
HIGH PEAK BOROUGH COUNCIL
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE

Date 3rd December 2018

Application 
No:

HPK/2018/0120

Location Former Bottling Plant, Station  Road, Buxton
Proposal Erection of Extra Care accommodation for older people, 

landscaping and car parking
Applicant YourLife Management Services Ltd
Agent The Planning Bureau Ltd
Parish/ward Buxton 26th June 2018
If you have a question about this report please contact: Ben 
Haywood ben.haywood@highpeak.gov.uk  01538 395400 ext. 4924

1. REFERRAL & BACKGROUND

1.1 Members will recall the above application HPK/2018/0120 at the 
meeting of the 10th September 2018, whereby it was resolved to defer 
the application. The minutes of this meeting are as follows:

HPK/2018/0120 - FORMER BOTTLING PLANT, STATION ROAD,
BUXTON - ERECTION OF EXTRA CARE ACCOMMODATION FOR
OLDER PEOPLE, LANDSCAPING AND CAR PARKING
(Agenda Item 9)

Erection of extra care accommodation for older people, landscaping and 
car parking

Applicant: YourLife Management Services Ltd.

The Committee had undertaken a site visit.

The Committee were addressed by Paul Tomlinson on behalf of Peak 
Rail in objection to the application and Chris Butt (agent).

RESOLVED:

That the application be deferred due to concerns regarding the size, 
scale and design of the proposed building, and further information be 
sought around issues of viability and whether other models of provision 
could be made whilst maintaining the public benefit.

1.2 Since the previous deferral, Officers have been engaged in pro-
active discussions with the developers regarding the design of the 
scheme and a revised proposal has been put forward. The revised 
scheme has been subject to a full public reconsultation, and the 
comments received are detailed below. 



1.3 This report deals only with the changes to the scheme and should 
be read in conjunction with the previous report (appended) which deals 
with all other planning considerations.

2. CONSULTATION RESPONSES:

Peak Rail 

2.1 No comments had been received at the time of report 
preparation. 

Arboricultural Officer

2.2 I have been consulted on the revised scheme as far as I am 
aware there have been no changes to the landscape as yet so previous 
comments remain 

Historic England 

2.3 The application site is the site of the former bottling plant. The 
site lies on the north side of Station Road on rising land. The site is 
located outside and is visible from both the Central and Hardwick 
conservation areas. Both conservation areas contain numerous listed 
buildings; prominent within the Central conservation area is the 
Grade I listed Crescent and the associated Grade II registered park 
and garden (PAG) of the Slopes. The proposed development has the 
potential to affect the significance the conservation areas and 
numerous listed buildings within derive from their settings. 

2.4 We have previously provided advice on the proposals in our letter 
of 2nd May 2018 and 29th August 2018, including an assessment of 
significance, which remains relevant to the determination of this 
application. 
 
2.5 We have been consulted in relation to amended plans. We 
welcome the revised design, which we believe is a considerable more 
suitable response than the earlier scheme. The amendments, which 
include hipped roofs and parapets, give the appearance of a smaller 
building.  In our view, the amended design reduces the visual impact of 
the proposed building on the significance of individual listed buildings 
including the Station and the Viaduct, and the Grade II registered 
Slopes, as well as, the significance which the conservation areas 
derive from their setting. 

2.6 Our advice is given in line with the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990, the National Planning Policy Framework, 
the Planning Practice Guidance and the Historic Environment Good 
Practice in Planning Notes 2-3.

Recommendation



2.7 Historic England has no objection to the application on heritage 
grounds. Ultimately, the overall success of the scheme will be 
dependent on the quality of the materials and the detailed design. 
We recommend you seek further advice in this regard from your in -
house conservation team.

2.8 In determining this application you should bear in mind the 
statutory duty of section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to have special regard to the desirability 
of preserving listed buildings or their setting or any features of special 
architectural or historic interest which they possess.

