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	Development Description:
	Retention of unauthorised amendments made to front and rear first floor balcony areas.

	Site Address/Location:
	18 Netherwood Gardens Brockhall Village BB6 8HR

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	The Parish Council feel that the work will impact on neighbouring properties.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	One letter of objection has been received relating to the following:
· Intrusion of privacy as a result of the rear balcony whilst in rear garden and conservatory.

· Overbearing impact and disproportionate size of balcony.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions



	RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY:

3/2015/0844 - Retention of unauthorised elevated platform with 'tree house' overhanging adjacent woodland. Approved.

3/2015/0317 - Two and single storey rear extensions and balcony. Approved.

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:
Consent is sought for retrospective consent for the retention of front and rear balcony alterations at 18 Netherwood Gardens, Brockhall Village. The application property is a large detached dwelling located in the settlement of Brockhall Village. The area is characterised by detached dwellings and there is some uniformity is the design and facing materials used in the immediate area. 
Consent was granted at the property for the erection of two and single storey rear extensions in 2015 by planning application 3/2015/0317. The proposals included the use of the roof of the single storey part as a balcony area. As submitted the proposals included the use of the entire roof space as a balcony, however; due to concerns regarding the amenities of neighbouring residents, including overlooking and loss of privacy, the balcony area was reduced to 3m x 3m with a glazed perimeter balustrade and a planning condition (no.8) was attached to limit the use of the remaining roof area as a balcony, roof garden or amenity area. This reads as follows:

The balcony hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the approved plans. The remaining roof area of the extension shall not be used as a balcony, roof garden or similar amenity area without the prior written consent of the Local Planning Authority.

The two and single storey rear extension has now been completed but the applicant has failed to comply with approved plans insofar that a glazed balcony has been erected around the perimeter of the entire roof area (approx. 5m x 7m) and an internal wooden balustrade has been fixed to denote the approved balcony area. The application seeks planning consent for the external and internal balustrades as erected.

In addition, the applicant has also enclosed a balcony area at the front of the property measuring 3.4m x 1.5m. The balcony area lies between two projecting front gables. The area is now enclosed by glazing to the front and a black aluminium framed dual-pitched roof and the applicant seeks retrospective planning consent.

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

Policy DMG1 of the Core Strategy requires development to be sympathetic in terms of its scale, massing, style, features and building materials. The Planning Officer does not agree that the erection of an external barrier around the perimeter of the flat roof of the single storey rear extension is ‘de-minimis’ as surmised in the application cover letter as the external glazed balustrade would materially alter the external appearance of the dwelling. However, in terms of its visual impact on the flat roof to the rear, the balustrade does not add significantly to the bulk of the dwelling and the materials are considered appropriate. It is considered that the internal balustrade, which is currently a timber handrail and could be easily removed, could be replaced by a glazed balustrade in order to match the appearance of the existing internal balustrade. 
I note the contents of the covering letter submitted with the planning application which states that the need for the alterations arose due to safety concerns. However, I concur with neighbour comments which state that if safety was the applicants’ overriding concern then more consideration should have been given to the creation of the balcony in the first instance.  There is no justification for the erection of a perimeter balustrade on safety grounds as the original planning consent granted approval for a balustrade around the 3m x 3m area. It is considered therefore that the erection of a perimeter balustrade as proposed would facilitate the use of the entire roof as a balcony, contrary to planning condition no.8 of planning consent 3/2015/0317, and would make difficult the enforcement of this condition. 

The alterations to the front of the dwelling are prominent in the street scene and are viewed as a discordant and incongruous addition to the dwelling which harms its visual appearance. The unbroken horizontal glazing used to enclose the former balcony fails to reflect the proportions of other windows. Of more significant concern is the roof design which is not reflective of the design and appearance of the main roof and is at odds with the appearance of the host building and general locality. An alternative design has been suggested to the planning agent as a possible solution but amended plans have not been submitted for the LPAs consideration. The development is therefore contrary to Core Strategy Policies DMG1 and DMH5.
With regards to the potential impact on the residential amenity of the occupiers of nearby dwellings, the application does not seek consent to formally extend the roof area to be used as a balcony beyond the 3m x 3m area previously approved; the application seeks permission for an alternative balcony arrangement consisting of internal and external balconies. However, whilst the balcony arrangement itself does not raise any concerns in relation to impact on neighbouring occupants, as stated above, the erection of a perimeter balustrade would enable the use of the entire roof as a balcony and would make difficult the enforcement of this condition.

Taking into account the above, it is considered that the alterations to the front of the dwelling are an incongruous addition that is harmful to the appearance of the host dwelling and the immediate area contrary to Core Strategy Policies DMG1 and DMH5. Furthermore, the erection of a balustrade around the perimeter of the flat roof to the rear of the dwelling would facilitate the use of this space as a balcony, roof garden or similar amenity area in direct conflict with planning condition no.8 of planning consent 3/2015/0317 and would make more difficult the enforcement of this condition which seeks to protect the residential amenities of neighbouring residents.

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

	01
	The proposal, by virtue of its design, would result an incongruous and discordant addition that would detract from the visual appearance of the host dwelling and impact adversely upon the visual amenities of the street scene contrary to Policies DMG1 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.

	02
	The proposed balustrade arrangement on the flat roof of the single storey rear extension would facilitate the use of the entire roof area as a balcony, roof garden or similar amenity area contrary to condition no.8 of planning application 3/2015/0317 which sought to reduce the impact on the residential amenity of neighbouring occupants to an acceptable level and would make difficult the enforcement of this condition.


