
DELEGATED REPORT 

Ward:  Mapledurham
App No.: 200718
Address: Pumping Station Adjacent, 20 Chazey Road, Caversham, Reading, RG4 7DS
Proposal: Demolition of former pumping house and new dwelling
Applicant: Care Of Roman Building
Deadline: 07/09/2020 – Extended to 6/1/2021
	RECOMMENDATION:

Application Refused:

Reasons:

1. Due to the small size of the site, it is considered that the proposed house would appear cramped within the plot and would have an uncharacteristic relationship with the existing built form and spaces within Chazey Road. The small site requires a design solution that does not make a positive contribution to the character of the area as it fails to integrate with the adjacent dwellings. It is considered that the proposed site will be overdeveloped and would appear harmful to the character of the surrounding area contrary to Policy CC7 (Design and the Public Realm) of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019. 

2. The northern and eastern boundaries of the site adjoin woodland which is designated as a Major Landscape Feature in the adopted Core Strategy. The siting of the proposed house would cut into the area of woodland where it adjoins Chazey Road, potentially undermining the integrity of this feature in a way that the small pumping station building does not. The new house would obscure and interrupt views of the woodland when viewed from the street. It is considered that this would detract from the character and appearance of the Major Landscape Feature, contrary to the aims of Policy EN13 (Major Landscape Features and Strategic Open Space) and EN14 (Trees, Hedges & Woodland) of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019. 

3. The development will, by virtue of its location and the nature of the development, have an adverse effect on a block of lowland mixed deciduous woodland which is a biodiversity action plan habitat and a priority habitat as per the NPPF, and part of the identified Green Network as per policy EN12. The application site also forms part of a Green Link as per policy EN12 and the proposals will fragment this link and the wider green network. The proposals will therefore not maintain, protect, consolidate, extend or enhance the green network or protect the priority woodland habitats and is therefore contrary to policy EN12, EN14 and NPPF paragraphs 170 and 175 of the NPPF and policies EN12 and EN14 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019. 

4. In the absence of a completed legal agreement to secure appropriate and necessary financial contributions towards Affordable Housing provision, the proposal fails to accord with the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 Policy H3 (Affordable Housing) and the ‘Affordable Housing’ SPD (2013). 




INTRODUCTION

The application site consists of a small plot on the northern side of Chazey Road which contains a brick building which housed a former pumping station. The levels of the site slope downwards from Chazey Road and the levels of the site are approximately 2m lower than No.20 Chazey Road. The site is bordered on the north and east by woodland which is an area designated as a major landscape feature and a Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) habitat. 
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PROPOSAL 
The proposal is for the demolition of the existing pumping station, which is a pitched roof single storey structure. The proposed new dwelling will have a contemporary appearance comprising two distinct sections, one under a mono pitched roof, with the other under a flat roof. When viewed from Chazey Road the dwelling will appear one and a half storeys in height but due to the slope on the site will provide two storeys of accommodation to the rear. 
A combination of materials is proposed to “break up the massing of the building”. The elevations will be clad with a combination of knapped flint, render and green tinted zinc. The same zinc will be used on the pitched roof and the terraces will be clad in a composite timber decking board with glazed balustrades. 

Internally the dwelling provides 2 bedrooms, an office, utility room and bathroom space at lower ground floor level. At first floor level is an open plan kitchen, dining, living room, an entrance hall and a WC. The dwelling provides for 182.58 sqm of internal floor space. 
External amenity space will be provided with a rear garden space at lower ground floor level, a terrace at ground floor level and a further terrace at roof level. The total amount of amenity space included with the dwelling equates to 108.93 sqm.
Submitted Plans and Documentation: 
Community Infrastructure levy (CIL):

In relation to the community infrastructure levy, the applicant has duly completed a CIL liability form with the submission. Provide expected calculation/status

PLANNING HISTORY

Only planning history on record come from 2014. 

Applications 140137 & 141328 were pre-app submissions seeking advice developing the site with a 3 bedroom dwelling. Both pre-app responses advised against identifying the site as not a plot for residential development. 

Application 142025 for planning permission to demolish the existing building and construct a 3 bedroom house was eventually closed and not determined after a considerable period of lack of contact between the agent and the case officer. 
CONSULTATIONS
Transport

This proposal consists of the demolition of the former pumping house and erection of a 3-bedroom dwelling with associated parking and amenity space. 

