
 

HIGH PEAK BOROUGH COUNCIL 
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 

 
Date: 11th July 2022 

 
Application 
No: 

HPK/2022/0107 
 

Location 38, Horderns Park Road, Chapel-En-Le-Frith, Derbyshire, 

SK23 9SY 
Proposal Front extension, rear dormer extension and raise main roof 

height. 
Applicant Mr & Mrs Woodhouse 
Agent Mrs Emma Hall - Plans And Design 
Parish/ward … Ward Date registered 08/03/2022 

If you have a question about this report please contact:   Owen Gore  

owen.gore@highpeak.gov.uk  Tel: 01538 395400 Ext: 4133 

 
1. REFERRAL 

 

1.1 This application has been brought before the Development Control 
Committee because the applicant is a close relative of a very recent, former 

member of the Development Control team. On that basis and in the interests 
of transparency this application has been referred to planning committee. 
 

2. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 

 
APPROVE, subject to recommended conditions. 

 

 
3. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS 

 

3.1 The application property is a large, detached bungalow property within a 
generous plot. The building is finished in cream painted render, concrete 

tiles and red/brown timber cladding. The existing property is shown as a 3 
bedroom property, all located on the ground floor, with a ‘loft room’ and 

storage area at first floor. 
 
3.2 The site is bounded to the west by the detached property No.36 Horderns 

Park Road, to the south by the property No.12 Hollin Drive, to the north 
east by the detached property No. 16 Rowton Grange Road and to the 

east by the properties No.18 to No.26 (evens) Rowton Grange Road. In 
this case the ground levels generally fall to the east and south. 

 

3.3 For the purpose of the Local Development Plan, the site lies within the 
built-up area boundary and is not constrained by any sensitive statutory 

designation. 
 
 

4. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL 
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4.1 The application seeks consent for a proposed front extension, a rear 
dormer extension and to raise the height of the main roof. The proposal 

will increase the number of bedrooms to 5, moving all but one to the first 
floor and creating an additional living room and a study on the ground floor 

and study/sewing room on the first floor. 
 

4.2 The plans show that the main roof would increase in height by 800mm 

and the eaves by the same. The existing porch and front extension on the 
north elevation will be replaced/amalgamated into a larger extension with 

front facing gable, including first floor window, just below the pitch of the 
new roof; a small pitched roof dormer will also be added to this elevation. 
A first floor extension will be added to the existing single storey outrigger 

to the rear (south) elevation and a new first floor gable/dormer added at 
first floor on this elevation, above the existing lounge. The conservatory to 

the east elevation will be rebuilt/replaced to create a similar sized 
structure.  
 

4.3 The existing first floor loft room window on the west elevation will be 
replaced with two new windows, which will serve a new first floor 

bathroom and a snug area linked to bedroom 2; following negotiations, the 
applicant has agreed that these windows will be obscure glazed. 
 

4.4 New rooflights will added to the proposed first floor element of the rear 
outrigger facing east, on either side of the new gable on the south 

elevation facing east and west, on the southern roof plane to serve the 
proposed study/sewing room, to the northern roof plane above the stairs 
and on the single storey extension on the east elevation. 

 
4.5  Details of the application and consultee responses can be found at:  

http://planning.highpeak.gov.uk/portal/servlets/ApplicationSearchServlet?
PKID=253950  

 

 
5. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

 

5.1 No recent or relevant site history observed. 
 

 
6. PLANNING POLICIES RELEVANT TO THE DECISION 

 
 
High Peak Local Plan 2016 

 
Policy S 1 Sustainable Development Principles 

Policy S 1a Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
Policy S 6 Central Sub-area Strategy 
Policy EQ 2 Landscape Character 

Policy EQ 6 Design and Place Making 
Policy CF 6 Accessibility and Transport 
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Chapel-en-le-Frith Neighbourhood Plan  

H3 – Design criteria 
 
National Planning Policy Framework 

 

Section 12 -Achieving well-designed places 
 
Supplementary Planning Documents and Guidance 

 

Residential Design SPD (2005) 
High Peak Borough Council Design Guide SPD (2018) 
 

 
7. CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT 

 

7.1 The following is a summary of the key and relevant comments received 
from consultees and interested parties. Their full comments and any 

accompanying documentation are available to view on the Council's 
website. 

 

Site notice Expiry date: 13 April 2022 
Neighbour letters  Neighbour consultation period ends: 30 March 

2022 
Press Notice N/A  

 
Public Comments 

 
No comments at the time of writing. 

 
Town / Parish Comments 

 
Chapel Parish Council – Cllrs Hill and Sizeland declared an interest. Object, 
concerns the increased roof height will cause a loss of privacy for 

neighbouring properties. 
 
