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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
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	Development Description:
	Demolition of existing single storey extension and excavation of raised patio to be replaced by a new basement and ground floor extension with balcony and creation of a first floor balcony above.

	Site Address/Location:
	2 Greencroft Manor Road Copster Green BB1 9EL

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	There appears to be a basement which is not shown on the plans could this be added for clarification of the application.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	None received.

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions

National Planning Policy Framework

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:
Consent is sought for the demolition of an existing single storey extension and raised patio to be replaced by a new basement and ground floor extension with balcony and creation of a first floor balcony above at 2 Greencroft, Manor Road, Copster Green. The application dwelling is one of a pair of matching semi-detached two storey properties located within the village boundary of Copster Green on the east side of Manor Road. The dwelling is faced with render to the front and random stone to the rear. The land falls away to the east of Manor Road and the application dwelling and its associated curtilage are set down from the height of the carriageway to the extent that the ground floor cannot be seen from Manor Road. The rear boundary of the application site abuts open fields to the east and the dwelling forms part of a small row of dwellings of a variety of designs and materials. To each side of this matching pair the land has been built up so that the neighbouring properties are level with the highway and have significant higher eaves and ridge heights.
The proposals are situated to the rear of the application property and would not be prominent in the streetscene. However, it would be a prominent feature in the context of the rear gardens of the immediate properties in the area and would be seen from footpath no.31 located around 80m south-east of the rear elevation. The existing patio would be removed reducing the ground level to the rear of the dwelling by around 0.9m. A proposed flat roofed extension would project 4m from the rear of the property and would have a width of 5.8m, abutting the flank wall of the adjoining neighbours projecting rear gable. The eaves height of the extension would be around 4.1m. The proposed plans show basement windows and at ground floor level folding doors opening onto a raised balcony measuring 2.4m x 4.8m with glass balustrade. On the roof of the single storey extension the application proposes a balcony, accessed from a bedroom via patio doors, measuring 3.7m².

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

In terms of its design, the single storey rear extension would be subservient to the host dwelling. The use of a flat roof would not reflect the dual-pitched roof of the host dwelling. Furthermore, the introduction of two balconies to the rear with balustrades would result in some addition mass and the style of the extension would not be wholly reflective of the traditional appearance and features of the host dwelling. Nonetheless, it is considered that the proposals would not result in significant harm to the visual appearance of the dwelling to warrant refusal of the application.
With regards to the potential impact of the proposals on the residential amenity of the occupiers of nearby dwellings, there are serious concerns. The projection of the balcony from first floor level would result in the overlooking of the private garden areas of the neighbouring dwellings, providing unrestricted views and given the scale of the balcony and the number of people it could accommodate it is likely to result in noise levels that would disturb neighbours, particularly during the summer months. The outrigger to the rear of 1 Greencroft would provide some screening and would restrict views from the balcony of this neighbour’s private garden immediately to the rear of the dwelling. However, although there is some vegetation in the form of shrubs and hedges along the shared boundary with 1 Greencroft, this does not form a permanent screen given that they could easily be cut back and the balcony would severely injure the level of privacy currently experienced by the occupiers of 1 Greencroft by virtue of the unrestricted views that would be afforded from the balcony which would induce a feeling of being overlooked.

I note that there is a substantial balcony to the rear of Copsherd to the north of the application property which facilitates overlooking of the rear garden of the application dwelling. It is considered that this balcony results in a loss of privacy for the applicants when enjoying their back garden. However, this does not justify the erection of a first floor balcony to the rear of the application property which would have a similar impact on the residential amenity of neighbours on each side. Whilst the proposed privacy screens would reduce the level of overlooking it is thought that due to the elevated and exposed position of the balcony it would lead to a greater perception of overlooking and would be contrary to Core Strategy Policy DMG1. 

In conclusion, by virtue of the proposed first floor balcony’s elevated and exposed position and the close proximity of neighbouring dwellings, the proposed development would facilitate overlooking of their rear gardens resulting in significant harm to residential amenities of adjoining householders through loss of privacy. Accordingly, it is recommended that the application be refused.

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

	01
	The proposed development, by virtue of the first floor balcony’s elevated position and exposed nature, would result in significant detrimental harm to the privacy of the occupants of neighbouring dwellings by overlooking their rear gardens. In addition, the use of the balcony raises concerns over the potential for noise nuisance, especially during evenings and weekends which is likely to have a negative impact on the amenity of existing residents and would impact on the ability of neighbours to enjoy their gardens peacefully. This is considered contrary to Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.


