


DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT 						
Application No: 200571/FUL 					
Address: 4 Downshire Square, Reading
Proposal: Demolition of existing dwelling house and large detached garage and erection of new building comprising of 3 townhouses and 2 flats
Case officer: Ethne Humphreys
Decision date: Originally 11/06/2020; EOT until 17/07/2020

Site Description and Surrounding Area:     
The site relates to a detached bungalow located on the eastern side of Downshire Square. The site is within the Downshire Square Conservation Area and is also located within an Air Quality Management Area.  The property has a large (wide) rear garden and detached garage to the south of the site. It is one of the widest plots in this part of the conservation area. The area is predominantly residential, featuring large detached and semi-detached properties although No.9 (opposite) is used as a care home and the Grade II listed All Saints Church is to the north at the top of the Downshire Square Road. There is a wide variety of design styles, although most properties remain unaltered. 

Proposal:    
This application seeks planning permission for a three storey building serving 5 units providing 3 townhouses and 2 flats, following demolition of the existing bungalow and detached garage. It is proposed to provide 3 garden areas for the 3 townhouses at the rear of the site and off roading parking with 7 spaces to the northern rear of the site. 

The proposed materials would include:

· Clay tiles
· Slate tiles
· Cream render
· Red mottled brick 
· Upvc windows

Plans Considered:
Drawing No: Location Plan 430a 02-00
Drawing No: Existing Block Plan 430a 02-01
Drawing No: Existing Site Plan 430a 02-02
Drawing No: Existing Ground Floor Plan 430a 03-00
Drawing No: Existing First Floor Plan 430a 03-01
Drawing No: Existing Site Sections 430a 04-00
Drawing No: Existing Elevations 430a 05-00
Drawing No: Existing Elevations 430a 05-01
Drawing No: Existing Elevations 430a 05-02
Drawing No: Exiting Elevations 430a 05-03
Drawing No: Proposed Block Plan 430a 02-10
Drawing No: Proposed Site Plan 430a 02-12
Drawing No: Proposed Ground Floor Plan 430a 03-10
Drawing No: Proposed First Floor Plans 430a 03-11
Drawing No: Second Floor Plan 430a 03-12
Drawing No: Proposed Site Sections 430a 04-10
Drawing No: Proposed Elevations 430a 05-10
Drawing No: Proposed Elevations 430a 05-11
Drawing No: Proposed Elevations 430a 05-12
Drawing No: Proposed Elevations 430a 05-13
Received 16th April 2020

Design and Access and Heritage Statement dated September 2019
Bat Roost Assessment Ref: DFA20002V2 dated January 2020
Affordable Housing Statement dated April 2020
Received 16th April 2020

Relevant Planning History:
191358 Erection of new building comprising 9 flats following demolition of existing bungalow and detached garage. Refused 
940401 2 metre boundary wall and single storey side extension for garage. Refused 
940738 Erection of a garage. Permitted 

Internal Consultation Responses:
Heritage Officer: OBJECT. Discussed below.

Transport Officer: OBJECT. Discussed below.

Tree Officer: OBJECT. Discussed below.

Ecologist: No objection. 

Environmental Protection: No objection.

External Consultation Responses:
Reading CAAC: No comments received. 

Neighbour letters were sent to the occupiers of nearby properties and a site notice was put up. Advertised in local press on 21 May 2020.  

14 letters of objection received concerned with (in summary):

· Overdevelopment 
· Inadequate parking
· Traffic/pollution/noise implications
· Overlooking
· Loss of light 
· Unsympathetic design/materials for Conservation Area
· Impact on bats/wildlife
· Covenant
· Not appropriate to be considered under delegated powers

Correspondence from Councillors
Cllr Emberson initially “called-in” the application for determination by the Planning Applications Committee. Upon further discussions with members, it was agreed for the application to proceed under delegated powers (owing to the officer level recommendation to refuse planning permission) and this was agreed by the Chair of the Planning Applications Committee. 

Summary of discussions with applicant/agent:
The agent was advised of concerns relating to overdevelopment of the site, unacceptable impact on the conservation area/street scene, design concerns, parking and tree/landscaping concerns. 

