
15th August 2022 
 

HPBC DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 

UPDATES SHEET 
 

 
HPK/2019/0223 & HPK/2019/0235 – JE Morten, Manchester Road, Tunstead Milton 
 

Case Officer: 
 
The proposed operating times for the proposed Industrial Unit are as follows: Monday to 
Friday (06.00am to 20.00pm), Saturdays (08.00am to 17.00pm) and Sundays and Bank 
Holidays (08.00am to 17.00pm), which could be suitably controlled including deliveries to 
and from the application site in the form of a planning condition. 
 
The Peak Caravan Park is located immediately to the south of JE Morten built premises and 
LP (Local Plan) primary employment zone.  Its southern boundary adjoins the 
Neighbourhood Plan Local Greenspace Designation.  The Council’s Environmental Health 
Department raise no objection to the scheme and in the interests of amenity have 
recommended planning conditions to: (1) limit external noise levels, including operation of 
machinery to prevent noise nuisance (2) control discharges to atmosphere details for dust, 
smoke, fumes and odour matters (3) artificial lighting would need to confirm with the 
requirements to meet the Obtrusive Light Limitations for Exterior Lighting Installations for 
Environmental Zone - E2 to prevent artificial light spill.  The E2 standard is applicable for 
rural, village locations with a low district environment. 
 
Erratum: The length of the building is correctly c.65.0 metres.  Therefore the application 
description is incorrect and is amended as follows: Single Industrial Building 60.0m x 20.0m. 
 
The proposed industrial building owing to artificially raised ground levels would result in a 
building height overall of 9.0 metres when measured from the lowest ground level.  The silos 
would also project above the roof pitch.  Extensive solar panels are proposed along the roof 
plane facing the Randall Carr Brook to create further landscape harm, including to the Peak 
District National Park setting. 
 
The following report paragraph applies to both planning applications refs. HPK/2019/0223 & 
HPK/2019/0235: 
 
“8.3 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 Head of Development Services has 
delegated authority to do so in consultation with the Chairman of the Planning Applications 
Committee, provided that the changes do not exceed the substantive nature of the 
Committee’s decision”. 
 
With regard to the agent letter to Members of the Development Control Committee submitted 
11th August 2022, officer comments are as follows: 
 
Early consultee County Landscape Architect landscape objections were raised to the 
scheme, which also referenced Peak District National Park views.  Further landscaping 
proposals have significantly weakened proposed mitigation to accommodate flood risk 
mitigation.  Previously, officers had raised significant landscape harm as a result of the 
scheme proposal whereby the applicant had ample opportunity to submit a Landscape 
Visual Impact Assessment to consider the potential landscape and visual effects of the 



development to the Local Green Space, local landscape setting as well as to the setting of 
the Peak District National Park yet this has not been forthcoming. 
 
Officers are significantly concerned about any further application delays with regard to the 
environmental and visual consequences of continued unauthorised storage of materials, 
rubbish, scrap, tankers, vehicles etc. on the Local Green Space, which lies in close proximity 
to the Randall Carr Brook. 
 
For application ref. HPK/2021/0235 (canal feeder retrospective works), the CRT (Canal and 
River Trust) have already confirmed their objections to the scheme as is detailed within the 
officer report.  The outstanding clarification has now been confirmed by CRT whereby the 
two applications for the canal feeder retrospective works and new building ref. 
HPK/2019/0223 are considered to be interdependent and therefore there would be no 
requirement for CRT to alter their position raising no objections to the application for the 
building.  The CRT reaffirm their concerns regarding the retrospective works by the canal 
feeder remain, but are satisfied that this is a separate application. 
 
For application ref. HPK/2021/0235, officers consider that those objections raised by both 
CRT and LLFA (Lead Local Flood Authority) requiring supporting technical documentation 
and additional consultation would be best dealt with in a resubmitted planning application. 
 
HPK/2022/0097 – 129 Castle House, Manchester Road, Chapel-en-le-Frith 
 

None. 
 
