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1. Introduction
This Planning Statement is submitted in support of a householder planning application at 14 Furzeland Way, 
Sayers Common, Hassocks, West Sussex, BN6 9JB. The proposal seeks planning permission for a loft 
conversion incorporating a rear dormer and associated roof alterations to provide additional habitable 
accommodation within the dwelling.

The application should be assessed on its own merits, having regard to the submitted existing and proposed 
drawings, the character and appearance of the host dwelling, the residential setting, the relevant development 
plan policies and material planning considerations. The supporting Franklynn Road documents are appended 
to the rear of this statement as a recent Mid Sussex precedent involving a householder loft conversion with a 
rear-facing dormer.

It is acknowledged at the outset that the proposed rear dormer is a large dormer. The central planning issue is 
therefore not whether the dormer is large, but whether its actual form, siting, proportions and visual effect 
amount to unacceptable harm. In this case they do not. The dormer is located to the rear, remains below the 
main ridge, does not cover the entire roof space, is set back from the eaves, and retains a readable roof 
margin around it. It therefore appears as a substantial but controlled rear roof addition, rather than an 
excessive roof replacement or a visually dominant additional storey.

2. Site and Existing Dwelling
The application site comprises an existing detached residential dwelling within an established domestic setting 
at Furzeland Way, Sayers Common. The existing plans show the dwelling arranged with ground-floor living 
accommodation and first-floor bedrooms, with the principal roof form sitting above the existing 
accommodation.

The existing drawings show that the property already has a domestic roofscape of some articulation, including 
different roof planes and subordinate projections when read from the front, side and rear elevations. The 
proposal therefore sits within the context of an established dwelling rather than a simple untouched roof form 
of special architectural sensitivity.

The rear elevation is the least publicly sensitive elevation. It faces into the private rear garden environment 
and is not experienced in the same way as the front elevation within the street scene. This is material to the 
assessment because roof alterations to the rear elevation typically have a more limited public visual impact 
than comparable alterations to the principal roof slope.

3. Description of the Proposed Development
The proposed development comprises a loft conversion with a rear dormer, rooflights to the front roof slope, 
and associated internal alterations. The submitted proposed plan shows the resulting accommodation as 
including a new Bedroom 5, shower room and storage area. The drawing also identifies the 2000mm 
headroom zone, demonstrating the functional reason why a rear dormer is necessary to achieve usable 
accommodation within the roof space.

The dormer is placed on the rear roof slope. It includes a simple arrangement of rear-facing windows and 
uses a straightforward form which avoids unnecessary architectural clutter. The dormer is visibly substantial; 
however, it is not designed as a dormer that consumes the whole of the roof. It remains contained within the 
rear roof plane and is visually moderated by the retained ridge, retained lower roof/eaves zone and retained 
roof form around it.

The proposal is therefore a practical domestic loft conversion rather than a disproportionate alteration to the 
character of the dwelling. The design response has sought to balance internal headroom and usable floor 
area with the external requirement to keep the roof alteration visually contained.

4. Relevant Planning Policy and Guidance
The application falls to be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. The relevant local policy framework includes the Mid Sussex District Plan, 
the Mid Sussex Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document and the Hurstpierpoint and Sayers 
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Common Neighbourhood Plan, insofar as they are relevant to domestic extensions, roof alterations, design 
quality, local character and neighbouring amenity.

Policy DP26 of the Mid Sussex District Plan is the principal design and amenity policy. It requires 
development, including alterations and extensions to existing buildings, to be well designed, to respond to 
local character and to avoid significant harm to neighbouring amenity.

The Mid Sussex Design Guide is also relevant. In the appended Franklynn Road officer report, Mid Sussex 
considered a comparable householder loft conversion with rear dormer by reference to design principles 
dealing with the scale, form and massing of domestic extensions, the relationship of rear additions with 
neighbouring properties and gardens, and the sensitivity required when forming loft conversions and roof 
extensions.

