
DELEGATED HOUSEHOLDER APPLICATION REPORT

Ward: Peppard

App Ref: 190758/HOU
Address: 10a Brooklyn Drive, Emmer Green, Reading, RG4 8SS
Proposals: Single storey front and first floor side extensions
Case Officer: Tom Hughes
Applicant: Mr & Mrs G Wall
Date received (valid from): 8 May 2019      
Target Decision date: 12 July 2019


1.
INTRODUCTION
The application site is a large, detached two storey dwelling set within a comfortable plot. The dwelling has a hipped roof. A garage with a catslide roof extends beyond the northward side elevation. A two storey gable and single storey porch project forward. A large pagoda tree, the subject of Tree Preservation Order 25/12, is located to the site frontage. A sweeping driveway is laid to gravel. The surrounding area is predominantly residential, comprised of large, detached dwellings of various styles and design. 
2.
PROPOSAL AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION

The proposal is for single storey front and first floor side extensions. The proposal represents the enlargement of the existing porch, and a first floor element above the existing garage. The front extension would project forward of the existing gable by 0.6m, extending at the same width as the existing porch. The proposal would have a pitched roof canopy, with a maximum height of 3.6m and a height to eaves of 2.2m, projecting to a total depth of 2.8m. The canopy roof would continue to extend across the principal elevation, but with a hipped end and a projection of 1.4m. The front elevation of the porch would be predominantly glazed. A further window would be located to the southward side elevation.

The proposed first floor sideward element would extend directly above the existing garage, at the same width and depth but set back from the principal elevation by 1.4m. The proposal would have a crown roof with a maximum height of 6.8m and a height to eaves of 4.8m, set down from the existing ridgeline by 1.6m. Windows would be located to the front, side and rear elevations. A short, hipped roof would be located above the retained single storey element, with a roof dimension to match the proposed canopy on the opposite side of the gable. Materials have been selected to match those of the existing dwelling.  
The agent supplied the following, received on 09/05/19:

Drawing No: 6623:18:1 – Site Location, Existing and Proposed Site Plans, Floor Plans and Elevations

Arboricultural Impact Assessment by Future Tree, dated 10/04/19

Arboricultural Method Statement and Tree Protection Plan by Future Tree, dated 10/04/19

The agent was advised of concerns with the proposal on 07/06/19. The side extension would represent a significant enlargement of the original dwelling, and due to its size would lack subservience to it. The agent was advised that in order to overcome this concern, the first floor element should be set further back from the principal elevation, with a more conventional roof design. A window was also required to be obscure-glazed and non-opening to 1.7m to address the perception of overlooking. 

Subsequently the agent supplied the following, received on 18/06/19:

Drawing No: 6623:18:1 Rev. A - Site Location, Existing and Proposed Site Plans, Floor Plans and Elevations
Following consultation responses from Ecology and Natural Environment, the agent was asked to supply additional detail regarding the existing roof, and proposed landscaping and foundations.

Subsequently the agent supplied the following, received on 21/06/19:

Drawing No: 6623:18:1 Rev. B - Site Location, Existing and Proposed Site Plans, Floor Plans and Elevations and Foundations Plan

3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

071411/FUL – Demolition of garages, two storey side extension and new dwelling – Refused 05/02/08
080707/FUL – Demolition of garages, two storey side extension and new dwelling (resubmission of 071411/FUL) – Permitted 04/06/08
4.
CONSULTATIONS

4.1
The following addresses were consulted by letter:
10 Brooklyn Drive, Emmer Green, Reading, Berkshire, RG4 8SS

12 Brooklyn Drive, Emmer Green, Reading, RG4 8SS
23 Brooklyn Drive, Emmer Green, Reading, RG4 8SR

23a Brooklyn Drive, Emmer Green, Reading, RG4 8SR

8 Brooklyn Drive, Emmer Green, Reading, RG4 8SS
4.2
Letters of representation have been received as follows:


None. 
4.3
Transport Development Control raised no objection to the proposal as the existing on-site parking provision would be retained, there would be no change to the existing access arrangements and no impact on other road users. 