Police Architectural Officer

2.9 Thank you for sending notification of further amendments to this 
extra care scheme.

2.10 There is one internal change which I consider is a backward step 
from the previous layouts. There is now no separation between public 
space and private apartments on the ground floor, where previously 
there were doors which could form part of a progressive access control 
policy.

2.11 I’d advise that two sets of doors are re-positioned at ground floor 
level to restrict public access beyond the communal lobby areas. 

2.12 This will probably require an altered position for the innermost 
disabled WC, so that the door on this side of the entrance lobby can be 
placed prior to reaching other semi private areas and lifts.

Lead Local Flood Authority

2.13 Due to the nature of the re-design proposals not having a 
material impact to the impermeable area to be drained the LLFA have 
no additional comments to add to the full response sent on 29/08/2018.

Network Rail

2.14 Having reviewed the revisions to the proposal – Network Rail has 
no comments to add to our previous comments.

Environmental Health

2.15 I can confirm that High Peak Borough Council, Environmental 
Health have no observations to make concerning this application.  The 
revised submission is not believed to significantly impact on 
environmental considerations for the site and I refer you to my 
comments dated 27th April 2018.

Conservation Officer



2.16 The amendments to take account of issues raised by Peak Rail 
appear just to affect the northeast corner of the development – primarily 
the east elevation.  I’m struggling to understand why the previous 
northeast ‘module’ has been replaced by the bay with a flat roof.  This 
looks quite awkward and I think we need to understand why the 
previous module cannot be reinstated. 

2.17 Generally, regarding the new design submitted following the last 
presentation to the Planning Committee, I am happy with the revised 
form and the pitched roof.  The Committee’s request for this form to be 
considered was (amongst other things) to reduce the overall scale of the 
development.  Although the building is of a similar height to the previous 
design, by ‘losing’ a storey in the roof, I think that this revised form is 
successful in this regard.

2.18 Having gone down the pastiche route, I think that it is important to 
get the details right:

1. The drawings show a list of materials but I think that further 
clarification is required:

a. Roofing materials should be natural blue slate rather than 
the artificial slate proposed given the prominence of the 
roof on the elevations.

b. Elevational materials.  Not clear which parts of the 
elevations are referred to as ‘Walls 1’ and ‘Walls 2’.  We 
have discussed smooth faced natural ashlar stone being 
used on the prominent parts of the elevations in our 
various meetings.  I presume that this is what is referred to 
as Walls 1.  The recessed parts of the elevations were 
agreed to be a pitched faced natural stone.  Forticrete 
stone (referenced on the drawings against ‘Walls 2’) would 
not be acceptable. 

2.  Window details need to be refined:

a. The perspectives show (albeit rather insubstantial) stone 
cills which do not get picked up on the elevations

b. If costs were an issue, the stone lintels could have plain 
sections rather than the decorative lintels shown.

c. A simple two-over-two pattern sash window would be 
more appropriate detail in Buxton rather than the design 
shown.  There are now some very good sash windows 
supplied in uPVC (eg Heritage Rose Sash Windows from 
Nottingham Window Company). 

d. In order to give a more solid and robust appearance to the 
elevations, a deep window reveal of a minimum of 150 
mm. should be allowed for. 



e. There are a few rooflights (as opposed to dormers) that 
are prominent and need signing off in terms of details.

3. The central bay to the West elevation needs refining:

a. The pedimented top to this section is a little alien and 
could easily achieve its same prominence and purpose 
with a continuation of the cornice on either side.  

b. Not convinced that the window reveals without glazing is a 
detail that works very well in this location – consider 
glazed dummy windows to match the real windows but 
‘greyed out’ behind the glass.  This is a common Georgian 
detail.  In fact, both dummy windows with glazing and 
window reveals without glazing are incorporated on the 
Crescent.  However, dummy windows with glazing are 
used on the front elevation, the other treatment is 
restricted to the side.  Given that the central bay is the 
front- facing ‘entrance’ suggests to me that glazed dummy 
windows should be used.

c. The ground floor entrance is very weak.  Some sort of 
widened door (would have to be dummy glazing on either 
side) would be better or a portico detail similar (but less 
prominent) to the real entrance on the north elevation 
should be considered. To accommodate the enlarged 
entrance, the two ground floor window reveals could be 
omitted.
 

