DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT


Target Date: 07/01/2022


Extended Target Date: 31/01/2022
Application Number: 211842/OUT
Address: 25 Hewett Avenue, Caversham, Reading
Proposal: Outline application for proposed new dwelling (access, layout and

scale only)

Planning Officer: Claire Ringwood
Site Description and Surrounding Area
The application site is a large area of existing garden land to the south (side) of 25 Hewett Avenue, with the property itself at the northern end of the overall plot, and the remainder of the property’s garden to the rear of the house.  An open wooden fence has been erected around the application site.  25 Hewett Avenue is a two-storey semi-detached property with a linked garage.  The houses in the immediate area of the application site are semi-detached houses of a 1950’s or 1960’s design and are functional in appearance.  However, the character of the area is mostly of large detached houses.  Chazey Road and Hewett Avenue in the immediate area of the application site are private roads.  There is a relatively consistent building line to Chazey Road with large areas between the building lines and the road frontage.  The application site is also in part of an area TPO with two TPO trees on site.
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Proposal 
The application seeks outline planning permission considering matters of access, layout and scale and is for the removal of the existing garage and the construction of a two-storey detached property on land to the south of 25 Hewett Avenue.  Matters of appearance and landscaping are reserved for future consideration.
Plans Submitted and Supporting Information

The agent submitted the following drawings and information, received on 12th November 2021: 
Drawing No: 20-1980/000 Rev A – Site Location Plan 

Drawing No: 20-1980/101 Rev A – Site Plan Existing 

Drawing No: 20-1980/102 Rev A – Site Analysis Plan

Drawing No: 20-1980/103 Rev A – Site Plan As Proposed

Drawing No: 20-1980/104 Rev A -Road Elevations As Existing


Drawing No: 20-1980/105 Rev A – Road Elevations As Proposed Illustrative 

Drawing No: 20-1980/106 Rev A – Illustrative House Plans 

Arboricultural Impact Assessment, Protection Plan and Method Statement

Planning Statement 

The agent submitted the following additional information, received on 7th February 2022:

Response to comment relating to Arboricultural Impact Assessment, Protection Plan and Method Statement 
Relevant Planning History 
02/01492/FUL (Civica Ref: 021403) - Four bedroomed detached house.  Refused 07/02/2003.
The reasons for refusal were:

1. The proposed development, by virtue of its position in comparison with other properties on Chazey Road, and due to its design and appearance, will be out of character with the area, and will be a strident and incongruous addition to the street scene, involving the loss of an important green open area, contrary to Policies HSG5 and HSG9 of the Reading Borough Local Plan, 1998.
2. The provision of amenity space is inadequate, by virtue of its proximity to public areas and lack of privacy, to the detriment of residential amenity and contrary to Policy HSG5 of the Reading Borough Local Plan, 1998, and the Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance on ‘Space Around Dwellings’.
3. The proposed dwelling is in close proximity to protected trees, endangering their health and survival, and increasing pressure for future works or removal of those trees, contrary to Policy HSG9 of the Reading Borough Local Plan, 1998.

4. The proposal fails to comply with Policy KEY3 of the Reading Borough Local Plan in that it fails to make a contribution towards the provision of education facilities, an essential service that would be subjected to additional pressure as a result of the proposed development.

Block Plan taken from refused plans:

[image: image2.emf]    
Response to Consultations
Development Control Transport
The application site is located on a large plot on the corner of Hewett Avenue and Chazey Road.  The site currently accommodates a single semi-detached dwelling with a detached garage. The redevelopment of the site consists of demolition of existing garage and construction of a new 3/4 bedroom dwelling to the side of 25 Hewett Avenue. 

Policy TR5 states that development should provide car parking and cycle parking that is appropriate to the accessibility of locations within the Borough to sustainable transport facilities, particularly public transport.  Local parking standards are set out in the RBC, Revised Parking Standards and Design Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) which takes into account the accessibility of the site. The site is located in Zone 3, Secondary Core Area and the parking requirement in this zone is 2 spaces for each dwelling house.
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The new build will be accessed from Hewett Avenue with associated parking utilising the existing driveway currently associated with no. 25 Hewett Avenue. The proposed site plan (extract above) indicates that the existing dropped kerb will be extended and parking for the existing dwelling will be located at the front of the property.  In principle, this is acceptable but the applicant is requested to illustrate the position of the new access and parking area on the proposed site plan so that this can be conditioned.  It should be noted that the total continual length of dropped kerb (including where shared with neighbouring property), ideally should not exceed 10m. In situations where a neighbouring property already has an established historical/legal vehicle crossing, it may be necessary to install a break between accesses in the form of ‘transition kerbs’ and ‘full-height kerbing infill’.
Any changes to the existing access arrangement must be illustrated on the proposed plans.   
The Council’s Local Plan was adopted in November 2019 and this includes a requirement at Policy TR5 for each new house to be provided with an electric charging point.  Therefore, provision should be made for electric charging points which can be covered by condition. 

