DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT 			Target Date: 20.10.2015
Application No: 151522 					
Address: 49 Cumberland Road 
Proposal: 151522
Case officer: Jasmine Singh 

Site Description and Surrounding Area:
The site comprises a mid-terrace dwelling located on the ‘Cumberland Road’. The site benefits from moderate scale rear garden and small frontcourt area. The subject site is located predominately in residential area. 
 
Proposal: 
The application proposes retention of single storey rear extension (unauthorised) which has been built recently and measures 5.6m deep and 2.6m wide. Part of the existing kitchen (as shown on the existing plans) has been extended with full width the adjoining neighbours’ boundary which measures 1.4m wide and 4.1m deep.  The extension has a flat roof which measures 2.5m high. Also two front dormers have been proposed which measure 2m deep, 1.5m high and 1m wide. 

Plans Considered:
The following plans were received by the local planning authority on 25 August 2015:

Drawing Ref: 
Site plan 
Block Plan
Existing & Proposed floor plans and elevations: BP/AM-1 

Relevant Planning History:
141946: Retrospective application for the erection of ground floor and first
Floor rear extensions: Refused 27/7/2015 

Consultation Responses
Neighbouring properties: No representations received 

Planning Enforcement:
The Planning Enforcement team have been investigating this site and owner/occupier was informed of the planning contraventions. Retrospective planning application has been submitted to regularise the development. 

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: 
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).

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

Reading Borough LDF Core Strategy (Adopted January 2008)
CS7     Design and the Public Realm

Sites and Detailed Policies Document (SDPD) (Adopted October 2012)
DM4    Safeguarding Amenity
DM9    House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation
Supplementary Planning Guidance/Documents
SPG – A Design Guide to House Extensions (Adopted March 2003)

Planning Issues: 
The main planning considerations in the determination of this application are:

· The impact upon the scale, form and character of the host property 
· The impact upon the street scene and the character of the surrounding area
· The impact upon neighbouring properties with regard to privacy, daylight or sunlight, or any overbearing effect due to bulk, proximity or outlook
· Highways 
· Amenity space 

The impact upon the scale, form and character of the host property & impact on the character of the street scene
When assessing a proposal such as this, consideration must be given to whether the massing, scale, design and external materials are sympathetic to the scale and character of the dwelling and the immediate neighbourhood. In this instance, materials of the rear extensions do not match the original dwelling and are out of keeping with the character of the host dwelling; the original dwelling is made from bricks which have rendered finishing whereas rear extension appears to be built from  breeze blocks and untidy plastered finishing.  The single storey rear extensions are very lengthy in size and in terms of design and scale the extensions dominate the original dwelling by being too large, out of proportion and inappropriately detailed.

The proposed dormers while moderate in scale are considered to be out of keeping with the character of the street scene. ‘Cumberland road’ contains terraced dwellings which have a uniform  appearance and the roof forms and the front elevations are unaltered. The single storey rear extensions are indiscernible from the street scene. 
The proposed front dormers, by reason of their siting on the front roof elevation would appear prominent, incongruous and out of keeping with the character of the street scene. 


The impact upon neighbouring properties 
Policy DM4 ‘Safeguarding Amenity’ of the SDPD states proposed development will be acceptable where it will not cause a significant detrimental impact to the living environment of existing or new residential properties.  Due to the close proximity of the kitchen extension adjacent to the adjoining property No ‘51’, it is considered to have an overbearing impact and cause loss of light to the habitable window which is situated next to the extension. No ‘51’ also contains single storey rear extension which maintains a gap of over 1m from the adjoining boundary. The proposed single storey rear extension due to the excessive depth is also considered to have an unneighbourly impact on No 47.  
 
Most of the properties on the Cumberland Road have been extended to the rear but they maintain sufficient distance from the adjoining boundaries and do not appear to have excessive depth which would result in harmful living conditions for the nearby neighbours. 

Amenity Area
Policy DM10 ‘Private and Communal outdoor space’ also requires the provisions of the private amenity space to ensure healthy life style and high quality of life. 

The host property benefits from a private rear amenity area; extensions have covered most of the amenity area and this has significantly reduced the availability of the rear private amenity space. The resulting amenity area which is approximately 17.5 sqm is insufficient in relation to the accommodation provided by the host property and so the impact upon this space is considered to be unacceptable contrary to policy DM10. 


RECOMMENDATION:

REFUSE

Reasons:

1. The proposed front dormers, by reason of their siting, would appear incongruous and out of keeping with the surrounding street scene, interrupting the existing uniform pattern of development. The proposal would therefore be contrary to the adopted policies Reading Borough LDF Core Strategy (Adopted January 2008) CS7 ‘Design and the Public Realm’, Sites and Detailed Policies Document (SDPD) (Adopted October 2012) DM9 ‘Housing Extensions and Ancillary accommodation’ National Planning Policy Framework 2012.

2. The single storey rear extensions by reason of their close proximity and excessive depth are considered to have an overbearing and harmful impact in terms of loss of light on the living conditions of adjoining properties contrary to policies DM4 Residential Amenities and DM9 House Extensions of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document (SDPD) (Adopted October 2012) and the SPG ‘A Design Guide to House Extensions’ (Adopted March 2003). 

3. The single storey rear extension by reason of its scale, siting, design, and materials fails to integrate with the character of the host dwelling contrary to CS7 ‘Design and the Public Realm’, Sites and Detailed Policies Document (SDPD) (Adopted October 2012) DM9 ‘Housing Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation’, and the  National Planning Policy Framework 2012.

4. [bookmark: _GoBack]The single storey rear extensions reduce the availability of private amenity space below the policy threshold and result in a substandard level of amentiy, contrary to policy DM10 Private and Communal Outdoor Space of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document (SDPD) (Adopted October 2012). 

Informatives:

This decision related to the following drawings received on 25 August 2015:

Drawing Ref: 

Site plan 
Block Plan
Existing & Proposed floor plans and elevations: BP/AM-1 

The Council provides a preapplication advice service, which can provide guidance and advice on the likelihood of development proposals being granted planning permission, before the submission of a formal application. This can provide applicants with the opportunity to make amendments before the submission of an application, and prevent the submission of applications for proposals that are unacceptable. More information on the service is available on the Council’s website:
http://www.reading.gov.uk/businesses/Planning/planning-applications-process/pre-application-advice/ 
