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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

		

	Development Description:
	Proposed new side dormers with new porch and replacement pitch roof to rear existing extension and internal alterations

	Site Address/Location:
	Inglenook, Alston Lane PR3 3BN

		

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No response. 

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	N/A

	

	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

Longridge Neighbourhood Plan:

LNDP3 – Longridge Design Principles

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)


	Relevant Planning History:

3/1995/0004 – Outline application for erection of bungalow and garage (Refused, appeal upheld)

3/1997/0479 – Reserved matters application for a 2 bedroomed bungalow (Approved with Conditions)

3/2021/1224 - Reconfiguration of existing 3-bedroom Dormer Bungalow with conversion of double garage/utility room/patio area to living space to create modern efficient 5-bedroom house (Withdrawn)


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The site consists of a single-storey dormer bungalow off Alston Lane, with a large grassed area and driveway to the front, existing detached garage and private amenity garden space to the rear. The roof is dual-pitched inclusive of an existing dormer to the northern elevation, with the eastern gable forming the primary elevation facing on to Alston Lane. 

Immediately to the south sits ‘Otley’, a large, brick built two-storey detached dwelling incorporating stone quoins as well as a detached garage to the rear. To the north sits ‘The Oaks’, a bungalow with similar design features to that of Inglenook, although it does not incorporate dormers. The site is accessed off Alston Lane. 

The site sits within the context of Alston, a small village south of Longridge. As such the surrounding area is predominately rural, with a small number of dwellings of fairly traditional design in the immediate locality. 


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

The application seeks consent for replacement dormers to both the northern and southern elevations amidst other alterations. On the northern elevation it is proposed to replace the original dormer with a new dormer of dark grey composite cladding, approximately 6.4m wide, with 2no. windows serving an en-suite and a bathroom. On the southern elevation, it is proposed to construct a new dormer approximately 12.1m wide (spanning almost the whole width of the roof) in dark grey composite cladding, with 3no. windows serving a wardrobe, bedroom and en-suite. 

Furthermore, the application seeks to re-roof the whole roof in grey roof tile, alter the existing flat-roofed structure to the rear of the property to include a pitched roof and construct a small front porch to replace the existing. 


	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 residential amenity. It is noted that the replacement dormer on the northern elevation does not add any fenestration or outlook that does not already exist by virtue of the existing dormer, and as such the cumulative impact of this element of the proposal is considered acceptable in terms of its impact upon the residential amenity of the dwelling to the north. In addition, the proposed dormer would serve non-habitable rooms i.e. a bathroom and an en-suite and which further mitigates this impact. 

With regard to the introduction of a pitched roof to the flat roofed structure at the rear of the dwelling, and to the replacement of the porch, it is not considered that either of these elements would have any impact upon the residential amenity of either adjacent dwelling.

To the south, the introduction of a large dormer facing the northern elevation of ‘Otley’ is considered to cause some amenity impact in terms of a loss of privacy to the neighbouring dwelling, although limited. The adjacent fenestration at Otley is thought to serve at 1st floor; a bathroom, and at ground floor; a utility room, toilet and study – only of which the study can be classed as a habitable room. The scale of the loss of the privacy is mitigated somewhat by the disparity in window height as a result of the study being on the ground floor of Otley, and the proposed dormer being on the 1st floor of Inglenook. 

The dormer would also overlook the narrow side access, with a distance to the shared boundary from the dormer window at approximately 3m. This is well below the commonly accepted distance of 10.5m, although in this case it is considered that the nature and likely use of this narrow side access goes some way to mitigate this impact on privacy.  

The greatest impact upon residential amenity comes as a result of the proposed 5m (approx.) separation distance between the window of a habitable room – that being created by the proposed dormer on the southern elevation of Inglenook – and the blank northern elevation of Otley. This again is well below the commonly accepted figure of 13.5m and would significantly impact the residential amenity of the potential occupier of the proposed bedroom, by virtue both of a significantly impaired outlook, and a significant reduction in natural light particularly as Otley sits directly south of the proposed dormer and as such would block the path of the sun effectively the whole year round. 

Given the above it is considered that the proposal would not provide adequate day lighting and privacy distances and as such is not considered to be compliant with CS Policies DMG1 and DMH5, Policy LNDP3 of the Longridge Neighbourhood Plan and the design and amenity objectives found within the NPPF.


	Visual Amenity:

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, whilst the principle of a single dormer on the northern elevation is accepted given the nature of the existing dwelling, the size and scale of the proposed dormer on the northern elevation is significantly larger and more dominant than the existing, taking up a disproportionately greater area of roof space in both width and length and incorporating an inappropriate material (that being grey composite cladding) which is not in keeping with the immediate local vernacular. As such it is considered that this dormer would have a negative impact on the visual amenity of the streetscene. 

The scale and design of the dormer on the southern elevation, especially considering the existing pitched roof form, is overly dominant of the roofscape spanning nearly the full length and width of the existing roof plane and significantly out of keeping with properties in the immediate locality. In addition, the materials used, those being the same as the dormer as the northern elevation, are again considered inappropriate and out of keeping with the materials used in the immediate local vernacular and as such is not considered to comply with DMG1. 

With regard to the other elements of the proposal; the alteration of the roof to the rear of the property, to introduce a pitched roof over an existing flat roof, is considered fairly minor and will bring the roof in question further in-line with the roof forms present on the existing dwelling. Given its location to the rear of the property it has an extremely limited effect on the visual amenity of the streetscene and as such is deemed acceptable in design terms. In the same vein, the replacement porch would be minor in stature and, although prominently positioned at the entrance of the building, is sufficiently subordinate to be absorbed into the existing building and streetscene. 

Given the above and as a result of the over-dominant and bulky nature of the proposed dormers, the proposals are not considered to be compliant with CS Policies DMG1 and DMH5, Policy LNDP3 of the Longridge Neighbourhood Plan and 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. 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. 


	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 its design, siting and relationship with the dwelling immediately south known as ‘Otley’, would lead to an unacceptable loss of natural light and outlook for the occupier should the proposal be implemented. As such the proposal is considered to be in direct conflict with Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, Policy LNDP3 of the Longridge Neighbourhood Plan and Paragraph 130 of the NPPF.

	02:
	The proposal, by virtue of its design, size, scale and materials, would result in bulky, unsympathetic and disproportionate additions that would be harmful to the character, setting and visual amenities of the existing residential dwellings 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, Policy LNDP3 of the Longridge Neighbourhood Plan and Paragraph 130 of the NPPF.
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