DELEGATED HOUSEHOLDER APPLICATION REPORT

Application No: 200352/HOU

Address: Infill front porch extension and part two storey, part single storey rear extension
Applicant: Mr & Mrs S Sirmenis

Proposal: Infill front porch extension and part two storey, part single storey rear
extension

Target date: 03/06/20

Case officer: Connie Davis

Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application site is a two storey semi-detached property located on the northern side
of Sherwood Street. The surrounding area primarily comprises terraced properties, with
the application site being one of 6 semi-detached properties (3 pairs) with each pair
getting closer to the highway when travelling eastwards up the street.

The property has a gable roof with a mono pitched porch.

The property is not listed, nor in a conservation area.

Proposal:

Planning permission is sought for a porch infill and part single storey, part two storey rear
extension.

The rear extension would measure a depth of 4.5m, with 2m of this depth also being two
storey. The single storey element would have a maximum height of approx. 3m and the
two storey element a maximum height of 2.5m. A flat roof is proposed for both elements
and the extension would extend the width of the property.

An infill of the existing porch is also proposed and would project to the same depth as the
existing front building line.

Plans Considered:

DN90/102 - Existing Elevations
Received 6" March 2020

DN90/200 B - Block & Location Plan
DN90/201 B - Proposed Floor Plans
DN90/202 B - Proposed Elevations
Received 22" May 2020

Relevant Planning History:

None.

Consultation Responses:

Internal Consultees

No internal consultees were consulted on this application.



External Consultation

The following addresses were formally consulted via letter on 16/03/20:
32, 33, 35, 36 and 37 Sherwood Street

In addition, a site notice was sent to the agent on 16/03/20.

One objection was received from the occupier of 36 Sherwood Street (adjoining neighbour)
which related to the following:

e Loss of light to living room window by way of the extension’s depth and height
e The proposal would breach a 60 degree light angle

Officer comment: See appraisal. In addition, the scheme was revised to reduce the depth
of the extension to 4.5m.

Discussions with applicant/ agent

Amended plans were received to reduce the depth of the extension from ém to 4.5m.
Minor alterations were also made to the two storey element of the extension to ensure
that a 45 degree light angle was not breached from the nearest first floor windows of
either adjacent neighbour.

Equality Act 2010:

In determining this application the Council is required to have regard to its obligations
under the Equality Act 2010. However, there is no indication or evidence (including from
consultation on the application) that the protected groups identified by the Act have or
will have different needs, experiences, issues and priorities in relation to this particular
planning application. Therefore in terms of the key equalities protected characteristics it
is considered there would be no significant adverse impacts as a result of the
development.

Relevant Planning Policy and Guidance

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that proposals be
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations
indicate otherwise. Material considerations include relevant policies in the National
Planning Policy framework (NPPF) - among them the ‘presumption in favour of sustainable
development'.

The following local and national planning policy and guidance is relevant to this
application:

National
National Planning Policy Framework;
National Planning Policy Guidance;

Reading Borough Local Plan (2019)

CC7  Design and the Public Realm
CC8 Safeguarding Amenity

H9 House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation



Supplementary Planning Guidance - A Design Guide to House Extensions (2003)

Appraisal Checklist
H9 states: An extension to a house will be acceptable where it:
A. Respects the character of the house in terms of scale, location, materials and

design;

To assess this, the following has been considered - would the proposal:

Detract from the appearance of the original building through the use of ill-
matching materials and by not fitting in with the design, scale and proportions of
the original building; NO, the alterations to the front porch are considered
acceptable in relation to the design of the main house. The depth of the single
storey element of the rear extension (4.5m) is considered broadly in line with
the Design Guide SPG, although a condition would be attached removing Class A
Permitted Development Rights to extend the property further so that it does
not result in overdevelopment of the site.

The two storey element is of a modest depth, and whilst it would a flat roof
(different configuration to the main house), its maximum height would be
roughly in line with the eaves of the gable roof. As such, it is not considered to
visually jar with the roof scape of the main house to an unacceptable degree.

Reduce the amount of usable amenity space for the property to an unacceptable
degree; NO

Require the loss of trees in the garden or put significant trees at risk; NO

Respects the character and pattern of neighbouring properties and appearance of
the street as a whole in terms of scale, location, materials and design, the
arrangement of doors, windows and other principal architectural features and any
important existing building line;

& C. Does not present an overbearing impact on neighbours or a large blank facade to

public areas

To assess this, the following has been considered - would the proposal:

Significantly reduce the amount of daylight and sunlight enjoyed by neighbouring
properties; NO, the objection for the adjacent neighbour has been carefully
looked at. The Council’s Design Guide SPG notes that a 45 angle should
determine if an extension would result in a harmful loss of light to a
neighbouring property (as opposed to 60 degrees referred to in the objection).
45 degree angles have been illustrated on the plans (and checked by the case
officer) and this demonstrates that the line would not be breached from the
closest first floor windows of both nos. 32 and 36 Sherwood Street. In relation
to the ground floor window of no. 36 which is referred to in the objection, the
two storey element would not breach the 45 degree light angle either. Although
the single storey element would breach this line, this is the case for most single
storey extensions on properties that have adjoining neighbours and therefore
light angles are primarily used to assess two storey developments. Due to its



single storey nature, it is not considered that a substantial amount of light
would be compromised to warrant refusal of the application.

o Invade the privacy of neighbouring properties through overlooking from windows or
balconies; NO, one ground floor side window is proposed but this will not face
onto the no. 32 itself, but their rear garden. However, due to the window being
on the ground floor, it is not considered that this would result in an
unacceptable level of overlooking with boundary treatment between the
properties in place (a 2m high boundary fence can be erected under Permitted
Development).

A condition preventing the flat roofs of the extensions being used as balconies
or roof terraces (without separate permission from the LPA) will be included in
the interests of neighbouring amenity.

o Detract from the character of neighbouring properties through siting, excessive
bulk, ill-matching materials or inconsistent design; NO, from the street, only the
porch infill would be visible. This is considered modest and acceptable in design
terms.

o Detract from the appearance of the street or area by using ill-matched materials,
glazing and detailing; NO, materials are proposed to match the host dwelling.

D. Does not result in a loss of biodiversity within garden - NO

E. Ancillary accommodation, such as granny annexes, will be acceptable where it
would not be capable of operating as a separate dwelling which could be let or sold

separately - NO

CC8: states: Development will not cause a detrimental impact on the living environment
of existing residential properties or unacceptable living conditions for new residential
properties, in terms of:

o Privacy and overlooking; No

o Access to sunlight and daylight; No

o Visual dominance and overbearing effects of a development; No
o Harm to outlook; No

o Noise and disturbance; No

o Artificial lighting; No

o Vibration; No

o Dust and fumes; No

o Smell; No

o Crime and safety; No or

o Wind, where the proposals involve new development of more than 8 storeys - N/A.

Conclusion

The proposed development would not be harmful to the character or appearance of the
site or its surroundings and would not have a detrimental impact on the original building
or neighbouring properties. As such the proposed works are considered to be in
accordance with CC7 (Design and the Public Realm), CC8 (Safeguarding Amenity) and H9
(House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation) of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019)



along with the Councils Supplementary Planning Guidance A Design Guide to House
Extensions (2003).

RECOMMENDATION: GRANT PERMISSION

Conditions

TL1 - 3 year time limit.
Approved plans

Matching materials

Removal of Class A PD rights
No use of roof
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Informatives

1. Building Control

2. Construction & Demolition
3. Terms

4. Encroachment

5. Positive and Proactive
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