The National Planning Policy Framework is a material consideration. Its design chapter expects development 
to function well, add to the overall quality of an area, be visually attractive, and be sympathetic to local 
character while not preventing appropriate innovation or change. The proposal satisfies these objectives 
because it provides a practical domestic improvement in a manner that retains the overall character and 
legibility of the host dwelling.

5. Main Planning Issue
The main planning issue is the design acceptability of the rear dormer. This statement therefore addresses 
the following points:

 whether the dormer remains subordinate to the host roof form notwithstanding its size;

 whether the dormer preserves the character and appearance of the dwelling and wider area;

 whether the proposal would harm the street scene or public roofscape;

 whether the proposal would cause significant harm to neighbouring residential amenity; and

 the relevance of the recent Mid Sussex Franklynn Road precedent.

6. Design Assessment of the Rear Dormer

6.1 The dormer is large, but size alone is not determinative

The proposed dormer is large and the applicant does not seek to disguise that point. However, a large dormer 
is not automatically unacceptable. The planning judgment must focus on the actual harm, if any, arising from 
the design. A dormer may be sizeable and still acceptable where it remains visually contained, respects the 
main roof form, avoids the principal elevation, and does not dominate the dwelling or the wider streetscene.

This is the correct approach in this case. The proposal does not introduce an additional full storey. It does not 
raise the ridge. It does not wrap around to the front. It does not consume the entire roof plane. It does not 
create an eaves-to-ridge box. It is a rear roof addition designed to unlock usable loft accommodation while 
leaving the main roof form legible.

6.2 The dormer does not cover the entire roof space

A key feature of the design is that the dormer does not cover the entire roof space. The submitted proposed 
elevations show that the dormer sits within the rear roof slope rather than replacing the whole roof form. The 
original roof remains visually readable around the dormer, and the proposal retains the broader roof geometry 
of the dwelling.

This distinction is important. The concern with large rear dormers is usually that they can appear as an over-
dominant box which has effectively replaced the roof. That is not the case here. The dormer occupies a 
substantial part of the rear roof, but retained roof margins remain. The design therefore maintains the visual 
concept of a pitched roof with a rear dormer, rather than creating the appearance of a flat-roofed additional 
storey.
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6.3 The dormer is set back from the eaves

The dormer is set back from the eaves. This is a particularly important design benefit because it preserves a 
lower roof slope/eaves zone beneath the dormer face. The eaves line remains legible and the dormer does 
not read as a continuation of the rear wall.

By avoiding a dormer face which drops fully to the eaves, the proposal reduces its perceived bulk and 
prevents the roof alteration appearing as a full additional rear storey. This eaves setback is one of the clearest 
reasons why the dormer, although large, remains acceptable in design terms.

6.4 The dormer remains below the main ridge

The dormer remains below the main ridge of the dwelling. The existing ridge therefore continues to define the 
top of the building and the overall roof silhouette. This is a significant design safeguard because roof 
extensions that raise, obscure or overwhelm the main ridge are materially more harmful to the original roof 
form.

The proposal alters the rear roof slope, but it does not alter the fundamental height or ridge line of the 
dwelling. The ridge remains the dominant roof element. The dormer therefore reads as a roof extension below 
the principal roof height, not as a new roof level in its own right.

6.5 The dormer is on the rear elevation

The dormer is confined to the rear elevation. This substantially limits its impact on the public realm. The 
principal/front elevation is treated with rooflights only and therefore remains comparatively restrained. The 
front roof slope and street-facing character of the dwelling are not dominated by a front dormer.

In many domestic contexts, the rear elevation is the appropriate place for a dormer because it enables usable 
accommodation while protecting the main public-facing elevation. That is the design approach taken here.

6.6 Fenestration and visual order

The proposed rear dormer has a simple, ordered fenestration arrangement. The rear-facing windows are 
domestic in scale and are arranged in a balanced way. This avoids a cluttered or visually unresolved 
appearance. The dormer form is therefore readable and calm, notwithstanding its size.