The applicant confirmed that they wished to receive the decision notice with a view to appealing; hence the issuing of this decision notice within the agreed extended determination period. Further to this, it was suggested to the applicant that input from the Reading Design Review Panel may be beneficial, given the significant concerns raised in respect of design/bulk and massing. The applicant did not want this to be discussed at the Design Review Panel and instead indicated that they would appeal against non-determination of the application. As such, the application was not taken to the DRP, so did not receive that specialist design input and issued within the agreed determination date. 

Prior application advice was sought under application reference 181794.

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'. For this Local Planning Authority the development plan is now in one document – the Reading Borough Local Plan (November 2019), which fully replaces the Core Strategy, the Sites and Detailed Policies Document and the Reading Central Area Action Plan. 

Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires the LPA to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the Conservation Area.

The following local and national planning policy and guidance is relevant to this application:

National Planning Policy Framework (2019)
National Planning Policy Guidance (2014 onwards)

Reading Borough Local Plan 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
EN1: 	Protection and Enhancement of the Historic Environment
EN3:    Enhancement of Conservation Areas
EN5: 	Protection of Significant Views with Heritage Interest
EN6:	New Development in a Historic Context 
EN12: 	Biodiversity and the Green Network
EN14: 	Trees, Hedges and Woodland
EN15: 	Air Quality
EN16: 	Pollution and Water Resources
EN17: 	Noise Generating Equipment
H1: 	Provision of Housing
H2: 	Density and Mix
H3: 	Affordable Housing
H5: 	Standards for New Housing
H10: 	Private and Communal Outdoor Space
H11: 	Development of Private Residential Gardens
TR1: 	Achieving the Transport Strategy
TR3: 	Access, Traffic and Highway-Related Matters
TR5: 	Car and Cycle Parking and Electric Vehicle Charging

RBC Supplementary Planning Documents
Affordable Housing SPD (2013)
Revised Parking Standards and Design SPD (2011) 
Revised SPD on Planning Obligations under Section 106 (2019)
Sustainable Design and Construction SPD (2011)


Other relevant documentation / guidance / legislation
Downshire Square Conservation Area Appraisal (2009)
Historic England Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 1: Conservation Area Designation, Appraisal and Management (Historic England, 2016)
Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 2: Managing Significance in Decision-Taking (Historic England, 2015a) 
Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (Historic England, 2015b)
Principles of Conservation (Historic England, 2008) 
Guide to the Conservation of Historic Buildings (British Standards Publication BS 7913:2013, 2015)
DCLG Technical housing standards – nationally described space standards (2015)
Reading Tree Strategy (2010)
National Design Guide: Planning practice for beautiful, enduring and successful places (2019)

Appraisal

Principle
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.

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.

The Council’s LDF Policy H11 Development of Private Residential Gardens makes clear that new residential development that involves land within the curtilage of private residential gardens will be acceptable where:

1) It makes a positive contribution to the character of the area;
2) The site is of an adequate size to accommodate the development;
3) The proposal has a suitable access;
4) The proposal would not lead to an unacceptable tandem development;
5) The design minimises the exposure of existing private boundaries to public areas;
6) It does not cause detrimental impact on residential amenities;
7) The emphasis is on the provision of family housing;
8) There is no adverse impact on biodiversity, and
9) The proposal does not prejudice the development of a wider area.

Therefore, while the proposed site is not ‘previously developed land’, the principle of redevelopment is considered acceptable providing the criteria outlined in Policies H11 and H2 (relating to general location, accessibility, density and housing mix matters) are met.

With regard to the principle of the proposed use, from purely a land use perspective, a proposal to introduce five residential units in this sustainable location would comply with the objectives of Policy H1 by contributing towards meeting the housing needs within the borough.  

With regard to mix, it is considered that the scheme, including provision of 3 x 3bed townhouses, broadly complies with criterion 7 of H11 (provision of family-sized housing). Given this specific context in terms of location, size and nature of the site, in this instance, this does not form a reason for refusal.  Had the proposal been supportable a condition would have been used to secure the mix proposed to remain policy compliant. 

However, as the remainder of this appraisal shall demonstrate, the proposal fails to meet a number of the Policy H11 criteria, in particular elements 1) & 2).

