DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT 			Target Date: 27/10/2016

Application No: 161537/HOU 					
Address: 109 Audley Street, Reading
Proposal: Single storey rear extension, 2 storey side extension and front tiled canopy roof.
Case officer: Claire Ringwood

Site Description and Surrounding Area:     
The application site is a two storey end terrace property on a corner position with Audley Street and Valentia Road.  Due to its corner location the plot has a splayed boundary and is wider at the front than it is at the rear.  The property has a large flat roof rear dormer window with a hip to gable roof extension to the side.  There is a full width outbuilding to the rear of the garden.  The surrounding area is predominantly residential.  

Proposal:    
The proposal involves a single storey rear extension, a roof canopy to the front elevation and a two storey side extension.

The proposed roof canopy extends from the side of the existing bay window across to the proposed two storey side extension.  The proposal measures 6.4m in width and measures 3.2m in height above the existing front door and 3.6m in height above the ground floor element of the proposed two storey side extension.  The canopy would extend a minimum of 0.6m and a maximum of 1.6m in depth and would consist of brown tiles to match the existing property.  The canopy would lead to an undercroft car parking space.

The proposed single storey rear extension measures 4.2m in depth and would extend the full width of the existing property and to the rear of the proposed two storey side extension.  The proposal would extend along the boundary with 107 Audley Street and the boundary with Valentia Road.  The proposal has a mono pitch roof and measures 2.7m in height to eaves level and 3.6m in height at its highest point.  Two rooflights are proposed along with bi-fold doors and a window to the rear elevation.

The proposed two storey side extension follows the splayed boundary and extends the full depth of the existing property at ground floor level.  The proposal measures 3.3m in width at the front and 1.7m in width at the rear.  The proposed first floor level is set back from the existing front elevation by 1m and set down from the main roof by 0.4m.  Front and rear windows are proposed.  

The materials would consist of red brick and brown concrete tiles to match the existing property.

Plans Considered:
The agent submitted the following drawings, received on 16th August 2016:
Location Plan 
Drawing No: BP/ZA-3 – Block Plan

The agent submitted the following drawing, received on 30th August 2016:
Drawing No: BP/ZA-1 – Proposed F/Plans

The agent submitted the following drawing, received on 1st September 2016:
Drawing No: BP/ZA-2 – Proposed New Elevations Proposed Roof Plan

Relevant Planning History:
None.

Consultation Responses:
Transport raised no objection to the proposal but advised that Drawing No: BP/ZA-1 indicates the provision for 1 off road parking space at the front of the property but there is currently no dropped kerb present despite the current area of hard standing being used for off road parking.  This would indicate that currently an illegal manoeuvre is being undertaken to cross the public footway to gain access to the area of hard standing. Had the application been acceptable then revised drawings would have been required illustrating a revised access point and a formal application would need to be made to the Councils Highway Section.  

Ecology no comments at the time of writing but, as there has already been extensions to the roof, had the application been acceptable an informative advising of bats would have been requested to be included on the decision notice.

Properties at 107 Audley Street and Flats 1 & 2 114 Curzon Street were consulted and no comments have been received.  

Summary of discussions with applicant/agent:
The agent was advised in an email dated 21st October 2016 that the principle of development was not acceptable and the proposals were considered an overdevelopment of the property and that the application would be refused.  The agent was advised a single storey side extension and a single storey rear extension no more than permitted development would be more acceptable due to the size and shape of the plot.  No comments were received from the agent. 

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)
CS7 (Design and the Public Realm)
CS36 (Biodiversity and Geology)

Sites and Detailed Policies Document (Oct 2012)
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)

Appraisal

The main issues are:

· Design and impact on the character of the surrounding area 
· Impact on neighbours

a) Design and impact on the character of the surrounding area

The Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance – A Design Guide to House Extensions states that two storey extensions should be designed to be smaller in scale than the main house and this is achieved by setting the proposed front elevation further back than the front of the original house, reducing the width, and setting down the roof.  Policy DM9: House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012) also states that an extension to a house should respect the character of the house in terms of scale, location, materials and design, and respect 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. 

The plot shape has led to a design that has a two storey and single storey splay along the boundary with Valentia Road.  The proposed two storey side extension is set down from the roof of the existing property and set back at first floor level from the existing front elevation which is in line with the Council’s policy and guidance.  
However, the extension is more than half the width of the existing property when viewed from the front and the proposed single storey rear extension extends the full width of the site and measures 4.2m in depth which exceeds the guidance of 4m in the Council’s SPG.  The application site is in a prominent location and clearly visible from the road.  The principle of the proposed development is therefore not acceptable due to the scale, location and design of the proposal which is considered harmful to the character of the existing property, neighbouring properties and the street as a whole.

The proposal is not considered to be a subservient addition to the property and the cumulative impact of the proposal along with the existing large flat roof dormer, hip to gable roof extension and the existing outbuilding is considered an overdevelopment of the application site which significantly reduces the amount of outdoor amenity space at the property.  

Core Strategy Policy CS7 (Design and the Public Realm) advises all development must be of a high design quality that maintains and enhances the character and appearance of the area of Reading.  The proposed windows are not centrally located within the two storey side extension and the roof design, and its relationship with the existing hip to gable roof extension, appears awkward.  The proposal is not considered to maintain or enhance the character of the property or the area.

Taking all of the above into consideration, the proposal is an overdevelopment of the site and does not reflect the design, scale and proportions of the original property due to its splayed nature, and is not considered to be in character with, or subservient to, the existing house.  The proposal does not complement the existing property and detracts from the property’s original character, and the character of neighbouring properties and the street scene.  The proposed development is therefore contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS7 (Design and the Public Realm), Policy DM9: House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document and the Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance – A Design Guide to House Extensions. 

b) Impact on neighbouring properties
DM4: Safeguarding Amenity of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document states that development will not cause a significant detrimental impact on the living environment of existing residential properties. 

The proposed two storey side extension would follow the line of the splayed boundary which is adjacent to Valentia Road and the closest neighbouring properties are on the opposite side of Valentia Road.  Although these neighbouring properties will notice the additional height and depth of the proposal it is not considered harmful to the residents of these properties in terms of loss of privacy, overlooking, visual dominance or overbearing effects.

The adjoining property at 107 Audley Street does not have any existing rear extensions and has habitable windows close to the boundary with the application site.  The proposed single storey rear extension measures 4.2m in depth, 2.7m in height to eaves level and 3.6m in height at its highest point.  The depth and height of the proposal along the boundary is considered to have a significant detrimental impact on the living environment of this neighbouring property in terms of visual dominance, overbearing effects and there will be some loss of light to the rear elevation of this property due to the orientation of the properties.  In this regard the proposal is not considered acceptable and is contrary to Policy DM4: Safeguarding Amenity of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document and the Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance – A Design Guide to House Extensions.

RECOMMENDATION:    
REFUSE 

Informatives relating to:
1. Refused plans
2. [bookmark: _GoBack]Positive and proactive 