Derbyshire County Council Highways 

 
No highway safety comments to make.  
 
 

8. POLICY, MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS AND PLANNING 
BALANCE 

 

Principle of Development 
 

8.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Act 2004 requires 
proposals to be determined in accordance with the Development Plan 
taking into consideration any material considerations relevant to the 

determination of the application.  
 



 

8.2 The Local Development Plan for this site comprises the High Peak Local 
Plan (2016) and the Chapel-en-le-Frith Neighbourhood Plan. Adopted 

Supplementary Planning Guidance documents and the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) are also material considerations in determining 

applications. 
 
8.3 The proposal is for the extension and alteration of a dwelling in a built-up, 

residential area. The principal is therefore acceptable, subject to the 
considerations below. 

 
 
Design 

 
8.4 Policy EQ 6 ‘Design and Place Making’ states that ‘All development 

should be well designed and of a high quality that responds positively to 
both its environment and the challenge of climate change, whilst also 
contributing to local distinctiveness and sense of place’. This policy 

continues ‘Requiring development to be well designed to respect the 
character, identity and context of High Peak's townscapes and 

landscapes’ and ‘Requiring that development contributes positively to an 
area's character, history and identity in terms of scale, height, density, 
layout, appearance, materials, and the relationship to adjacent buildings 

and landscape features’. 
 

8.5 Policy H3 ‘Design Criteria’ of the Chapel en-le Frith Neighbourhood 
Development Plan states that ‘New housing development in the 
Neighbourhood Plan Area must be of a high quality. The design and 

density should seek to reflect and distinguish the attractive characteristics 
of Chapel en-le-Frith and other settlements within the Parish. Proposals 

must demonstrate how they have taken into account the following where 
appropriate and subject to viability:…Character, Development should seek 
to create a place with a locally inspired or otherwise distinctive character. 

 
8.6 The council’s Residential Design SPD, chapter 9 states that ‘Extensions 

and alterations to existing houses can have a significant impact on the 
appearance of a house, neighbouring property and the street scene. It is 
important, on all types of houses, that domestic development is carefully 

designed’. It continues ‘Extensions should be designed so as to 
subordinate to the main form of the house. It is important that the 

extension results in a dwelling that is well designed in itself’. 
 

8.7 The High Peak Borough Council Design Guide SPD, chapter 5, paragraph 

5.5 states that ‘All extensions should harmonise with the parent building. 
An extension should respect the dominance of the original building and be 

subordinate to it in terms of its size and massing. Setting back the new 
section from the building line and keeping the eaves and ridge lower than 
the parent building will normally help’. 

 



 

8.8 In this case, the streetscene is varied with differing types of bungalows, 
varying in size, massing and materials/detailing. This property sits at the 

end of the cul-de-sac.  
 

8.9 Overall, the amendments are relatively minor and the proposal will utilise 
materials similar to the existing. The increase in height of the ridge and 
the eaves is offset by the change on ground levels which generally fall to 

the east and south and the spaciousness of the plot means that the new 
difference in height compared to the neighbouring properties to the east is 

unlikely to be stark. The existing neighbouring property to the west is 
already on a higher ground level compared to the application site, and 
therefore in this context the increase in ridge height will not appear 

proportionately excessive. Alterations to the front extension generally 
accord with the existing property and/or streetscene, with others featuring 

gables and dormers. 
 

8.10 The proposal is considered not to have a significant, harmful impact on 

the character and appearance of the property or the surrounding area. 
The development is therefore considered to be in accordance with 

Policies S1, and EQ6 of the High Peak Local Plan, the guidance 
contained within the Residential Design SPD, High Peak Design Guide, 
and Section 12 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
Amenity 

 
8.11 Policy EQ 6 ‘Design and Place Making’ requires 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. 
 

8.12 The council’s Residential Design SPD, paragraph 9.2 states that 

‘Domestic extensions should be of a scale and be designed and 
positioned to avoid undue harm to the amenity of neighbouring properties. 

They must have regard to the orientation of adjacent homes, the number 
and position of windows and land levels’. It continues in paragraph 9.4.2 
stating that ‘Dormers pose difficulties in terms of design and overlooking’. 

 
8.13 The council’s Residential Design SPD, paragraph 9.3 states that  ‘If the 

centre of a main habitable room window is affected by the heavily shaded 
area, i.e. overshadowed on both a vertical and horizontal plane, then the 
extension may well cause a significant reduction in the skylight received 

by the window. Paragraph 9.3.1 states that ‘Similarly an extension should 
not unduly reduce outlook from a main habitable room window or produce 

a tunnelling affect. To prevent this, extensions affecting neighbouring 
property should not normally extend more than 2.5 m from the rear of the 
affected home. All planning applications for domestic development should 

be careful to include scaled plans indicating the position of neighbouring 
property’. 