HPK/2022/0097 –Old Hall Inn, Unnamed Road from Tramway Tracks to Whitehough 
Lane, Whitehough 
 

Comments for late inclusion at Planning Committee from Charles Wright of Meadow Bank 
Whitehough Head Lane, Whitehough, Chinley, Derbyshire, SK23 6EJ: - 
 
‘Although the Case Officer has addressed the planning responsibilities applicable to the 
National Planning Framework and supporting legislation, in my opinion, there is insufficient 
weight given to the opinions of the residents directly affected by this application, in terms of 
loss of amenity. 
 

• The proposal is completely overbearing in respect of the environment into which 
it will be placed, in that it introduces a change of use and loss of open pasture in 
a legally constituted Conservation Area, beyond that which is reasonable. 

• “Very special circumstances” are required for inappropriate developments in the 
Green Belt, unless clearly outweighed by other considerations; such as 
“necessary infrastructure”. The author believes the applicant has not achieved 
the burden of proof that 5 camping pods are “necessary infrastructure.  

• The change of use requires the loss of approximately one third of an existing 
pasture which, by any stretch of the imagination, cannot be described as “small in 
relation to the land available” 

• The term “small 5-pitch sites” used by the applicant is used erroneously to 
describe sites like this as “hideaway, quiet and often more secluded 
environment”. 

• There are immediate buildings (just over a third of the houses in Whitehough) 
directly overlooking the site; not as stated “a few” in the application and the 
proportion of the land surrendered to a change of use is anything but “small”. 

• The proposal would be visually prominent and intrusive in some key views, 
particularly the houses that form the boundary of the pasture.  



• This works both ways of course in that the residents of the pods would be 
continuously overlooked and their privacy would also be compromised. 

• The equine pasture has been at the heart of the hamlet and has remained 
virtually unaltered for many decades, with history going back to at least the 19th 
century when a cluster of houses began to grow up around the Old Hall and the 
pasture. The landscape has been largely unchanged for centuries. 

• The Planning Committee are invited to take a view that the applicant’s business 
interests have already expanded to the extreme margins of an already very 
significant curtilage, consisting of two licensed premises, hotel rooms, cottage 
rentals, beer gardens, restaurant, several extensive areas of tented outdoor 
drinking and dining, take away beer, click and collect food. 

• The business of these two public houses has grown incrementally, particularly 
over the last decade and has accelerated coming out of lockdown, to a point 
where it now dominates daily life in the hamlet. A further expansion beyond the 
physical boundaries of these licensed premises, although making business sense 
to the licensee does not bring any benefit to local Whitehough residents and 
further degrades the Conservation Area status. The application would find more 
local support in maximising profit by developing ways other than devaluing the 
landscape. 

• The Planning Committee is urged to value “quiet” as a planning asset rather than 
a noise threshold which the development can operate in. As well as being quiet, 
the proposed site in the conservation area is intrinsically dark and as such, the 
impact of light pollution from artificial light on landscape and nature conservation 
is a fine balance that is easily disturbed, particularly for the nature that comes 
awake at night. This would be exacerbated by the proposed outdoor dining area 
on the decking where guests would naturally gather for entertainment on a 
summer evening. Unlike residents, who are sympathetic to the long-term 
responsibilities of their neighbours, visitors are less likely to be so inclined and 
this would have a corresponding effect on noise and light pollution. 

• The pods are stated in the application as 7m length x 3.2m width x 3m height = 
22.4 m2 footprint. By comparison this footprint is larger than a standard 6m ISO 
container commonly used in road/transport/shipping industry. This means the pod 
footprint is approximately 1.5 times that of an ISO container. The pod is also 
higher (3 metres) than a standard ISO container at 2.59 metres, indeed even 
bigger than an extra tall “high cube” shipping container which is 2.89 metres high. 

