DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT 				

Target Date:	 30/08/16

Application No: 161248/HOU				
Address: 34 Vine Crescent
Proposal: Single storey side and front extension
Case officer: Tom Hughes

Site Description and Surrounding Area:     
The application site is a semi-detached property with a pitched roof and a rear conservatory. A front bay window is located on the ground floor. The main entrance is situated on the side elevation. Paved parking at the front of the property runs along the side elevation to a garage located beyond the rear elevation. The surrounding area is comprised of quiet residential properties. 

Proposal:    
The application is for a single storey side and front extension. The existing garage to the rear of the property would be demolished and the existing bay window at the front of the property would be removed. Forward of the existing front elevation by a depth of 1.935m would be located a porch forming a new main entrance to the property. The porch would measure 1.9m in width. The proposal would extend past the side elevation by 2.6m at this depth to provide a front elevation for a new garage, which extends along the side elevation to a depth of 5.32m. Behind the proposed garage the side extension would continue, narrowing marginally to a width of 2.495m flush with the existing rear elevation. The total depth of the proposed extension would be 10.7m.

The front extension element would comprise a pitched roof, to a height of 3.427m, with a height to eaves of 2.325m. Beyond the rear pitch the remaining 6.8m of the side extension would have a flat roof, with marginal decline to a height of 2.5m and an eaves height of 2.3m at the rear of the property.

Plans Considered:
The agent submitted the following drawings, received on 5th July 2016:
Drawing No: 01 – Existing Plans and Elevations, Site Location and Block Plan
Drawing No: 02 – Proposed Plans and Elevations, Site Location and Block Plan

Relevant Planning History:
At 34 Vine Crescent, none. 

Planning permission for front extensions that are excessive in size in terms of height and depth relative to the dwelling and neighbouring buildings, and fail to demonstrate a balance of proportions will usually not be granted. In this instance, the neighbouring dwelling at 30 Vine Crescent is very similar to the proposed design. Planning history for the site extends to:
030195 – Single storey side and front extension – Permitted 18/08/03. There was no issue with overlooking or overshadowing.
 

Consultation Responses:
Properties at 32 and 36 Vine Crescent and 88 Burghfield Road were consulted. No objections were received.
Transport had no objections as the existing parking arrangements will be retained. 

Summary of discussions with applicant/agent:
None.

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)

Sites and Detailed Policies Document (Oct 2012)
DM4: Safeguarding Amenity 
DM9: House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation

Supplementary Planning Guidance - A Design Guide to House Extensions (2003)

Appraisal Checklist
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:
· [bookmark: _GoBack]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 proposal is sufficient in its design and proportion that it does not detract from the original buildings appearance, despite posing a considerable alteration to the principle 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

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 proposal is a sufficient distance from adjoining properties and 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
· 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 the example of the similar extension at 30 Vine Crescent eases any concerns held about inconsistent design. 
· detract from the appearance of the street or area by using ill-matched materials, glazing and detailing; No

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.

To assess this, the following has been considered – would the proposal cause a significant detrimental impact to the living environment of existing or new residential properties in terms of:

· Privacy and overlooking; No
· Access to sunlight and daylight; No
· Visual dominance and overbearing effects of a development; No, although the neighbouring properties will notice the additional height and depth of the proposal it is not considered to be visually dominant or overbearing.
· Noise and disturbance; No
· Artificial lighting; No
· Vibration; No  
· Dust and fumes; No
· Smell; No
· Crime and safety; No

RECOMMENDATION:    

GRANT

Subject to the following conditions:
1. Time limit
2. Materials 
3. Approved plans  

Informatives relating to:
1. Terms and conditions
2. Building regulations 
3. Demolition and construction 
4. Encroachment and Party Wall
5. Positive and proactive 

