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	Date Inspected:
	25.02.21
	

	Officer:
	RB
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	APPROVAL

	


	Development Description:
	Proposed rear single storey extension with roof terrace above and screening on both sides

	Site Address/Location:
	28 Beech Drive, Whalley, BB7 9RA

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Whalley Parish Council have objected to the development as they have concerns that the roof terrace would result in an intrusion of privacy and the development is out of character.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	 9 letters of representation from four address have been received with the following objections
· Loss of privacy to neighbouring dwellings

· Balcony is out of scale and character with the neihgbourhood

· Loss of view

· Overlook of footpath/bridleway
· Amended plans don’t alleviate original objections

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations

Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage extensions 



	Relevant Planning History:

None relevant



	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application relates a detached two storey dwelling within Calderstones, Whalley. The application property benefits from a driveway and integral garage with a private garden area to the rear. Footpath 3-45 travels north along the rear boundary of the property. 


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:
Consent is sought for the erection of a single storey extension that will have a rearward projection of 4m measuring 11.3m in width extending the full width of the property. The extension will have a flat roof measuring 2.5m in height. Above this flat roof extension a roof terrace is proposed extending 9.2m across the rear of the property. The terrace wll have privacy screens on both ends measuring 1.8m in height and an additional 0.5m of screen will proceed around the corner of each end. The rear elevation (excluding the corners) of the terrace will have 0.9m high clear screens. 

	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

The application property is a detached dwelling situated between to other deatched dwellings. Therefore these neighbours have the most potential to be affected by the development. No 26 Beech Drive benefits from a single storey extension to the rear and therefore the proposed extension and balcony would not result in the loss of light to this neighbour. The proposed balcony screen has been amended to be obscured glazing so that the screening isn’t overbearing on this neighbour and will still allow some light to travel through to this side of the neighbour. The proposed balcony screen being oscburely glazed at 1.8m high continuing round the corner of the side elevation would ensure that the balcony would not result in detrimental loss of privacy to warrant refusal of the development.

No. 30 Beech Drive is to the south of the application property and the original submission was condsaiered to result in the loss of light to the rear elevation of this neighbour. As the development has been amended so that the balcony has been set back from the side elevation of the application dwelling by 2.1m. This ensures that the balcony screen does not result in a detrimental loss of light to this neighbour and the screen being moved away from the boundary ensures that it does not have an overbearing impact on this neighbour. The loss of view would not be a reason for refusal. The proposed screen on this neighbour side also measures at 1.8m high and continues round the corner so that the occupiers would not overlook this neighbour when on this terrace.  The side wall of the single storey extension would not result in a detrimental loss of light to this neighbour as the extension hasa flat roof measuring 2.5m in total height. 
Concerns have also been received by no 4 and 6 Lakeside Close stating that the balcony would result in the loss of privacy of these dwelling. It is considered that the separationdistance between the development site and there rear boundaries as well as the obscurely glazed screen ensures that these neighbours would not be significanly impacted by the development to warrant refusal of the development. 

As such the proposed development in its amended form is considered to have an acceptable impact on the neigbouring dwellings. 

	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:
Ribble Valley Core Strategy Policy DMG1 states that “development 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”. Furthermore, development must “consider the density, layout and relationship between buildings, which is of major importance. Particular emphasis will be placed in the visual appearance and relationship to surroundings…”.

The proposed extension and balcony will extend beyond the rear elevation by 4m and the extension will measure the full width of the house and the balcony measuring 9.2m along the rear elevation. The extension will be to the rear of the property and therefore would not be viewed as a prominent addition from Beech Drive. It would only be visible from neighbouring dwellings and the footpath to the rear of the property. It is considerd that the proposed extension and balcony whilst not common in the vicinity along Beech Drive, the lack of similar development in the area would not be a reason for refusal. It is considered that the extension and balcony will remain subservient to the main house due to its scale and proposed building materials and therefore the development is cosndiered to have an acceptable relationship with the visual amenity of the area. 

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

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



	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning consent be granted.


