
DELEGATED HOUSEHOLDER APPLICATION REPORT

Ward: Park

App Ref: 171572/HOU
Address: 58 St Peters Road, Reading, RG6 1PH
Proposals: Part one, part two storey side and rear extension
Case Officer: Tom Hughes
Applicant: Mr Anthony Keeble
Date received (valid from): 8 September 2017

Target Decision date: 3 November 2017


1.
INTRODUCTION

The application site is a two storey semi-detached dwelling with a hipped roof. A rear conservatory extends across the width of the dwelling. The dwelling is set forward of the adjacent neighbour at 56b St Peters Road, in a staggered orientation. The surrounding area is predominantly residential.  
2.
PROPOSAL AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION

The proposal is for a part one, part two storey side and rear extension. At the ground floor, the proposal would extend at a width of 1.2m from the north-westward side elevation, set back from the principal elevation by 4.4m. The proposal would project to a total depth of 8m, 5m beyond the original rear elevation. The proposal would extend across the full width of the original rear elevation. The single storey element would have a part-hipped, part-flat roof with a maximum height of 3.6m and a height to eaves of 2.3m. Three roof lights would be located within the section of flat roof. 
The first floor element would project to a total depth of 5.4m, 2.4m beyond the original rear elevation. The first floor element would extend across the original rear elevation at a width of 2.4m. The two storey element would have a part-hipped, part-flat roof with a maximum height of 6.6m, and a height to eaves of 5.1m. 

To the rear elevation, three windows and a set of double doors would be located at the ground floor, with a further window located at the first floor. To the north-westward side elevation, three windows and a single door would be located at the ground floor. 

Materials have been selected to match those of the existing dwelling.    
The agent supplied the following, received on 8th September 2017:

Drawing No: 16/41/01 – Site Location, Existing Floor Plans and Elevations

Drawing No: 16/41/02 – Block Plan, Proposed Floor Plans and Elevations 
3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
010945/FUL – Two storey extension with loft conversion – Refused 23/03/01

010364/FUL – Loft conversion – Refused 30/08/01 

170345/PRE – Two storey side and rear extension and single storey rear extension – Observations sent 05/04/17
4.
CONSULTATIONS

4.1
The following addresses were consulted by letter:
Flat 5, The Hollies, 155 Wokingham Road, Reading, RG6 1LP

56b St Peters Road, Reading, RG6 1PH
Flat 10, The Hollies, 155 Wokingham Road, Reading, RG6 1LP

Flat 9, The Hollies, 155 Wokingham Road, Reading, RG6 1LP

Flat 8, The Hollies, 155 Wokingham Road, Reading, RG6 1LP
Flat 6, The Hollies, 155 Wokingham Road, Reading, RG6 1LP
Flat 7, The Hollies, 155 Wokingham Road, Reading, RG6 1LP
60 St Peters Road, Reading, RG6 1PH
111 St Peters Road, Reading, RG6 1PG
4.2
Letters of representation have been received as follows:


None.
4.3
Transport Development Control raised no objection to the proposal, subject to suggested conditions and informatives. Officer note: officers are satisfied having visited the site that a sufficient level of off-road parking provision will be retained


Ecology provided the following consultation response:

“The application site comprises a semi-detached house where it is proposed to extend the building to the side and rear. The bat survey report (John Wenman Ecological Consuntancy, ref: R1707/b, September 2017) confirms that the roof has been used by at least one common pipistrelle bat and that it is a small day roost of low conservation status. It is therefore very likely that the proposed works will disturb or harm roosting bats. As such, a licence for development works affecting bats will need to be obtained from Natural England - for derogation from the provisions of the Habitat Regulations - before works which could impact upon the roost can commence. 

