
a) DOV/17/01333 – Variation of Condition 2 of planning permission 
DOV/14/00525 to allow changes to approved drawings to construct a 
roof terrace with screening and insertion of French doors (Section 73 
Application) - 17 Balmoral Road, Kingsdown

Reason for reporting to Committee: Number of views contrary to officer’s 
recommendation.

b) Summary of Recommendation

Planning permission be granted. 

c) Planning Policies and Guidance

Core Strategy (CS) Policies

 Policy DM1 – Such development within the rural settlement confines 
(of Kingsdown) is permitted in principle.

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

 The NPPF has 12 core principles set out in paragraph 17 which 
amongst other things seek to secure high quality design and a good 
standard of amenity for all existing and future residents.

 NPPF – is relevant as the proposal should seek to be of a high design 
quality and take the opportunity to improve the visual quality and 
character of the area.  Paragraphs 56-59, 61 and 64 seek to promote 
good design and resist poor design.  

The Kent Design Guide (KDG)

 The Guide provides criteria and advice on providing well designed 
development and advises that context should form part of the decision 
making around design.

d) Relevant Planning History

DOV/14/00525 – Permitted, for erection of a single storey rear extension, 
front and rear dormer roof extensions and garage extension (existing 
greenhouse to be demolished).

DOV/17/00190 – Refused, for variation of Condition 2 of planning permission 
DOV/14/00525 to allow changes to approved plans to construct a roof terrace 
with screening and insertion of French doors (application under Section 73) 
(retrospective application).  The application was refused by reason that the 
design, use of materials and appearance, would be poorly designed, poorly 
related to the host property and would appear incongruous in the context of 
the surrounding residential development. As such, the poor design failed to 
achieve a sustainable form of development and was considered contrary to 



Paragraphs 56-59, 61 and 64 of the National Planning Policy
Framework.

e) Consultee and Third Party Responses

Parish Council: Objects to the application as the proposal is out of character 
with the host property and the screening will not eliminate overlooking of 
adjacent properties.  The proposal is in breach of paragraphs in the NPPF.

Public Representations: There have been 7 letters of objection and 10 letters 
of support received from the public consultation of the application.  A 
summary of the responses against the proposal is set out as follows:

 The proposal would give rise to overlooking and loss of privacy for 
occupiers of adjacent properties

 The proposal would give rise to loss of light to adjacent properties

 The proposal is incongruous and out of keeping

 There is no need for the patio doors as an emergency exit.  The 
proposal is dangerous for children who might get access to the roof

 The proposal sets a precedent

f) 1. The Site and the Proposal  

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

The application building is a detached bungalow that has been 
extended at roof level (to accommodate further bedroom space) and 
extended at ground level to the rear and side of the building.  The 
single storey rear extension has a flat roof (with a slight incline to 
enable water run-off to the rear).  These extensions are as a result of 
the 2014 planning permission.  In the rear dormer extension, two 
windows were approved in 2014, but one of the windows has been 
replaced with a set of ‘French’ doors.  These doors are side hung and 
open out over the roof from one of the bedrooms. 

The bungalow is built above the level of Balmoral Road and the 
topography of the road slopes from west to east, such that the 
application building is built on higher ground than its neighbouring 
building, No.19.

The surrounding area has a mix of single storey and two storey houses 
comprising mainly detached and semi-detached properties.  These 
form part of the post-war expansion of Kingsdown Village.  The 
application property falls within the rural village confines of Kingsdown.

The proposal seeks to retain the set of patio doors and to erect 
screens on the roof to enclose a rectangular area immediately in front 
of the doors.  This area would be 1.5m deep and 4.2m wide.  The 



1.5

screens would comprise 1.8m high obscured glazed privacy screens 
along the sides, with the rear facing section made up of 1.8m high and 
1.1m high obscure glazed/privacy screens.  The western glazed screen 
would extend out further than the depth of the balcony to enable a 45-
degree line of site to be achieved that would avoid views towards the 
residential properties to the west.   

The applicant describes this area as an escape balcony on the 
drawings.  

2. Main Issues

2.1 The main issues are:

 Whether the principle of development is acceptable
 Whether the proposal is poorly designed and harms the 

character and appearance of the area
 Whether the proposal harms residential amenity

3.

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

Assessment

Principle

The proposed extension to the dwelling is acceptable in principle as 
the site falls within the confines of the rural village.  The proposal is 
therefore compliant with Policy DM1 of the Core Strategy.

Design and Impact upon Character and Appearance

The proposed change to the 2014 planning permission comprises 
replacing a window with a set of doors and enclosing an area of the 
roof immediately in front of the doors with obscure glazed screens.

The doors are not visible from any public vantage point and therefore 
the change of impact (from a window to a set of doors) upon the design 
of the roof extension would not be discernible to the public.  The doors 
are located in the same position as the window and the top of the 
doors match the top of the ‘other’ window on the dormer extension.  
The frames also match in colour. This ensures, and retains, a degree 
of uniformity between the existing window and the new doors. As such, 
from a design and impact perspective, it is not considered that the 
doors are of poor design.

