


DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT 				Target Date:	 19/04/2017	
Application No: 170289/HOU 					
Address: 13 Highdown Hill Road, Emmer Green
Proposal: Erect a two storey side and rear extension
Case officer: Ethne Humphreys

Site Description and Surrounding Area:     
The application property is a two storey detached dwelling located on the eastern side of Highdown Hill Road. The surrounding area is predominantly residential in nature with mostly detached properties of varying design, albeit No.13 and No. 15 are almost identical in scale and design. 

Proposal:    
This is an application for two storey side and rear extension. The materials would match those of the main dwelling.

Plans Considered:
Drawing No: Existing Plans A100
Drawing No: Proposed Plans A102
Received 22nd February 2017

Relevant Planning History:
040110 Two storey rear and side extensions and new conservatory. Permitted, not implemented

15 Highdown Hill Road 
170142 Single Storey rear extension, together with first  floor extensions
to the north and east elevations and a two storey elevation on the north elevation with associated works to the terrace and a new front porch. Pending Consideration 

Consultation Responses:
Highways: No objection subject to informative.

Ecology: The applicant has not submitted sufficient information for the council to determine whether or not protected species (a material consideration) will be affected by the proposed development.  We would not be able to determine this application until this information had been provided and I would object to the proposals on the grounds that insufficient information has been provided to the planning authority.

No neighbour letters of neighbour representation received.

Summary of discussions with applicant/agent:
The applicant was emailed 9th and 10th March requesting access for a site visit. No response received. The applicant was emailed 22nd March and advised of concerns with the proposals. Specifically, advised that the resultant dwelling, built up to both side boundaries, was considered to result in an overly bulky and cramped appearance within the plot. The agent was also advised that, should the rest of the application be considered acceptable, a bat survey would still need to be carried out, submitted and approved before approval could be granted. No response or bat survey submitted. The applicant was given until 10th April to withdraw the application. No response has been received, hence the issue of this decision.

No formal pre-application advice was sought prior to the submission of this application. 

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   
The following local and national planning policy and guidance is relevant to this application:

Reading Borough Local Development Framework Core Strategy, 2008 (amended 2015)
CS7     Design and the Public Realm
CS36   Biodiversity and Geology

Sites and Detailed Policies Document, Oct 2012 (amended 2015)
DM4:  Safeguarding Amenity 
DM9:  House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation
DM12: Access, Traffic and Highway-Related Matters

Supplementary Planning Guidance - A Design Guide to House Extensions (2003)
Supplementary Planning document – Revised Parking Standards and Design (2011)

Appraisal 
The main issues are considered to be:
· Design, impact on the host dwelling, character of the area and street scene
· Impact on neighbouring amenity
· Parking provision
· Ecology

Design, Impact on the Host Dwelling, Character of the Area and Street Scene
The proposals represent a considerable increase in the size and footprint of the existing dwelling. Whilst it is noted that the footprint itself is not dissimilar to the scheme approved under application 040119 (but not implemented and has since lapsed), that scheme did not include the footprint of the two storey side extension to the south of the dwelling currently proposed. As such, the lapsed permission retained a degree of spaciousness about the dwelling.  In this instance, the resultant dwelling, near on filling the width of the plot at two storey level due to the large lateral side gables which would be introduced), is considered to result in a cramped appearance within the plot. 

In terms of the design, the gable extensions proposed either side of the dwelling, although set back from the main front elevation would appear overly bulky immediately adjacent the boundaries – and this – combined with the overall width of the resultant dwelling – would also add to a cramped appearance within the plot. It is considered that the additional bulk and mass afforded by the design of the extensions would create a large, bulky dwelling that would be perceptibly larger than adjacent dwellings, resulting in a visually incongruous and overbearing form of development detrimental to the character and appearance of the area, the spaciousness of the area, and therefore the streetscene. 

It is considered that the lapsed permission remains more appropriate, as it would maintain a degree of spaciousness between the boundaries, and with the hipped roof on the north elevation softening the appearance on the host dwelling and with the space on the south side, minimising the impact on the streetscene. 

At the time of writing there is a pending planning application at No. 15 which includes a first floor extension on the north (left) side.  This is similar to the scheme approved in 2004 for No. 13.

Impact on Neighbouring Amenity
The neighbouring properties potentially affected by the proposals are No’s 15 and 11 Highdown Hill Road located to the north west and south east of the site respectively.

In relation to No.11, no first floor windows are proposed on the flank elevation facing this property and as such there would be no material loss of privacy to the occupiers of this property. The proposed extension on the side of the dwelling would just project past the rear elevation of No.11; however, there would be a distance of approximately 1m to the common boundary and a further 1m to the dwelling itself. Whilst visible, it would not breach a 45 degree line to the nearest habitable room window and, combined with its location to the north, is not considered to result in any material loss of light or overbearing impact to the occupiers of this property.

In relation to impacts on No. 15, no first floor windows are proposed in the flank elevation facing this property and as such there would be no material loss of privacy to the occupiers of this property.   The resultant dwelling would project past the rear elevation of No. 15 at ground and first floor level. However, it would remain a distance of approximately 1m to the common boundary and a further 1m to the dwelling itself. Whilst visible, the proposals would not breach a 45 degree line to the nearest habitable room windows at ground or first floor. As such, the proposals are not considered to result in a material loss of light or overbearing impact to the occupiers of this property.

No.15 currently has an application pending for extensions, which, if permitted would project at ground floor level past the rear elevation of No.13, both as existing and as proposed. Should the application at No. 15 be permitted and implemented then they themselves would likely have more of an impact on No.13 than the extensions proposed to No.13, but they would certainly minimise the impact on No.15. In the event that the proposals are not approved or approved and then not implemented, the proposals to No.13 are considered acceptable on their merits as discussed above.

Parking Provision
In addition to the existing garage, which is to be retained, there is off road parking for two vehicles on an area of hardstanding at the front of the site which is acceptable.  Transport does not have any objections subject to an informative.

Ecology 
The building has the potential to support roosting bats (it is a large house, located close to optimal bat foraging habitat, is likely to have a number of features potentially suitable for use by roosting bats and there are records of bats roosting nearby) and the proposed development which includes significant works to the roof, could impact upon a bat roost if it were present.  As such a survey undertaken by an appropriately qualified surveyor is required to determine the presence or otherwise of bats. The applicant was advised of this; however, this has not been provided and as such the proposal is contrary to Policy CS36 of the Core Strategy 2008 (altered 2015).

RECOMMENDATION:    

[bookmark: _GoBack]REFUSE, for reasons of poor design and failure to demonstrate no harm to possible bat roost areas.