Chazey Road is residential in nature with no parking restrictions. Access to the site is currently obtained via Chazey Road with a pre-existing dropped kerb.

The site is located within Zone 3, Secondary Core Area, of the Council’s adopted Parking Standards and Design SPD.  Typically, these areas are within 400m of a Reading Buses high frequency ‘Premier Route’, which provides high quality bus routes to and from Reading town centre and other local centre facilities. In accordance with the adopted SPD, the development would be required to provide a parking provision of 2 on-site parking spaces.  

The new dwelling includes the provision of 2 parking spaces in line with the RBC Parking Standards SPD as shown on the proposed site plan drawing no. 386 040.  The parking areas should be constructed in permeable materials so not to increase the surface water run-off from the site. 

The Council’s Local Transport Plan 3 Strategy 2011 – 2026 includes policies for investing in new infrastructure to improve connections throughout and beyond Reading which include a network of publicly available Electric Vehicle (EV) charging points to encourage and enable low carbon or low energy travel choices for private and public transport. The Councils 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, this would be conditioned if the application was approved. 
Cycle storage and bin storage is located at the front of the site.  The proposed location is acceptable, however, cycle storage should be separate from bin storage. I am, however, happy for this to be dealt with by way of a condition.

In terms of refuse collection, the residents of the dwellings will be required to place the bins outside for kerbside collection as per the other houses in the street. 

Therefore, there are no further transport objections to this application subject to the conditions attached.
Conditions & Informatives

C2      CONSTRUCTION METHOD STATEMENT (TO BE SUBMITTED)

DC1
VEHICLE PARKING (AS SPECIFIED)

DC3
VEHICULAR ACCESS (AS SPECIFIED)

DC6
CYCLE PARKING (TO BE APPROVED)

DC7
REFUSE AND RECYCLING (TO BE APPROVED)

DC24
EV CHARGING POINTS

Ecology

The application site is located on the edge of a block of woodland. It comprises a former pumping station and its curtilage. The woodland is the priority habitat - as defined in the NPPF - lowland mixed deciduous woodland and a Reading Biodiversity Action Plan habitat. A green link (as per policy EN12) crosses the site. The proposal will result in a dwelling being constructed directly adjacent to the woodland and within the green link. 
This will result in the loss of the buffer zone of semi natural habitat around the woodland and damage the woodland by, for example: 

• Replacing semi-natural habitats with hard surfaces and garden land 

• Reducing the size of ecotone between the woodland and the adjacent habitats 

• Increasing the amount of built form adjacent to the woodland 

• Overshadowing 

• Increasing the amount of light and noise pollution 

• Increasing disturbance to wildlife 

• Increasing damaging activities like littering and fly tipping 

• Introducing non-native species and “garden escapees” into the woodland 

• Increasing the pressures to fell and lop trees 

These effects will be cumulative and over time the priority woodland habitat will degrade. Due to the limited size of the application site (approximately 10 x 20m) these impacts could not be mitigated. 

The proposals will therefore be contrary to the following planning policy: 

1) Paragraph 170 of the NPPF: “Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures” 

The proposals will not minimise impacts on biodiversity and not result in the establishment of a coherent ecological network 

---------------- 

2) Paragraph 174 of the NPPF which reads: 

“To protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should: [..] 

promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity” 
The relevant “plan” in this instance is Reading’s Local Plan and policy EN12 refers to priority habitats and ecological networks. 

---------------- 

3) Paragraph 175 of the NPPF which reads: 

“When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should apply the following principles: 

a) if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts) adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused;” 

[The degradation of the priority woodland habitat can be considered “significant harm” and no avoidance, mitigation or compensation measures are (or can realistically be) provided for]. 

---------------- 

4) Reading Borough Local Plan Policy EN12 – Biodiversity and The Green Network which reads: 

“a) The identified Green Network, the key elements of which are shown on the Proposals Map, shall be maintained, protected, consolidated, extended and enhanced. Permission will not be granted for development that negatively affects the sites with identified interest or fragments the overall network. The Green Network comprises: 

- Sites with identified biodiversity interest - Local Wildlife Sites, Local Nature Reserves, Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, protected and priority species and their habitats, Priority and Biodiversity Action Plan habitats, and the River Thames and all its tributaries (including the River Kennet and the Kennet & Avon Canal); and 

- Areas with potential for biodiversity value and which stitch the Green Network together – designated Local Green Space and open green spaces, and existing and potential Green Links. 

