
AGENDA ITEM 

HIGH PEAK BOROUGH COUNCIL

Report to Development Control Committee

20th May 2019

Appendices Attached - None

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/2018/0358

Location: 53 Green Lane, Buxton, SK17 9DL

Proposal: Rear single storey extension and modifications to rear elevation 

Level and Date of Decision: Delegated 

Recommendation: Refuse

Decision: Refuse

Appeal Decision and Date: Appeal allowed on 2nd May 2019

Method of Decision: Written Representations

TITLE: PERFORMANCE ON PLANNING APPEALS

CONTACT: DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT TEAM

WARDS INVOLVED: ALL



Main Issues: 

 The effect on the host dwelling having regard to the whether it would preserve 
or enhance the character and appearance of the Buxton College 
Conservation Area and surrounding area.  

Conclusions:

The Inspector concluded:

 The appeal proposal would introduce a contemporary single storey rear 
extension with an irregular roof form of varying eaves height. It would be 
constructed mostly in timber cladding on a dark brick plinth with a large south 
facing window set within a deep reveal.

 The High Peak Design Guide (High Peak DG) (2018) acknowledges that 
whilst extensions should harmonise with the parent building, additions that do 
not emulate the style of the original building may also be acceptable. It 
recognises that a more contemporary approach in terms of style and 
materials will provide a more honest recognition of the building’s evolution 
and retain its historic integrity. It must, nonetheless, respond to the scale and 
character of the host property.

 The Inspector accepted that the proposed extension would be unconventional 
and contemporary in its appearance and it had been intentionally designed as 
such, having regard to the span of the extension in both its width and depth. 
The roof profile in particular would be distinctive. However, The Inspector 
notes the roof of the host property was asymmetrical, being hipped to the east 
elevation and gabled to the west. It would therefore be difficult to emulate this 
existing profile other than in an irregular design. 

 Furthermore, even with an undulating eaves height, the proposal would still 
be single storey with a simple flat roof profile to the east and west elevations. 
The highest part of the roof, to the eastern end of the extension would be just 
above the height of the existing garage and it would largely sit below the cill 
level of the first-floor windows. Consequently, given the generous size of the 
host dwelling and the spacious plot within which it would be set, the Inspector 
consider that, even with its uncharacteristic form, the extension would appear 
sympathetic and proportionate to the scale of the house overall. 

 The use of timber cladding would contrast with the render of the host 
dwelling, however the Inspector concluded that the timber cladding would 
give the extension a softer and natural unified appearance, which would 
assist to harmonise the proposal with the host dwelling so that it would not 
appear discordant.

 The Inspector concluded that the extension would not be unduly prominent in 
wider views from the Conservation Area.

Application No. HPK/2018/0068

Location: George and Dragon Hotel, Glossop Road, Charlesworth, SK13 
5EZ

Proposal: Ertection of 3 dwellings and works to the existing access and car 
parking



Level and Date of Decision: Committee, 10th September 2018  

Recommendation: Approve

Decision: Refused

Appeal Decision and Date: Appeal Allowed on 7th May 2019

Method of Decision: Written Representations

Main Issues: 

The main issues were whether or not the proposed development would meet 
the local rural needs of Charlesworth and the effect of the proposal on its role, 
character, appearance, services and facilities.

Conclusions:

The Inspector concluded:

 As a housing development on an unallocated site within the built up area 
of a larger village, LP Policy H1 supports the proposal. The appeal 
scheme would make an efficient use of land that is accessible within an 
existing community. Its scale would be modest relative to the size of 
Charlesworth. Consequently, the appeal scheme would comply with LP 
Policy S1. 

 In terms of the impact on the character, appearance, services and 
facilities of Charlesworth, the Inspector concluded that the proposal had 
been designed to resemble a short row of traditional cottages in modest-
sized rectangular plots with gardens to the rear. The layout, plain design, 
modest fenestration and use of grit stone and natural slate would be in 
keeping with nearby buildings. The proposed terrace would stand 
comfortably within the site with sufficient space around it to avoid any 
sense of overdevelopment. It would be compatible in its context. The 
Inspector noted that within the adopted Conservation Area Appraisal, the 
large tarmac area of the car park was noted as an intrusion and out of 
keeping with the character of the designated area. Therefore by 
introducing new built form and largely screening the proposed car park in 
views from Glossop Road, the appeal scheme would improve the site’s 
appearance. 

 The development would result in the loss of part of the car park. However 
the Inspector noted that the car park was in private ownership and 
therefore its use by others relied on the discretion of the owner. The 
Inspector concluded that the remaining car parking would be sufficient to 
meet the needs of the public house following the development. Overall the 
Inspector considered that the development would be consistent with the 
role of Charlesworth as a larger village and a service centre. It would not 
materially harm the character, appearance, services or facilities of the 
village.

 The applicant also made an application for costs, however this Inspector 
rejected this application. The Inspector concluded that reason for refusal 
was precise, specific and complete and that the Council had reasonable 
planning grounds for its decision, notwithstanding his decision to allow the 
appeal.  


