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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

		

	Development Description:
	Proposed two storey extension to side and front porch. 

	Site Address/Location:
	38 Rogersfield, Langho, BB6 8HB

		

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No comments received in respect of the proposed development. 

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	No objection. 

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	No representations received. 

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement DS1:	Development Strategy
Key Statement DS2: 	Sustainable Development
Key Statement DMI2:	Transport Considerations

Policy DMG1:	General Considerations
Policy DMG2:	Strategic Considerations
Policy DMG3:	Transport & Mobility
Policy DME3:	Site and Species Protection and Conservation
Policy DMH5:	Residential and Curtilage Extensions

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)


	Relevant Planning History:

No relevant planning history. 


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application relates to a detached two-storey dwelling at no.38 Rogersfield situated on a corner plot. The property comprises of facing brickwork and render to its external elevations, concrete roof tiles and uPVC windows and benefits from an existing detached garage building located towards the rear of the private garden area. The site to which the application relates is located within the defined settlement area of Langho and the surrounding area is predominantly residential in character. 


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Consent is sought for a proposed two-storey side extension and front porch. 

The proposed side extension would project 5m beyond the north-eastern facing side elevation of the application property and extend a depth of 7.2m. A gable roof form would be incorporated which would measure 4.8m to the eaves and 6.9m to the ridge. To the front elevation of the proposal, 1no. narrow horizontal window would be featured at ground floor level, along with 2no. vertical openings at first floor. To the rear elevation, a set bi-folding doors would be included at ground floor, whilst a set of glazed double doors would be installed at first floor level, opening onto a Juliet balcony which would serve the proposed master bedroom. 1no. vertical window would also be included to the north-eastern gable elevation of the proposal at both ground and first floor level. A total of 5no. roof lights would also be incorporated. 

The proposed porch extension would measure 2.2m by 1.3m and would feature a pitched roof form with an eaves and ridge height of 2.1m and 2.7m respectively.

In regard to materiality, the proposed development would be finished in facing brickwork and render, concrete roof tiles and uPVC windows to match that of the existing dwellinghouse. 


	Principle of Development:

The proposal relates to a domestic extension and alterations to an existing residential property and is therefore acceptable in principle subject to an assessment of the material planning considerations. 


	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

The windows proposed to the front and rear elevations of the side extension would provide views similar to those afforded by the existing window configuration featured to the main dwellinghouse, and therefore no new opportunities for direct overlooking or loss of privacy are anticipated in this respect. The openings included to the north-eastern side elevation of the proposal would be sited closer to the residential property of no.2 Midfield than the existing. Despite this, a separation distance of over 18m would be retained between the proposed development and no.2 Midfield and therefore it is not considered that the proposed development would result in any significant undue impact upon the existing privacy levels of these nearby residents. 

Furthermore, given the orientation of the application property in relation to the surrounding properties, it is not considered that the proposed side extension would result in any material impact upon nearby occupants by way of overshadowing, loss of outlook or daylight. 

The proposed front porch extension would also be adequately distanced from neighbouring properties and therefore would not result in any measurable undue harm. 

In view of the above, it is not considered that the works proposed would result in any detrimental harm upon the existing residential amenities of any nearby residents. 


	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:
Paragraph 135 of the NPPF states: 

‘Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape setting.’

Ribble Valley Core Strategy Policy DMG1 provides specific guidance in relation to design and states:

‘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 [and] consider the density, layout, and relationship between buildings, which is of major importance. Particular emphasis will be placed on visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings.’

The application site occupies a prominent position along Rogersfield, with the property being sited on a corner plot and the proposed side extension adjoining the property’s most prominent elevation. The proposed addition would therefore be immediately visible from the highway and public realm. 

The proposed side extension would result in a two-storey structure with an outward projection of 5m, exceeding more than half the width of the host dwellinghouse, and a gable roof form with a maximum height of 6.5m. In addition to this, the front elevation of the extension would incorporate a nominal setback of approximately 500mm from the principal elevation of the property, with the rear elevation of the development aligning with the rear elevation of the main dwellinghouse. In this respect, the proposed width of the scheme, in combination with the ridge height, just 400mm below the host property and marginal set back from the principal elevation, would collectively result in an overtly bulky and over dominant addition to the existing built form of the property. Moreover, the massing of the proposed extension is deemed to be well in excess of that which would achieve subservience to the host property. 

It is acknowledged that there are side extensions evident within the surrounding locality. However, given the size, scale, massing, and visual prominence of the proposed addition, as well as the fact that the proposal would extend beyond the existing building line along Rogersfield, it is considered that the scheme would read as a largely incongruous and unsympathetic form of development relative to the immediate street scene. 

Notwithstanding the relatively modest appearance of the proposed front porch and use of external facing materials to match that of the existing dwellinghouse, the proposed side extension, by virtue of its size, scale and massing would be an unsympathetic and overbearing addition to the host property which in turn would be harmful to the visual amenities of the surrounding area. Accordingly, the proposal fails to accord with the aims and objectives of Policy DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and Paragraph 135 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 


	Highways and Parking:

Lancashire County Council Highways have been consulted in respect of the proposed development and raised no objections. The existing parking arrangements would not be affected by the proposal and parking requirements would be achieved. 


	Landscape/Ecology:

A Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment Report has been submitted with the application, dated 31st January 2024. The report concludes that no evidence was observed to suggest use of the building by nesting birds and no evidence was recorded to suggest bats were roosting within the building. No bats were observed or recorded using the building for roosting and the property is considered to be of negligible potential for roosting bats. The surveyor considers the survey efforts to be reasonable to assess the roost potential of the building and no further survey work is deemed appropriate. 

The installation of a Greenwood Ecohabitats Two Chamber Bat Box or Kent Bat Box within the site is recommended in order to provide roosting potential for the local bat population. If the proposal was to be approved, this would be secured by way of an appropriately worded planning condition. 


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

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


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

	01:
	The proposal by virtue of its size, scale, massing, and visual prominence would result in the introduction of an unsympathetic and incongruous form of development which in turn would be harmful to the visual amenities of the application property and surrounding area. The proposal would therefore be in direct conflict with Policy DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and Paragraph 135 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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