New development shall demonstrate how the location and type of green space, landscaping and water features provided within a scheme have been arranged such that they maintain or link into the existing Green Network and contribute to its consolidation. Such features should be designed to maximise the opportunities for enhancing this network. All new development should maximise opportunities to create new assets and links into areas where opportunities are as yet unidentified on the Proposals Map. 

b) On all sites, development should not result in a net loss of biodiversity and geodiversity, and should provide a net gain for biodiversity wherever possible. Development should: 

• Protect and wherever possible enhance features of biodiversity interest on and adjacent to the application site, incorporating and integrating them into development proposals wherever practicable;  ” 
The adjacent woodland, a priority habitat, is part of the identified green network, and the application site is a green link. Because the proposals will result in the degradation of the woodland and the breaking of green link the proposal will not be maintain, protect, consolidate, extend or enhance the green network. 

---------------- 

5) Reading Borough Local Plan Policy EN14 – Trees, Hedges and Woodland which reads: 

“Individual trees, groups of trees, hedges and woodlands will be protected from damage or removal where they are of importance, and Reading’s vegetation cover will be extended.” 

The woodland will be damaged. 

---------------- 

My advice is therefore that the application be refused on the grounds that: 

The development will, by virtue of its location and the nature of the development, have an adverse effect on a block of lowland mixed deciduous woodland which is a biodiversity action plan habitat and a priority habitat as per the NPPF, and part of the identified Green Network as per policy EN12. The application site also forms part of a Green Link as per policy EN12 and the proposals will fragment this link and the wider green network. The proposals will therefore not maintain, protect, consolidate, extend or enhance the green network or protect the priority woodland habitats and is therefore contrary to policy EN12, EN14 and NPPF paragraphs 170 and 175 of the NPPF and policies EN12 and EN14 of the Reading Borough Local Plan.
Officer note:  These comments were provided to the applicant and further ecological information provided. The Ecologists comments on these are as follows: 
The applicant has submitted amended plans which include some additional elements in order to try and alleviate some of the adverse impacts that the proposals will have on the woodland, these comprise: 

▪ The removal of some of the solar panels and the inclusion of 4 small sections of green roof (the type of green roof is not specified, however the ecology report - SYNTEGRA CONSULTING - has a low resolution screenshot of a Lindum Wildflower Mat specification sheet on Page 11). 

▪ A “planter” with what appears to be three shrubs or trees (although no species are specified) to the east of the driveway. As these are to be planted in a planter it is very unlikely that any substantial tree planting will be provided 

▪ A “living wall” on part of the north and the eastern walls (no details of this are given but there is an “Example of living wall” on Page 10 of the ecology report) 

▪ Black out blinds or curtains on the windows. 

The applicant has appointed a new ecologist (as their previous ecologist did not conclude that the proposals would not have an adverse impact on the woodland) who has undertaken a desk based assessment of the proposals. They do not appear to have visited the site. They have presented their findings in a report called “Mitigation and Enhancement Brief”, dated December 2020 by SYNTEGRA CONSULTING. This report concludes that: 
“The site in its current context is considered to have more direct impacts upon the adjacent deciduous woodland compared to the proposed development. The site currently has materials dumped such as cement, hardcore, and rubble restricting regenerative growth within the boundaries and creating sources of unwanted chemicals and materials within the soils. The sites main habitats consisting of hardstanding and bare ground with no soakaway systems in place are allowing runoff into adjacent woodland. The existing building is fitted with flood lights with high levels of light spill into the woodland boundaries, determinantal to nocturnal species and adversely impacting traversing routes and foraging opportunities for local bats” 
I disagree with this statement for the following reasons: 
1. The application site comprises a former pumping station and its curtilage that is slowly becoming part of the woodland. 
2. It was formally woodland (arguably it still is as woodland habitat includes areas with trees and the open areas between the trees and around the edge of the woodland) with semi-mature ash, sycamore, hazel and birch all present on the site attaining a considerable size. 
3. The site has been cleared of the trees since 2012, see screenshots from google maps below 
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The sentence in the Ecology report, the crux of their argument, that reads: 

