
3rd DECEMBER  2018

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE

UPDATES SHEET

HPK/2018/0428 – Land to the Rear of 20 Sunlaws Street, Glossop

Representations:

3 no. additional letters of objection have been received. Details can be read on the 
file. A summary of the issues raised is provided below.

Objection 1

 Insufficient time if neighbour wishes to register to speak at the committee. 
 Revised plans make further detrimental changes.
 Revised plans for the house have additional windows much closer to the 

backs of the neighbouring houses. Neighbour’s kitchen (no. 24) will be less 
than 21 metres from the new house.

 Difficult to see significant changes since the refusal of the previous plans.
 The 2009 refusal reasons included loss of privacy, noise and other 

disturbances.
 All the other reasons for refusal are not shown and only the use of the 

driveway appears to have been considered.
 The refusal to grant permission has been supported by previous appeal 

decisions.
 The proposal fails to meet the requirements of Policy EQ6.
 The current land owner is considerate when using the drive but this cannot be 

guaranteed for future owners. For example, some people run businesses from 
home.

 The Applicant’s use of the right of way alongside No. 22 is irrelevant.
 DWT do not object stating that the site is of little ecological value. ‘Little’ is not 

the same as ‘No’ value. DWT only relied on general records and didn’t visit 
the site, which has several garden habitat flora and fauna.

 Putting a large house adjacent to back gardens fails to meet the NPPF and 
LP Policies S1 and EQ6 which seek high quality design.

 The development at Wren Nest Close cannot be compared to one house on a 
much smaller plot. Two of the houses at Wren Nest Close dominate the views 
over the neighbouring gardens.

 The ex-convent and ex-mayors house opposite the site cannot be compared 
to a new build in the back garden.

 No objections were raised to the new houses further up Sunlaws Street – 
these helped to increase the housing stock compared with just the one house 
proposed here.

 There is only a limited benefit but hardly a social benefit as virtually all 
neighbours object to the plan.



 The letter from the Applicant to the neighbours informing them of their plans 
appears to be the main justification that one neighbour has to support the 
application. The other letter of support is from a relative who hopes to move 
into the proposed house.

 The report is hard to follow without professional help and much more time 
than the week before the committee makes a decision. Where can information 
be found on what is meant by LP Policies S1 and EQ6 and paragraph 127 of 
the NPPF?

 The objection is not personal, it is the plan to build on the land that the 
neighbour objects to.

Objection 2

 Loss of privacy.
 The neighbour (No. 18) view will be of a wall.

Objection 3

 Previous applications were all refused.
 1984 application – Detached bungalow and garage – The site was insufficient 

in size to satisfactorily accommodate the development without detriment to 
amenities of surrounding occupants.

 1990 application – Detached bungalow – (1) Access described as narrow gap, 
(2) Detrimental effect on amenities due to disturbance and noise from 
bungalow and access, (3) Conflict with the character and style of existing 
development and character of area. 

 The Inspector for the 1990 appeal stated that there would be loss of privacy 
and also that a building between the rear of the two streets, plus the access 
would appear alien.

 2009 appeal – main issue was the effect on living conditions of adjoining 
residents. Proposed fence to both sides of the drive would not have any 
significant effect in mitigating the harm.

 2009 Appeal Inspector commented that the erection of a fence so close to the 
windows would result in an unsatisfactory sense of enclosure for anyone in 
the rooms concerned, and that with or without the fence the occupier of No. 
22 would be subject to perception of intrusion as a result of movements over 
and above that which could be considered reasonable.

 The fence is not acoustic and the neighbour (No. 22) objected to its erection 
due to its sense of enclosure. The Applicant erected it anyway.

 The proposal cannot be compared to the properties across the street as these 
have substantial gardens and large entrances and do not encroach on 
privacy.

 The neighbour has not made any complaints about the use of the drive on the 
basis of being neighbourly and the Applicant’s assurance that when 
purchasing the land, he would only use it for an extended garden, not to erect 
of property.