• It is also noted the applicant’s letter of 30th March promises not to apply for 
further development within the revised red line area. This assumes that The Old 
Hall Inn Ltd will continue in his ownership or occupancy, so this personal promise 
by the applicant, although well-intentioned and honestly expressed, has no effect 
in law and cannot be relied on in perpetuity should the directorships change. 

• The planning committee, for the sake of consistency, should refer to the previous 
planning decision which defines the relationship between the stables, the equine 
use of the field, ongoing agricultural status of the pasture and change of use 
implications. Although apparently not of direct bearing in this case, it does reveal 
the thoughts and intentions of previous planning authorities when taken in the 
context of conservation of this particular green space. Decision: 6. If the building 
(stables) hereby approved ceases to be used as stables, it shall be demolished 
and removed from the site, and the site shall be restored to its previous 
agricultural condition, suitable for pasture. 

• The committee may also care to consider Application HPK/0000/9673 as it refers 
to previously proposed car parking at this location. The background to that 
decision might be factored into the current application. 

• The Planning Committee may also need to consult with the relevant Licensing 
Authority to establish whether the development of a campsite on land owned by 



the Old Hall Ltd and used as sleeping accommodation by residents, is subject to 
a variation on the existing license. 

 
• Finally: Should this planning application succeed, then the term conservation 

status has no meaning and the Conservation Area itself should be considered for 
delisting’. 

 
Officer Comments 
 
In this case the comments state that insufficient weight has given to the opinions of the 
residents directly affected by this application, in terms of loss of amenity. This is the opinion 
of the objector and attention is drawn to the ‘Neighbouring Amenity’ section within the 
committee report. 
 
There appears to be a misunderstanding of specific terms including ‘overbearing’, which in a 
planning context would best apply to development close to the boundary of the site and that 
would foster a sense of enclosure. The relevant section identifies the significant separation 
distances between the development and the neighbouring properties and is considered not 
to cause significant harm in this instance. ‘Very special circumstances’ have indeed been 
weighed in the planning balance; however the term ‘necessary infrastructure’ does not 
appear in this section of the NPPF. 
 
It is noted that the point regarding the future of the remaining site is speculation in this case 
and if necessary, would require additional consent from the local planning authority. Where 
consent is not required this is considered not to be material to the current proposal. The 
details of the licence of the public house are also not a material consideration in this 
instance. 
 
The remaining comments relate to the factors discussed in the committee report and do not 
appear to be in conflict with the conclusions within it. 
 
Comments for late inclusion at Planning Committee from Simon & Verity Crook of No.2 
Glenside, Whitehough: -  
 
‘Although grateful for the feedback from the report, and in agreement with the vast majority 
of it, we do not agree with Mr Gore’s assessment regarding the proposal and Local Amenity 
(8.65, 8.66, 8.69).  
  
Mr Gore has failed to reference 5.19 and EQ10 of the Local Plan:  
However non-physical attributes such as tranquillity and low levels of light pollution,  
leading to dark skies, also form part of the character of the landscape, these latter issues are  
addressed through Policy EQ10: Pollution Control and Unstable Land  
  
It can be assumed that there will be external lighting to the pods, as well as on the route for 
patrons to access the pods from the car park/main road, in what is currently and historically 
a location of dark skies and no light pollution. This will not only affect local residents, but also 
nocturnal wildlife in the surrounding area. The tramway is directly adjacent and there is much 
wildlife including owls and bats. 
 
Mr Gore points out that the pods do not overlook the surrounding properties, but the 
properties do have vision of the pods which will be prominent within the landscape. EQ10 
refers to pollution as harm to amenity:  
  
Amenity is defined as the pleasantness or attractiveness of a place. 
  



Should amenity to local residents not be considered? It feels like this has been deemed 
insignificant.  It mentions the distance from surrounding properties to be 20m to 70m away, 
however we would urge the committee to visit the site to truly understand the impact the 
proposal will have on the amenity of the area.  
  
