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Minutes of the Darley Dale Town Council Planning Meeting 19th April 2022 

These minutes are a record of the decisions taken by the DDTC Planning Committee members at this 

meeting. While I have also tried to capture some of the concerns, questions and answers covered at 

the meeting I would direct anyone requiring a complete record of the meeting to the recording 

which will be available on the DDTC Website shortly. 

 

 

1. Apologies for Absence: 
Sue Hobson (Elected County Councillor), Joe Baldwin (DDDC Senior Planning Officer), 
District Councillors invited but did not respond. 

2. Variations of Order of Business 
None. 

3. Declaration of Member’s Interests. 
None. 

4. Late submissions.  
It was Resolved to defer 2 late submissions to full council on 28th April 2022 

5. Minutes of Previous Meeting. 
It was Resolved to approve the minutes from the last meeting. 

6. Public Participation  
There was no public participation relating to applications under item 7.  

7. To consider the following planning applications: 
• 22/00286/FUL– Mr & Mrs Jones.  Installation of dormer window LOCATION : Highfield Gill 

Lane Darley Dale Matlock Derbyshire 

No Objection 
 

• 22/00288/FUL- Mr David Harding.  First floor rear extension above existing garage 

LOCATION : Robertswood Guest House Farley Hill Matlock Derbyshire DE4 3LL. 
Objection on following grounds: 

o Potential loss of light/privacy 

o Obstructive by nature 

o Very close to neighbour’s primary front of property 
 

• 22/00306/FUL- Mr R and Mrs P Buckner.  Increase of principal elevation eaves level, 
addition of dormer windows and single storey rear extension LOCATION : 2 Sir Josephs 
Lane Darley Dale Matlock Derbyshire DE4 2GY. 

No Objection 
 

• 22/00330/FUL - Mr Andy McClennon.  Two storey rear extension LOCATION : 48 Hackney 
Road Hackney Matlock Derbyshire DE4 2PX. 

No Objection 
 

• 22/00192/FUL - Mr and Mrs Hibbard Haxton Koyander Architecture Ltd.  Rendering all 
existing brickwork walls and the rendering of brick walls previously approved in 
application 20/004400/FUL. LOCATION : Crofton 6 Hall Rise Darley Dale Matlock 

Derbyshire. 

No Objection 
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8. Public participation regarding item 9 
In addition to local residents Chris Whitmore (Development Manager, Derbyshire 
Dales District Council) together with Dan Stack and Andrew Stock (representatives 
of Chevin Homes) were in attendance to answer questions.  Objections to the 
development and questions to DDDC and Chevin homes were submitted by 
residents to the council in writing before the meeting (attached in appendix). 
Residents were allowed 5 minutes each to speak regarding their 
objections/questions.   

 

Dan Stack (Chevin) acknowledged the impact on the local residents lives but said that Chevin 
must produce a scheme based on following ambitions of the local authority regarding 
affordable, mixed housing.  They were awaiting a response from DCC Highways regarding 
the impact on traffic on the A6 road.  He noted that the site does not pose a flooding risk 
according to the Environment Agency. In response to a question about the Ardent Report he 
noted that the report is a “starting strategy used for guidance only”.  Residents are expected 

to be able to pay SuDs to maintain drainage, however, actual drainage details will not be 
finalised until the scheme is approved.  A new boundary fence would be installed along the 
railway line and homeowners would be aware of the railway line when they purchased a 
property.  There are constraints on the development regarding tree preservation orders 
(TPOs). 

 

Chris Whitmore (DDDC) noted that DDDC are very strict on development proposals and 
regularly refuse schemes deemed unacceptable.  Just because DDDC engage with a 
developer does not mean they will approve the proposal and no proposal is a “fait 
accompli”.  No decision has yet been made regarding the development and if the developer 

cannot address concerns of DDDC Planning Dept. permission will not be granted.  Policy PD9 
must be decided on by the Environmental Health Officer.  DDDC must be mindful of 
government targets when considering the Neighbourhood Plan and they need to be mindful 
of the 5 year housing plan supply but also the impacts on the local area. 

Responding to a public question on whether there was an overall plan regarding flooding Mr 
Whitmore replied that DDDC rely on the flood authorities for flood risk.  This site is flood 
zone 1 and drainage systems must accommodate surface run-off and not impact flooding. 
Zones 2 and 3 are considered more high risk.   

Mr Walker asked if Chevin originally wished to build higher value homes but were blocked 
by District Council.  Mr Stack replied that developers must always work with local authorities 

and their objectives and cannot build anything they want.  They are however comfortable 
with the proposed development. 

A question was asked again about flooding impact in Matlock and further down-river to 
which Mr Stock declared that once drainage was in place flood risk down-river would not 
change. 

Following comments from the public regarding the cumulative effects of developments in 
the area and the recent increase in flooding in Matlock Mr Whitmore reiterated that 
drainage and flooding decisions were made by the relevant authorities not the District 
Planning Dept.  He acknowledged flooding in Matlock appeared to have worsened since 
recent developments in Morledge and the ARC areas. 
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9. To agree the consultation response on planning application 22/00194/FUL –  

Darley Dale Planning Committee members gave their following conclusions. 

o Cllr Oakley: Object 

I. Access road not suitable 

II. Pollution from railway 

III. Severn Trent high pressure pipe running through site is not fit for 

purpose 

IV. Site is prone to flooding 
 

o Cllr Elliot:  Object 

I. Risk of over-development 

II. Does not blend in with local housing 

III. No green space/play area for children 

IV. Risk of increased flooding downstream 
 

o Cllr Farmer:  Object 

I. Access road not suitable/fit for purpose for larger development 

II. Difficulty of access for delivery/service vehicles 

III. Proposed development does not suit the area 

IV. Close proximity to active railway – noise pollution/particulate 

pollution 

V. Lack of parking facilities for potential residents 
 

• It was Resolved to recommend an objection to the planning application on the 

above grounds. 

10. Date of the Next Meeting 

It was Resolved that the date of the next planning meeting would be Monday 16th 

May at 7pm. 

Meeting ended at 8.26pm 


