


DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT 				Target Date:	 10/07/2017	
Application No:					
Address: 13 Highdown Hill Road, Emmer Green
Proposal: Erect a two storey side and rear extension – Resubmission of 170289
Case officer: Heather Banks

Site Description and Surrounding Area:     
The application property is a two storey detached dwelling located on the eastern side of Highdown Hill Road. The surrounding area is predominantly residential in nature with mostly detached properties of varying design, albeit No.13 and No. 15 are almost identical in scale and design. 

Proposal:    
This is an application for significant extensions to the property including the re-roofing of the property and two storey side and rear extensions.

The existing two storey gable to the rear of the property is to be extended by a depth of 3.4m. To the north of this element, it is proposed to construct a two storey side extension. The side extension is to have a hipped roof. The extension will increase the depth of the property by 3.78m behind the existing garage and will extend over the existing garage at first floor level giving the extension a depth of 5.67m at first floor level. To the south of the rear gable it is proposed to construct a further two storey extension which will extend from the side of the rear gable to 2.18m past the existing south facing side elevation and will have a depth of 4.53m.  This side and rear extension will also have a hipped roof form. It is also proposed to construct a small single storey side extension in front of this two storey side and rear extension. The single storey extension will have the same width as the side extension element of the two storey extension and a depth of 3.2m. This extension is to have a mono-pitch roof.

The proposed works to the roof of the main property will maintain the eaves height of the existing roof, but increase the ridge height 7.5m to 8.6m above ground level. This will result in a higher roof with a shorter ridge line, enabling the increased depth of the property to the rear to be roofed by the new main roof of the dwelling.

The materials to be used in the works would match those of the main dwelling.

Plans Considered:
Drawing No: A100 – Existing Plans and Elevations
Drawing No: 10590-01 rev.P – Proposed Plans and Elevations
Received 15th May 2017

Relevant Planning History:
170289/HOU - Erect a two storey side and rear extension. Refused 13/04/2017
04-01265-FUL - Two storey rear and side extensions and new conservatory. Permitted 23/12/2004, not implemented

15 Highdown Hill Road 
170142 Single Storey rear extension, together with first floor extensions to the north and east elevations and a two storey elevation on the north elevation with associated works to the terrace and a new front porch. Pending Consideration 

Consultation Responses:
Highways: No objection subject to informative below.
Damage to the highway
The attention of the applicant is drawn to Section 59 of the Highways Act 1980, which enables the Highway Authority to recover expenses due to damage caused by extraordinary traffic.

Ecology: The bat survey report states that the house has "moderate" potential to host roosting bats.  As such, in order to confirm if it does host a bat roost, further surveys to comprise two dusk emergence and dawn re-entry surveys will need to be carried out between May and the end of August (one could be carried out in September). 

The requested additional information has not been received. As such, it is considered that the applicant has not submitted sufficient information for the council to determine whether or not protected species (a material consideration) will be affected by the proposed development. It is therefore recommended that the application be refused on the grounds that insufficient information has been provided to determine the extent that bats, a protected species, will be affected by the proposals.

(N.B - The applicant has stated that the additional bat surveys will be undertaken, but these have not been submitted prior to the determination date of this application. The determination date of this application has not been extended to allow the submission of the additional bat surveys due to the fact that other reasons for refusal have also been raised and the applicant does not wish to amend the proposals to address these issues.)

Trees: The proposal is acceptable subject to the following condition:
Works relating to the development (but excluding the extension itself), e.g. storage, mixing of cement, welfare facilities, shall not take place within the grassed Root Protection Area (calculated as per BS5873) of the Birch tree on the boundary with 11 Highdown Hill Road.

No neighbour letters of neighbour representation received.

Summary of discussions with applicant/agent:
The agent and applicant were emailed on the 28th June and advised that the application would be refused due to poor design resulting in harm to the character of the property and the street. Amendments were suggested which may overcome the concerns and an extension of time was offered till the 31st July should the agent and applicant wish to submit revisions. The agent responded to the email that day, disagreeing with the reasons for refusal and requesting that the proposal be reconsidered. The agent and applicant were advised again, by email, on the 4th July that the application would be recommended for refusal, unless amended, and the reasons for refusal were explained in more detail. The agent responded the same day stating that the options would be considered with the applicant, but that they did not agree with the Case Officers statement that the proposals would be contrary to policy. The Case Officer responded via email and advised the agent that the application would be recommended for refusal, unless an email was received by the agent or applicant by midday on the 10th July agreeing to amend the proposal and extend the determination date. The determination date for the application is the 10th July. The agent was also advised that insufficient information regarding the protection of bats would also form a reason for refusal as the additional bat surveys had yet to be submitted. Although the applicant has advised that the bat surveys are being completed and would be ready for submission later in July, the Case Officer is not willing to extend the determination date on this application unless the agent and applicant are willing to also address the other reason for refusal. An email was received from the agent on the 7th July stating that the agent and applicant would like the refusal to be issued and that they would then pursue the appeal process.