The report provides a mitigation plan to ensure that bats are not harmed and that replacement roosting sites are provided and if it is implemented the favourable conservation status of bats will be maintained. Planning Authorities have statutory duties under The Habitat Regulations. It needs to be satisfied that a licence for development works affecting bats is likely to be granted by Natural England. [The courts have considered the application of a planning authority's duty under the Habitat Regulations e.g. Morge vs Hampshire County Council (2010). In the Morge case the supreme court has ruled that it cannot see why planning permission should not be granted unless the proposed development would be unlikely to be licensed as a derogation from those provisions.] 
In this case it is considered that as long as a mitigation plan such as that given in the bat survey report is provided the proposed works would pass the three tests of The Habitat Regulations, and as such receive from Natural England a licence, because: 
1. The development is for an imperative reason of overriding public interest of an economic nature as the development will contribute to a social and economic need of the local community for better housing (this is assuming that it is in compliance with other planning policy) - therefore Regulation 53(2)(e) can be met 
2. There is no satisfactory alternative to the development as without carrying out the works the aforementioned need would not be met - therefore Regulation 53(9)(a) can be met 

3. Appropriate mitigation can be provided which will ensure that there will not be a detrimental impact to the favourable conservation status of the bat species concerned - therefore Regulation 53(9)(b) can be met 
Paragraph 99 of the government Circular 06/05: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation - Statutory Obligations and Their Impact Within The Planning System (NB this document has not been revoked by the National Planning Policy Framework) states that: 
“It is essential that the presence or otherwise of protected species, and the extent that they may be affected by the proposed development, is established before the planning permission is granted, otherwise all relevant material considerations may not have been addressed in making the decision. The need to ensure ecological surveys are carried out should therefore only be left to coverage under planning conditions in exceptional circumstances, with the result that the surveys are carried out after planning permission has been granted. However, bearing in mind the delay and cost that may be involved, developers should not be required to undertake surveys for protected species unless there is a reasonable likelihood of the species being present and affected by the development. Where this is the case, the survey should be completed and any necessary measures to protect the species should be in place, through conditions and/or planning obligations, before the permission is granted. In appropriate circumstances the permission may also impose a condition preventing the development from proceeding without the prior acquisition of a licence under the procedure set out in section C below. 
As such, subject to the condition below, there are no objections to this application on ecology grounds. 
Condition: No works to the roof or loft shall commence until a licence for development works affecting bats has been obtained from the Statutory Nature Conservation Organisation (Natural England) and a copy has been submitted to and approved in writing by the council. Thereafter mitigations measures approved in the licence shall be maintained in accordance with the approved details. Should conditions at the site for bats change and / or the applicant conclude that a licence for development works affecting bats is not required the applicant is to submit a report to the council detailing the reasons for this assessment and this report is to be approved in writing by the council prior to commencement of works. 
Reason: The house hosts a bat roost which will be affected by the proposals. This condition will ensure that bats, a material consideration, are not adversely impacted upon by the proposed development, and that the Council demonstrates that the council has fulfilled its duties under the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994 (as amended).”
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 proposal is sufficient in its design and proportion that it doesn’t detract from the original buildings appearance, despite posing a considerable alteration to the principle elevation
· 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
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, the 5m depth of the single storey element along the boundary with 60 St Peters Road is not considered harmful to this neighbour. Any impact is mediated by the existing single storey rear extension of this neighbour. Due to the staggered orientation of the dwellings, the first floor element would be located a sufficient distance from the adjacent neighbour at 56b St Peters Road. As such, the proposal is not considered to reduce the amount of light to neighbouring dwellings 
· invade the privacy of neighbouring properties through overlooking from windows or balconies; No
· detract from the character of neighbouring properties through siting, excessive bulk, ill-matching materials or inconsistent design; No, though  the proposal would deviate from the general norm of the neighbouring dwellings, there are no concerns held with regard to inconsistent design. The proposal is sufficiently set back from the principal elevation and subservience to the host dwelling is maintained
· 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 property
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.  This has been assessed and it is considered the proposal would not cause a significant detrimental impact to the living environment of any existing or new occupiers or neighbours. 
7. CONCLUSION  
The proposed development would not be harmful to the character or appearance of the site or its surroundings and would not have a detrimental impact on the appearance of the original building or neighbouring properties or amenity.  As such the proposed works are considered to be in accordance with the above relevant policies and permission can be granted. 

Equality Act

In determining this application the Council is required to have regard to its obligations under the Equality Act 2010. The key equalities protected characteristics include age, disability, gender, gender reassignment, marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sexual orientation.  It is considered that there is no indication or evidence (including from consultation on the current applications) that the protected groups have or will have different needs, experiences, issues and priorities in relation to this particular planning application.
8.0
RECOMMENDATION  

Application Permitted

