


DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT 					    Target Date: 04/04/19

Application No: 190212/HOU
Address: 12 Lower Armour Road
Proposal: First floor rear extension
Case officer: Tom Hughes

Site Description and Surrounding Area 
The application site is a characterful three storey semi-detached dwelling. 12 and 14 Lower Armour Road previously comprised the Bird in Hand public house and a two bedroom flat. 12 and 14 Lower Armour Road have been variously extended to the rear. 12 Lower Armour Road benefits from a full width single storey rear extension and a loft conversion with the provision of rearward roof lights. A chimney is located within the rearward roof slope. The surrounding area is predominantly residential. The Butchers Arms public house is located opposite the application site. The adjacent dwelling at 8 Lower Armour Road is Grade II listed. Two detached dwellings, approved under application 111477/FUL, are located to the rear of the application site. 

Proposal  
The proposal is for a full-width first floor rear extension. The existing chimney would be demolished to facilitate the proposal. The proposal would extend above the existing single storey rear extension, projecting to a maximum depth of 2.25m. The proposal would have a hipped, part-catslide, roof with a maximum height of 7.6m and a height to eaves of 3.6m. The proposal would be set down from the existing ridgeline by 0.6m. Two windows would be located to the rear elevation, one of which would be high level and non-opening to 1.7m above floor level. Materials have been selected to match those of the existing dwelling. 

Plans Considered
The agent submitted the following, received on 07/02/19:
Drawing No: GP/1719/A-5 – Site Location, Proposed Site Plan, Existing and Proposed Floor Plans and Elevations

Relevant Planning History
890313/FUL – Single storey rear extension – Permitted 04/08/89
990192/FUL – Single storey rear extension and conservatory – Permitted 28/03/00
110779/FUL – Construction of private drive and erection of four terraced dwellings with associated parking at rear – Refused 26/09/11
111477/FUL – Construction of private drive and erection of two detached dwellings with associated parking at rear – Permitted 26/09/11
121253/FUL – Conversion of public house and two bedroom flat to 1x three bedroom and 1x two bedroom dwellings, with two storey rear extension and external alterations – Permitted 10/12/12 Officer note: a first floor extension to the southeast corner of the building was originally proposed. This extension was very similar in design to the extension currently proposed. On the advice of the case officer of this application, the first floor extension was removed from the proposal. This was to prevent a loss of privacy through overlooking into the rear of 1 Andover Close, and to mitigate against the overbearing effect of the extension on this neighbour
180057/HOU – First floor rear extension – Refused 01/03/18 Officer note: the application was refused on the grounds of design and impact on neighbouring residential amenity. The proposal was not considered to be a subservient addition, detracting from the original buildings appearance. The proposal was also considered to cause significant harm to the living environment of 1 Andover Close in terms of loss of privacy through overlooking, visual dominance and overbearing effects - Appeal ref: APP/E0345/D/18/3202378 – appeal dismissed 26/07/18 Officer note: the Inspector disagreed with the first reason for refusal but agreed with the second reason, sufficient to dismiss the appeal. The Inspector noted the clear views from the existing landing window into the rear of 1 Andover Close and its garden – “the rear of 1 Andover Close would be completely exposed to view from the proposed bedroom windows at very close quarters, thus significantly impairing that property’s privacy. Moreover, because of the extensions height, bulk and closeness to no.1, it would be perceived as dominating and oppressive when viewed from the rear of that property”. The Inspector went on to note that “even if the issue of fenestration were acceptably addressed, there remains the issue of adverse visual impact”
182022/HOU – Single storey side extension – Permitted 21/12/18

Consultation Responses
Transport Development Control
The site plan illustrates off-road parking provision for a minimum of two vehicles at the front of the property, on an existing area of hardstanding served by a dropped kerb; this therefore complies with the Council’s current standards. Transport do not have any objection to the proposal, subject to conditions and informatives, as there is no change to the existing parking provision and no impact on other road users. 