[bookmark: _Hlk45719323]Design, Heritage Assets and Impact on the Character and Appearance of the Area
Policies CC7 (Design and the Public Realm) and H11 (Development of Private and Residential Gardens) both seek to ensure that new development enhances and preserves the local character. Policy H10 (Private and Communal Outdoor Space) states that “the design of outdoor areas will respect the size and character of other similar spaces in the vicinity”.

The site lies within the Downshire Square Conservation Area and as such there is a duty imposed by Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requiring decision makers to have special regards to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a Conservation Area. This is reflected in Policy EN1 which states that historic features and areas of historic importance and other elements of the historic environment, including their settings, will be protected and where appropriate enhanced.  Policy EN3 requires that the special interest, character and architecture of Conservation Areas will be conserved and enhanced and that development proposals within Conservation Areas must make a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness. Further to this, Policy EN6 states that in areas characterised by heritage assets, the historic environment will inform and shape new development. The Council will, therefore, have regard to both the quality of the townscape and the quality and interest of the area, rather than solely that of the individual building. 

Paragraph 127 of the NPPF 2019 details that decisions should ensure that developments are visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and appropriate and effective landscaping and are sympathetic to local character including the surrounding built environment

Paragraph 193 of the NPPF 2019 details that when considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be).  This is irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its significance. 

The recently published National Design Guidance identifies 10 key components for good design and of particular note is the characteristic of ‘Context’ and it states that “well designed new development responds positively to the features of the site itself and the surrounding context beyond the site boundary. It should enhance positive qualities and improve negative ones.” Additionally, there is specific reference to ‘views inwards and outwards’.

The Downshire Square Conservation Area appraisal notes that whilst properties in the area have varying depths, they retain substantial rear garden spaces, a feature which adds to the spacious character of the area. It further notes that properties within the core of the area front streets of some width (reflecting their formal planned layout), with street trees adding character and a spacious feel to the area. The Conservation Area appraisal also notes how properties are set back from the back edge of the pavement, contributing to spacious character.

It is acknowledged that, as existing, No.4 Downshire Square is somewhat of an anomaly within the street scene, being the only bungalow within the immediate area. Within this context, there is no in principle objection to the existing bungalow and garage being demolished in design/conservation terms. That said, its diminutive scale is unobtrusive within the street scene and the bungalow does not detract from the character of the area. In fact, it contributes positively to the spaciousness referred to in the Conservation Area Appraisal. Any replacement building must be appropriate in all other aspects (which is detailed further below). 

The site is a sizeable plot, with a broad frontage along Downshire Square and, as noted above, it is one of the wider plots in the Downshire Square Conservation Area. It is considered that, given the above, there is potential for a suitably scaled development within this site. However, the proposal seeks to significantly increase the scale of built form on the site and there are significant concerns about the proposals, which are not considered to preserve or enhance the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. 

It is also pertinent to note that application 191358 (see relevant history above) was refused in part for the following reason:

“The proposed development, due to its overall scale relative to plot size and uncharacteristically small garden areas would be overly prominent within its context and would fail to preserve the spacious character of the site which currently contributes positively to the visual amenity of the street. For these reasons, the proposed development would result in an overdevelopment of the site that would not respect the prevailing pattern of development and would fail to preserve or enhance the character and appearance of the street scene and wider Downshire Square Conservation Area. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy CC7, H11, EN1, EN3 and EN5 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019).”

The attempts to address the above reason for refusal are noted (namely reduction in number of proposed units, slightly larger amenity/garden space). However, the proposed scheme has a number of significant shortcomings in itself, and when considered within the context of the refused application 191358 too.

As can be seen from the proposed site plan, the proposed building has got wider since that refused under application 191358, infilling nearly the entire width of the plot at 3 storey, offering no relief to the south east boundary such that it would appear cramped and overdeveloped. The building would be substantially wider and deeper than its immediate neighbours, and this, combined with the overall mass and forward projection would result in any overly dominant form of development. Indeed, the proposal would impose a substantial amount of built form towards the front of the site. This would result in a significant and visually jarring stepping back of the building between the proposed building and All Saints Court to the south east. 

