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	Date Inspected:
	11/10/2018
	

	Officer:
	RB
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

	


	Development Description:
	Proposed dormer conversion to front and rear. Resubmission of planning application 3/2018/0381

	Site Address/Location:
	39 Castle View, Clitheroe, BB7 2DT

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Clitheroe TC have no objections to the application but have concerns regarding the development leading to a change in the uninterrupted roof line of the street scene

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A
	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received in respect of the proposed development.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations

Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)



	Relevant Planning History:

3/2018/0381: Proposed dormer conversion to front and rear- Refused.

	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application site relates to a mid-terrace property that falls within the settlement of Clitheroe. In July 2018 an application for 2 front dormers and 1 dormer to the rear was refused. 

	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Consent is sought for the erection of one piked roof dormer to the front roof slope that would be set down from the ridge by 0.3 metres measuring 1.4 metres by 1.8metres.Consent is also sought to erect a flat roof dormer to the rear roof slope that is set down from the ridge by 0.2 metres with the dormer measuring 4.21 metres by 2.32 metres. Both dormers are to be faced with black UPVC cladding with the piked dormer having a slate roof to match existing and the rear dormer finished with EDPM rubber.

	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

The application property lies on a row of terraced houses, as a result the neighbouring properties to the front lie across the highway over 20m from 39 Castle View. The rear dormer measures approximately 10 metres from the rear boundary of the property and due to this distance will not result in any overlooking of the adjacent properties. It is considered that the proposed development would not result in a significant impact on the residential amenity of the neighbouring occupiers, in terms of a loss of privacy or overlooking. Therefore it is considered that the proposed dormer extensions would not have an unacceptable impact on the occupiers of neighbouring dwellings.


	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:

Policy DMG1 requires development to be of a high standard of building design and be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of size, intensity and nature, as well as scale, massing, features and style including any impact on landscape character. 

The general design and appearance of extensions to properties should 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. Section 12 of the NPPF states that good design is a key aspect of sustainable development and that permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities for improving the character and quality of an area (para 124&130)

Whilst the LPA acknowledges that front facing dormer extensions are found on the first and second row of terraces along Castle View, from looking into the planning history of these properties it is found that these dormers have not been granted planning consent, however due to the condition of these dormers it is likely that the aforementioned dormers were constructed before planning consent was required for alterations to the front roof slope and therefore are exempt from any enforcement action. Notwithstanding this the application is to be judged on its own merits.  Despite the resubmitted application reducing the number of dormers proposed to the front roof slope from two to one it is considered that any front facing dormer would appear as an alien feature along the unbroken roof line and therefore visually harmful to the area/street scene due to its prominence along the roof line of the third row of terraces. The site is also visible from the popular tourist attraction Clitheroe Castle and by virtue of its prominent position when viewed from this public vantage point would have detrimental impact on the character and appearance of the street scene.
Taking into account the above , is considered that the proposed works would significantly detract from the character of the area and be viewed as prominent addition harming the visual amenity of the locality in direct conflict with  Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.



	Landscape/Ecology:
A protected species survey has been submitted, dated 23.05.2018, which found no evidence of bats using the property, and therefore the proposal is unlikely to affect bats or their roosts.

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

In conclusion, the proposed dormer extension to the front would result in an incongruous and prominent addition to the roof slope which would harm the appearance and character of this row of traditional terraced properties and the visual amenity of the wider area.


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

	01
	The proposed front dormer would appear as an incongruous and prominent feature on an uninterrupted, uniform roofscape that is maintained across this terrace row owing to the absence of any dormer extensions or other enlargements to the front roof slope of these dwellings and furthermore, the front dormer extension is inappropriate in its context and by virtue of its prominent position when viewed from public vantage points that would have a detrimental impact on the character and appearance of the street scene .  As such, the proposal would be contrary to Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.


