
5th NOVEMBER  2018

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE

UPDATES SHEET

HPK/2017/0590 – Foxlow Farm, Harpur Hill Road, Buxton

Neighbours:

One representation of objection has been received, which is summarised as follows:

 Disbelief of the recommendation to approve given the previous robust refusal 
recommendations;

 The scheme has moved away from the Local Plan allocation recognition of 
the proposed development giving particular regard to design and layout at this 
greenfield site;

 Report recommendation acknowledges that the application does not deliver 
high quality development that responds to its environment and instead 
significant weight is given to the boost to housing supply that 395 houses 
would give;

 This is despite the developers business model providing a scheme that is too 
urban and not in keeping with its rural setting;

 Planning permission has been granted for 275 homes in Harpur Hill and there 
is a further planning application for 155 houses on the college site;

 Local infrastructure would be swamped without a further 395 houses being 
built;

 Minimal consultation and no attempt for the developer to engage with the 
community;

 Legitimate concerns are referred to solicitors in respect of mix / property size;
 Urge DC Committee Members to consider the site requirements of the Local 

Plan, the comments of the independent design review panel that the design is 
too urban and is compromised by the inclusion of Foxlow Farm, and,

 Members of the DC Committee should not become too fixated with the 
delivery of housing targets to the exclusion of other factors e.g. development 
suitability and infrastructure concerns.

Consultees:

Derbyshire County Council Highways – awaited.  

Derbyshire Wildlife Trust – awaited.

Further Levels Assessment (Officer)

The applicant has submitted the ‘On Plot Engineering Layout’ for the site, which 
shows detailed information in respect of FFLs (Finished Floor Levels) including 
neighbouring dwellings, retaining walls / height and proposed ground levels 



alongside existing contours within the site at a scale of 1:250.  This has enabled 
Officer’s to better judge the proposed scheme layout and scale matters with existing 
site contours, the countryside edge, SAM (Scheduled Ancient Monument) setting, 
existing neighbouring dwellings, which border the site and plot relationships within 
the site.

With regard to neighbour amenity matters, it is generally accepted that the distance 
between dwellings for privacy and daylight considerations for sloping ground 
requires that for every half metre distance in height, the distance in the standard 
should be increased by 1.0m as per the Council’s Residential Design Guidance SPD 
2005, as supported by Local Plan Policy EQ6 ‘Design’ and the Framework policies.

An officer comparison of FFLs between neighbouring dwellings and proposed 
scheme dwellings shows a shortfall in amenity standards for the following plots as 
follows:

Harpur Hill Road:

Adjoining 
Neighbours FFLs Plots FFLs

Levels
Difference

Plus 
Privacy 
21.0M

Retaining 
Wall 
(RW)

Privacy 
(Rear) Difference

Rockfield 347.60 392 358.0 10.4 41.8 - 33.0 -8.8
Rockfield 347.60 393 355.7 8.1 37.2 2.1 27.5 -9.7
Rockfield 347.60 394 355.3 7.6 36.3 2.1 25.0 -11.3
Rockfield 347.60 395 354.9 7.3 35.6 1.9 25.0 -10.6
Glenville (estimated) 352.00 395 354.9 2.9 26.8 1.9 27.0 0.2
Ferney Crest 347.40 1 356.6 9.2 39.3 2.0 24.0 -15.3
Peak  View / Greenside 347.40 1 353.8 6.4 33.8 2.0 10.5 -23.3
Peak  View / Greenside 347.40 1 354.0 6.6 34.2 2.0 19.0 -15.2
Peak  View / Greenside 347.18 2 354.0 6.8 34.6 - 28.0 -6.6

Clifton Drive:

Adjoining 
Neighbours FFLs Plots FFLs

Levels
Difference

Plus 
Privacy
21.0M

Retaining 
Wall 
(RW)

Privacy
(Rear) Difference

28 Clifton Drive 343.07 16 351.2 8.1 37.2 1.5 35.5 -1.7
28 Clifton Drive 343.07 17 351.2 8.1 37.2 1.5 36.5 -0.7
34 Clifton Drive 343.40 24 351.4 8.0 37.0 - 35.0 -2.0
36 Clifton Drive 343.47 25 351.4 7.9 36.9 2.1 35.0 -1.9
40-42 Clifton Drive 343.69 26 350.7 7.0 34.9 1.9 32.0 -2.9
40-42 Clifton Drive 343.69 27 350.7 7.0 34.9 1.8 32.0 -2.9
40-42 Clifton Drive 343.69 28 350.7 7.0 34.9 1.8 32.0 -2.9
46  Clifton Drive 345.15 29 350.3 5.1 31.2 - 30.0 -1.2
48 Clifton Drive 345.60 30 350.3 4.6 30.3 - 29.9 -0.4

As the table above illustrates, the most significant shortfalls are in respect of Plot 1s 
and to a lesser degree Plot 2s relationship with the adjoining neighbours on the 
Harpur Hill Road as highlighted above.  Those dwellings on Clifton Drive are of less 
concern in respect of more modest amenity standard shortfalls.



There are examples of retaining wall structures within the site, which are of an 
inappropriate height, particularly when combined with common boundary fencing, 
which is currently unknown.  

Notably, a retaining wall of 3.75m is proposed to the common boundary of plot 370, 
which lies adjacent to the incidental open space at the countryside edge.

Scheme dwelling relationships are particularly tight in respect of plots 73 to 75 which 
back onto plots 99 to 94 respectively.  This is owing to a significant shortfall in 
privacy distances to accommodate the increase FFL height of c.5.0m.