It is noted that whilst the proposals include the reduction of proposed units from 9 (under application 191358) to 5, there has been no associated reduction in the overall scale and bulk of the proposals. Indeed, the building has got bigger, as is also noted from the information submitted on the CIL forms. 

The proposed building would result in an unacceptably prominent feature, effectively filling the site to its margins such that it would appear cramped and overdeveloped, resulting in a considerably constrained form of development.

The agent considers that proposed planting will obscure the front elevation of the proposal from the road and thereby minimising its impact on the street scene. Whilst this is noted that there may be visual benefits arising from such landscaping it is considered that the proposed landscaping will not adequately mitigate against the appearance of this inappropriate and cramped development.  

In terms of detailed design, application 191358 was refused for the following reason:

“The proposed development, due to its detailed design and use of materials, combined with the overall scale, bulk and massing, would appear as an inappropriate and unsympathetic development that would not be of a sufficient high quality design that maintains and enhances the character and appearance of the area, nor the wider Downshire Square Conservation Area. This would therefore be contrary to Policies CC7, EN1, EN3 and EN5 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019).”

As above, the efforts to attempt to address the above reason for refusal are noted (namely use of materials). However, the proposed scheme has a number of significant shortcomings in this respect in itself and when considered within the context of the refused application 191358 too.

Whilst it is acknowledged that the overall height of the building would be no higher than All Saints Court to the south east, or No.6 Downshire Square to the north west, the main eaves would be significantly higher and, due to its width, the front elevation, and when seen in comparison to All Saints Court and other buildings in the area, would be much larger and more bulky – exacerbated by the forward location of the three storey building in the plot. Indeed, this is further exacerbated by the deep three storey blank façade with no articulation on the south east facing flank elevation, required as a need to protect privacy, but further indicative of the over developed nature of the proposal. Whilst it is noted that a full directional view has not been shown in the indicative visual drawings included in the Design and Access Statement, this will clearly be visible in views from the south east. 

The attempt to reduce the building’s bulk by visually splitting it up into separate architectural forms appears visually confused, and in fact has almost the opposite effect, and does not minimise the impact in the street scene. Indeed, the illusion sought to break up the wide frontage visually is likely to be lost with the way the flank elevations are exposed and the diagonal views will be poor. This is in part due to the combination of elements like the use of clay and slate tiles together, the use of upvc windows (not a characteristic of the conservation area and is noted as a negative feature in the Conservation Area Appraisal), the differing roof forms across the width of the building and the undercroft feature. Indeed, the undercroft feature in itself is not characteristic of the area and its need is symptomatic of the overdeveloped nature of the site and the consequential introduction of inappropriate design and layout elements. 

The proposed materials are not considered sufficient in themselves to create a visually interesting building or to mitigate the shortcomings of the architecture. Indeed, the differing elements to the building in terms of roof forms and materials and overall highly asymmetrical nature of the building highlights the awkwardness of the site layout and the incompatibility of the design with the character of the neighbouring properties. It would introduce a dominant building within a sensitive location which would visually jar with the adjacent buildings.

As above, the NPPF acknowledges that planning decision should not attempt to stifle innovation, originally or initiative; but it too seeks to reinforce local distinctiveness and to integrate new development into the natural, built and historic environment. 

As with application 191358, notwithstanding the changes now proposed, it remains the case that the resultant building would be in stark contrast to the existing character, with the combination of the scale, plot coverage, detailed design and materials resulting in a contrived, uncharacteristic and overdeveloped appearance. The proposed building is fundamentally at odds with the layout, scale and form of the character of the area. Overall, the proposals are not considered to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation area. It is acknowledged that the subtext to Policy EN6 states that the aim is not to copy existing heritage, but to use new development to underline key consistent elements of the local historic environment. It further states that good, modern design that is complimentary to the historic environment will be acceptable and preferable to ‘pastiche’. As acknowledged elsewhere in this report, it is also difficult to argue that a more modern style would not fit in the area given the mix of architectural styles within the vicinity. The issue in this case is that the treatment designed to achieve that aim of a high quality building would accentuate rather than diminish the apparent size and massing of the building. In this respect, the detailed design of the replacement building would not enhance the character and appearance of the area enough to overcome the visual harm from the size of the development.

