DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT 			

Target Date: 25/03/2016				Extended Target Date: 14/04/2016

Application No: 160171/HOU 					
Address: 121 Highgrove Street, Reading
Proposal: Part two storey and part single storey rear extension with loft conversion and internal alterations
Case officer: Claire Ringwood

Site Description and Surrounding Area:     
The application site is a two storey semi-detached property with a hipped roof.  The adjoining property at 123 Highgrove Street has a single storey rear extension measuring approximately 3m in depth.  The neighbouring property at 119 Highgrove Street is a similar style property but is at a lower level than 121 Highgrove Street.  The surrounding area is predominantly residential of mixed styles and designs.

Proposal:    
The proposal is for a part two storey and part single storey rear extension with a loft conversion to include a hip to gable roof extension.

The proposed single storey rear extension measures 4m in depth and extends the full width of the existing property.  The proposal would have a flat glazed roof and measure approximately 3.2m in height.  The proposal would have a larger than average rear window and double doors with steps down to the garden.  The proposed extension proposes 3 large ground floor side windows facing 119 Highgrove Street.

The proposed two storey rear extension measures 2m in depth and extends the full width of the property.  The proposal has two larger than average rear facing windows.

The alterations to the main roof include a hip to gable roof extension which raises the eaves level at the rear of the property by approximately 0.8m.  The proposed roof to the two storey extension is hipped with a roof light to the rear and side roof slope and two roof lights to the front roof slope.  The hipped roof is 0.2m lower than the height of the existing property.

The proposed rear extensions would extend along the boundary with 123 Highgrove Street.  This adjoining property has an existing single storey rear extension with a mono pitch roof measuring 3m in depth.  This property also has a bedroom window adjacent to the boundary with the application site.

The proposed extension would be 1m from the boundary with the neighbouring property at 119 Highgrove Street and there is a 2m gap between the side elevations of both properties.  119 Highgrove Street is at a lower level than the application site.

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

Plans Considered:
The agent submitted the following drawings, received on 29th January 2016:
Drawing No: 100 Rev A – Location Plan
Drawing No: 101 Rev B – Block Plan
Drawing No: 102 Rev A – Existing Plans and Elevations
Drawing No: 103 Rev B – Proposed Plans
Drawing No: 104 Rev B – Proposed Elevation, Section
Design and Access Statement

Relevant Planning History:
151831/PREAPP - Pre-application advice for a two storey rear extension and loft
conversion with hip to gable roof extension.  Observations sent 18/11/2015.  

Consultation Responses:
Transport raised no objection.  
Ecology raised no objection.
Properties at 117, 119 and 123 Highgrove Street were consulted.  Two letters of representation have been received from 119 Highgrove Street and an agent acting on behalf of 119 Highgrove Street with regards to: 

1) The proposal would dominate the existing dwelling and unbalance the pair of semi-detached properties.
2) The proposal would cause material harm to the character and appearance of the area and to the settings of the adjoining Conservation Area and listed buildings.
3) The proposal would create a sense of enclosure and loss of natural light that would harm the living conditions of the neighbouring properties.
4) Overlooking and loss of privacy from the side facing windows and from roof level.
5) The proposal would result in the loss of view of the Grade II listed buildings on Christchurch Road and the Grade II* listed Church/Conservation Area.  Officer Note:  Loss of views are not a material planning consideration.
6) Loss of daylight and sunlight.
7) Loss of outlook.
8) Retention of the bay tree would serve in some way to reduce the impact of development.  Officer Note:  this tree along the boundary with 119 and 121 Highgrove Street is close to both properties however, it is a small tree and it would be unreasonable to ask that this tree be retained.  The applicant could remove this tree at any time should they wish even without a planning application being submitted.
9) Artificial lighting from the glazed roof would spill light into the adjoining gardens to the detriment of the neighbouring occupiers enjoyment of these dark spaces at night.

Summary of discussions with applicant/agent:
Pre-application advice was given in November 2015 for a similar proposal which raised concerns with the design and appearance of the proposal and the impact on neighbouring properties.  





[image: ]

Pre-application proposal (151831) showing rear and side elevations

The agent was advised that the same concerns still remained with the current application.  The changes that had been made were minimal and did not overcome the previous concerns. 
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Proposed rear and side elevations of current application

The agent was informed that the application would be refused as detailed pre-application advice had previously been given.  The expiry of the application was extended on a number of occasions as the agent advised that the applicant was on holiday.  An MP enquiry was later received requesting information on the application.  The MP was advised that unless substantive changes were made to overcome the concerns raised the application would be refused.  No response from the agent or applicant on how they wished to proceed was received.