“The site currently has materials dumped such as cement, hardcore, and rubble restricting regenerative growth within the boundaries and creating sources of unwanted chemicals and materials within the soils.” 
Does not therefore stand up to scrutiny as otherwise the trees seen in the photos above would not have grown. Furthermore, even if there has been additional dumping of materials (it appears that a load of scalplings [hogging] has been put on the site) this would not preclude the growth of trees and scrub in the medium to long term as can be seen on many brown field sites. 
The clearance of these trees has not necessarily been detrimental to the woodland overall. This is because the rotational clearance of vegetation mimics natural processes and open habitats within and on the edge of woodland are often some of the most valuable areas for wildlife. The woodland is starting to recolonise the north and east site as be seen in the May 2019 screenshot above. 
The applicant’s ecologist also refers to the lack of mature trees within 15m of the application site, whist this is noted, mature trees are only one component of a woodland habitat which comprises the canopy, understory, herb layer and the open areas along the edge and within the woodland and over time (as they have in the past) trees will grow up adjacent to (and depending on how the site is managed) within the application site. 
[The applicant’s ecologist also refers to a “Footpath cutting through woodland with evidence of extensive trampling” (Figure 2) and dog fouling to the east (but within the woodland and separated from the application by trees and scrub) of the application site. It had clearly been raining on the day the photo was taken the existence of a path close to the application site (used by dog walkers) does not negate the negative effects detailed below] 
The changes to the plans, whilst they have slightly improved the proposals, will not reduce the overall impact of the proposals on the woodland as the main impact will be to take an area of semi-natural habitat adjacent to the woodland (that was until recently part of it) and change of this woodland edge habitat to a built environment with hardstanding. 
This will result in the loss of the buffer zone of semi natural habitat around the woodland and damage the woodland by: 

• Replacing semi-natural habitats with hard surfaces and a (very) small area of garden 

• Reducing the size of ecotone between the woodland and the adjacent habitats 

• Increasing the amount of built form adjacent to the woodland 

• Overshadowing 

• Increasing the amount of light (the use of blinds is noted but there is no way that it can be guaranteed that they will be closed at night) and noise pollution 

• Increasing disturbance to wildlife 

• Increasing the likelihood of damaging activities like fly tipping (this can be seen around the edge of many woodlands and appears to be alluded to in the ecology report i.e. “The northern and eastern boundary habitats are typical of disturbed ground with hardcore materials currently impacting on the boundary woodland structure and composition” in that materials from the site appear to have been dumped in the woodland and this can be clearly seen where development abuts woodland) 

• Introducing non-native species and “garden escapees” into the woodland 

• Increasing the pressures to fell and lop trees and not allowing the natural regeneration of the woodland. 

These effects will be cumulative and over time the priority woodland habitat will degrade. Due to the limited size of the application site (approximately 10 x 20m) these impacts could not be mitigated by for example moving the house further from the woodland edge. 
The proposals will therefore be contrary to the planning policy referred to in my previous memo and my advice is that (unless the need for development outweighs the loss/ adverse impact on the woodland) then the development be refused.

Landscape

The council’s consultant arboriculturalist was asked to comment. It was noted that the Arb report demonstrates that there are no trees of any particular Arboricultural significance growing adjacent to the site which would be impacted by this application. 
The revisions to the landscape layout retains the grass verge to the front of the property which is a prominent landscape feature of Chazey Road. There has been another area of soft landscaping included to the front of the property and I accept that although not a significant amount of soft landscaping, it is realistically as much as can be expected within the constraints of the site.

In view of the above, I have no objections to the proposed scheme and would request that landscaping condition (L1) be attached to the planning consent if granted.

Officer note:  The Council’s Natural Environment Officer was asked to review these comments in light of the Ecologist’s comments.  

Arboriculturally speaking (and solely from a tree point of view), Sarah D determined that the development would not impact on adjacent trees and in that respect is acceptable.  However, it is relevant for us to consider the issue of potential future pruning, which Giles mentions.  Orientation wise, the trees to the north should not create a blockage of sunlight; those to the east might.  Any overhanging can result in ‘nuisance’ issues which result in desire to cut branches back to the boundary.  It could be argued that the development would therefore result in impact on the woodland edge from pruning and disturbance.