S72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 places a statutory duty to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the Conservation Area. The proposals would result in a jarring and bulky feature, reducing the spaciousness of the area. However, the impact of the proposals would be relatively localised in comparison to the total size of the conservation area; as such the harm to the Conservation Area identified above would be less than substantial. In these circumstances paragraph 193 of the National Planning Policy Framework says that the harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal. 

The public benefits of the proposal in this case lie in the provision of five units of accommodation (an uplift of 4, following the demolition of existing bungalow) in an accessible location. In addition, there would be some economic benefit attached to the development. Nevertheless, in weighing up the planning merits of the proposals and applying a critical planning balance, it is considered that the benefit of the contribution to the supply of housing (3 x 3bed townhouses, 1 x 2bed and 1 x 1bed flat) is small. Consequently, it carries little weight when balanced against the failure of the proposal to preserving or enhance the character or appearance of the Conservation Area and indeed the conclusion reached that the Conservation Area would be markedly diminished by reason of the new building’s cramped layout and poor architecture. 

In conclusion on this point it is not considered that the proposed development would preserve or enhance the appearance of this part of the Downshire Square Conservation Area and its contribution to the designated area as a whole, and would fail to preserve or enhance local distinctiveness, contrary to Policies CC7, EN1, EN3, EN6, H10 and H11 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019.

It is noted that application 191358 included Policy EN5 in the reasons for refusal. This policy relates to the protection of significant views with heritage interest. Whilst acknowledging that this policy makes reference to the view southwards down St Annes Road towards Downshire Square, given the scale and nature of the proposed development, and is considered unacceptable for the reasons stated above, it is not considered to result in any harm to long distance views such to warrant a refusal on this basis. 

Impact on Neighbour Amenity
Residential amenity is assessed against Policy CC8 which requires developments to not cause a detrimental impact on the living environment of existing properties in terms of: Privacy and overlooking; Access to sunlight and daylight; Visual dominance and overbearing; Harm to outlook; Noise and disturbance; Artificial lighting; Vibration; Dust and fumes; Smell; and Crime and safety.

In relation to No.6 Downshire Square, to the north west of the site, the proposed building would not project either forward of, or significantly past the rear of, No.6. There is an upper floor window on the flank elevation of No.6; however, the roof of the proposed building would be hipped away at this point to minimise the impact. As such, it is not considered that there would be any material loss of light or overbearing impact to the occupiers of this property. The proposed windows on the north west flank elevation would be obscurely glazed (which could have been secured by way of condition had the application been supported) to prevent any material loss of privacy.

In relation to All Saints Court, to the south east of the site, the proposed building would not project past the rear elevation. Whilst it would project forward of All Saints Court, it would not breach a 45 degree line to the nearest habitable room window. Whilst visible and acknowledged to be a worsening outlook than existing, given the 45 degree line and its position to the north, it is not considered to be so overbearing impact to warrant a refusal on this basis. No windows are proposed on the flank elevation facing All Saints Court and as such there would be no material loss of privacy.  

In relation to the properties to the rear of the site (8, 10 and 12 Downshire Square), the increase in building size from the single storey bungalow to a mainly three storey building will make a change to the outlook for these existing properties.  However, with the back to back distance of approximately 22m from the rear of the proposed building to the rear of these properties this is not going to result in any material loss of light or have an overbearing impact. Similarly, given the aforementioned distance between buildings – which is greater than the 20m back to back distance recommended in Policy CC8 – the proposals are not considered to result in any significant material loss of privacy – and, indeed, would be a similar relationship as that between the adjacent properties to No.4 and the dwellings to the rear of them. 

Should the application have otherwise been recommended for approval, conditions would have been required in respect of providing adequate boundary landscape screening to help to mitigate the appearance of the new building.  Conditions would also have been used to protect neighbours from noise and dust during the construction period. A construction method statement would also have been secured via condition to manage the highway safety perspective. As such in overall terms no significantly harmful amenity impacts would occur to neighbours and with conditions the proposal could comply with Policies CC8 and H11.