The use of a simple design approach is consistent with the broad principles of the Mid Sussex Design Guide, 
which seek domestic extensions and alterations to coordinate with the existing building and avoid awkward or 
disproportionate forms.

Summary of design position

The dormer is substantial, but it remains materially controlled. It is rear-facing, below the ridge, set back 
from the eaves, does not cover the entire roof space, and retains the legibility of the original roof form. 
Those design factors distinguish it from a dormer that would be excessive or harmful merely because of its 
width or functional size.

7. Relationship with the Host Dwelling and Street Scene
The proposed dormer would not materially harm the character or appearance of the host dwelling. The key 
features of the original dwelling remain legible: the main ridge, the pitched roof form, the eaves and the 
principal/front elevation. The dormer is positioned to the rear where it is naturally less prominent in the wider 
street scene.

The front elevation would not be transformed by a bulky front-facing roof extension. The use of rooflights to 
the front slope is a restrained and conventional approach. This is important because the street scene is 
principally experienced from the front, not from private rear gardens.

The proposal therefore preserves the visual hierarchy of the dwelling: the front remains the principal elevation, 
the ridge remains the principal roof datum, and the rear dormer remains a subordinate domestic roof addition. 
For these reasons the proposal accords with the design expectations of Policy DP26 and the relevant 
domestic design principles in the Mid Sussex Design Guide.
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8. Franklynn Road Precedent: DM/25/0919
The appended documents for 23 Franklynn Road, Haywards Heath are material because they demonstrate 
that Mid Sussex District Council has recently granted permission for a householder application involving a loft 
conversion with a rear-facing dormer. The delegated officer report confirms that the proposal under 
DM/25/0919 was for a single-storey rear extension and loft conversion to include a rear-facing dormer, and 
that permission was recommended and granted on 29 May 2025.

The officer report describes the Franklynn Road dormer as a boxed rear dormer measuring approximately 4m 
in length, 4.6m wide and 1.8m high. It was therefore not a minor rooflight-style intervention, but a substantive 
rear dormer form. The Franklynn Road proposed elevations, appended to this statement, visually demonstrate 
the scale and character of the approved rear dormer.

In assessing that proposal, the Council considered the relevant design and character policies, including Policy 
DP26 and the Mid Sussex Design Guide. The officer noted the existing context and concluded that there were 
no grounds to resist the rear dormer element of the proposal. The overall scheme was found acceptable in 
terms of design, character and neighbouring amenity.

The applicant accepts that the Franklynn Road decision is not binding and that each application must be 
determined on its own facts. However, the decision is a useful and recent Mid Sussex comparator because it 
shows that the Council does not apply an absolute prohibition against substantial rear dormers in householder 
applications. Instead, the Council assesses whether the particular dormer is acceptable in its specific context.

That is precisely the approach requested here. At 14 Furzeland Way, the dormer is large, but it is also 
designed with important moderating features: it is set below the ridge, it is set back from the eaves, it does not 
occupy the entire roof space, it is on the rear elevation, and it retains the overall legibility of the main roof. On 
a proper planning assessment, those factors are sufficient to support approval.

9. Residential Amenity
The proposal would not cause significant harm to neighbouring residential amenity. The dormer is located 
within the rear roof slope and its windows face rearwards over the applicant’s own garden and the wider rear 
garden environment. Rear-facing upper-floor windows are common in residential areas and do not, in 
themselves, result in unacceptable overlooking.

The proposal does not introduce side-facing dormer windows which would create direct or acute overlooking 
towards the immediately adjoining neighbouring properties. The principal outlook from the dormer remains to 
the rear.

In terms of outlook and enclosure, the dormer is materially different from a two-storey rear extension or a full-
height rear wall. It is a roof-level structure set within the roof form. It does not project from ground level and 
does not create a continuous flank wall adjacent to a neighbour. The retained roof margins and eaves setback 
assist in reducing perceived mass.