 How could anyone predict how much traffic could be caused by future 
residents.



 The right of way has never been mentioned in any previous applications – do 
not see its relevance to this application.

 Cannot comprehend that the Applicant objected so strongly to the 2009 
application, then purchased the land with the intention to build on it, albeit the 
application is in his wife’s name.

 This piece of land has a 34 year history of applications being declined - no 
significant change to warrant approving the current application.

 The new proposal is an even larger structure than previous applications which 
will have an even  more detrimental effect on amenity.  

 Application is causing upset and anxiety to the neighbour/s.
 If planning permission is approved this will be a huge injustice and mockery of 

the planning system, all on permanent public record.

Officer Comments:

The objection letter from the owner/occupier of No. 24 raises a number of issues the 
majority of which have been discussed and addressed in the Officer Report. The 
neighbour is concerned that their kitchen window will be less than 21 metres from 
the proposed house. However, it is considered that any overlooking of the rear of this 
neighbouring property would not be direct and there are trees on the side boundary 
of the site which provide some screening from the rear of this neighbouring property. 
Furthermore, the amended design reduces the impact on the privacy of this 
neighbour by reducing the footprint of the proposed dwelling and removing the 
projecting gable to the front elevation so that the front facing windows are set further 
back into the site.

HPK/2018/0174 – Thorn Heyes, London Road, Buxton

There are no updates to report.

HPK/2018/0356 – Thorn Heyes, London Road, Buxton

Representations:

A letter of support from Cllr Grooby was received but this was not reported in the 
original report. The letter states:

I support this application. Prior to the applicant purchasing this property it was in a 
poor state of repair and was the subject or several planning applications which had 
been refused. Enforcement actions was about to be taken. Since taking possession 
much has been done to improve the visual amenity both on the street scene and for 
the neighbouring properties. The work can now hopefully be completed.

Updated Highway Comments:

Although no revised Site Layout Plan is included, the drawings appended to your e-
mail of 25 October 2018 appear to demonstrate a revised access and off-street 
parking arrangement complying with that previously suggested by the Highway 
Authority.



This being the case, it’s recommended that details demonstrating the proposed 
access width and exit visibility sightlines together with formal closure of the length of 
existing access made redundant by the development proposals are submitted for 
approval. 

The potential implications of a lack of off-street parking have been highlighted and I 
trust that you will satisfy yourself that adequate provision is secured.

Therefore, if you are minded to approve the proposals, it’s recommended that the 
following Conditions are included within the Consent:-

1. Space shall be provided within the site curtilage throughout the construction 
phase of development for storage of plant and materials/ site accommodation/ 
loading and unloading of goods vehicles/ parking and manoeuvring of site operatives 
and visitors vehicles, laid out and constructed in accordance with detailed designs to 
be submitted in advance to the Local Planning Authority for written approval and 
maintained throughout the contract period in accordance with the approved designs 
free from any impediment to its designated use.

2. Prior to the Construction compound, the subject of Condition 1, being brought 
into use, a new/ revised vehicular access shall be formed to London Road and 
provided with visibility sightlines in accordance with a scheme first submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. This shall include formal closure 
of the redundant length of existing vehicular access to the site. The area in advance 
of the visibility sightlines shall be retained throughout the life of the development free 
of any object greater than 1m in height (0.6m in the case of vegetation) relative to 
adjoining nearside carriageway channel level.

3. The premises, the subject of the application, shall not be occupied until space 
has been provided within the application site in accordance with the revised 
application drawings for the parking/ loading and unloading/ manoeuvring of 
residents/ visitors/ service and delivery vehicles, laid out, surfaced and maintained 
throughout the life of the development free from any impediment to its designated 
use.

4. There shall be no gates or other barriers between the highway boundary and 
the designated parking spaces.

5. No part of the development shall be occupied until details of arrangements for 
storage of bins and collection of waste have been submitted to and approved by the 
Local Planning Authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance with 
the agreed details and the facilities retained for the designated purposes at all times 
thereafter.