Amenity of Future Occupiers 
Policy H5 (Standards for New Housing) seeks that all new housing is built to high standards. Policy EN16 (Pollution and Water Resources) seeks to protect future occupiers from the impacts of pollution and Policy H10 (Private and Communal Outdoor Space) seeks that residential developments area provided with adequate private or communal outdoor amenity space.

For contextual purposes, it is relevant to note that application 191358 was refused for the following reason:

“The proposed development, due to its internal layout, unit and room sizes, would result in a detrimental impact to the living environment of future occupiers, cumulatively resulting in a sub-standard of accommodation being provided. This would be contrary to Policy CC8 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) the Technical Housing Standards - Nationally Described Space Standards.”

Since application 191358, the number of units has reduced, and the building increased in size. Whilst the scheme is considered unacceptable in design terms, this has, in itself, resulted in a better quality of accommodation for future occupiers, with units not appearing so cramped internally. Outlook and light levels to all units are considered to be acceptable for all bedrooms. Whilst the window serving the dining/kitchen area to unit 5 (as annotated) would be small/narrow, this would be supplemented by a rooflight and, on balance, considered sufficient. 

The sizes of the units would meet the requirements of Policy H5 (and the Technical Housing Standards – national described spaces standards) in terms of the overall sizes of the units – although it is noted that the flats just meet the minimum. 

Application 191358 was also refused for the following reason:

“The proposed development would provide an inadequate amount of outdoor amenity space to serve future occupiers, and this would not reflect the size or character of private residential gardens in the surrounding area. This would be contrary to Policy H10 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019).”

Since application 191358, the position of the main amenity/garden spaces has been relocated from the north east corner of the site to the south east corner of the site.  The 3 proposed townhouses each have their own private amenity space, made up of both patio and garden area. Whilst smaller than the prevailing garden sizes in the area, they would, overall, not be too dissimilar in size (in terms of depth or width) to the garden sizes of All Saints Court to the south east.

The plans indicate garden areas serving the flats (units 4 and 5) located at the front (and side strip) of the site. It is considered that these areas would not offer appropriate private, useable amenity space for these units, offering little practical use other than for landscaping. However, given the sites accessible location, the lack of garden area to the flats themselves is not considered to warrant refusal in these circumstances and there are public open spaces a short distance from the site.

Therefore, in overall terms and having applied a critical planning balance to the consideration of the scheme as a whole, the units are considered to provide an overall adequate standard of accommodation, in line with Policies H5, EN16 and H10 in particular.

Transport Issues
The site is within the Downshire Square Conservation Area.  Downshire Square is located to the west of Reading town centre and falls within Zone 2, Primary Core Area of the Council’s adopted Parking SPD. This zone directly surrounds the Central Core Area and extends to walking distances of 2 kilometres from the centre of Reading. Typically this zone is well served by public transport, with buses continuing either into or out of the Central Core Area via this zone.

In accordance with the Councils current Parking Standards and SPD the total off road parking required for the development in accordance with current standards is 8:
· 3  x 3 Bed Town Houses = 2 parking spaces each 
· 2 x 1 & 2 Bed Flats = 1 Parking space each.

The submitted Proposed Ground Floor Plan 03 – 10P illustrates 7 parking spaces, of which 2 are in under croft parking.   The proposed number of parking spaces falls below the Council’s Parking Standards.  There is a considerable amount of on-street car parking that takes place in Downshire Square and the Highway Authority are anxious to ensure that any development does not exacerbate this situation. In previous application 191358, there were concerns that the development would intensify the use of the site above its current level and create additional pressure for on-street parking in the local area. Given that the area is not restricted the full quota of parking should be provided on site therefore an additional parking space would be required (total provision required 8). 

Further to the above, page 10 of the Design and Access statement states:

“Vehicular access will combine and relocated the two-existing drop kerbs northwards creating an additional on street parking space, which makes an allowance for scheme visitor parking.  It should be noted that any additional on street parking created cannot be regarded as additional parking solely for the development. 

As a new access is proposed, plans should illustrate visibility splays of 2.4m x 43m.  The new access must be a minimum of 4.1m wide to allow vehicles to be able to pass one another whilst entering and existing the site.  Lamp columns should also be illustrated on plans including location of utility covers in the footway. All unused accesses will need to be reinstated in line with the footway. Tracking diagrams illustrating how delivery vehicles will enter and turn on site would also be required. Any works undertaken on the public highway will require a license from the Highways Department.  