Neighbouring owners and occupiers at 8, 14, 14a and 14b Lower Armour Road and 1 Andover Close were consulted by letter. One letter of representation was received, with regard to the following: 
· The proposal does not overcome the reasons for refusal of previous applications Officer note: agree, see appraisal
· The proposal would cause a loss of privacy for neighbouring properties by being overlooked Officer note: agree, see appraisal
· Questioning whether if approved, the proposed extension and the extension previously approved under application 182022/HOU could be merged and built out Officer note: this application is assessed on its own individual merit. Were permission to be granted, both the proposed extension and the extension approved under 182022/HOU could be built out as they relate to separate parts of the dwelling. Indeed, were permission to be refused for the current application, the permission of 182022/HOU would still stand

Summary of discussions with applicant/agent
The agent was advised on 03/04/19 of a number of concerns with the proposal, which has not sufficiently overcome the previous reasons for refusal. The agent was reminded that it was previously advised that in the circumstance, no first floor extension would be acceptable. The proposal was therefore subject for refusal by virtue of its harmful impact on the residential amenities of 1 Andover Close. 

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 
The following local and national planning policy and guidance is relevant to this application:
National Planning Policy Framework

Reading Borough Local Development Framework Core Strategy (2008)
Policy CS7 - Design and the Public Realm

Reading Borough Local Development Framework Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012)
Policy DM4 - Safeguarding Amenity 
Policy DM9 - House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation

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

Appraisal 
Design and impact on the character of the surrounding area
Policy DM9 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document states that an extension to a house should respect the character of the house in terms of scale, location, materials and design and respect the character and pattern of neighbouring properties and the street as a whole in terms of scale, location, materials and design and any important existing building line. Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy states also states that all development must be of a high design quality that maintains and enhances the character and appearance of the area. 

The proposed extension is approximately 0.8m shorter in depth than that refused under application 180057/HOU. The amended roof design is considered to be an improvement, better reflecting the dwelling’s scale and proportion. The high level window proposed to the rear elevation would have a slightly odd appearance, but not significant enough to form a reason to refuse the application. The extension is therefore generally sufficient in its design and proportion that it does not detract from the character and appearance of the dwelling, in accordance with Policy CS7 and Policy DM9. 

Impact on neighbours
[bookmark: _GoBack]The Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance – A Design Guide to House Extensions states that rear extensions should be located as far away from side boundaries as possible. A basic way to protect light reaching main rooms in adjacent houses, and to safeguard their outlook, is to avoid extensions that would infringe on an area measured at 45 degrees from the midpoint of the closest window in a neighbouring dwelling. This is of particular importance for two storey extensions. Policy DM4 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document also states that development “will not cause a significant detrimental impact to the living environment of existing or new residential properties in terms of privacy and overlooking, access to sunlight and daylight and visual dominance and overbearing effects of a development”. 

At appeal, the Inspector agreed with the reason for refusal of application 180057/HOU on the grounds of the impact on the residential amenity of 1 Andover Close. The Inspector noted the clear views from the existing landing window into the rear of 1 Andover Close and its garden – “the rear of 1 Andover Close would be completely exposed to view from the proposed bedroom windows at very close quarters, thus significantly impairing that property’s privacy. Moreover, because of the extensions height, bulk and closeness to no.1, it would be perceived as dominating and oppressive when viewed from the rear of that property”. The Inspector went on to note that “even if the issue of fenestration were acceptably addressed, there remains the issue of adverse visual impact”. 

The proposed extension is approximately 0.8m shorter in depth than that proposed under application 180057/HOU, and has a different arrangement of fenestration to the rear elevation. Notwithstanding this, the proposed extension would still encroach on a line taken at 45 degrees from the midpoint of the first floor windows serving habitable rooms at 1 Andover Close. The proposed fenestration would also be comfortably within the 20m back-to-back distance with 1 Andover Close, recommended by Policy DM4. Due to the proximity to 1 Andover Close, the proposal would have a visual dominance and overbearing effect on this neighbour. The proximity of the first floor windows are also considered to cause an unacceptable loss of privacy through overlooking, for both the residents of the application dwelling and 1 Andover Close. This is principally from the larger, conventional proposed window, but there would also be a strong perception of overlooking from the high level window. Therefore, the proposal is contrary to Policy DM4 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document and the Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance – A Design Guide to House Extensions. 

RECOMMENDATION   

REFUSE

Informatives relating to:
1. Refused plans