The parking areas should be constructed in permeable materials so as not to increase the surface water run-off from the site which will be covered by condition. 

In accordance with the Borough’s Parking Standards and Design SPD, a minimum provision 2no. cycle storage spaces should be provided per dwelling which would be conditioned. 

Recommended Conditions & Informatives

CONSTRUCTION METHOD STATEMENT (TO BE SUBMITTED)

VEHICLE PARKING (AS SPECIFIED)

VEHICULAR ACCESS (AS SPECIFIED)

CYCLE PARKING (TO BE APPROVED)

REFUSE AND RECYCLING (TO BE APPROVED)

EV CHARGING POINTS

IF3
Highways

 
Natural Environment Trees
Initial comments 

With reference to submitted plans and ARBORICULTURAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT, PROTECTION PLAN AND METHOD STATEMENT ref 341-1453-10/11/2021 dated 11 November 2021 from Harrison Arboriculture, I have the following comments:
Two mature trees on the land in question – one Birch and one Lime – are protected by TPO 90/03 and form part of the treescape of the tree lined Chazey Road – most of which are also protected.  The protection status is not confirmed in 4.1 of the report although the NE Team would have been happy to confirm this to the author.
For information, a recent tree works application (submitted by Harrison Arb) to fell the Lime was withdrawn as the grounds for felling were determined and agreed by all parties to be incorrect.
7.2 of the report concludes that ‘The proposal footprint does not encroach into the RPAs’, however I fundamentally disagree with the RPA of the Lime, as drawn on the Tree Protection Plan.  The RPA has been presented as a circle hence has not been adjusted to account for structures within this initial area that are likely to have prevented root spread (as recommended in BS5837) – in this case the pavement and particularly the road – as such it currently conveniently stops at the edge of the proposed house making the house appear outside the RPA.  It is not appropriate for the RPA to be shown as it has been and instead it should be offset to provide the same overall area but utilising more likely rooting environments such as the remainder of the land in question and front garden of 74 Chazey Road.  Once plotted correctly, the house will be within the RPA of the mature Lime and will therefore be a concern.
8.1 comments on service runs, but does not address the intended main drainage relocation, as indicated on submissions, as it should do.
9.1 states that ‘All deliveries, material storage and contractor parking shall make use of the existing parking area and hard surface to the east of the site, beneath the building footprint and to the north-east’.  However, the existing parking area within the RPA is gravel, hence permeable so any works that may potentially contaminate the ground, e.g. mixing of cement, will require suitable ground protection.
Section 14 comments on shading, concluding that ‘The site lies within the shade of the retained trees but are not considered to present any unreasonable impacts or pressures on future residents’.  However, the shading patterns, as shown on the TPP, clearly show the house to be entirely shaded and as such I would foresee conflict in the future.  I would suggest this is exacerbated by the orientation/layout of the house which is designed to face the garden, hence trees, which will highlight them and the shade to any future occupier.  Householders, understandably, wish to have ‘useable’ garden space, which in tree terms means areas not impacted by either tree canopy or shade of a tree – the garden of the new dwelling would have no such areas, likely leading to pressure to prune or fell these important trees.

