Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: MB/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0835/P

	Development Proposed:
	Single storey studio/utility room extension to rear of the dwelling at 64 Pendle Drive, Whalley

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this proposal. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No observations received.

Environment Agency – No observations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	One letter of objection has been received:

· Adverse effect on the residential amenity of the area by reason of noise.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.



	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/AONB/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	Planning permission is sought for the erection of a single storey rear extension at 64 Pendle Drive, Whalley.  The development site is a mid terraced dwelling split over 3 storeys.

The proposed development will project 5.4m from the rear of the existing dwelling and measure 3.3m in width.  The proposed extension would stand to an eaves height of 2.4m and an overall height of 3.4m.  The proposed extension will be constructed from materials that would match the existing dwelling.

Two windows and a door opening are proposed on the northwest elevation; in addition three roof lights will be inserted into the northwest facing roof slope.  All of these fenestration details will be sited on the north west elevation which would face into the private garden area of the development site.

Having considered the submitted details I am satisfied that the development in terms of design would be sympathetic and in keeping with the design and character of the existing dwelling.

Another key consideration in the determining of this application is the potential impact the development may have upon the residential amenity of the area.  As is often the case with terraced or semi-detached dwellings, extensions can in some cases, be detrimental to the amenity of adjoining properties, generally this is through the loss of daylight to a property.  This potential impact can be assessed through the use of the 45o methodology developed by the Building Research Establishment (BRE) as set out in the Council’s adopted SPG on Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings.  This methodology is by no means a statutory rule, nor does it form part of any planning legislation.  It is merely a guide, of perhaps would could be deemed to be a method of best practice.

In this instance, the proposed development fails this test in one aspect but passes in the other.  The 45o point drawn from the furthest point of the proposed development passes well beyond the centre point of the patio doors of the adjoining dwelling.  However when the 45o point is drawn from the eaves of the proposed development it passes the patio doors below the centre point, therefore passing this element of the test.   This would suggest that there would be some effect created by the proposed development; which subsequently may lead to a loss of daylight.  However I do not believe that this potential loss of light would be sufficient to warrant refusing this application on these grounds.  This is because development does not categorically fail the 45o test.  It should also be noted that the rear elevation of the adjoining property contains a further window opening adjacent to the patio doors.

The one letter of objection received relates to the adverse impact the development would have upon the residential amenity of the area by reason of noise.  The objection goes on to state that the development would be used as a music studio and goes on to assert that the current resident practices loud instruments which can often be heard in the local area.

In view of this objection I have sought clarification from the applicant’s agent as to what extent and in what context the development would be used as a studio.  The term studio was chosen instead of the term sunroom due to the building’s orientation and to provide a light airy space inside.  It is not a space for the exclusive use or practice of musical instruments.

In light of this clarification, I am satisfied that the proposed development would be used in a manner that would be considered incidental to the use of a dwellinghouse.  I am of the opinion that any detrimental harm to the residential amenity of the area would not be materially or demonstrably greater than may already be the case.

In view of the above I see no material objections to the granting of this planning permission.  I therefore recommend accordingly.



	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

	The proposal has no significant detrimental impact on nearby residential amenity nor would it have an adverse visual impact.



	RECOMMENDATION: That conditional planning permission be granted.


DATE INSPECTED: 3 OCTOBER 2012














