HIGH PEAK
BOROUGH COUNCIL

04.08.2026 05 AUG 2026

BUXTON RECEPTION

Dear Sir/Madam

Objection to Planning Application — HPK/2026/0275

75 St Johns Road, Buxton, SK17 6UU- Proposed us of dwelling as a childrens
care home.

We refer to your consultation letter of 17 July 2026 re the above application to which
we, and a number of our neighbours object to on the following grounds:

1. On procedural grounds that

a) No notice of the proposed application has been displayed on or near the
property for the prescribed period or at all as provided by the DMP Order
2015 and

b) The Applicant’s agent has incorrectly stated in Certificate A of the application
that the Applicant is the owner of the property at 75 St Johns Road, Buxton. A
search at the Land Registry has confirmed that the Applicant is not the owner
of the property and, as at 31 July, there was no application pending at the
Land Registry for change of ownership.

2. On material planning grounds as follows:

a) The proposal represents a significant intensification from a single family
dwelling in a well established residential area. The proposed use will
require support related services for multiple occupiers of the property with
associated frequent staff changeovers which will materially alter the
character of the property and be detrimental to the surrounding residential
area and erode local cohesion contrary to NPPF-paragraph 135(c)(f).
Planning permission has previously been granted and implemented for a
childrens home within 200 yards of this property and it is obvious from the
number of vehicles parked at the property and elsewhere that it is no
longer a single family dwelling and an additional care home in such close
proximity will materially harm residential amenity.

b) The increased number of cars associated with support services, visitors
and staff at this property will increase on street parking and highway safety
issues. The Applicant’s proposal to provide parking for only four off street
car parking spaces will be insufficient for the number of vehicles meaning
that they will have to reverse out onto a main road. Directly outside the
property are chevron lines on which parking is not permitted as the are to






indicate the reservation of sight lines on what is an extremely busy road.
The entire front garden of the property will be dedicated to the parking of
vehicles and will not be available for “outdoor play and recreation” as
suggested by the Applicant (para 2.8)

c) The Applicant states that no external alternations are proposed to the
property which is clearly not the case. The surfacing of the front garden
alone will in volve the removal of established shrubs and trees. In addition,
the four steps to the front door will require substantial alteration and
enlargement and be equipped with a handrails and other safety features to
satisfy OFSTED requirements. In order to accommodate the security
requirements relating to the property’s occupation by children as young as
five, this will require the fitting of a secure gate opening inwards to be
closed at all times when not in use. These alterations will define the
property as having institutional use in a residential area.

d) In paragraphs 2.6 and 2.7 of the Planning Statement the Applicant has, in
our view, materially underestimated the staffing requirements and vehicle
movements thereby generated. OFSTED requirements for staffing indicate
that some 10 to 12 support staff working in shifts are required. Having
regard to the fact that this is a semi-detached property it is likely to cause
significant noise and disturbance to the family living next door.

For the reasons set out above we consider that the proposed change of use to a
care related operation in this residential area would give rise to an unacceptable
level of intensification of use, parking and highway safety impacts, noise and
disturbance affecting residential amenity and harm to the character and appearance
of the area.

Yours faithfully

A.J-& P.H. Layzell
19 $T Jonns 2o, S b