As an aside, I note that if approved, Berkshire Archaeology have suggested a condition for a scheme of archaeological investigation.  Caution should be taken in this case to limit excavation to that required for the house to limit potential root severance.  If the application is to be approved, please can we discuss this condition further.
In conclusion, the application is not supported on tree grounds due to fundamentally incorrect information (RPA) leading to inaccurate arb implications of the development, i.e. it has not been shown that the proposal will not cause harm to protected trees of high amenity value.  In addition, I have concerns over future pressure to prune or fell the trees.
Update comments following response to comments relating to Arboricultural Impact Assessment, Protection Plan and Method Statement 

With reference to my memo of 4/01/22, submitted plans, ARBORICULTURAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT, PROTECTION PLAN AND METHOD STATEMENT ref 341-1453-10/11/2021 dated 11 November 2021 from Harrison Arboriculture, and in response to the ‘RESPONSE TO COMMENT RELATING TO ARBORICULTURAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT, PROTECTION PLAN AND METHOD STATEMENT REFERENCE 341-1453-10/11/2021’ I have the following comments:
Response to my queries about the RPA provided in the AIA/TPP/MS document have been provided.  There is no disagreement that as a default a circular RPA is provided, initially.  However, my point was that no ‘adjusted’ RPA had been provided in accordance with BS5837 guidance which states:
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2.1.2 of the response document states: ‘…The age of the tree is estimated at over 120 years (Łukaszkiewicz, Kosmala and Chrapka, 2005) which means that it was approximately 60 years old when Hewett Avenue was constructed around 1960. Given the condition of the tree and that maps of the time show no structures around the tree it must be assumed that roots present at that time survived and that the opportunistic nature of roots during the following period have bridged Hewett Avenue and Chazey Road to exploit the surrounding unsurfaced areas…’.  Chazey Road, in some form, existed prior to the houses being built and that was as close to the tree as it is now.  I think is it a big and arguable assumption that roots survived during the construction of the houses, roads (upgrades) and pavement – the 1960’s are not well known for their due regard for trees.  It could also be suggested that in the 60 years since the build, the tree has focused root growth and proliferation in the more favourable rooting environments of the gardens which has enabled it to recover from any impact of the build and be in good condition.
2.1.4 of the response states:
‘It is accepted that the garden area around the tree provides a more favourable growing environment and that a larger proportion of roots are likely to be supported in this area. They ….will not stop at the garden boundary and the neighbouring garden provides an area of suitable ground in which the root area can be adjusted maintaining the 470m2 area recommended’.
I agree with the above, hence my comment that: ‘It is not appropriate for the RPA to be shown as it has been and instead it should be offset to provide the same overall area but utilising more likely rooting environments such as the remainder of the land in question and front garden of 74 Chazey Road’.
In any case, I note that an adjusted RPA has been provided, albeit I don’t understand the shape which still takes in part of the road (junction of Hewett Av & Chazey Road) and as such the proposed house is partly within the RPA of the tree.  The response document gives principles of how the house could be constructed whilst avoiding harm to tree roots, which is acceptable in principle.  This pile and beam type foundation would also address potential future damage to the house from the tree if there is clay soil here (this had not been mentioned).
The response document satisfactorily responds to my queries about services and site parking/storage.
In relation to potential shading, commentary is given in response to my concerns.  This in includes the following:
2.4.3. Further, it cannot be assumed that all householders would wish the conditions described by the tree officer. As the trees are fully visible it would be fair to assume that they would be a consideration before purchase of the house.

2.4.4. It is also noted that as the trees are protected in law, requiring applications for tree work, the Council has the final say on any works being allowed or undertaken.

As an officer that deals regularly with householders and applications for tree works, the above comments are unrealistic assumptions and statements.  House buyers often do not appreciate the shading trees will cause until they have lived in the property through the seasons – this is especially the case when a house is viewed and purchased when trees are not in leaf.  There is often also the assumption by purchasers that they can get trees reduced once they move in.  With regards to tree works applications, any decision made by the Council (or at appeal) would have to consider the situation at the time of the application, i.e. with the tree, house and resulting shading occurring, and be reasonable in the decision, hence new development with potential tree conflicts should be avoided in the first instance.
Whilst it is appreciated that shading will not be all day and all year round, the shading drawing provided in the response document clearly shows that in the summer, i.e. when most people will want to enjoy their garden, the garden will be in shade from mid-day until 8pm, i.e. when people are likely to be sitting in their gardens.  It is true that some shade will be appreciated in view of likely hotter summers, but that would need to be balanced with some unshaded areas.  It can be seen that the canopies of the trees themselves cover a majority of the proposed garden area as well and come close to the proposed dwelling:
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It is reasonable for residents to have a sufficient amount of ‘useable’ garden space – in tree terms this would be garden unimpacted by tree canopy and/or shading.  I would also suggest that Policy CC8 (safeguarding amenity) is relevant here with regards to sunlight and daylight given the impact of the trees, particularly given the orientation of the property/rooms/windows towards the garden and trees.
In conclusion, the proposal is likely to result in future pressure to prune or fell protected trees of high amenity value and is therefore contrary to Policy EN14 and the aims of our adopted Tree Strategy.  In addition, I would suggest there may be an associated lack of compliance with Policy CC8.