The Council’s Residential Scheme operates in neighbouring roads and although Downshire Square is not part of a CPZ, if the scheme is expanded to include additional roads there should be an assumption that occupants of the proposed dwellings would not be eligible to apply for any permits.
	
As a result of recent changes to the Local Transport Plan (TR5: Car and cycle parking and electric vehicle charging), developments 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; all new houses with dedicated off-street parking should provide charging points.  In view of this, the development must provide 3no. Electric Vehicle (EV) charging points at time of build. Should the application have otherwise been considered acceptable this could have been dealt with by way by way of a suitably worded condition. 

In accordance with the adopted Parking SPD, the development is required to provide a minimum of 0.5 cycle parking spaces for each flat and 2 spaces for each house, which should be in a conveniently located, lockable, covered store equipped with Sheffield type stands or a suitable equivalent.  Cycle storage for the houses can be in the form of a secure garden shed. Detailed plans confirming that the cycle parking provision meets the Council’s adopted standards in terms of layout would be required. Should the application have otherwise been considered acceptable this could have been dealt with by way by way of a suitably worded condition.

Given the above, the proposed development will intensify the use of the site above its current level and create additional pressure for on-street parking and the proposals are contrary to Policies TR1 and TR3.




Trees/Landscaping
Policy EN14 seeks to extend the Borough’s vegetation cover and that development should make provision for tree planting whilst Policy CC7 seeks proposal should include appropriate landscaping.

The Downshire Square Conservation Area Appraisal notes that the Downshire Square road is an avenue of street trees. There is little room for additional landscaping along the frontage for larger tree species to help meet the requirements of Policy EN14 and objectives of the Council’s Tree Strategy. 

There is a tree pit to the front of the site which has a tree stump in it which appears to be in the location where the proposed access is to be located. As above, Policy EN14 and objectives of the Tree Strategy outline a commitment to maintaining tree cover and the permanent loss of any tree pit where it would remove the potential for a new street tree in this location is not supported. Indeed, the emerging Tree Strategy Specifically includes the replanting of street trees and leaving tree pits where appropriate. As such, provision would need to be made for a new highway tree planting pit at the front of the property. The details of the size and location of the new put would need to be specified by the Council’s Parks Team. The applicant has been advised but no alternative provision agreed with the Parks Team.

Given the above, the proposals would be contrary to Policy EN14 and the objectives of the adopted and emerging Tree Strategy. It would also not comply with the recently adopted Sustainable Design and Construction SPD which states that ‘development will not be permitted which would undermine current levels of tree cover as this is likely to be damaging to climate change adaptation strategies’.

Ecology
Policy EN12 seeks that developments should retain, protect and incorporates features of 
biodiversity. 

A bat survey report has been submitted with the application and the Council’s Ecologist considers that this has been undertaken to an appropriate standard. The report concludes that the risk of the proposal adversely affecting bats is minimal as the building is unlikely to host roosting bats.  

Given the nature of the scheme, it would also have been appropriate to ensure that ecological enhancements were provided, and this could have been secured by way of condition in compliance with Policy EN12 had the proposal been able to be supported.

Sustainability
No specific information has been submitted in relation to the sustainability of the proposed development. Policy H5 ‘Housing Standards’ requires that all new build housing integrate additional measures for sustainability. In light of this, and should the application have otherwise been recommended for approval, conditions would have been recommended to ensure the development meets the following requirements:

· Higher water efficiency standards of 110 litres per person per day; and
· A 19% improvement over building regulations energy requirements

[bookmark: _GoBack]Although secured by planning condition, these new requirements would have been administered through the Building Regulations, with confirmation of compliance submitted to the LPA to discharge the condition.