4. Landscaping:

a. Can this be conditioned as details to be agreed as we 
have discussed a harder landscaping treatment to the 
front (west) elevation facing the station whereas this is 
now shown as lawns behind railings.  Both this point and 
3(b) above needs reviewing in the context of whether there 
is a serious attempt to create a frontage on the west 
elevation or not. 

b. The railings look OK but they would work better with a 
stone plinth (to pick up the detailing of the copings to the 
steps) rather than the low hedge which could easily 
become a litter trap and maintenance liability in this 
location.

c. The drawings show a defined flight of steps to address the 
level changes between the back of pavement and the front 
of the building.  It would be better to treat this as public 
landscaping incorporating steps without privatising it with 
the railings.

Third Parties

2.16 No additional party or public comments have been received.



3. OFFICER COMMENT

3.1 Following the deferral at committee on design grounds, the applicant 
has revisited the scheme and sought to address the points of concern. 
The planning committee expressed a desire to see a traditional style of 
architecture on the site, one which referenced high quality precedents 
seen in the town centre.  

3.2 A fresh look at responsive architectural treatments was undertaken, 
and a meeting held with officers tabling options for how to develop the 
scheme.

3.3 A revisit of local architectural precedents was undertaken by the 
applicant to further inform a revised design approach. A number of 
locally distinctive features were identified ensuring a responsive design 
solution was developed. Local features identified included, 

- roof space accommodation, 
- parapet details, 
- consistent flat fronted facades with vertical emphasis and 

vertically positioned windows and visual framing,
-  Continuous hipped roof profiles and articulation of massing with 

central primary elements and secondary bookends. 
- Ground floor plinths
-

3.4 Rationales for a revised contemporary solution and a traditionally 
styled scheme were tabled for feedback. Strongly referencing local 
context, and taking on board the feedback from the planning committee 
the applicant was advised by officers that the scheme should be 
developed referencing traditional forms seen in the town. However a 
number of developments on the approach were suggested. These 
included

- “frontage” elevation treatment to the station
- Hipped roofed forms behind parapets
- Highest status block to be positioned closest to the station rather 

than centrally, 
- Dormers repositioned to emphasis Vertical fenestration patterns

3.5 Amenity space and car parking arrangements have been 
significantly re-arranged to deliver an improved setting and approach to 
the development with a large uninterrupted amenity space now 
provided. This space will also be open to view from the public space in 
front of the railway station offering a visual improvement to the quality of 
public realm upon arrival into the town.

3.6 The Committee previously expressed concerns regarding the size, 
scale and design of the proposed building. In particular they requested 
that the scheme be reduced from an overall 4 storeys in height to 3 
storeys with a pitched roof. Members were advised at the last meeting 
that the loss of an entire floor of accommodation would generate issues 



of viability. This could result in the scheme not coming forward and the 
public benefits of redeveloping this brownfield site and the provision of 
elderly persons care not being realised. They therefore requested 
further investigation as to whether other models of provision could be 
made whilst maintaining the public benefit.

3.7 The developer has responded by providing a 3 storey, traditionally 
styled building with a pitched roof. Through the provision of some 
accommodation in the roof space, in keeping with many similar 
examples in the vicinity in Buxton, they have achieved a scheme which 
remains economically viable, will deliver the required economic and 
social benefits for the town whilst, remaining in keeping with its 
surroundings. 