6. Prior to the Construction compound, the subject of Condition 1, being brought 
into use, details shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority showing the means to prevent the discharge of water from the 
development onto the highway. The approved scheme shall be undertaken and 
completed prior to the first use of the access and retained as such thereafter.



Informative notes also included concerning (1) Section 184 prior notification to be 
given (for access works within the highway); (2) recommended that the first 6m of 
the proposed access driveway shall not be surfaced with a loose material; (3) 
measures to be taken to ensure that surface water run-off from the site is not 
permitted to discharge across the footway; and (4) car parking provision should be 
made on the basis of 1.5no, 2no. or 3no. parking spaces per 1 bedroom, 2/3 
bedroom or 4/4+ bedroom dwelling respectively. Each parking bay should measure 
2.4m x 5.5m minimum with an additional 0.5m of width to any side adjacent to a 
physical barrier.

Officer Comment:

The Highway Authority comments are noted. In particular it is noted that the revised 
plans appear to satisfy the Highway Authority’s requirements for a revised access 
and off-street parking arrangement. For the reasons outlined in the original report, it 
is considered that the proposed plans indicate sufficient parking to serve the 4 
apartments proposed as well as the remainder of the existing flats at Thorn Heyes 
House. The conditions recommended by the Highway Authority are considered 
necessary and reasonable and have been added to the recommendation. These 
include the provision of the new/ revised vehicular access  with visibility sightlines in 
accordance with a scheme to be agreed.

Recommendation:

The recommendation remains the same, i.e. it is recommended the application be 
approved subject to the conditions outlined in the Officer Report with the addition of 
the conditions and informatives recommended by the Highway Authority outlined 
above.

HPK/2018/0496 – Silverlands, Buxton Football Club

Representations

2 x letters of objection have been received from members of the public following the 
publication of the committee report and recommendation, presented as follows:

Objection 1

Since the new pitch has been installed we have endured a lot of disturbance apart 
from just the continual noise and light pollution. Six a side football is now being 
played across the pitch up until late at night and balls are coming over the small side 
stand and hitting and scratching our cars and landing in the garden. This has 
happened on at least 15 occasions. In some cases the balls hitting the cars have set 
off the car alarm after 9pm which in turn has woken our 18 month child up. 

We have written to the football club complaining about this and got the reply that 
things were in their early days and they would look at the possibility of putting up a 
high fence to stop this happening. 



Nothing appears to have been done concerning this and we have seen no planning 
application for this to take place.  We would therefore suggest that the football club 
sort out the increased problems the existing arrangements are already making 
before they consider extending the hours at which further disturbance can take 
place. We therefore object to the application to extend the hours of floodlight use.

Objection 2

Having read the further comments from Environmental Health today, I re-iterate my 
objection to any extension of operating hours for the floodlights at Buxton Football 
Ground. 

As a number of residents at Woodside have already pointed out, the light pollution 
from the existing facility is already unacceptable and with the facility operating for 
more than 12 hours each day, 7 days a week, in a predominantly residential area, I 
can see no justification for any relaxation of the existing planning condition. 

If the football club need to clear the facility at night in order to meet the deadline then 
why can't users simply start/finish their games earlier? Surely, rotas are capable of 
being amended to allow for this. 

Neighbours in the area already have to suffer the intensified use of the facility, with 
the increased light pollution which makes it difficult to relax and sleep at night. They 
should not have to suffer any more. 

I recommend that the application be refused.

Officer Comments

The floodlights would only be in operation during the winter months (October – 
March) from the earliest time of mid afternoon onwards (likely to be no earlier than 
3pm), and therefore the maximum number of hours that the floodlights would be in 
operation in a continuous stretch would be approximately 7 hours on any normal 
day.

The hiring of the pitch is offered in hourly slots in line with the ‘Detailed Proposed 
Usage’ document, which is controlled by Condition 5 relating to HPK/2017/0620, the 
last slot being 21:00 – 22:00. There is therefore no margin for paying customers to 
simply finish their games earlier as they hire the pitch out for a full hour.