Ecology 

The application site comprises a parcel of land in a residential area of Caversham, located at the southern end of Hewett Avenue. The land appears to comprise an area of amenity grassland and two large mature trees. 
It is understood that the trees will be unaffected by the proposals, and once precautions are in place to protect these trees and any nesting birds, the proposals are very unlikely to affect any priority habitats, protected species, or designated wildlife sites. There are therefore no objections to this application on ecological grounds. 
However, in line with paragraph 180 of the NPPF, which states that “opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments should be encouraged” a condition should be set to ensure that enhancements for wildlife are provided within the new development. Wording is given below. 
Condition: Prior to the occupation of the development, details of biodiversity enhancements, to include bird and bat boxes, tiles or bricks on and around the new buildings and native and wildlife friendly landscaping (including gaps at the bases of fences to allow hedgehogs to traverse through the gardens), shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the council. The biodiversity enhancements shall thereafter be installed as approved. 

Reason: To incorporate biodiversity in and around developments in accordance with paragraph 179 and 180 of the NPPF
Environmental Health 

Standing advice states that had the application been acceptable the following conditions would have been recommended 1) The control of noise and dust, 2) Construction and demolition, 3) Hours of work and 4) No bonfires. 

Berkshire Archaeology 

The above planning application has an archaeological implication on account of the high archaeological potential at the development site. 

The proposed site is less than 200m south of a late Iron Age and Roman settlement site found at Mapledurham Playing Field and sits within a landscape in which prehistoric and Roman finds of flintwork, pottery, and coins, are relatively common. Within a 500 m radius of the application site there are some 32 archaeological features and findspots recorded in the Berkshire Archaeology Historic Environment Record (HER), and further records held within the Oxfordshire HER. There is therefore a relatively high potential for archaeological features to be present at the development site, which appears never to have been built upon previously.

Whilst the full details of the proposal remain reserved matters, it is likely that the construction of a new dwelling will have significant below ground impacts through the excavation of foundations, levelling or reduction of ground levels, and for the installation of services. As a result, in line with local and national planning policy, we would recommend that an archaeological condition is attached to planning permission, should it be granted. This is in accordance with Paragraph 194 of the NPPF (revised July 2021), which states that “where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.” Further, Paragraph 205 of the NPPF states that “Local planning authorities should require developers to record and advance understanding of the significance of any heritage assets to be lost (wholly or in part) in a manner proportionate to their importance and the impact, and to make this evidence (and any archive generated) publicly accessible.”

Our recommended wording for the condition is as follows:

Condition: No development, including any ground works, shall take place until the applicant or their agents or successors in title have secured the implementation of a phased scheme of archaeological works (which may comprise more than one phase of works) in accordance with a written scheme of investigation, which has been submitted by the applicant and approved by the planning authority. The development shall only take place in accordance with the detailed scheme approved pursuant to this condition.

Reason: The site lies within an area of archaeological potential. The condition will ensure that any archaeological remains within the site are adequately investigated and recorded in order to advance our understanding of the significance of any buried remains to be lost and in the interest of protecting the archaeological heritage of the Borough.

Because the site and the likely development impacts are relatively small, the scheme of archaeological works would also only need to be limited in scale. We would be willing to discuss with the applicant or their archaeological consultant an appropriate scheme of works, which would best be designed once further details of the proposed development are available. It is likely that a small-scale evaluation trenching programme, or a watching brief, would be suitable. 

Public Consultations 
The following properties were consulted:

Chazey Road: 72, 74, 69-75 (o)

Hewett Avenue: 24

No comments have been received.

Summary of discussions with applicant/agent

The agent was advised in an email dated 5th April 2022 that the matter of ‘access’ was considered acceptable but concerns were raised with regards to the matters of ‘layout’ and ‘scale’.  The agent asked for the application to be refused on the 9th May 2022 and the concerns raised by officers are detailed within the appraisal section of this report.  
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.  The Development Plan for Reading relevant to the application site comprises the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) (RBLP).

