DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT
SITE ADDRESS:	2 Autumn Close, Emmer Green
APPLICATION NUMBER: 	162118
PROPOSAL: 			Single storey side and rear extensions, construction of new porch,
window changes and minor change to existing rear dormer.

RELEVANT POLICIES AND SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING GUIDANCE
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'.  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).  The Council's adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance and Supplementary Planning Documents are also material planning considerations.    

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

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
7. Requiring good design
11. Conserving and enhancing the natural environment


Reading Borough LDF: Core Strategy (2008)
CS7, CS36, CS38.

Reading Borough LDF: Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012)
DM4 (Safeguarding Amenity)
DM9 (House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation)
DM10 (Private and Communal Outdoor Space)

SPD/SPG
A Design Guide to House Extensions (2003)

RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY (REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED) 
Letters were sent to 1 and 3 Autumn Close, 10 Cherry Close
A site notice was displayed.  No comments or objections received.

CONSULTATION RESPONSES
NE Team (trees): strong concerns for the impact on trees, particularly from future pressure to prune or fell, rather than simply impact on tree roots.

Email 2/12/16:
The site is subject to TPO 31/02 which includes a group of trees in the rear garden, as indicatively shown on plans.
There is inadequate tree information submitted to be able to assess the acceptability of this application in relation to trees.
The trees plotted are only shown indicatively – the trunk and canopy spreads should be accurately plotted.  In addition, the Root Protection Areas, calculated as per BS5837:2012, should be accurately plotted.
This information is required prior to determining the application in order to be able to evaluation the relationship between the trees and proposed extensions.

Email 12/1/17:
The Arb Impact plan shows that the tree canopies are notably closer than originally shown on the Location Plan submitted with the planning application.  In addition, whilst marginal, the extension will impinge on the RPA of T3 (Oak).
The proposal would bring the dwelling effectively up to the canopy edge.  Given that the trees in question are mature, tall specimens, these are likely to appear overbearing from the principle living room leading to future pressure to prune the trees.  In addition, it would seem reasonable to assume that, whilst not shown on plans, any householder would want to construct a patio outside the living room given the access through patio doors.  This would not only extend construction into the RPAs of T2 & T3 but also add to the future pressure to prune as the patio would be under the canopies.
7.2 of the AIA, states that: ‘Some minor lateral pruning of the retained trees and shrubs may be required in the medium term, however any such work would not have a significant impact on the health or amenity value of these trees.’  The need for pruning indicates that the extension will be too close to the trees.
7.3 advises that various types of pruning are available to deal with ‘minor inconveniences’ and concludes by stating: ‘Trees in towns are often sited in close
proximity to buildings; however residents concerns can be readily appeased with the implementation of regular, well-planned, sensitive pruning’.
Any pruning to a tree causes stress, therefore approval of development which requires additional pruning should be avoided for the benefit of the future health of protected trees.

In conclusion, the AIA does not demonstrate that there will be a satisfactory relationship between the trees and dwelling in the future if the extension is allowed.  I have concerns that the extension will result in future pressure to prune/fell protected trees and as such (and consistent with my comments for 1 Autumn Close), I cannot support this application and consider it should be refused on tree grounds

Email 16/1/17:
Foundation design will not solve the problem – they can come back with design if they like.  Future pressure is the main issue and it makes no difference if the owner bought it with full knowledge etc..  The agent for No. 1 spent lots of time going back and forth with foundation design, missing the point completely.  Incidentally, subsidence is known in this area so any foundations would have to account for soil type and trees – piles may be required anyway.


Transport Strategy: no objections.

Ecologist: Bat survey us required.  This was supplied.  Showed bat droppings, indicating evidence of a roost within the building, but not clear whether the extensions would affect the roost.  Ecologist potentially prepared to accept a method statement for the works via condition, if proven that no harm to a roost would occur.

PLANNING HISTORY

None.  Two applications for tree works.  House and Close built around 1970.

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSIONS WITH APPLICANT/AGENT (pro-active approach to the application)
Various discussions with planning agent during the course of the application.  Concerns with the application set out, but no withdrawal was forthcoming.  Application determined on its merits.


APPRAISAL

Autumn Close is a quite original, fairly uniform cul-de-sac, built circa. 1970 (estimated).  Nos. 1 and 2 are a matching pair of bungalows, the remainder of the properties in Autumn Close are two storey.  Autumn Close is part of a larger estate.  This was built in a generally low-density, however, it incorporated many mature trees, in some cases (such as with Nos. 1 and 2) in very close proximity to dwellings.