No formal pre-application advice was sought prior to the submission of this 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.

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 (amended 2015)
CS7     Design and the Public Realm
CS36   Biodiversity and Geology
CS38	Trees, Hedges and Woodlands

Sites and Detailed Policies Document, Oct 2012 (amended 2015)
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)
Supplementary Planning document – Revised Parking Standards and Design (2011)

Appraisal 
The main issues are considered to be:
· Impact on the host dwelling
· Impact on character of the area and street scene
· Impact on neighbouring amenity
· Ecology

Impact on the Host Dwelling
The proposals represent a considerable increase in the size and footprint of the existing dwelling. Whilst this in itself is not necessarily considered harmful to the character of the property, it is felt that the inclusion of two, two storey side extensions and the design of these extensions are harmful to the character of the property. Although it is considered that the proposed side extensions integrate better with the main property than those proposed under refused application 170289, given that the proposed hipped roofs will match the roof form of the main house as supposed to the previously proposed gables, it is not considered that this objection has been completely overcome by the new proposals.

It is considered that the proposed side extensions still do not integrate particularly well with the main body of the property, resulting in a clunky and unbalanced appearance particularly from the front elevation of the property. The extensions do not share the same width, depth or ridge height with each other and give the appearance of being constructed to facilitate the desired interior spaces without consideration to their incongruous external appearance in relation to the rest of the property. The construction of two storey side extensions to both sides of the property is unusual and the effect on the main body of the property is to make it appear disproportionally wide and overdeveloped. Two storey extensions have a much greater visual impact than single storey extensions and it is considered that the construction of two bulky two storey side extensions would make the main element of the property appear cluttered and overwhelmed. Given the above it is considered that the proposals would be contrary to Policy DM9 (House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation) of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document and Policy CS7 (Design and the Public Realm) of the Reading Borough Local Development Framework Core Strategy

It is considered that the harm to the character of the application property may be able to be overcome by either proposing only one two storey side extension or by ensuring that the two side extensions are smaller and of matching proportions.

Character of the Area and Street Scene
One of the reasons for refusal of the previous application on this site, 170289, was:
Due to its width and overall design, the resultant dwelling is considered to result in a cramped appearance within the plot. It is considered that the additional bulk and mass afforded by the design of the large gabled first floor side extensions which, both individually and cumulatively would lead to a dwelling mass which is perceptibly larger than adjacent dwellings, resulting in a visually incongruous form of development and an unacceptable reduction in the area's characteristic speciousness.
Whilst it is considered that the bulk and visual incongruousness of the two storey side extensions has been reduced somewhat by replacing the gabled roof forms with hipped roofs, it is not considered that this reason for refusal has been sufficiently overcome under the currently proposed design.

The proposed two storey side extensions have not been reduced in size from the previously refused application, and therefore still result in a property which nearly completely fills the width of the plot at two storey level. This width, at two storey, is still considered to result in a cramped appearance within the plot.  Although set back from the front elevation of the property, given the two storey nature of the extensions, it is still felt that the side extensions would appear overly bulky immediately adjacent to the boundaries. Surrounding properties tend only to approach one of their side boundaries at two storey, rather than both, and it is considered that extending at two storey to both sides of the property in such a manner would be harmful to the spacious character of the immediate surrounding area. It would also create a large, bulky dwelling that would be perceptibly larger than adjacent dwellings, resulting in a visually incongruous and overbearing form of development detrimental to the character and appearance of the area. It is therefore considered that the proposals would be contrary to Policy DM9 (House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation) of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document and Policy CS7 (Design and the Public Realm) of the Reading Borough Local Development Framework Core Strategy.
It is considered that a design similar to the lapsed 2004 permission at this property would be likely to overcome the above concerns, as it would maintain a degree of spaciousness between the boundaries, with the hipped roof on the north elevation softening the appearance on the host dwelling and the space on the south side minimising the impact on the street scene. Alternatively a design reducing the width and bulk of the side extensions, or removing one of them, may also overcome the concerns.

Impact on Neighbouring Amenity
The neighbouring properties potentially affected by the proposals are No’s 15 and 11 Highdown Hill Road located to the north west and south east of the site respectively.