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2021 (paragraph 219) states clearly that its content is to be a material consideration in the determination of applications.  The NPPF states that due weight should be given to the adopted policies 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). 

Relevant Policies:

National Planning Policy Framework (2021)
National Planning Policy Guidance 

Reading Borough Local Plan (Nov 2019)

CC1 (Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development)

CC2 (Sustainable Design and Construction)

CC3 (Adaptation to Climate Change) 

CC5 (Waste Minimisation and Storage)

CC6 (Accessibility and the Intensity of Development)

CC7 (Design and the Public Realm)

CC8 (Safeguarding Amenity)

CC9 (Securing Infrastructure)
EN12 (Biodiversity and the Green Network)
EN14 (Trees, Hedges and Woodland)

EN15 (Air Quality)

EN16 (Pollution and Water Resources)

H1 (Provision of Housing)

H2 (Location, Accessibility, Density and Housing Mix)

H3 (Affordable Housing)

H5 (Standards for New Housing) 

H10 (Private and Communal Outdoor Space)

H11 (Development of Private Residential Gardens) 

TR3 (Access, Traffic and Highway-Related Matters)

TR5 (Car and Cycle Parking and Electric Vehicle Charging) 

Supplementary planning documents/guidance

Revised Parking Standards and Design (2011)

Sustainable Design and Construction (2019)

Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document (2021)

Planning Obligations Under Section 106 (2015)

Tree Strategy (March 2021)
APPRAISAL

Main Issues

· Principle of the development

· Design and impact on the character and appearance of the surrounding area

· Outdoor amenity space for the proposed dwelling

· Living conditions of neighbouring properties and future residents of the proposed dwelling
· Transport matters
· Sustainability 

· Affordable Housing

· CIL

· Other matters 
Principle of the development 

The NPPF (para.119) states that “Planning policies and decisions should promote an effective use of land in meeting the need for homes and other uses, while safeguarding and improving the environment and ensuring safe and healthy living conditions. Strategic policies should set out a clear strategy for accommodating objectively assessed needs, in a way that makes as much use as possible of previously-developed or ‘brownfield’ land”.

The NPPF definition of ‘previously developed land’ excludes private residential gardens.  

Therefore, it is clear that the priority for development should be on previously developed land, in particular vacant and derelict sites and buildings. However, that does not mean that the development of private residential garden land is unacceptable in principle, rather that, previously developed land should be the first choice for housing development.

Therefore, the principle of the redevelopment of the site for further residential development could be acceptable subject to the above criteria and other material planning considerations.

Design and impact on the character and appearance of the surrounding area
Planning Guidance refers to matters of scale and layout as:

Scale – the height, width and length of each building proposed within the development in relation to its surroundings.

Layout – the way in which buildings, routes and open spaces within the development are provided, situated and orientated in relation to each other and to buildings and spaces outside the development.

Policy CC7 (Design and the Public Realm) states that “All development must be of high design quality that maintains and enhances the character and appearance of the area of Reading in which it is located. The various components of development form, including: Layout: urban structure and urban grain; landscape; density and mix; Scale: height and massing; and Architectural detail and materials”.

Policy H2 of the Reading Borough Local Plans states that residential development will be informed by:

· The character and mix of uses of the area in which it is located;

· Its current and future level of accessibility by walking, cycling and public transport;

· The need to achieve high quality design;

· The need to maximise the efficiency of land use; and

· The need to minimise environmental impacts, including detrimental impacts on the amenities of adjoining occupiers.

The Council’s adopted Policy H11 requires that new residential development that involves land within the curtilage or the former curtilage of private residential gardens will be acceptable where:

1. “The proposal makes a positive contribution to the character of the area in terms of:

a. The relationship of the existing built form and spaces around buildings within the surrounding area; 

b. A layout which integrates with the surrounding area with regard to the built up coverage of each plot, building line(s), rhythm of plot frontages, parking areas, and existing pattern of openings and boundary treatments on the site frontage;

c. Providing appropriate hard and soft landscaping, particularly at site boundaries. This includes features such as the variety of trees, hardstanding/lawns and hedges, etc;

d. Compatibility with the general building height within the surrounding area;

e. The materials and elevational detail. These should be high quality, and where appropriate distinctive and/ or complementary;

f. The arrangement of doors, windows and other principal architectural features and their rhythm between buildings.