As set out in the report at paragraph 7.14, the revised variation which allows for the 
floodlights to operate for an additional 10 minutes after the last hire ‘slot’ ends, to 
clear and vacate the site, is considered to be reasonable, and strikes an appropriate 
balance between preserving the viability of an important community facility, and 
preserving the residential amenity of neighbouring properties.

With regards to the disturbance experienced by neighbours with regards to aspects 
such as stray balls setting off car alarms, the club would be encouraged to come up 
with an appropriate solution that addresses this issue. 



However, given that this issue could occur at any time of day, and that the 
application is not seeking to extend the hours for the use of the site, it is not 
considered that this issue directly relates to this proposal.

HPK/2018/0337 – Fern Farm, Fern Road, Buxton

Representations

2 No. additional representations have been received providing further support for the 
proposal. Comments not already made include:

 There is nothing else of this nature anywhere else in our region.
 Opening up horse-riding to more people with disabilities will reduce health 

inequalities caused by restricted access to sport for people with disabilities.

Proposed opening hours

The Agent has informed the LPA that the proposed opening times for the arena are 
08:00-21:00 7 days a week.

Consultations

Environmental Health

In response to the matter of the proposed opening hours the Environmental Health 
Officer raises no objections and has suggested any lighting condition should include 
the following:

Any artificial lighting associated with the development must conform to requirements 
to meet the Obtrusive Light Limitations for Exterior Lighting Installations for 
Environmental Zone - E2 contained within Table 1 of the Institute of Light Engineers 
Guidance Notes for the Reduction of Obtrusive Lighting, GN01, dated 2005.

The use of the lights could also be consistent with the proposed opening times.

Officer comments & recommendation

In light of a) additional representations received, b) proposed opening hours and c) 
Environmental Health comments it is considered that the recommendation as 
outlined on the Officer Report remains the same, subject to the proposed lighting 
condition including the details suggested (inc. hours of use of any lights) and an 
additional condition re the hours of opening of the arena being restricted to 08:00 to 
21:00 on any day of the week.

HPK/2018/0120 – Former Bottling Plant, Station Road, Buxton (Extra-care)

Archaeology

Please refer to our comments of 1st May 2018, we would not wish to advise further. 



Revised Plans

Revised plans have been submitted with the following changes

 Glazing bar detailing omitted
 Window head design revisited to a simpler form, and simple cills also now 

introduced as requested.
 Revision to pediment detail on elevation facing toward station car park.
 Dummy windows introduced to Elevation B-B as requested.
 Additional detailing incorporated around shoppers entrance on elevation B-B.
 Natural slate now listed in materials schedule
 Removal of reference to ‘forticrete’ stone in place of natural stone

A number of other points raised were discussed with the conservation officer and 
either agreed for condition or explained for their rationale. Revisions to elevation D-D 
facing east in relation to the redesign around the right of way are acceptable given 
the context of the constraints, whilst restrictions on window opening types were 
discussed given the nature of the user (i.e. sash openings not being appropriate) a 
reference to mock sash is therefore made in the materials schedule with an 
anticipated condition to be discharged around its detailing. Points of window reveal 
and landscape are accepted are to be conditioned whilst the omission of a low level 
wall to railings was accepted in discussions by the conservation officer

Formal comments from the Conservation Officer on the revised plans were awaited 
at the time of update report preparation and will be reported verbally at the meeting. .

HPK/2018/0125 – Former Bottling Plant, Station Road, Buxton (Health-care 
campus)

Peak Rail

Having fully considered the plans, Peak Rail plc is not unduly concerned that the 
proposed scheme would have any direct impact on our future proposals. However, 
the subject land is affected by a number of existing covenants protecting Peak Rail’s 
interests which will require Peak Rail’s agreement to waive or amend.

As a railway operator, we would also expect that we would enjoy the same 
agreements and protective clauses as required by Network Rail.


