
DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT 




Target Date: 29/06/2018
Application No: 180738/HOU
Address: 58 Oakley Road
Proposal: Garage conversion and single storey rear extension
Case officer: Heather Banks 
Site Description and Surrounding Area
The site comprises a red brick Bungalow, with a rear dormer extension to the rear, providing loft accommodation, and a detached garage set along the boundary with the neighbouring property, 60 Oakley and back from the rear of the application property. The application site slopes both from east to west across the plot, but also south to north over the depth of the plot. This has resulted in a raised patio to the rear of the property, and two access points to the front of the house; one from the front garden, and a secondary entrance, to the side of the kitchen, providing access from the driveway, which is set at a lower level.

Proposal 

The applicant seeks planning permission to convert the garage to habitable accommodation and construct a single storey extension to the rear of the existing property, which will join the existing garage to the main house. The purpose of these works is to create a granny annex to be used by a family member.

The extensions to the existing garage, to form the annex, will have a flat roof, which will be 2.9m above ground level taken from the western side of the new extension, and 3.5m above ground level when taken from the rear of the existing garage. The annex will have a narrower section closest to the property, which will be 3.1m wide and 1.85m deep and will form the link between existing house and the granny annex. This section will continue the roof slope of the existing house down to the level of the flat roof of the new part of the annex. For a further 3.25m the west elevation of the annex will remain level, with the total width of the annex increasing to 6.6m as the existing garage is incorporated into it. The annex will then widen further, projecting a further 2m to the west, for a depth of 5m. This will take the extension 1m deeper than the existing garage. The extension will not however wrap around the rear of the garage. 

The annex is to have one window to the front of the existing garage and two windows to the rear elevation, one in the existing garage element and one in the part to be constructed. To the western elevation the wider element of the annex is to be fitted with bi-fold doors and a standard door is to be fitted in the narrower section closer to the main house. To the eastern elevation of the link element a new entrance door is proposed to allow level access from the driveway. It is also proposed to increase the width of the existing east facing window of the study, in the main house, by 0.8m.

In terms of materials, it is proposed that the flat roof of the extension will be finished in mineral chippings on felt, whilst the rest of the external finishes of the extension are to match those of the existing property.

Plans Considered:
The following plans were received by the local planning authority on 2nd May 2018

Drawing No: 1 – Proposed Elevations

Drawing No: 2 – Proposed and Existing Plans

Drawing No: 3 – Existing Elevations

Drawing No: 4 – Location and Site Plans
Relevant Planning History:
170838/HOU  - Garage conversion and extension to form one bedroom annexe - Resubmission of 161714. Decline to Determine 19/07/2017
161714/HOU - Garage conversion/extension to form one bedroom annexe. Refused 13/04/2017

Consultation Responses

Transport: The proposed rear extension will result in the loss of the detached garage and therefore the loss of a parking space. However, although not illustrated on submitted plans images confirm that there is off road parking provision at the side and front of the house on an existing area of hardstanding; therefore Transport do not have any objections to this application as car parking can be provide in accordance with the Councils current parking standards. 
Suggested informative - Highways
i) 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. 

ii) Any works affecting the Highway shall be in accordance with Reading Borough’s Council’s document “Guidance Notes for Activities on the Public Highway within the Borough of Reading”. The applicant should note that compliance with this document is mandatory and licenses to work on the Highway will only be issued if the requirements contained within it are met. A copy can be obtained from the Council’s website. 
Neighbouring properties:  The properties at 54 and 60 Oakley Road were consulted by letter. No responses were received.
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'. However the NPPF does not change the statutory status of the development plan as the starting point for decision making (NPPF paragraph 12).

In this regard, the NPPF states that due weight should be given to the adopted policies of the Local Development Framework (LDF) (Core Strategy and Sites and Detailed Policies Document) according to their degree of consistency with the NPPF (the closer the policies in the plan to the policies in the NPPF, the greater the weight that may be given).

Accordingly, the National Planning Policy Framework and the following development plan policies and supplementary planning guidance are relevant:

Reading Borough LDF Core Strategy (Adopted January 2008)
CS7     Design and the Public Realm
Sites and Detailed Policies Document (SDPD) (Adopted October 2012)
DM4    Safeguarding Amenity

DM9    House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation
Supplementary Planning Guidance/Documents
SPG – A Design Guide to House Extensions (Adopted March 2003)
Appraisal:
There have been two recent applications at this property for works to create an annex, one of which was refused (161714/HOU) and one which the Local Planning authority declined to determine (170838/HOU), given as it was almost identical to the previous application. The notable difference between this application and those that preceded it is that under the current application the annex is joined to the main property; not forming a completely separate unit.