2. The application site provides a site of adequate size and dimensions to accommodate the development proposed in terms of the setting and spacing around buildings, amenity space, landscaping and space for access roads and parking; 

3. The proposal includes access, which meets appropriate highway standards;

4. The proposal does not lead to tandem development;

5. The design and layout minimises exposure of existing private boundaries to public areas, and avoids the need for additional physical security measures; 

6. The proposal does not cause a significant detrimental impact to the amenity of adjacent and nearby occupants; 

7. The emphasis is on the provision of family-sized housing;

8. The development provides biodiversity net gain wherever possible, and would not have an adverse impact on biodiversity in terms of the fragmentation of blocks of gardens, which as a unit or in association with adjacent green space are deemed to make an important contribution to biodiversity and contribute to the green network; and 

9. The proposal does not prejudice the satisfactory development of a wider area.”

The proposed site is to the south of 25 Hewett Avenue with two mature trees along its boundary with Chazey Road which form part of the treescape of the tree lined Chazey Road.  The siting of the proposed dwelling would be to the north of the plot close to 25 Hewett Avenue and illustrative elevations and floor plans have been submitted (although the matter of appearance is reserved for future consideration), which show a two storey detached property.  The proposed dwelling has the same eaves and ridge height as 25 Hewett Avenue which is a semi-detached property but, its length is longer than 25 Hewett Avenue and it is narrower in width than adjacent properties on Hewett Avenue and does not have the same spacing to 25 Hewett Avenue as is prevalent between other properties.

The proposed dwelling is orientated so that its principal elevation faces Chazey Road although its main entrance is from Hewett Avenue.  
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Although the site is large, due to the constraints of the site i.e. location of TPO trees and existing building lines, the proposed dwelling is located to the north of the site adjacent to 25 Hewett Avenue which means it has no rear garden and no rear facing windows which is not in keeping with the surrounding area.  The siting of the proposed dwelling to the north of the plot, assumed to be the case because of seeking to minimise impacts on the building line and proximity to existing TPO trees means that it is not considered to make a positive contribution to the character of the area in terms of the relationship of the built form and spaces around buildings within the surrounding area as required in Policy H11.

There are also two distinct buildings lines along the north side of Chazey Road with properties to the east generally in line with 25 Hewett Avenue and those to the west set slightly forward.  The proposed dwelling is at odds with these established building lines to the detriment of the character of the area.  
The design of the proposed dwelling has been driven by the constraints of the site, which are mainly considered to relate to the building line and the TPO trees, and officers consider the proposal is at odds with neighbouring properties in terms of spacing between buildings, scale, in that existing properties are larger in terms of overall size and located on large plots with front and rear gardens. 

Therefore, the proposed development, by reason of its siting within the plot and overall scale and orientation would not respect existing properties in terms of the size of existing built form, existing building lines and spaces around buildings and would therefore, not make a positive contribution to the character of the area, contrary to Policies CC7 and H11 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019).
Outdoor amenity space for the proposed dwelling  

Policy H10 (Private and Communal Outdoor Space) states that “Dwellings will be provided with functional private or communal open space, including green space wherever possible, that allows for suitable sitting-out areas, children’s play areas, home food production, green waste composting, refuse storage, general outdoor storage and drying space. Houses will be provided with private outdoor space……The design of outdoor areas will respect the size and character of other similar spaces in the vicinity”.

Policy H10 also states ‘the design of outdoor areas will respect the size and character of other similar spaces in the vicinity’.  

The submitted planning statement states that 25 Hewett Avenue will retain 240sqm of garden land and 310sqm is proposed for the proposed dwelling which is acceptable.  The plot size for the proposed dwelling is large however, the constraints of the site mean the proposed dwelling would only have a front garden where two large TPO trees are located.  Although landscaping is a reserved matter, the submitted site plan does refer to an instant hedge around the boundary of the site however, the amenity space is at the front of the proposed dwelling and is surrounded on two sides by public footpaths.  

The character of the outdoor space does not respect other similar spaces in the vicinity where the neighbouring detached houses have large front and rear gardens.

