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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

		

	Development Description:
	Proposed two storey rear extension and front dormer

	Site Address/Location:
	8 Hillcrest Road, Langho

		

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No response. 

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	No objection. 

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None received. 

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement DS1 – Development Strategy
Key Statement DS2 – Sustainable Development

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations
Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations
Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)


	Relevant Planning History:

2022/0810:
Certificate of Lawfulness for a proposed two storey rear extension (Refused)

2022/0572:
Certificate of Lawfulness for proposed two storey rear extension (Refused)


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The site is comprised of a semi-detached dormer bungalow off Hillcrest Road, Langho. There is a driveway area and ramp leading to access at the front, narrow pedestrian access via the side and a larger garden to the rear inclusive of an existing conservatory. The adjacent dwelling to the east is 10 Hillcrest Road, with the adjoining dwelling to the west 6 Hillcrest Road. 

The site falls within no existing constraints or Local Plan allocations, although it does sit immediately north of a large field which forms part of the Green Belt.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

The proposal seeks permission for a front dormer, incorporating 2no. front facing windows, spanning 7040mm in width and 1920mm in height. The dormer is stepped in from the adjacent roof by approx. 700mm and sits off the existing eaves of the dwelling by approx. 380mm. The roof of the dormer incorporates a shallow pitch and adjoins the existing roof at ridge height. The materials proposed are hung slate to match the existing roof, white uPVC framed windows to match existing and matching concrete tiling on the roof of the dormer. 

In addition, the proposal seeks a two-storey rear extension following demolition of the existing conservatory incorporating a reverse gable roof-form off the existing roof. The ridge height matches that of the existing ridge height, with the full length of the newly created ridge-line at approximately 7200mm. The rear extension comes off the rear elevation by 2340mm and is slightly narrower than the existing dwelling at 9610mm, stepped in by approximately 600mm on either side. The two-storey extension would accommodate a larger kitchen/diner area at ground floor inclusive of 2no. windows and rear doors leading into the garden, and an additional bedroom at 1st floor with full floor-to-ceiling windows. The materials proposed are matching brick to the elevations, matching white uPVC to window and door frames, and matching low profile roof tiles. 


	Principle of Development:

The proposal relates to a domestic extension to an established residential dwelling and as such is acceptable in principle subject to further detailed assessment of the relevant material planning considerations.


	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

As per Core Strategy Policy DMG1, development must:
1. Not adversely affect the amenities of the surrounding area.
2. Provide adequate day lighting and privacy distances.
3. Have regard to public safety and secured by design principles.
4. Consider air quality and mitigate adverse impacts where possible.

In this sense, the proposal is considered to have some impact upon the residential amenity of adjacent neighbours. The front dormers do not incorporate any intrusive fenestration and will not create any further additional impact on amenity or quality of life and as such are considered acceptable from a residential amenity perspective. 

The fenestration proposed to the rear does raise some concerns. The combination of the significant rearward projection off the existing roof-form and the wide, floor-to-ceiling rear windows will increase the perception of overlooking suffered by both adjacent dwellings. 

With regard to the rear extension, the projection of 2480mm appears to comply with the commonly used 45-degree rule in relation to existing rear fenestration on the ground floor of both adjacent properties. However, it is considered that the rear extension would be dominant and overbearing by way of its substantial scale and massing, in particular the disproportionate addition of a new reverse gable roof. There is also some concern that the extension could result in 6 Hillcrest Road being overshadowed although given the relative positions of the two dwellings this only likely to occur in the early hours of the winter months. A similar impact is considered in relation to 10 Hillcrest Road although the impact is mitigated somewhat as there is a fairly substantial gap between these two dwellings. 

Given the above, the proposal is not considered to be compliant with CS Policy DMG1 (Amenity) by way of being dominant and overbearing as a result of its considerable scale and massing. In addition, it is considered that as a result of the height and scale of the proposed rear-facing fenestration, it is likely that both adjacent dwellings will suffer by way of an increased perception of overlooking. 


	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:

As per CS Policy DMG1, all development must be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature as well as scale, massing, style, features and building materials. 

In this case, the front dormer – whilst large in scale and incorporating inconsistent, non-matching and misaligned windows – is considered acceptable largely given the existing streetscene, which incorporates a wide variety of dormer shapes and sizes, in addition to materials used. The addition of another front dormer will not be of a detriment to the streetscene and incorporates complementary or matching facing materials. 

In relation to the rear extension, despite the fact that it is screened to the rear of the property there is still some concern in relation to design and visual amenity. It is not considered that the provision of a two-storey rear extension incorporating a reverse gable, and considerable fenestration is in proportion and sympathetic to the existing building. The roof form is not subordinate with the proposed ridgeline, matching the height of that of the existing, and the substantial increase in roof and floor space results in a bulky, unsympathetic addition to the dwelling. It is noted that the proposal would result in an increase of approximately 55sqm, or 40%. This is a considerable increase on the size of the existing dwelling and further indicates that the proposed extension cannot be considered subordinate, subservient or in proportion with the existing dwelling. 

It is noted that there is an existing precedent (including at 8 Hillcrest Road) of single-storey rear extensions – generally conservatories – projecting from the rear elevations of the dwelling on Hillcrest Road. There are also some rear dormers, most notably on the adjacent dwelling at 6 Hillcrest Road. However there is no immediate precedent for two-storey extensions that have such a considerable impact on the roof form, and are out of proportion and unsympathetic to the existing dwelling. 

As such it is considered that the proposals are not compliant with CS Policy DMG1 and DM5, nor the design objectives found within the NPPF. 


	Highways and Parking:

The proposal does not seek to alter existing access arrangements, nor does it seek to alter the level of existing parking. Following consultation with LCCC, no objection was raised. As such no further assessment is required.


	Landscape/Ecology:

A Bat Survey was submitted as part of the application, concluding that the proposed development does not require an EPS License to proceed lawfully. Upon review, Officers are considered to be in agreement with this report. As such no further assessment is required. 


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

As such, for the above reasons and having regard to all material considerations and matters raised that the application is recommended for refusal.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	

	That planning consent be refused for the following reason(s).

	01:
	The proposal, by virtue of the design, size and scale of the two-storey rear extension, is considered to have a dominant and overbearing impact on adjacent property No. 6 Hillcrest Road. In addition, as a result of the substantial rear fenestration and the extent of rearward projection of this fenestration from the existing dwelling, there is likely to be a significantly increased perception of overlooking suffered by both 6 Hillcrest Road and 10 Hillcrest Road. As such the proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, and Paragraph 130 of the NPPF.

	02:
	The proposal, by virtue of the design, size and scale of the two-storey rear extension would result in a bulky, unsympathetic and disproportionate addition that would be harmful to the character, setting and visual amenities of the existing residential dwelling and fails to respond positively to or enhance the immediate context. As such the proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, and Paragraph 130 of the NPPF.
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