There is no indication that any flat roof area associated with the dormer is intended to be used as a balcony, 
terrace or sitting-out area. If the Council considers it necessary, a condition could be imposed preventing the 
use of any flat roof as an external amenity area. Such a condition would address any theoretical concern 
regarding elevated external use.

The proposal therefore complies with the amenity expectations of Policy DP26.

10. Biodiversity Net Gain
The application is a householder application for works to an existing dwelling. Householder applications are 
exempt from mandatory Biodiversity Net Gain requirements. This is also consistent with the approach taken 
by Mid Sussex in the appended Franklynn Road officer report, where the Council confirmed that the 
householder application was exempt from the statutory BNG requirement.
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11. Planning Balance
The proposed development would provide meaningful additional accommodation within an existing dwelling. It 
represents an efficient and sustainable form of domestic adaptation because it makes better use of the 
existing roof space rather than requiring a more extensive ground-floor or two-storey extension.

The design has been moderated to protect the character of the dwelling. The rear dormer is large, but it is not 
excessive when assessed properly against its siting and detailed form. It is below the ridge, set back from the 
eaves, located to the rear, does not cover the entire roof space, and is not visible as a dominant feature on 
the principal elevation.

The Franklynn Road decision demonstrates that Mid Sussex has recently accepted a substantive rear dormer 
within a householder loft conversion where the particular design and context justified permission. The present 
proposal is consistent with that decision-making approach and should likewise be judged on its merits rather 
than refused merely because the dormer is wide or functional.

No significant harm would arise to the host dwelling, the street scene, the wider character of the area or 
neighbouring residential amenity. The proposal therefore accords with the development plan and should be 
approved.

12. Conclusion
The application seeks permission for a domestic loft conversion with rear dormer at 14 Furzeland Way. The 
proposal is a practical and proportionate means of providing additional accommodation within the existing 
dwelling.

Although the rear dormer is large, it is acceptable because it remains visually contained. It does not cover the 
entire roof space, is set back from the eaves, sits below the main ridge, is confined to the rear elevation, and 
retains the overall legibility of the original roof form. These are meaningful and material design safeguards.

The proposal would not cause significant harm to the character or appearance of the dwelling, the 
surrounding area or neighbouring residential amenity. It is supported by the recent Mid Sussex Franklynn 
Road precedent and complies with the relevant aims of Policy DP26, the Mid Sussex Design Guide, the 
Neighbourhood Plan and the NPPF.

For the reasons set out above, planning permission should be granted.

Evidence and Appendices
 Submitted existing plans: Ellisdon Architectural Associates Drawing No. 704-01, Existing Plans, April 

2026.
 Submitted proposed plans: Ellisdon Architectural Associates Drawing No. 704-02, Proposed Plans, April 

2026.
 Mid Sussex District Plan, Policy DP26: Character and Design.

 Mid Sussex Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document.

 Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common Neighbourhood Plan, insofar as relevant to design and local 
character.

 National Planning Policy Framework, December 2024, as amended February 2025.

 Appendix A: Franklynn Road officer report, DM/25/0919.

 Appendix B: Franklynn Road proposed elevations.
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14 Furzeland Way, Sayers Common - Rear Dormer Planning Statement

Appendix A - Franklynn Road Officer Report (DM/25/0919)
Full copy of the Mid Sussex District Council delegated officer report relied upon as a recent householder 
precedent.

Appendix A - Officer report page 1 of 6
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Appendix A - Officer report page 2 of 6
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Appendix A - Officer report page 3 of 6
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Appendix A - Officer report page 4 of 6
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Appendix A - Officer report page 5 of 6
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Appendix A - Officer report page 6 of 6

Page 13
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Appendix B - Franklynn Road Proposed Elevations
Full copy of the proposed elevations associated with the Franklynn Road precedent.

Appendix B - Proposed elevations page 1 of 1
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