[bookmark: _GoBack]The application was validated but due to the failure to provide a tree survey/protection plan or ecological survey, it was agreed to invalidate the application and given time to allow the applicant’s agent to arrange these reports to be undertaken.  Having done so, an assessment of the application was made.

Whilst seemingly a straightforward householder planning application, pre-application advice should have taken place, because a number of concerns emerged in the application’s assessment.

Design

The present property is cramped and there is no clear rear outlook to the garden.  The proposal includes a number of alterations to the property, in order to update it and rationalise and expand the internal accommodation.  Commentary is provided on each element below:

-Rear extensions: acceptable in design terms.
-Side extension: although this produces a long, unrelieved roof, this also considered to be suitable in this instance and does not need to be subservient to the main roof.  
-loss of chimney from main roof pitch is unfortunate, but not overly harmful
-Rear extension off side extension is suitable in design/bulk terms
-The new roof over the garage is on balance, suitable, although it is noted that it will not match No. 1’s garage next door and there is a prevalence towards flat roofs in the area
-A pitched roof is proposed to a first floor dormer window (which seems to serve an attic storage area).  This is minor and acceptable.
-A front porch is proposed (relocating the front door).  Whilst not characteristic of the street, it is a relatively minor addition and acceptable.
-Alterations to the size and distribution of front windows is acceptable

However, a render finish to the building (as proposed to be extended) is not characteristic of the street, where the properties are red or yellow brick (with lapped wooden panelling or tile-hanging).  This would be out of character and given the strong and relatively uniform character (specifically, there is no render at all) would be sufficiently harmful to the amenities of the area, in this officer’s opinion, to constitute  a reason for refusal.
Impact on neighbour amenity

No harm identified and the proposal complies with Policy DM9 (House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation) in this respect.

Impact on protected trees

The rear garden contains a number of protected Oak trees.  This is part of a treeline which runs through this area and the estate was designed around the trees, unfortunately, not enough space was given to them.  Both Nos. 1 and 2 Autumn Close have very tall trees with interlinked canopies over much of their gardens which are likely to be already depriving the properties of light.

The proximity of the proposed extensions to the canopies and rooting areas of protected trees (which are an important part of the appearance of the area) is not supported by the Council’s Tree Officer, who recommends refusal of permission, contrary to Policy CS38, for reasons of increased pressure to prune, fell, etc. these trees in the future.  I concur with her view on this.  Closer incidences of windows an associated patio areas around the property are inevitably going to result in further pressure to remove the trees or severely cut them back, to the detriment of their health and ultimately the character of the area.  The trees are considered to be a significant site constraint and it is surprising that it was considered acceptable to submit the initial planning application with no tree information or to have considered that this may have been an area where the LPA’s advice may have been useful to have sought.

Impact on availability of garden area

Related to the tree concern, the extension of built development into the garden and presence of the trees, with much of the remainder of the garden under the tree canopy, will lead to an unacceptable reduction in usable amenity space (garden), contrary to Policy DM10, as there will be little garden which is not in shade.  This will mean that even sitting out in sunshine or drying clothes may be adversely affected, whereas without the extensions, these functions are more achievable.

Ecology

In this wooded area near the edge of the Borough, even comparatively modern houses have the potential to accommodate bat roosts and once a preliminary bat survey was undertaken this indicated the presence of a roost via droppings.  The initial response of the Council’s ecologist was that the application could not be determined until an emergence survey was conducted (meaning May time).  Discussions then took place between the ecologists and potentially, depending on the outcome of possible further work, the Council’s ecologist was prepared to be able to consider that a condition may be able to be applied to allow the development to be approved, providing a method statement had been agreed.  However, this would require further surveys and assessment and given officers’ concerns above, this work has not been advised and as it stands, there is possible harm to protected species, contrary to Policy CS36.

Whilst seemingly a straightforward proposal, the trees (and in this case, due to the presence of the trees and the urban fringe location, the possible presence of bats) should have led to the submission of a pre-application scheme, where these and other constraints could have been identified.  In any event, your Clients will have been aware of the TPO protection afforded to the trees in the back garden.

Equalities 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.  There is no indication or evidence (including from consultation on the application) that the protected groups have or will have different needs, experiences, issues and priorities in relation to the particular planning application.  In terms of the key equalities protected characteristics it is considered there would be no significant adverse impacts as a result of the development.


RECOMMENDATION
REFUSE planning permission:
1. Harm to trees
2. Loss of amenity space
3. Render not characteristic
4. Not clear that there would be no harm to bats