3.8 Moreover, the scheme has been subject to full consultation and 
Historic England has withdrawn their objections. The scheme has been 
considered in detail by the Council’s Conservation Officer who has 
raised no objection in principle or to the design generally. He has raised 
a number of minor points of detail which can be addressed either by 
suitable conditions or by minor amendments to the design. These have 
been fed back to the developer and changes requested. A further 
update will be provided prior to the meeting. 

3.9 Therefore it is concluded that there will be no harm to the 
designated heritage assets as identified in the previous report and 
therefore the proposal complies with policies EQ6 - Design and Place 
Making and EQ7 – Built and Historic Environment and the provisions of 
the NPPF with regard to protecting heritage assets.
.
4. PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSIONS

4.1 Overall, the scheme is considered to address the Committee’s 
previous concerns regarding the design and having regard to this, along 
with the relevant development plan policies, and material considerations 
set out in the previous report (appended) the scheme is recommended 
for approval, subject to the minor amendments recommended by the 
Conservation Officer, Section 106 Agreement and conditions. 

5. RECOMMENDATIONS

A: Approve subject to Section 106 agreement to secure:

 Plan monitoring fee of £5,000. 
 £10,000 towards Traffic Regulation Orders, 

implementation, management and maintenance of active 
car parking signage and enhancement of existing bus stop 
shelters 

 Minimum of 2 hours care per week. 

 and the following conditions:



Condition 
number

Brief description Comment

TL01 Standard Time Limit
NSTD Reference to approved plans
NSTD Submission, approval and 

implementation of Scheme of 
External Lighting 

NSTD No works in breeding bird 
season without survey

NSTD1 Submission ,approval and 
implementation of biodiversity 
enhancement strategy

NSTD1 Submission, approval and 
implementation of 
contaminated land survey and 
mitigation.

NSTD Submission, approval and 
implementation of Dust Control 
Measures

NSTD Disposal of construction waste 
– no lighting of fires etc

NSTD Submission of piling method 
Statement

NSTD Restriction of construction 
hours

SNTD Noise and machinery insulation
NSTD Scheme of Acoustic insulation 

to be submitted, agreed and 
implemented

NSTD Submission, approval and 
implementation of scheme of 
junction improvements with 
Station Road. 

NSTD Submission, approval and 
implementation of construction  
management plan

NSTD Provision of parking / loading 
etc shown on the approved 
plans

NSTD Submission, approval and 
implementation of details of bin 
storage

NSTD Implementation of Travel Plan
NSTD Limit occupancy to over 65’s
NSTD Revised landscaping scheme 

to include confirmation of hard 
landscaping materials and 



treatment of Station Access 
frontage

NSTD Implementation of landscaping
NSTD Details of Materials to be 

agreed
NSTD Limitation to Use Class C2
NSTD Design, management & 

maintenance plan for surface 
water drainage

NSTD Detailed assessment to be 
provided to demonstrate 
destination for surface water is 
acceptable

NSTD Details of overland flow
NSTD Submission of detailed 

drawings showing the cornice 
detail around the building and 
the enhanced version of on the 
Station Road/station forecourt 
corner.

NSTD Submission of scheme of 
boundary treatment including 
railing details

NSTD Submission of bin storage 
details. 

NSTD 150mm window reveals

NSTD Submission and approval of 
rooflight details

NSTD Submission and approval of 
window / door details

B In the event of any changes being needed to the wording 
of the Committee’s decision (such as to delete, vary or add 
conditions/informatives/planning obligations or reasons for 
approval/refusal) prior to the decision being issued, the 
Operations Manager – Development Services has delegated 
authority to do so in consultation with the Chairman of the 
Committee, provided that the changes do not exceed the 
substantive nature of the Committee’s decision.

Informative

This recommendation is made following careful consideration of all the 
issues raised through the application process and thorough discussion 
with the applicants. In accordance with Paragraph 38 of the NPPF the 
Case Officer has sought solutions where possible to secure a 



development that improves the economic, social and environmental 
conditions of the area.
     

Site Plan