The previous application was refused on design grounds as the 
previous proposal was to use timber screens.  The current proposal 
seeks to use glazing, which has a more contemporary design and are 
a visually ‘lighter’ material that enables light to penetrate through and 
would be less oppressive and overbearing.  The screens will be visible 
from the public highway through the gap between No.17 and No.19 
Balmoral Road, across the rear garden of Eastcote and between 
Waverley and Retreat – all three properties front onto Claremont Road 



3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

3.11

to the west.

The full extent of the screens would not be visible between these gaps, 
and across the rear garden of Eastcote the visibility of the western 
screen would be partly softened or hidden by landscaping along 
Eastcote’s side and rear boundaries.

Although the visibility of the glazed screens from the adjacent roads 
would be an unusual feature to the rear of a dormer extension on the 
roof of the ground floor extension, the degree of their visibility and their 
distance from the public viewing points would not give rise to the 
screens being prominent or unduly harmful to the visual amenities of 
the street scene or the character and appearance of the area.

By reason of their limited visibility, their distance from the public 
vantage points and the use of glazed material to ‘lighten’ their visual 
appearance, it is considered that the proposal is acceptable in design 
terms.

Residential Amenity

The case officer has accessed the roof of the extension via the doors 
and has been able to judge the likely overlooking of the adjacent 
properties.  No.19 Balmoral Road is also a bungalow and has a garage 
to the side of the property and a conservatory to the rear, with outdoor 
sitting areas.  It is a well-tended garden. There are two sheds towards 
the rear of this garden and a hot tub located adjacent to the rear 
boundary.  With the eastern screen in place, it is not considered that 
there would be views from the terraced area into the side windows of 
the conservatory.  There would be angled views towards the hot tub 
and the rear section of the adjoining garden.

The 1.1m high screen section of the terrace would allow views down 
the garden towards the rear garden of ‘Carinya’.  These views are a 
good distance away and are limited only to the section of the rear 
garden furthest from the property.

Due to the proposed screen ‘extension’ beyond the western side of the 
proposed terraced area, the views towards ‘Waverley’ and its rear 
conservatory would also be screened. Only a small section of the rear 
garden would be visible.  The rear garden and rear elevation of 
Waverley is already visible from the garden of the application property 
over a boundary fence, which, it is considered, offers a clearer 
opportunity to look towards the conservatory and rear elevation of that 
house. 

In the rear garden of ‘Retreat’ there is large outbuilding as well as tree 
planting and landscaping that obscure views from the application 
extension towards the rear elevation of ‘Retreat’.   The rear elevation of 
‘Retreat’ is a good distance away.
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3.13

3.14

3.15

3.16

3.17

In conclusion, with the screens erected and retained in situ through the 
imposition of a planning condition, it is considered that the use of the 
terrace would not give rise to undue harm, through overlooking and 
loss of privacy, to the occupiers of the adjacent properties.

Despite the erection of the screens and the imposition of a planning 
condition to retain them in situ, there is also the matter of perceived 
overlooking to consider – the sense of loss of privacy with glazed 
screens even though there would not be clear views through them.  
This issue is often encountered.  In this case, the location of the 
screens is such that they are not close to the boundaries of the 
application site (3m and just over 5m) and enclose a modest sized 
terraced area that has a depth of 1.5m. It is considered that should the 
occupiers decide to sit out on the terrace, this area would not be 
conducive to accommodating many people due to its limited size and 
configuration.  As such, it is considered that whilst there may be a 
perception of being overlooked that this would not be so severe as to 
give rise to undue harm to the amenities of the occupiers of the 
adjacent properties.

Finally, the screens are located a good distance from the nearest 
adjacent properties and by reason of their height and glazed material it 
is not considered that the erection of the screens would have an 
overbearing impact on the living conditions of the adjacent occupiers. 

Conclusion

It is considered that the proposed development is of good design and 
would preserve the character and appearance of the street scene.

Whilst there may be some impact upon the living conditions of the 
occupiers of the adjacent dwelling houses, this impact is not 
considered to be unduly harmful.

The proposal meets the design and impact objectives set out in the 
NPPF.

g) Recommendation

I

II

PERMISSION BE GRANTED subject to conditions to include:

i) Standard 3 year permission, ii) Approval of submitted and specified 
drawings, iii) The glazed screens to be in situ before the first use of the 
terraced area and retained as such thereafter. iv) Details of the glazed 
screens to be submitted and approved before they are erected (details 
to include evidence that the glazing will be incapable of clear views 
through)

Powers be delegated to the Head of Regeneration and Development to 



settle any necessary wording or additional reasons for refusal in line 
with the recommendations and as resolved by the Planning Committee.
 

Case Officer:

Vic Hester