I am, looking again at the arb report, confused about one tree.  I assume the site currently looks like it does on Google St view?
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There appears to be a tall tree immediately r/o and overhanging the building, the building sitting on the boundary (?) but this does not appear to be reflected in the arb report (which doesn’t have the latest layout):
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That tree (T4C1) is described in the report as an 8m high Hawthorn smothered in Ivy, being shorter than the adjacent cypress trees on the boundary – but the tall tree in the Google St view is taller than the cypress (which you can also see).  I can’t then work out where this tall tree is on the arb survey?

Public
 21 Chazey Road, Caversham, Reading, RG4 7DS

Caversham And District Residents Association, Caversham And District Residents Association

22 Chazey Road, Caversham, Reading, RG4 7DS

23 Chazey Road, Caversham, Reading, RG4 7DS

Objection received from WADRA

Equalities Impact
When determining an application for planning permission the Council is required to have regard to its obligations under the Equality Act 2010.  There is no indication or evidence (including from consultation on the application) that the protected groups as identified by the Act have or will have different needs, experiences, issues and priorities in relation to this 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 proposed 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) which states at Paragraph 11 “Plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable development”. 
The development plan for this Local Planning Authority is the Reading Borough Local Plan (November 2019).  The relevant policies are: 
CC1: 
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development

CC2: 
Sustainable Design and Construction

CC5: 
Waste Minimisation and Storage

CC7: 
Design and the Public Realm

CC8: 
Safeguarding Amenity

CC9: 
Securing Infrastructure

EN12: 
Biodiversity and the Green Network

EN13: 
Major Landscape Features and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty

EN14: 
Trees, Hedges and Woodland

EN16: 
Pollution and Water Resources

H2: 
Density and Mix

H3: 
Affordable Housing

H5: 
Standards for New Housing

H10: 
Private and Communal Outdoor Space

TR3: 
Access, Traffic and Highway-Related Matters

TR5: 
Car and Cycle Parking and Electric Vehicle Charging

Relevant Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) are: 

Affordable housing SPD

Revised Sustainable Design and Construction 

Revised Parking Standards SPD

APPRAISAL 

The main matters to be considered are - 

Principle of development
The NPPF states that LPAs should “encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not of high environmental value”. The NPPF definition of ‘previously developed land’ excludes private residential gardens.  Policy CC1 reflects this approach.  It could be argued by virtue of the small pumping station building on the site that the land should be considered as brownfield. 

The site also lies in the established built up area of Reading in an area where residential development is the predominant use. 

It is therefore concluded that the principle of developing the site as proposed would be acceptable if there were no other material planning considerations weighing against the proposed development.  These are now explored. 
Design considerations and effect on character of area
In terms of the appearance of the proposed house, the design is for a modern house with large windows to the front elevation and a flat roof and terraces. Although a number of the surrounding properties have been significantly altered in recent years, they are all traditional in character with pitched roofs. The levels of the site slope down from Chazey Road and the design uses this to place part of the ground floor within the slope.  It is an interesting design that makes good use of the small site area and slope of the site but there are concerns for how it will fit in the area. 

The proposed new house is sited a notable distance in front of its neighbour and would be prominent within the street scene.  The view from the west (see extract below) will be in stark contrast to the rest of the street and the woodland behind it.  
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It is considered that the proposal does not make a positive contribution to the character of the area as the frontage would be dominated by hardstanding with limited soft landscaping.  
The character of the surrounding properties in Chazey Road is generally very spacious with large plots and significant areas of soft landscaping around buildings. Due to the small size of the site the new house can be given only relatively small areas of landscaped setting and has to rely on green walls to compensate. Overall, it is considered that the proposed house would appear cramped within the plot and would have an uncharacteristic relationship with the existing built form and spaces within Chazey Road. It is considered that the proposal does not make a positive contribution to the character of the area in terms of the relationship of the existing built form and spaces around buildings within the surrounding area. 
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The layout of the proposed site does not integrate with the surrounding area with regard to the built up coverage of each plot, rhythm of plot frontages, parking areas and boundary treatments on the site frontage. It is considered that proposal site will be overdeveloped and would be harmful to the character of the surrounding area, so the application should be refused planning permission for being contrary to Policy CC7 (Design and the Public Realm) of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019.