EQ6 of the local plan states that development achieves a satisfactory relationship to 
adjacent development  and does not cause unacceptable effects by reason of visual 
intrusion, overlooking,  shadowing, overbearing effect, noise, light pollution or other adverse 
impacts on local  character and amenity.  
  
It is clear this application has a detrimental effect on local amenity and will create light 
pollution in what is a naturally dark area in the hamlet through the night.  
  
There is also external decking for patrons to enjoy in the evening which raises concerns for 
noise pollution, and while not guaranteed to happen, what happens if a group book multiple 
pods?’. 
 
Officer’s Comments 
 
The objection identifies policy EQ10: Pollution Control and Unstable Land of the Local Plan. 
 
The objector has assumed the use of external lighting to the pods. There is no indication of 
external lights on the submitted plans to cover the parking area or any path to the pods, 
which is identified on the amended site location plan as through the cars park. It is however, 
noted that the submitted images appear to show a light above the door, underneath the 
overhang roof. There is currently very little external lighting observed in the existing car park 
or on the stable building (a light above the garage within the car park area and small lights to 
the rear of the stone stable building). None of this seems excessive for the scale of the 
development, which is surrounded on two sides by dwellinghouses that could include some 
external lighting without the need to seek planning permission. It is considered unlikely that 
the lighting noted above would result in a significant, harmful impact to the surrounding 
properties. However, in this case, in the event of approval being given, a condition can be 
included to control external lighting. 
 
The remaining comments appear to be a differing of opinion concerning the harm and the 
appropriate tolerances discussed within the assessment contained in the report. 
 
 
Comments for late inclusion at Planning Committee from Geoff Summerfield of Provident 
House, Whitehough, Chinley, High Peak, Derbyshire, SK23 6EJ: - 
 
‘I am writing with concern regarding your email received this morning, timestamped 8.10am, 
Monday 8th August 2022. In this email, you have attached a letter to invite to your committee 
meeting to decide the outcome of the above application, members of the public to address 
the committee with their views of no more than 3 minutes per side for and against. I have 
attached a copy for reference. 
 
I live adjacent to this site, and my property overlooks this meadow, and I formally lodged an 
objection to this application. 
 
Given that your committee is set to meet in less than a week’s time at 1.30pm on Monday 
15th August, and in order to register to speak and be at this event, you have said in your 
letter we would need to register to attend in less than 48 hours’ time by the day after 
tomorrow - Wednesday 10th August by 5PM. 
 



Your timeframes are completely unacceptable. 
 
I feel that this directly benefits the applicant who can clearly represent his argument in 
support for the full 3 minutes, and as he is a self-employed publican can therefore make the 
time to represent himself. As to us, the local residents, it gives us very little time - a lot of 
whom obviously work throughout the week and also might not know each one another very 
well or indeed at all. There is very little opportunity to work out a solution as to who would 
want to speak in objection, and for how long within the allocated 3 minutes. The timing to 
mobilise and apply to speak is not only too short but also very poor coming in the school 
holidays where people are obviously away. 
 
I propose that you either proceed without public comments for and against, simply taking all 
of the written statements for and against as they stand, or postpone such a committee 
meeting to give the residents, every one of whom might I add that adjoin this paddock that 
are not currently owned by the applicant, or are absent/unoccupied have objected (see map 
attached for reference which you might find useful to give a sense of the local feeling). 
 
I welcome further comments on this proposal of yours to allow public speaking by my local 
Chapel en le Frith Parish Council who strongly objected to this application, as well as my 
local MP for High Peak Mr Robert Largan who is aware of this application and also our local 
councillor Edith Longdon, all ccd in this email’. 
 
Officer’s Comments 
 
The committee date and the opportunity to speak at committee were advertised inline with 
council policy. All written representations received within the consultation period, or within a 
timely manner prior to the publishing of the committee report have been taken into 
consideration in the relevant sections of the committee report. 
 
 
HPK/2022/0210 Ribble House, New Road, Buxworth 
 

None. 
 