The location of the two TPO trees and the orientation of the site means the majority of the outdoor space will more than likely be in shade for a significant amount of the day, particularly during the summer months.  A Daylight Shade Assessment (shown below) has been submitted with the Arboricultural Impact Assessment which shows the severity of the problem.  
Whilst it is appreciated that shading will not be all day and all year round this drawing clearly shows that in the summer months, when most people will want to enjoy their garden, the garden will be in shade for a large part of the day.  Although some shade will be appreciated, the level of shade is considered unacceptable.  
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The submitted site plan shows an area annotated for cycle, bins and drying squeezed into a corner adjacent to the rear boundary with 25 Hewett Avenue.  It would be expected that a new build detached property could adequately accommodate these areas, particularly on a large site, but the constraints of the site do not allow for an appropriate layout to be achieved.
Overall, the provision of amenity space is inadequate by reason of the extent of overshadowing from the TPO trees due to the orientation of the site and it does not respect other similar spaces in the vicinity where front and rear gardens exist or provide adequate provision for bins, cycles and drying.  As such the proposed dwelling would result in an unacceptable quality of amenity for future occupiers, detracting from their living conditions which is contrary to Policies CC7, CC8, H10 and H11 of the Reading Borough Local Plan.

Living conditions of neighbouring properties and future residents of the proposed dwelling
Policy CC8 (Safeguarding Amenity) of the Reading Borough Local Plan states that development will not cause a detrimental impact on the living environment of existing residential properties or unacceptable living conditions for new residential properties, in terms of:

· Privacy and overlooking;

· Access to sunlight and daylight;

· Visual dominance and overbearing effects of a development;

· Harm to outlook;

· Noise and disturbance;

· Artificial lighting;

· Vibration;

· Dust and fumes;

· Smell;

· Crime and safety; or

· Wind

Policy H11 states that proposals for new residential development should not cause a significant detrimental impact to the amenity of adjacent and nearby occupants.

Neighbouring properties 

The proposed dwelling would be located to the side of 25 Hewett Avenue and the submitted plans show the proposed dwelling steps in where it extends past the front and rear elevations of 25 Hewett Avenue.  The plans show there are no rear windows facing Hewett Avenue and only one side window facing 74 Chazey Road at first floor level.  This window would allow views towards the rear garden of 25 Hewett Avenue however, the window is in line with the rear elevations of properties along Hewett Avenue and would be similar to first floor windows in the existing properties.  The position of this window is in line with the boundary between the rear garden of 25 Hewett Avenue and and 74 Chazey Road and would be approximately 19m away from 74 Chazey Road itself and officers consider that there would not be any direct views into this neighbouring property or garden due to the angle of the window and the boundaries between the properties.  There is an existing first floor side window to 25 Hewett Avenue which the submitted plans show as a secondary window.
The appearance of the proposed dwelling is a reserved matter and the positioning of windows would need to be considered at this point to ensure there is no overlooking or loss of privacy to the residents of these neighbouring properties.  

Due to the orientation of the site, the existing TPO trees to the front are likely to shade certain areas of 74 Chazey Road and 25 Hewett Avenue and officers consider it unlikely that there would be any additional harm in terms of loss of daylight and sunlight from the proposed dwelling and the proposal is a sufficient distance away from neighbouring properties not to be considered visually dominant or overbearing or harmful to outlook.  
In this regard the proposed dwelling is not considered detrimental to the living environment of neighbouring properties and is in accordance with Policy CC8 and H11 of the Reading Borough Local Plan.
Future residents of the proposed dwellings
As mentioned previously, the proposed dwelling has been positioned to the north of the site due to the location of the TPO trees to the south of the site and the submitted plans show the majority of the windows facing south towards the trees.  

A daylight/sunlight assessment has not been provided to demonstrate that adequate levels of light would be provided to the proposed dwelling and there are significant concerns that although the plot is an acceptable size, the property would not receive adequate levels of light due to being overshadowed by the trees.  
The adoption of the Reading Borough Local Plan in 2019 saw the introduction of Policy H5 (Standards for New Housing) which states that all new development in Reading should meet a number of standards. The submitted Planning Statement refers to the illustrative plans showing a 3 bed / 4 or 5 person house that is 105.5sqm.  This would be in accordance with Policy H5 where the minimum floor area for a 3 bed / 5 person house would be 93sqm.  The illustrative floor plans submitted seem to show 4 bedrooms which could potentially have 6 people and Policy H5 requires a minimum of 106sqm.  The Planning Statement states the proposed development can comply with room sizes which would be in accordance with Policy H5.  
The application fails to demonstrate that the siting of the proposed dwelling would provide adequate daylight and sunlight for future occupiers.  As such, the proposal would be harmful to the living conditions of future occupiers, contrary to Policy CC8 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019).
Transport matters
Planning Guidance refers to matters of access, scale and layout as:

Access - the accessibility to and within the site, for vehicles, cycles and pedestrians in terms of the positioning and treatment of access and circulation routes and how these fit into the surrounding access network.

