DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT 			Target Date: 17/05/2018

Application No: 180516/HOU 					
Address: 1 Pegs Green Close, Reading
Proposal: Garage conversion with raised roof to form 2 storey granny annex with link extension and single story rear extension to existing house
Case officer: Claire Ringwood


Site Description and Surrounding Area:     
The application site is a two storey detached property on the corner of Pegs Green Close and Tilehurst Road.  The front elevation of the property faces Pegs Green Close and there is a detached garage to the side.  Due to the orientation of the property there is no rear garden area and due to levels at the site the detached garage is at an elevated position.  The property has a single storey rear extension and a single storey side extension.  The surrounding area is predominantly residential.  

Proposal:    
The proposal is for the conversion of the detached garage and a first floor extension above to create a two storey granny annex.  The applicant has confirmed the annex would be for ancillary purposes to the main house.  The proposal also includes an extension linking the proposed annex to the main house.

The existing garage has a pitched roof and measures 5.4m in width and 6.8m in depth.  The garage has a pitched roof and measures 2.4m in height to eaves level and 3.2m in height at its highest point.

The proposed extension to the garage would also have a pitched roof however the eaves height would be increased to 4.3m with a maximum height of 5.1m.  Two ground floor windows and a first floor window are proposed to the Pegs Green Close elevation and two existing ground floor side windows will be retained.

The proposed link extension would extend along the rear elevation of the property adjacent to 354 Tilehurst Road.  The extension would be set back from the Tilehurst Road facing elevation by 0.15m and extend 14.7m in depth.  The proposed extension would be 0.3m from the boundary with 354 Tilehurst Road and would link the main house to the proposed annex.  The proposal would have a pitched roof and measures 2.8m in height to eaves level and 3.4m in height at its highest point.  A door and two windows are proposed between the main property and the proposed annex.

The materials would consist of red brick and tiles to match the existing property.

Plans Considered:
The agent submitted the following drawings, received on 21st March 2018:
Drawing No: 35417-01 – Existing Ground Floor Plan 
Drawing No: 35417-03 – Proposed Ground Floor Plan 
Drawing No: 35417-04 – Proposed First Floor Plan 
Drawing No: 35417-06 – Block And Location Plans

The agent submitted the following drawing, received on 26th March 2018:
Drawing No: 35417-02 – Existing Elevations  
Drawing No: 35417-05 – Proposed Elevations

Relevant Planning History:
None.

Consultation Responses:
Transport advised the proposed side extension will result in the loss of the existing garage and thereby 1 parking space; submitted plans do not illustrate the proposed parking layout.  In accordance with the adopted Parking Standards and Design SPD, a 3 bedroom development in this zone would be required to provide off road parking provision for 2 parking spaces.  Revised plans are required illustrating the proposed parking provision.

Clarification is required if the proposed extension is an extension to the living arrangements of the main house or a unit to be commercially let.  If the latter applies then in accordance with the adopted Parking Standards and Design SPD, the newly created 1 bedroom annex would be required to provide parking for 1 car which should be independently accessible from those from the main dwelling and should be illustrated in amended plans, as well as the parking provision of 2 parking spaces for the existing property. The potential of a scenario for a commercial let dwelling can be controlled via a condition.  Transport do not have any objections to this application subject to conditions and informatives.

Ecology raised no objection.

Properties at 2, 3 and 4 Pegs Green Close and 354 Tilehurst Road were consulted and no comments have been received.  

Summary of discussions with applicant/agent:
The agent was advised in an email dated 9th May 2018 that there was no objection to the conversion of the garage however there were concerns with the proposal in terms of the overall size of the proposal, the combination of the annex and the link extension and the impact on neighbouring properties.  The agent asked for the application to be refused.

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:

Reading Borough Local Development Framework Core Strategy (2008)
CS7 (Design and the Public Realm)
CS36 (Biodiversity and Geology)

Sites and Detailed Policies Document (Oct 2012)
DM4: Safeguarding Amenity 
DM9: House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation
DM12: Access, Traffic and Highway-Related Matters 

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

Appraisal

The main issues are:

· Design and impact on the character of the surrounding area 
· Impact on neighbours

a) Design and impact on the character of the surrounding area

Policy DM9: House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012) 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 (Design and the Public Realm) of the Core Strategy also states that all development must be of high design quality that maintains and enhances the character and appearance of the area.  

Due to the orientation of the property 1 Pegs Greens Close has no rear garden.  Pegs Green Close rises up from Tilehurst Road and the detached garage is located on higher ground than the main property although the single storey nature means the garage is not visually prominent within the road.  The proposal creates a two storey building increasing the eaves height from 2.4m to 4.3m and the maximum height from 3.2m to 5.1m.  The proposal is considered overdevelopment of the site and visually dominant and does not reflect the scale and proportions of the original property and the properties within the Close and is not considered to be character with, or subservient to, the existing house. 

The pitched roof design of the proposed rear extension linking the proposed annex to the main house is also unusual as it is steeper on one side than the other and the depth of 14.7m creates a large blank façade (20m if the proposed annex is taken into consideration).  The cumulative impact of the two storey building and the rear extension is not considered to complement the character of the existing property and is uncharacteristic within the street scene.  The proposed development is therefore contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS7 (Design and the Public Realm), Policy DM9: House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document and the Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance – A Design Guide to House Extensions. 
b) Impact on neighbouring properties
The rear boundary of the application site is the side boundary to the neighbouring property at 354 Tilehurst Road and the main entrance into the property is from the side.  354 Tilehurst Road has a detached garage at the rear and the existing boundary wall is staggered in height.  There are a number of rear and side facing windows at this neighbouring property.  The proposal creates a 14.7m expanse of wall (20m including the existing garage) close to the boundary with 354 Tilehurst Road which is considered visually dominant and overbearing on the residents of this neighbouring property.  As such the proposal is contrary to Policy DM4: Safeguarding Amenity of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document and the Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance – A Design Guide to House Extensions.

Conclusion 
Taking the above into consideration the proposed development fails to comply with the relevant local plan policies.  It represents overdevelopment and a lack of subservience and is considered to cause a detrimental impact to the living environment of the neighbouring property at 354 Tilehurst Road in terms of visual dominance and overbearing effects.

RECOMMENDATION:    
REFUSE 

Informatives relating to:
1. Refused plans
2. Positive and proactive 
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