There are some instances of retaining walls proposed to the public face of plot 
boundaries, which will require careful consideration to avoid an overly engineered 
appearance.  Plot 354 is a notable example whereby a 2.05 retaining wall is 
proposed to a corner plot.

These matters would lead to a significant loss of amenity concerning loss of light and 
overbearing matters as highlighted above.  Character, appearance and further 
heritage concerns would also be raised in some cases concerning an overly 
engineered boundary adjacent to the countryside edge.

Levels differences accommodated by a step arrangement have been noted within 
the two ‘no through’ residential access roads.  Thus leading to concerns in relation to 
permeability for pedestrians in respect of accessibility for all.

It is evident that proposed site levels, layout and scale will require careful 
consideration by Members in particular with regard to plot 1 and further consideration 
before the levels condition on the outline consent can be discharged. 

HPK/2018/0526 – Land to the rear of Hallsteads, Dove Holes

The applicant’s agent has requested that the following points regarding the 
committee report are made clear to Members:

- para 2.1 - the Walker Brow and The Meadows development could not be said to be 
'recently completed'. I'm not sure when it was completed but it was many years ago.

 - para 2.2 - application HPK/2016/0488 is pending but  was considered by 
Members at the meeting in January 2017 and the status of the application  is 'minded 
to approve', with the decision notice held in abeyance whilst the Phase I conditions ( 
actually covering the whole site ) are discharged to minimise the need for further 
conditions in phase II. This clarification should allow Members to see that this 
development site is very advanced in terms of its consideration and approvals as 
well as on-site works.

 -para 7.14 - The Meadows was not 'built by the same developer' .The current 
applicant  Hopwood Homes Ltd did not exist at that time and had no involvement 
when The Meadows was being developed. Only in recent years has Hopwood 
Homes Ltd had a business relationship with the developer of The Meadows and 
ownership of the current application site is now between Hopwood Homes Ltd and 



HPBC. Hopwood Homes Ltd Title to the land will be provided for the S106 Deed of 
Variation, which will transfer all previous obligations to the current application, and 
which the applicant accepts in full. This clarification will enable the Committee to see 
that whatever the previous developer did in relation to completing the highways at 
Walker Brow and The Meadows at that time did not involve Hopwood Homes Ltd.

Walker Brow and The Meadows

The developer Mr David Hopkins of Hopwood Homes Ltd has asked that the point is 
made, for the benefit of Members, that he is part of the family ownership of M 
Markovitz Ltd, a long standing, well known and reputable local firm of builders and 
plumbers merchants with a number of premises throughout north Derbyshire and the 
wider region. He emphasises that he has funded the upgrade of Walker Brow and 
The Meadows to adoptable standards and ensured this was done at the outset, also 
incurring very significant expenditure to progress the site so far. It is hoped that this 
and his long established local business background should reassure Members and 
existing/future residents that planning and development matters at this site are being 
handled in a professional manner in order to deliver the affordable and other homes 
that the Council requires.

Draft Deed of Variation

This is in hand and no significant issues are anticipated, given that the draft and title 
documents (with comments) are with myself for checking and will be forwarded on to 
the Council’s solicitor shortly.

HPK/2018/0431 – Thornbrook Surgery, Thornbrook Road, Chapel-en-le-Frith

Representations

Comments have been received from a representative of the Scout Group, which are 
copied below for the attention of members.

Further to the e-mails recieved by myself on behalf of 1st Chapel-en-le-Frith 
Scout Group on Monday 29th October 2018, I can confirm that, as a group, we 
would welcome the opportunity to explain our views and concerns regarding 
the above application. Unfortunately, as the Group Scout Committee is 
comprised of volunteers, it has not been possible at such short notice to find 
someone who can take leave from their employers to make the case on behalf 
of the Group. 
 
It should be noted that, the application was originially classed as a 'delegated' 
decision and has only very recently been amended to being a 'full minor' 
application. The effect of this late change in classification has meant that we 
were not anticipating being able to express our views at the development 
control committee and this has therefore compounded the effect of the short 
notice period provided by the planning department.
 
As a result of the above, we would gratefully request that the council accepts 
the attached letter as a written explanation as a representation of our concerns 



and that this is made available to the members of the development contol 
committee or read on our behalf in the meeting. If it is not possible to for this to 
be done, then we would appreciate a formal response confirming that this is the 
case and explaining the reasons for this.
 
The Scout Groups views can be summarised as follows:
 
Support: The proposal for improving primary healthcare provision in Chapel
No Objection: To the surgery undertaking some form of extension to their 
premises
Object: To the current proposals which are not suitable for the proposed 
site and do not provide sufficient parking
Object: To the fact that the proposal is being supported on the basis that it 
is the only option and thereby using the need for the development to 
circumvent other issues, when other, more suitable, options are available to the 
surgery.
 
Thank you for taking the time to consider the Group's position and if there is 
anything further we can do, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Officer Comments

The additional comments have been submitted on behalf of the Scout Group. The 
comments can be sub-divided into two areas: 1) dissatisfaction with the procedure re 
how the application came to before Committee and 2) re-iteration of concerns 
previously expressed, i.e. the proposal not being suitable for the site, insufficient 
parking. It is asserted that other options are available to the surgery.

The constitution allows for applications to be presented to Committee even though it 
was originally classified as a delegated decision.

The application as submitted is what is before the Council and what the Council has 
to make a decision on. All issues have been discussed and addressed in the Officer 
Report and no issues have been circumnavigated.

Recommendation

The additional comments are noted though they do not alter the recommendation 
presented in the Officer Report, which remains the same.

HPK/2018/0443 – Tintwistle Football Club, Tintwistle

There are no updates to report.