The following points are considered to be the main issues raised by the proposal, as put forward as the reasons for refusal of previous application 161714:

· Whether or not the annex could be let or sold as a separate dwelling in the future, rather than being considered ancillary to the main dwelling house

· Impact of the proposal on the amenity of the occupiers of the neighbouring property 60 Oakley Road

Acceptability of the proposal as an annex
Policy DM9 of the Reading Borough Council Sites and Detailed Policies document states that ‘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’. It also states that ‘this ancillary accommodation should not be a way of introducing new dwellings by stealth. Ancillary accommodation could be considered a separate dwelling where it: 
 Is self-sufficient in terms of facilities e.g. kitchens and bathrooms; 
 Has its own front door without internal links to the main house; and/or 
 Has its own external facilities, e.g. access, drive, garden; or has scope for these external facilities to be easily created.’
The previous proposal, under 161714, would have been quite easy to completely divide from the main property, including rear garden and driveway, given that it was entirely separate from the main house and was self-sufficient in terms of facilities. It is considered that the current proposal adequately overcomes the concerns raised under the previous application with regards to the acceptability of the annex. Although the current proposal still retains its own front door, given that it is now joined to and shares facilities with the main property and given that that the new design creates more shared spaces, such as the patio area onto which the bi-fold doors of the annex open onto, it is considered that the new proposal would be considered acceptable as ancillary accommodation. A condition is suggested, should consent be granted for the proposal, to ensure that the annex is not let or sold separately in the future, as although less likely with the current proposal, it would still be possible with some alterations. 

Impact on Amenity of 60 Oakley Road
Under the previous proposal, 161714, the impact of the proposal on the amenity of the occupiers of no.60 was assessed based both on the potential use of the structure as an independent dwelling, as well as its use as an annexe. It was this consideration as a separate unit that resulted in the refusal of application 161714 on harm to the amenity of the occupiers of no.60. It was considered that:
‘if the granny annexe is let out as a separate unit, it will increase comings and goings to the site causing potential disturbance to neighbours. Moreover, potential overlooking issues could occur due to the close proximity to adjoining neighbouring boundaries. The proposal is therefore detrimental to the living conditions of the nearby occupiers contrary to policy DM4.’   
The current proposal is not considered to constitute a separate dwelling and as such should only be considered as accommodation ancillary to the main house. As such it is not considered that this extension should cause a notable increase in the comings and goings to the site as it would still be occupied by one household (rather than the possible two, under application 161714, if the annex was let or sold separately). Also, as referred to under the previous section 'acceptability of the proposal as an annex', should consent be granted a condition will be attached to ensure that this ancillary accommodation is not let or sold separately in the future. As such, it is not considered that the creation of this granny annex would cause unacceptable disturbance to the occupants of no.60 through increased comings and goings. 

With regards to overlooking, there are three windows which may have an overlooking impact on no.60. Firstly, the rear facing bedroom window, proposed to rear of the existing garage,will be in close proximity to the boundary with no.60, and ground level within the annex will be significantly higher than that of the garden of no.60. It is therefore considered that some overlooking impacts will occur with the conversion of the garage to habitable accommodation. However, given that it will only be the far end of the garden of no.60, and not the main property or key outdoor amenity areas, that would be overlooked by this window, it is considered to have limited impact on the quality of life of the occupiers of no.60 and therefore would not warrant refusal. The front facing window to the converted garage, would be more likely to overlook the property at no.60. However, given the fact that the window is to a bathroom rather than a kitchen, as it was under 161714, should consent be granted, a condition would be attached requiring that this window be obscure glazed and fixed shut to 1.7m above internal ground level. Given this and the separation distance between the converted garage and the property at no.60 (approx 7.5m), it is considered that, in this instance, overlooking impacts would be negligible from the proposed front facing window. The final window which may cause overlooking issues with no.60, is the widened, side facing study window proposed to the existing application property. However, given that there is already a window to the study in this location (albeit narrower) and given the combination of the single storey eaves level at no.60 to this side, the lower ground level at no. 60, the existing boundary hedge and the location of the rear facing patio doors in a recessed area, it is considered that any overlooking from this window would be limited and not notably increased from the current situation. Given the above, it is considered that the current application has overcome the overlooking concerns of the previous application, 161714, and should not be refused on loss of privacy.
Impact on character of the application property and character of the surrounding area
Whilst the proposed extension does not particularly integrate with the form of the main dwelling and is of a somewhat different style, it is proposed that it will materially match the existing property, and its single storey, flat roof nature, and the fact that it is set at a lower ground level than the main house, makes it appear clearly subservient to both the main house and the existing garage to which it attaches. It forms a subservient link structure between the two existing structures, and although somewhat clunky in design it is not considered to be particularly harmful to the character of the application property, given its subservient nature and location to the rear of the property.

Given that the extensions will not be creating a separate building, as was the case under application 161714, and as such will not result in the possible creation of a new unit set behind the existing house at the application property, it is not considered that the proposal would be out of keeping with the character of the surrounding area. A number of the surrounding properties have been significantly extended in the past, and the recent extensions at 52 Oakley Road have also incorporated converting the existing garage and joining it to the main house as part of the works. Although there are no examples of an extension of quite the same nature as that proposed here, the surrounding properties are al of different styles, and as such a different style of rear extension would not be considered to be out of character with the area.
Conclusion
It is concluded that the proposed extension has overcome the reasons for refusal of the previous two applications at this site and is in accordance with Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy and Policies DM4 and DM9 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document.
RECOMMENDATION:
Approve