4.4
Natural Environment

There is a large pagoda tree at the front of the property which is a high amenity specimen tree. Pagoda trees of this size and maturity are uncommon in the Borough. In recognition of the significance of the tree, it has been made the subject of Tree Preservation Order 25/12. An arboricultural report submitted with the application identifies the tree as being a ‘Category A1’ healthy tree in good condition. Information was requested on the foundations and footings of the front extension, any changes to the existing landscaping, and the location of downpipes to the side extension. This information was required to confirm that the proposal would not cause undue harm to the pagoda tree. 


The agent confirmed the above details by email and amended plan, received on 21/06/19. The existing landscaping and gravel pathway would remain as existing, and the proposed downpipes would connect into the existing without requiring additional trenching. This was confirmed to be acceptable. 

4.5
Ecology


The site is surrounded by habitat of good suitability for use by commuting and foraging bats – large connected gardens with trees neighbouring the property, a golf course 90m west, and broadleaved woodland 150m north and 265m northwest. Moreover, there are records of bats roosting within 90m of the property. Considering the location and the extent of the works, there is a risk that the proposals may impact upon roosting bats and a bat survey report will need to be provided before the application can be determined. 


The agent was advised of the requirement to supply a bat survey in accordance with the above. The agent questioned the need for a bat survey as the property is of relatively modern construction, and supplied photographs of the roof slopes and soffits as evidence. This was forwarded to Ecology for consideration. Having reviewed the photographs, Ecology confirmed that the proposals would be unlikely to affect roosting bats, and therefore raised no objection to the application. 
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.

5. LEGAL AND PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT
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 Policy

National Planning Policy Framework 

National Planning Practice Guidance

Reading Borough Local Development Framework Core Strategy (2008)

CS7 (Design and the Public Realm)

Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012)

DM4 (Safeguarding Amenity) 

DM9 (House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation)

SPG/SPD

A Design Guide to House Extensions SPG

6.
APPRAISAL

DM9 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 amendments overcome the concerns raised to a sufficient degree. The set back of the first floor element and the altered roof design aid the subservience of the extension. Though the enlargement of the porch, and the provision of the canopy, would alter the principal elevation, this is not considered to be to the detriment of its appearance
· 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, the pagoda tree to the site frontage would receive sufficient protection during the course of course of construction, with the Arboricultural Method Statement and Tree Protection Plan t be followed. Further conditions would be applied to ensure that any digging within the RPA of the tree would be through hand excavation only. The existing landscaping and driveway laid to gravel would remain unaltered. Officers are therefore satisfied, that subject to condition, the development would not put significant trees at risk
B. Respects 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; Respects neighbour’s amenities and does not present a large blank façade 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, a sufficient distance would be maintained to the neighbouring dwelling at 12 Brooklyn Drive, and the proposal is not considered to reduce the amount of light to this neighbouring 
· invade the privacy of neighbouring properties through overlooking from windows or balconies; No, the proposed first floor window to the side elevation would be obscure-glazed and non-opening to 1.7m as secured by condition
· detract from the character of neighbouring properties through siting, excessive bulk, ill-matching materials or inconsistent design; No, the dwellings in the surrounding area are of various styles and design. The proposal is sufficiently distant from neighbouring dwellings, which eases any concerns held with regard to inconsistent design
· detract from the appearance of the street or area by using ill-matched materials, glazing and detailing; No, materials have been selected to match those of the existing dwelling
DM4: Safeguarding Amenity states an extension to a house will be acceptable where it will not cause a significant detrimental impact to the living environment of existing or new residential properties.

To assess this, the following has been considered – would the proposal cause a significant detrimental impact to the living environment of existing or new residential properties in terms of:

· Privacy and overlooking; No, to ensure no perception of overlooking would occur, the first floor window to the northward side elevation would be obscure-glazed and non-opening to 1.7m
· Access to sunlight and daylight; No, a sufficient distance would be maintained to the site boundaries, which protects light to neighbouring dwellings 
· Visual dominance and overbearing effects of a development; No, a sufficient distance would be maintained to site boundaries, which protects light to neighbouring dwellings
· Noise and disturbance; No
· Artificial lighting; No
· Vibration; No
· Dust and fumes; No
· Smell; No
· Crime and safety. No
7. CONCLUSION  
The proposed development has been assessed and the proposed works are considered to be in accordance with the above relevant policies and planning permission can be granted. 

8.0
RECOMMENDATION  

Application Permitted