Impact on residential amenity
The design and layout of the new house should effectively minimise any loss of amenity for the adjacent property occupants. The design means that there would be no windows overlooking the rear of the property and the proposed terrace would have a privacy screen along the boundary side. There is a reasonable gap between the existing and the proposed house. 

The internal layout and room sizes are acceptable with the gross internal floor area (182.5 sq.m) meeting the required minimum size for a 3 bedroom house.  However, it is noted that bedroom 2 is marked up as “office” and at barely 20sq.m lends itself more to being a study or guest room. 

The external amenity space is provided on two north facing terraces totaling about 78 sq.m.  The terraces would be screened by the new building from the west and potentially screened by woodland from the east.  However this outlook could compensate from the small size and as the house size is closer to being a 2 bedroom house this has been found to be acceptable. 

There is no conflict with the requirements of Policy CC8.  
Transport
See comments provided earlier.  As sufficient parking can be provided on site there are no transport objections but conditions are recommended.  The proposal meets policies TR3 & TR5. 
Landscape/ecology

Having considered the consultee comments (see earlier) it is apparent that the impact on the ecological value of the location is a key issue.  The northern and eastern boundaries of the site adjoin woodland which is designated as a Major Landscape Feature in the Local Plan. The siting of the proposed house would undermine the area of woodland where it adjoins Chazey Road in a way that the small pump house structure does not. The new house would obscure and interrupt views of the woodland when seen from the street. This would detract from the character and appearance of the Major Landscape Feature and its value to the public realm contrary to the aims of Policy EN13 (Major Landscape Features and Strategic Open Space) and EN14 (Trees, Hedges & Woodland) of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019. 

The Council’s Ecologist has provided a sound justification for his objection to the proposed development. The development will have an adverse effect on a block of lowland mixed deciduous woodland which is a biodiversity action plan habitat and a priority habitat as described in the NPPF, and part of the identified Green Network as identified by policy EN12. The application site also forms part of a Green Link connecting from Chazey Road through to the Mapledurham Playing Fields as identified by policy EN12 and the proposal will fragment this link and the wider green network. The proposals will therefore not maintain, protect, consolidate, extend or enhance the green network or protect the priority woodland habitats and is therefore contrary to policy EN12, EN14 and NPPF paragraphs 170 and 175 of the NPPF and policies EN12 and EN14 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019.  

These impacts on the landscape value and the ecology of the area should form two separate reasons for refusing planning permission.  
Other matters

If approved the proposal would be required to make a contribution towards affordable housing within the borough. The submitted Planning Statement acknowledges this requirement and that it would be secured by a S106 Legal Agreement. However, no agreement has been reached so the application fails to comply with Policy H3 of the Local Plan (2019) and this should also be a reason for refusing planning permission. 
The applicant has duly completed the CIL liability form and it is confirmed that the proposal is CIL liable although the applicant has indicated that a self-build exemption would be applied for.  
In terms of sustainable development had permission been granted a condition would have been applied to secure energy performance of the new dwelling in accordance with Local Plan policy CC2.
CONCLUSION
The character of the surrounding properties in Chazey Road is generally very spacious with large plots and significant potential for soft landscaping around buildings. However, due to the small size of the site the proposed house would appear cramped and would have an uncharacteristic prominent relationship with the existing built form and spaces within Chazey Road. 
The northern and eastern boundaries of the site adjoin woodland designated as a Major Landscape Feature in the adopted Local Plan. The proposed house would obscure views of the woodland when viewed from the street and would detract from the value of the Major Landscape Feature.

The adjoining woodland is also an ecological habitat and a ‘Green Link’ passes the site on the eastern boundary.  There is great concern that the proposal would harm the ecological value of this woodland. 
The start of this appraisal explains that the principle of residential development of the site is acceptable if material considerations could be satisfied.  While some aspects are satisfied they are outweighed by failings in terms of design and impact on the character of the street and the potential harm to the landscape feature and ecological habitat. These concerns cannot be overcome by a new design or planning conditions and therefore the conclusion is that the redevelopment of this site is not acceptable in principle and the application should be refused for the reasons set out above.

RECOMMENDATION:  Refuse Planning Permission.