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

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
· Other matters

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

The proposed single storey rear extension measures 4m in depth and extends the full width of the property with a flat roof.  The proposed depth of 4m is in line with the Council’s guidance and the proposed height is not considered excessive and in this regard there are no objections to a single storey rear extension in terms of design and appearance.  

The proposed two storey rear extension measures 2m in depth and would extend above the proposed single storey rear extension.  The proposed two storey extension would extend the full width of the property.  The proposal also involves a hip to gable roof extension to the side of the property.  The proposed two storey rear extension also increases the eaves height at the rear of the property by 0.8m higher than the existing eaves at the front of the property and at the adjoining property.  A hipped roof is proposed to the two storey rear extension.   

Policy DM9: House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012) 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.  Policy CS7 (Design and the Public Realm) of the Core Strategy also states that all development must be of high design quality that maintains and enhances the character and appearance of the area.

The application property is a modest two storey semi-detached property.  The higher eaves height and the full width extension at two storey is not considered a subservient addition to the property.  Along with the hip to gable roof extension and the hipped roof to the two storey extension the proposal creates excessive bulk at the rear of the property.  The lack of subservience creates a proposal that is considered out of character with the existing property and unbalances the pair of semi-detached properties.  The windows, particularly at first floor, are larger than the existing windows within the properties within the row and these are also considered out of keeping with the existing property and the neighbouring properties.

Taking all of the above into consideration, the proposal does not reflect the scale and proportions of the original property due to its poor design and size in terms of height and width and is not considered to be in character with, or subservient to, the existing house.  The extension does not complement the existing property and unbalances the pair of semi-detached properties which detracts from the property’s original character, and the character of 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
The Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance – A Design Guide to House Extensions states that rear extensions should be located as far away from side boundaries as possible.  A basic way to protect light reaching main rooms in adjacent houses and to safeguard their outlook is to avoid extensions that would infringe on an area measured at an angle of 45 degrees from the midpoint of the closest window in a habitable room in a neighbouring property.  This is of particular importance for two storey extensions.

[bookmark: _GoBack]The proposed rear extension extends directly up to the boundary with the neighbouring property at 123 Highgrove Street and also increases the height of the eaves.  123 Highgrove Street has a bedroom window adjacent to the boundary and although a line taken at 45 degrees from the middle of this neighbouring window has been shown on the proposed floor plans.  However, because the proposal is to extend directly along the boundary and with an increased height it is considered to be overbearing and visually dominant on the residents of this neighbouring property.  

The other neighbouring property at 119 Highgrove Street is at a lower level than 121 Highgrove Street and there is approximately 1m between the side of each property and the boundary.  The proposal as submitted would be visually dominant and overbearing on the outlook for residents of this property due to its height, roof design and lack of subservience.  Three large double windows are also proposed along the side elevation facing 119 Highgrove Street and due to the difference in levels these windows would impact the residents of this neighbouring property in terms of loss of privacy and overlooking.  Even if the windows were obscure glazed and fixed it is still considered that there would be a strong perception of overlooking.   

The orientation of the properties and the lack of subservience also means that the proposal would cause some overshadowing to the neighbouring property at 119 Highgrove Street.  
Harm caused by artificial lighting from the glass roof to the single storey rear extension and the side windows has also been raised as an objection.  It is considered (see above) that the proposed ground floor side windows will be harmful to amenity in terms of loss of privacy and overlooking to 119 Highgrove Street and also, due to the size of the windows, there would be some harm from lighting through these 3 windows which are to the kitchen and dining room.  However, the glazed roof, although unusual, is not considered to cause significant harm to the neighbouring properties and the amount of light from the roof will not be significantly different than if a number of rooflights had been proposed.

Taking the above into consideration the proposed development by virtue of its poor design, size in terms of height and width and lack of subservience is considered to cause a detrimental impact to the living environment of the neighbouring properties at 119 and 123 Highgrove Street in terms of loss of privacy and overlooking, loss of light, visual dominance and overbearing effects.  As such the proposal 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.

c) Other matters

An objection was raised with regards to the impact of the proposal on the Christchurch Conservation Area to the south of the application site and the listed buildings and Church on Christchurch Road.  Officers do not consider that the proposal is harmful to the setting of the listed buildings or the character of the conservation area due to the distance between them.  

RECOMMENDATION:    
REFUSE 

Informatives relating to:
1. Refused plans
2. Positive and proactive
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