145;
VISIBILITY LIMITS: 05680-P2-142; CAR PARK PLAN: 05680-P2-141

No development shall take place until samples of all external facing and
roofing materials, flues and rainwater goods have been submitted to and
approved by the local planning authority in writing. The relevant works
shall be carried out in accordance with the approved sample details.

Notwithstanding condition (2) no fenestration shall be installed until
details of all windows, external doors and balconies including cross
sections to a scale of not less than 1:20 have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority. Development shall be
carried out in accordance with the approved details and retained
thereafter

The development hereby approved shall not be occupied until there shall
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority a scheme of landscaping. The landscaping scheme shall include
details of hard landscaping, car park tree pits, planting plans, written
specifications (including cultivation and other operations associated with
tree, shrub, hedge or grass establishment), schedules of plants noting
species, plant sizes, proposed humbers and density and an
implementation programme.

The approved landscaping plan shall be completed in accordance with the
following:-

a) All planting, seeding, turfing and hard landscaping works comprised in
the approved details of landscaping shall be carried out in the first
planting and seeding seasons following the occupation of the buildings
or the completion of the development, whichever is the sooner, or in
accordance with a programme agreed by the local planning authority;

b) All trees, shrubs and hedge plants supplied shall comply with the
requirements of British Standard 3936-4:2007 Specification for
Nursery Stock. All pre- planting site preparation, planting and post-
planting maintenance works shall be carried out in accordance with
the requirements of British Standard 4428:1989 Code of Practice for
General Landscape Operations (excluding hard surfaces);

10
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7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

c) All new tree plantings shall be positioned in accordance with the
requirements of Table A.1 of British Standard 5837:2012 Trees in
Relation to Design, Demolition and Construction (Recommendations);

d) Any trees, shrubs or hedges planted in accordance with this condition
which are removed, die, become severely damaged or become
seriously diseased within five years of planting shall be replaced within
the next planting season, by trees, shrubs or hedging plants of similar
size and species to those originally required to be planted.

Notwithstanding condition (2) the development hereby approved shall not
be occupied until details of boundary treatments and gates have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.
Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved

details.

Notwithstanding condition (2) no development shall take place until
details of the location, design and materials of facilities for the disposal
and storage of any refuse and recyclable materials, including details of
any bin sores have been submitted to and approved in writing by the
local planning authority. Development shall be carried out in accordance
with the approved details.

Demolition or construction works shall take place only between 0800 to
1800 hours on Mondays to Fridays, 0900 to 1300 hours on Saturdays and
shall not take place at any time on Sundays or on Bank or Public
Holidays.

No development shall take place until a remediation strategy has been
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning authority.
The remediation scheme shall be carried out in accordance with the
approved remediation strategy. The development hereby approved shall
not be occupied until a site completion report detailing the conclusions
and actions taken at each stage of the remediation works, including
validations works, shall have been submitted to, and approved in writing
by, the local planning authority.

No development shall take place until an environmental management
plan has been submitted to, and approved in writing, by the local
planning authority. The environmental management plan shall show
mitigation measures in respect of noise and disturbance during the
construction phase; piling techniques, noise limits, vibration, timing and
duration; monitoring methodology; screening; a detailed specification of
plant and equipment; construction traffic routes; waste management;
dust generation; and arboricultural works. Development shall be carried
out in accordance with the approved environmental management plan.

Prior to its installation details of the location, height, design and
luminance of any proposed lighting shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the local planning authority. The lighting shall thereafter be
installed and operated in accordance with the approved details.

No dwelling shall be occupied until an electric vehicle charge point shall
have been provided on the development’s car park for staff, resident and
visitor use. The electric vehicle charge point shall be maintained
throughout the life of the development.

11
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14) Development shall not commence until surface water drainage works for
the development hereby approved shall have been carried out in
accordance with details which shall have been submitted to and approved

in writing by the local planning authority.
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