The development proposes three car parking spaces for the proposed dwelling and retains parking for 25 Hewett Avenue which exceeds the two parking spaces required.  The submitted Site Plan indicates that the existing dropped kerb will be extended which in principle is acceptable.  Had the application been acceptable in all other regards an amended plan would have been requested illustrating the position of the new access and parking area so that this could have been conditioned.  

The total length of a continual dropped kerb should not exceed 10m and it may be necessary to install a break and the parking areas should be constructed in permeable materials so not to increase the surface water run-off from the site, again these could have been demonstrated by the submission of amended plans.

Bin and cycle storage and the provision of EV charging points could also been addressed by way of planning conditions.
Had the application been acceptable in all other regards and subject to amended plans and relevant conditions applied the matter of ‘access’ would be acceptable and there are therefore no objections to the proposal in terms of transport matters.
Sustainability
In line with Policies CC2, CC3 and H5 proposals for new housing will be acceptable where the design of buildings and site layouts use energy, water, minerals, materials and other natural resources appropriately, efficiently and with care and take account of the effects of climate change.  No details have been submitted with the application however, had the proposal been acceptable this could have been dealt with by way of planning conditions.

Affordable Housing
Policy H3 (Affordable Housing) of the Reading Borough Local Plan requires residential development to make an appropriate contribution towards affordable housing to meet the needs of Reading.  On sites of 1-4 dwellings, a financial contribution will be made that will enable the equivalent of 10% of the housing to be provided as affordable housing elsewhere in the borough.  This would be secured by way of a S106 Legal Agreement.  
No independent valuations have been provided as part of the application and no reference is made to the provision of a financial contribution in the Planning Statement however, as the application is recommended for refusal this matter was not pursued and is a further reason for refusal.

CIL

Had the proposal been acceptable it would have been liable to the Community Infrastructure Levy regime that is applicable to all decisions for planning applications made from the 01/04/2015. The details are available on the Council’s website: 

Community Infrastructure Levy - Reading Borough Council
Other Matters 

Impact on TPO trees
Whilst landscaping is reserved, the Natural Environment Tree Officer has raised significant concerns with the proposal, included in the consultation section above, and that new development with potential tree conflicts should be avoided in the first instance.  Although, some areas of concern have been overcome there remains the concern that a dwelling in the location proposed would likely result in future pressure to prune or fell the protected trees of high amenity value, because of the impact of the trees on the amenity space in terms of overshadowing and proximity to the proposed dwelling.  There has also been a failure to demonstrate that there would be no harm to the trees from the development resulting from the siting being within the Root Protection Areas.  These matters would be contrary to Policies EN14, CC8 and H10and the aims of the Council’s adopted Tree Strategy and therefore, this forms a further reason for refusal.
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.

Conclusion

The proposed development is not acceptable due to the constraints of the site which result in the siting of the dwelling to the north of the plot which would create a relationship with neighbouring properties which would not be positive in terms of existing built form, and existing building lines.  The provision of amenity space would be inadequate in quality due to the extent of overshadowing from the TPO trees and it would not respect other similar spaces in the vicinity where front and rear gardens exist.  The application fails to demonstrate that the proposal would provide adequate daylight and sunlight to the proposed dwelling and that there would be no detrimental effect on the TPO trees.  It also fails to demonstrate that it would contribute adequately towards the provision of affordable housing which is contrary to the identified planning policies and guidance.

RECOMMENDATION

Refuse
Reasons
1. Impact on character of the area
2. Impact on residential amenity of future occupiers 
3. Failure to demonstrate adequate daylight/sunlight 
4. Impact on the TPO trees
5. Affordable housing 

Informatives

1. Refused Plans

2. Affordable Housing 

3. Positive and proactive