 



 

8.14 In this case the property is sited within a spacious plot and the 
neighbouring properties either side set away from the site boundaries. The 

proposed first floor above the existing rear outrigger is way beyond the 45 
degree line for any window on the rear elevation of the neighbouring 

property No.36 to the west and the property would benefit from 
unobstructed sunlight from the south. Although No.36 does feature 
windows on the east elevation facing the application site, the increase in 

height of the ridge and eaves of the application property by 800mm is 
considered negligible in this instance, in terms of overshadowing and the 

situation is considered to be broadly the same. 
 

8.15 The council’s Residential Design SPD, paragraph 8.6.1 states that ‘As 

a guide a distance of 21 metres between habitable room windows of 
adjacent properties will provide an acceptable level of amenity. Where 

changes in levels on site are evident or where taller buildings are present, 
these distances should increase by 1 metre for every 0.5 metre difference 
in height between the smaller to the taller building’.  

 
8.16 In this case there is a reconfiguration of the windows on the east 

elevation that faces the rears of the properties No.18 to No.26 (evens) on 
Rowton Grange Road to the east. However, the only new fenestration will 
include roof lights above 1.7m from internal floor level in the rooms that 

they serve. This will ensure that there is no overlooking towards properties 
to the east. The existing first floor loft room window on the west elevation 

will be replaced with two new windows, which will serve a new first floor 
bathroom and a snug area linked to bedroom 2. Following negotiations, 
the applicant has agreed that these windows will be obscure glazed, 

which can be secured by condition. 
 

8.17 The proposal is therefore considered unlikely to have a significant, 
harmful impact on the amenity of the neighbouring properties. The 
development is therefore considered to be in accordance with Policies S1, 

and EQ6, the guidance contained within the Residential Design SPD, High 
Peak Design Guide, and Section 12 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework. 
 
Highway Safety, Parking and Access 

 
8.18 Policy EQ 6 ‘Design and Place Making’ requires that ‘…developments 

are easy to move through and around, incorporating well integrated car 
parking, pedestrian routes and, where appropriate, cycle routes and 
facilities’. Policy CF 6 ‘Accessibility and Transport’ states that 

development should not ‘lead to an increase in on street parking to the 
detriment of the free and safe flow of traffic’.  

 
8.19 Policy H3 ‘Design Criteria’ of the Chapel en-le Frith Neighbourhood 

Development Plan states that developers must demonstrate how they 

have had regard to movement (vehicular, pedestrian and cycle)…Public 
transport - Good access to public transport to help reduce car dependency 

and support public transport use…Streets for all - Streets should be 



 

designed in a way that encourages low vehicle speeds and allows the 
streets to function as social spaces…Car parking - Resident and visitor 

parking should be sufficient and well integrated so that it does not 
dominate the street. Car parking must meet minimum standards, as set 

out by Derbyshire County Council. In addition, frontages must not be 
entirely dedicated to car parking, but should provide for appropriate and 
significant public and private open space and landscaping, reflective of the 

Parish’s character and countryside setting. 
 

8.20 In this case there is ample space for parking up to 4 vehicles on the 
site, which would meet the requirements of a five bedroom house. 
Regardless, is located within a spacious residential area, where off street 

parking on driveways is common and the overall pressure on on-street 
parking appears to be low. It is considered that the likely impact to the 

local road network will be minimal and any increase in on street parking is 
unlikely to be to the detriment of the free and safe flow of traffic. Therefore 
the proposal is considered to comply with local plan policy CF6 in this 

regard. 
 
CONCLUSION / PLANNING BALANCE 
 

8.21 For the reasons outlined above, the development is considered to 

accord with the relevant policies contained in the High Peak Local Plan, 
the Chapel-le-Frith Neighbourhood Plan and the NPPF. As such the 

application is recommended for approval. 
 
 
        9. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

9.1 It is recommended that the Committee APPROVE the application 
subject to the conditions outlined below: 

 

1. Standard Time Limit 

2. Schedule of Drawings 

3. Matching materials  

4. Obscure glazing to the first floor windows on the west elevation  

 
  
B. 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 Operations 

Manager – Development Services has delegated authority to do so in 
consultation with the Chairman of the Committee, provided that the 

changes do not exceed the substantive nature of the Committee’s 
decision. 
 

Site Plan 
 



 

 
 
 


