
DELEGATED HOUSEHOLDER APPLICATION REPORT

Ward: Church

App Ref: 171042/HOU
Address: 137 Northcourt Avenue, Reading, RG2 7HG
Proposals: Part two storey and part single storey side and rear extension
Case Officer: Tom Hughes
Applicant: Mr M Matthews
Date received (valid from): 3 July 2017

Target Decision date: 28 August 2017


1.
INTRODUCTION

The application site is a two storey semi-detached property with a pitched roof. A short single storey extension projects to the rear. A detached garage is located beyond the side and rear elevations, to the boundary with 135 Northcourt Avenue. The neighbouring properties at 135 and 139 Northcourt Avenue both benefit from single storey rear extensions. The surrounding area is predominantly residential. 
2.
PROPOSAL AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION

The proposal is for a part two storey and part single storey side and rear extension. The existing extension and detached garage would be demolished to facilitate the proposal. At the ground floor, the proposal would extend at a width of 1.5m from the original side elevation, set back by 0.2m from the principal elevation. A distance of 0.9m would be maintained to the boundary with the adjacent neighbour. The proposal would extend along the side elevation and project 4m beyond the original rear elevation. The proposal would extend across the width of the rear elevation, with a distance of 0.2m maintained to the boundary with the adjoining neighbour. The single storey rear element would have a flat roof at a height of 2.8m. To the boundary with the adjacent neighbour, a parapet wall would project to an additional height of 0.5m. A roof lantern would be located within the flat roof, projecting to an additional height of 0.3m. 
Set back by 2.5m from the principal elevation, the first floor side element would project to a depth flush with the original rear elevation. Above the ground floor side element would be located a mono-pitch roof, with a maximum height of 3.4m and a height to eaves of 2.8m. The first floor side element would have a pitched roof with a maximum height of 7m and a height to eaves of 5.1m, and would be set down from the ridgeline of the existing roof by 1m. The first floor rear element would have a pitched roof, with a maximum height of 7m and a height to eaves of 5.3m, and would be set down from the ridgeline of the existing roof by 1m. The first floor rear element would extend at a width of 3.9m, set 2.1m from the boundary with the adjoining neighbour. The first floor rear element would also project to a depth of 4m. 
To the front elevation, windows would be located at the ground and first floors. To the side elevation, two windows and a door would be located at the ground floor. Windows would be located to the first floor side elevations, both proposed and existing. These windows would be obscure glazed and non-opening to 1.7m above the floor level of the rooms in which they are located, as secured by condition. To the rear elevation, two windows and a set of bi-fold doors would be located at the ground floor, with three windows located at the first floor. 
Materials have been selected to match those of the existing property. 
The applicant supplied the following, received on 3rd July 2017:
Drawing No: 16/647-03 Rev. A – Site Location and Site Plan

Drawing No: 16/647-01 Rev. A – Existing Plans and Elevations

Drawing No: 16/647-02 Rev. A – Proposed Plans and Elevations

The applicant was advised on 24th July 2017 of a number of issues with the proposal. Where the proposal would extend beyond the original side and rear elevations at the first floor, it would detract from the properties original character. Though the provision of a catslide roof would aid the subservience of the proposal when viewed from the front of the property, the excessive scale and depth of the first floor element would significantly detract from the properties original character when viewed from the side and rear. Additionally, where the first floor element would extend beyond the original side and rear elevations, an excessive bulk would be presented to the adjacent neighbour at 135 Northcourt Avenue. Due to the proximity to the shared boundary the proposal would have a visual dominance and an overbearing effect on this neighbour.

Subsequently, the applicant supplied the following, received on 28th July 2017:

Drawing No: 16/647-03 Rev. B – Site Location and Site Plan

Drawing No: 16/647-02 Rev. B – Proposed Plans and Elevations
3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

None. 
4.
CONSULTATIONS

4.1
The following addresses were consulted by letter:
112 Shinfield Road, Reading, RG2 7DA

110 Shinfield Road, Reading, RG2 7DA
139 Northcourt Avenue, Reading, RG2 7HG

74 Northcourt Avenue, Reading, RG2 7HQ

135 Northcourt Avenue, Reading, RG2 7HG
4.2
Letters of representation have been received as follows:

None. 
4.3
Ecology raised no objection to the proposal.


Transport advised that the existing property benefits from a detached garage, accessed via the side of the property. The proposal would result in a loss of access to this area and access to a car parking space. Transport advised that there is existing provision for off-road parking for two vehicles at the front of the property, which would not be altered. As such, Transport do not have any objections to the proposal, subject to an informative. 


Trees advised that the parking area at the front of the property is laid with gravel which is likely to be porous. There are two significant street trees near 137 Northcourt Avenue. The roots of these trees are not expected to extend any distance under the adopted highway but will be growing in areas more suited to tree root growth which may include the gravel drive at the front of 137 Northcourt Avenue. In addition there is an attractive birch in the neighbouring property. This tree is not protected and has a small diameter trunk but significant canopy. The footprint of the proposed extension will likely be located outside of the RPA for this tree and there is a staggered roofline to the extension which will reduce the contact of the trees canopy on the new roofline and windows. In view of the above considerations, Trees raised no objection to the proposal. Trees advised that roots growing under the gravel driveway at the front of the property may be vulnerable to pollutants and compaction during the course of building works on site. Trees requested that the applicant provide further information on the means of protecting trees. 

Officer note: the applicant was made aware of Trees comments. The applicant provided a plan illustrating a fence to be erected during the course of construction to protect the adjacent tree. This is to be secured by condition. The applicant also provided additional information on the porosity of the gravel drive, and advised that preparatory works will be carried out on the concrete base slab of the existing garage at the rear. Officers are satisfied that adjacent trees will not be inadvertently harmed during the course of building works, as secured by condition.
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 and the proposal is sufficient in its design and proportion that it doesn’t detract from the original buildings appearance. The depth of the proposal is within the Council’s guidance of 4m and the first floor side element is sufficiently set back from the principal 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, the applicant was made aware of Trees comments and provided additional information to the satisfaction of officers, as secured by condition
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 first floor element of the proposal does not encroach on a line taken at 45 degrees from the nearest habitable windows of the neighbouring properties at 135 and 139 Northcourt Avenue which protects the light to the rooms in those properties. As such, the proposal is not considered to reduce the amount of light to neighbouring properties
· invade the privacy of neighbouring properties through overlooking from windows or balconies; No, though windows are proposed for the side elevation at the first floor, they will be obscure-glazed and non-opening to 1.7m above the floor level of the room in which they are located, as secured by condition 
· detract from the character of neighbouring properties through siting, excessive bulk, ill-matching materials or inconsistent design; No, the proposal would deviate from the general norm of the neighbouring properties, though no concerns are held about 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 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

