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1.        Reason for the Report: To inform members of appeals lodged and 

decided since the last meeting of the Development Control Committee. 

2. Recommendation 

2.1 That the report be noted. 
 

3. APPEALS LODGED 
 
None 
 

4.  APPEAL DECISIONS RECEIVED 
 

 
 Application No. HPK/2016/0580 
 

Location: Land off Combs Road, Combs, Chapel-en-le-Frith. 
 
Proposal: proposed holiday accommodation comprising 14 units, site 
manager's living accommodation, 2 detached dwellings and new 
vehicular access (resubmission of HPK/2015/0298) 

 Level and Date of Decision: Committee 3rd October 2018 
 

Recommendation: Refusal 
       

TITLE: PERFORMANCE ON PLANNING APPEALS 
 
 
CONTACT: DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT TEAM 
   
WARDS INVOLVED:  ALL 



Decision: Appeal dismissed  
 
Appeal Decision and Date: Appeal dismissed on 26th September 
2018 
 

 Method of Decision: Hearing 
 

Main Issues:  
    
• the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of the 

area, and 
• whether the site is in a suitable location for development. 

 
Conclusions: 
 
The Inspector concluded: 
 
• Whilst this urban form of development might be akin to the 

development in Chapel-en-le-Frith, the site is not within the built up 
area boundary. Nor is it adjacent to the built up area boundary. The 
rows of terraced cottages referred to by the appellant are generally 
seen as isolated rows, and therefore have a modest and low visual 
impact on the area. Reference is made to nearby barn conversions, 
and I take the point that some additional features such as chimney 
would be incorporated as the development would be entirely new, 
there would be no conversion. However, in such a case the positive 
attributes of barns style structures should be explored and 
enhanced, including the variation in mass and scale. 

• The appeal site would be an intense cluster of development, and no 
particular aspect would appear to truly reflect a traditional setting of 
a rural collection of buildings. Although the use of traditional 
materials would be beneficial, the overall scale of each element, 
along with the significant level of uniformed design, and absence of 
variation, would create a mass of development that would be 
harmful to the character and appearance of the area.  

• With regards to the provision of the two open market units, the 
proposal would conflict with both the Local Plan and the CNP.  

• With regards to the holiday accommodation, I find that the proposal 
would conflict with Policy E6 of the Local Plan and Policy TM1 of 
the CNP in respect of the location of the proposal. 

• As stated previously in my reasoning, I consider that the 1991 
permission provides a fallback position. That fallback position is a 
material consideration to which I attach substantial weight. 
Accordingly in this regard I find that the conflict with the policies 
referred to in paragraphs 21 to 24 above would be outweighed by 
other material considerations, namely the fact that the site could 
lawfully be developed to provide a scheme for 14 holiday units, site 
manager’s accommodation and two dwellings, in accordance with 
the extant 1991 permission.  



• However, I do not consider that material considerations, with 
specific consideration of the fallback position, exist that would 
outweigh the conflict with the development plan in respect of the 
harm to the character and appearance of the area. 
 