In relation to No.11, no first floor windows are proposed on the flank elevation facing this property and as such there would be no material loss of privacy to the occupiers of this property. The proposed extension to the south side of the application property would just project past the rear elevation of No.11. The part of No.11 closest to the boundary with the application property is single storey to the rear, with a cat-slide roof up to the main house. There are two side facing first floor windows at no.11, it is not known whether or not they serve a habitable rooms. Considering that these windows will have a 5m separation distance from the proposed side extension and the extension will be located to the north east of the windows it is not considered that the two storey side extension would have an unacceptable impact in terms of light levels or overbearingness on the two, first floor side windows. With regards to the rear facing ground floor windows closest to the boundary at no.11 it is not considered that the extension would cause any material loss of light and it is not considered that the extension would have an overbearing impact on the amenity space to the rear of this property.

In relation to impacts on No. 15, no first floor windows are proposed in the flank elevation facing this property and as such there would be no material loss of privacy to the occupiers of this property.   The resultant dwelling would project past the rear elevation of No. 15 at ground and first floor level. However, it would remain a distance of approximately 1m to the common boundary and a further 1m to the dwelling itself. Whilst visible, the proposals would not breach a 45 degree line to the nearest habitable room windows at ground or first floor. As such, the proposals are not considered to result in a material loss of light or overbearing impact to the occupiers of this property.

No.15 currently has an application pending for extensions, which, if permitted would project at ground floor level past the rear elevation of No.13, both as existing and as proposed. Should the application at No. 15 be permitted and implemented then they themselves would likely have more of an impact on No.13 than the extensions proposed to No.13, but they would certainly minimise the impact on No.15. In the event that the proposals are not approved or approved and then not implemented, the proposals to No.13 are considered acceptable on their merits as discussed above.

Should approval be granted for the proposals it is suggested that a condition be attached removing the permitted development rights to insert windows into the first floor side elevations of the proposed side extensions, to avoid issues of privacy, overlooking and perceived overlooking.

Ecology 
The building has the potential to support roosting bats (it is a large house, located close to optimal bat foraging habitat, is likely to have a number of features potentially suitable for use by roosting bats and there are records of bats roosting nearby) and the proposed development which includes significant works to the roof, could impact upon a bat roost if it were present.  As survey was undertaken by an appropriately qualified surveyor is required to determine the presence or otherwise of bats. The results of this survey were inconclusive and therefore additional dawn and dusk surveys were requested. The applicant was advised of this; however, the additional surveys have not been provided at this time and as such the proposal is contrary to Policy CS36 of the Core Strategy 2008 (altered 2015).

(N.B - The applicant has stated that the additional bat surveys will be undertaken and ready for submission in July. The determination date of this application has not been extended to allow this submission of the additional bat surveys due to the fact that other reasons for refusal have also been raised and the applicant does not wish to amend the proposals to address these issues.)

RECOMMENDATION:    

REFUSE, 

1. Due to the design, combined width and two storey nature of the proposed side extensions, it is considered that they would cause unacceptable harm to the character of the application property and the surrounding area. It is considered that the application property would appear disproportionately wide, cluttered and overdeveloped and would form a visually incongruous and overbearing form of development which would be harmful to the spaciousness of the immediate surrounding area. The application proposal would therefore fail to maintain the character and appearance of the property and the surrounding area in which it is sited contrary to Policy CS7 (Design and the Public Realm) of the Reading Borough LDF: Core Strategy (2008, as altered 2015); Policy DM9 (House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation) of the Reading Borough LDF: Sites and Detailed Policies Document 2012 (altered 2015) and the Council's adopted supplementary planning guidance, 'A Design Guide to House Extensions' (2003).

2. The applicant has failed to submit sufficient information for the Council to determine whether or not bats (a protected species and therefore a material planning consideration) will be adversely affected by the proposed development. As such this proposal is considered to be contrary to Policy CS36 (Biodiversity and Geology) of the Reading Borough LDF: Core Strategy (2008, as amended 2015) and the National Planning Policy Framework 2012 (paragraphs 109 and 118).

INFORMATIVES
[bookmark: _GoBack]The plans considered in this planning application are as follows:
Drawing No: A100 – Existing Plans and Elevations
Drawing No: 10590-01 rev.P – Proposed Plans and Elevations
Received 15th May 2017

The Local Planning Authority has worked with the applicant in a positive and proactive manner. The applicant was made aware of the issues relating to the refusal of this application and advice was provided to overcome the issues raised.  The applicant decided not to respond to the advice given and so has not been possible to overcome these issues, hence the issuing of this notice of refusal of permission.

This planning application was submitted without first having sought pre-application advice, which can often avoid the need to refuse planning permission.  The council's pre-application advice service is here:

http://www.reading.gov.uk/media/1190/Pre-Application-Enquiry-Form/pdf/Pre-app_1_Revised_Nov_2015.pdf



