


DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT - Application No.: 171241/HOU
Address: 81 Mount Pleasant, Reading RG1 2TF
Proposal: Proposed porch 
Case officer: Alison Amoah

Site Description and Surrounding Area:
The application property is a traditional brick built two storey terraced house, with soldier course window detail, on the eastern side of Mount Pleasant in a group of six houses.   The adjacent house, no. 79, has been painted white, no. 83 retains the original brick.  There is a small front garden and there are no porches or other front extensions within this segment of the street.  The road slopes from north up to south, with the top of the door and windows positioned higher at nos. 83-87 compared to nos. 77-81.

The application property is 3.5 m wide.

Proposal: 
· A front porch of 3.15 m wide, by 0.8m deep by 2.8m high with epdm* fat roof, white double glazed panels to the front elevation; solid plastic panels to the sides and to the bottom of the front and glazed front door.

*synthetic rubber roofing membrane (ethylene propylene diene terpolymer)

Plans considered (no drawing numbers): Received 25th July 2017
· Location Plan
· Block Plan
· Existing photo
· Existing Plan
· Existing West Elevation
· Existing South Elevation
· Existing North Elevation
· Proposed Plan
· Proposed West Elevation
· Proposed South Elevation
· Proposed North Elevation

Relevant Planning History: 
140684/PREAPP - Demolition of existing single storey rear extension and erection of a full-width two storey rear extension – Obs sent 31/12/14
150463/PREAPP – Pre-application advice for proposed loft conversion raising the roof to the same height as the adjoining property, and installing a full width dormer – Obs Sent 13/5/15
151723/CLP  - Certificate of Lawfulness for a proposed loft conversion with rear flat roofed dormer, new rear window at first floor, and bi-fold doors at ground floor – Approved 20/11/15

Consultation Responses:  Nos. 79, 80 and 83 Mount Pleasant were consulted.  No comments were received.  

Transport: No objection

Officer discussion with Agent:
During the course of the consideration of the application the Planning Officer advised the agent that the proposed scheme would not be granted permission and suggested that an amended scheme, which reduced the size of the proposed development to something more akin to a porch, i.e. enclosing the front door, and with more suitable materials, be submitted.  The agent’s view was that the development would be within permitted development rights for a porch under Class D of the General Permitted Development Order (GPDO).  The Planning Officer initially advised that a Certificate of Lawfulness for proposed Use could be submitted, but then on further consideration and review of the GPDO advised the agent that it was her view that the proposed scheme would not be considered as a porch under Class D, but rather a front extension under Class A.  

The agent advised the officer that the applicant had sought legal advice, which confirmed their view that the proposed scheme was a porch.  At this point the Planning Officer sought advice from RBC’s Legal officer and their response was as follows:

“There is no definition of porch in the 1990 Act, the GPDO and no help is given in the Government’s Technical Guidance.
 
However the wording of Class D does help as it refers to a porch “outside any external door of a dwellinghouse”. As can be seen the words used are restrictive in nature. It does not say for example “outside the front elevation of a dwellinghouse”.
 
The Oxford English dictionary states a porch is “covered approach to entrance of building” and other dictionaries say much the same.
 
In conclusion the word porch should be given it ordinary natural meaning and thus in my opinion the proposed development is plainly not a porch and neither is it PD.”
  
This response was provided to the agent and the offer of reviewing any legal advice they had been provided.  This was not forthcoming and the agent requested that the application be determined on the basis of what had been submitted.

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'.

The following local and national planning policy and guidance is relevant to this application:
Reading Borough Local Development Framework Core Strategy (2008, altered 2015) 
CS7: Design and the Public Realm

Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012, altered 2015) 
DM9: House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation

Supplementary Planning Guidance/ Documents:  
A Design Guide to House Extensions (2003) 

Appraisal:

Design 
Adopted Core Strategy Policy CS7 provides the overarching policy on design and states that:  

“All development must be of high design quality that maintains and enhances the character and appearance of the area of Reading in which it is located. The various components of development form, including: 
· Layout: urban structure and urban grain; 
· Landscape; 
· Density and mix; 
· Scale: height and massing; and 
· Architectural detail and materials. ……..”

Sites and Detailed Policies Document Policy DM9: House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation states that:
“An extension to a house will be acceptable where it: 
 Respects the character of the house in terms of scale, location, materials and design; 
 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; and 
 Does not present a large blank façade to public areas….”

The Council’s Design Guide states:
“The Council will not normally grant planning permission for front extensions that are excessive in terms of height and depth relative to the dwelling on the site and neighbouring buildings and which fail to demonstrate a balance of proportions.  In the case of semi-detached or terraced properties extensions that stretch across the whole of the frontage or compromise the symmetry of design will be discouraged.  Proposals for front extensions require particular attention to detail to avoid failing the criteria relating to the character of neighbouring properties and the street generally and the criteria as achieving compatible design. 

Poorly designed front extension can have a major and damaging impact on the appearance of not just the subject house, but on neighbouring properties and the street generally…. Details such as materials, fenestration and roof pitch will have to complement the original building, age and scale.”
 
The proposed scheme would be almost the whole width of the house and would cover the ground floor door and window.  The proposed materials would be white double glazing windows and UPVC white panels.  

The overall scale of the proposed extension, with respect to its height and width, would be out of keeping with the original house, and would be an alien feature to the front of the house of unsympathetic materials and overall design.  This is especially true in this segment of the street where there are no other examples of any front extension or porch.  The nearest example of a porch on this side of the road is to the north of the site at no. 45, which projects in front of the front door only, and there is an example of a full width canopy above the ground floor door and window at no.57.  These are far removed from the application site, the latter within a group of terraced houses which retain original window form and front building line.   

The proposed scheme would therefore have a detrimental effect on the character and appearance of the dwelling and the neighbouring properties contrary to policies CS7, DM9, and the Council’s Design Guide.


[bookmark: _GoBack]

RECOMMENDATION:

REFUSE

The overall scale of the proposed extension with respect to its height and width would be out of keeping with the original house, and would be an alien feature to the front of the house of unsympathetic materials and overall design. The proposal would have no regard to the proportions and position of existing windows and doors, and would not respect the existing front building line.  It would therefore have a detrimental effect on the character and appearance of the dwelling and the neighbouring properties contrary to adopted Core Strategy (2008, altered 2015) CS7: Design, Adopted Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012, altered 2015) Policy DM9: House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation, and the Council’s Supplementary Design Guide - A Design Guide to House Extensions (2003).


Informatives:
Plans considered:
Received 25th July 2017
· Location Plan
· Block Plan
· Existing photo
· Existing Plan
· Existing West Elevation
· Existing South Elevation
· Existing North Elevation
· Proposed Plan
· Proposed West Elevation
· Proposed South Elevation
· Proposed North Elevation

The local planning authority has worked positively and proactively with the applicant to see if relevant concerns could be resolved to allow permission to be granted. However, that has not been possible within the prescribed target or agreed extended timescale and therefore the decision to refuse planning permission has been taken.