Affordable Housing 
The proposal seeks to create 4 additional units (1 of the 5 proposed units would be classified as a replacement dwelling for the existing bungalow, leaving a requirement for a contribution on the net increase of 4 residential unit at the site). Therefore, a contribution towards off-site affordable housing provision is required as part of the application in accordance with Policy H3 of the Reading Borough Local Plan and the Affordable Housing SPD under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

The applicant stated they agreed in principle to enter into a legal agreement to secure a financial contribution. However, valuations have not been submitted and as such an affordable housing contribution has not been agreed (in any future appeal it would be expected for 3 valuations to be submitted at the outset of the appeal to allow further consideration of this). Given this, and as the proposal is not considered acceptable in other planning terms, the Council has not pursued the S106 legal agreement to secure the financial affordable housing provision. 

An informative will specify that this reason for refusal could be overcome, in the context of an acceptable scheme in all other respects, by entering into a s106 or unilateral undertaking.

CIL
The proposal would be a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) liable development. The applicant has provided the CIL Additional Information Form. Based on the information provided by the applicant and the 2020 CIL rate, this is estimated to amount to £57, 134.93 (600m2 of the proposed dwelling – 236.5 (bungalow to be demolished) x £120 per m2 x 2020 indexation (£157.18)). If the scheme had been acceptable an informative would have been attached to the decision notice to advise the applicant of their responsibilities in this respect.

Other matters raised in representation
All material considerations covered in the above report. 

Any restrictive covenants are not a material planning consideration and would be a separate civil matter between the parties concerned. 

While the concerns of the local residents in terms of the disruption including noise, light pollution and traffic implications that may be caused by the construction works are noted, it is not the planning system’s role to obstruct development on this basis. Inevitably, any construction works may lead to some temporary disruption. Ordinarily, the requirements of Environmental Health legislation will seek to limit any harm so far as reasonably practicable. The proposal is for a residential development and is unlikely to result in a significant increase in noise and pollution. Moreover, should the application have been recommended for approval a condition would have been attached requiring the need of a construction method statement to be provided prior to commencement of works to minimise any such disruption, as well as an hours of works condition. 

Overall Planning Balance and Conclusion
It is acknowledged that the applicant has attempted to address the reasons for refusal of the previous application at the site with the current proposals. However, in short, whilst addressing some of the previous concerns, a number of significant shortcomings remain. In weighing up the planning benefits of the proposals (e.g. introducing four additional units to the housing stock in the borough, assisting the local plan target) versus the dis-benefits of the scheme (as detailed at length in the officer assessment above), it is considered that the critical planning balance weighs against the proposals. Having regard to the material considerations and all matters raised, the Local Planning Authority considers that the balance of considerations therefore weighs against the proposal, and instead planning permission is recommended to be refused.  

RECOMMENDATION:    
REFUSE

The proposed development, due to its overall scale relative to plot size would be overly prominent within its context and would fail to preserve the spacious character of the site which currently contributes positively to the visual amenity of the street. For these reasons, the proposed development would result in an overdevelopment of the site that would not respect the prevailing pattern of development and would fail to preserve or enhance the character and appearance of the street scene and wider Downshire Square Conservation Area. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy CC7, H11, EN1, EN3, and EN6 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019.

The proposed development, due to its detailed design and use of materials, combined with the overall scale, bulk and massing, would appear as an inappropriate and unsympathetic development that would not be of a sufficient high quality design that maintains and enhances the character and appearance of the area, nor the wider Downshire Square Conservation Area. This would therefore be contrary to Policies CC7, EN1, EN3, and EN6 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019.

The proposed vehicular parking layout fails to demonstrate that it complies with the Local Planning Authority’s standards in respect of vehicle parking. This could result in on-street parking/reversing movements on Downshire Square, adversely affecting road safety and the
flow of traffic, and in conflict with Policies TR3 and TR5 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019.

The application, by virtue of the proposed driveway access, fails to demonstrate that the proposal will not result in the permanent loss of space for a street tree on the frontage, thereby reducing the number of potentially large canopied trees in the area which contribute to the verdant character of the Downshire Square Conservation Area and canopy cover of the Borough, contrary to Policies C7, EN3 and EN14 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019.

In the absence of sufficient information being submitted at application stage and in the absence of a completed legal agreement to secure a resultant acceptable contribution towards the provision of Affordable Housing, the proposal fails to contribute adequately to the housing needs of Reading Borough, contrary to Policy H3 and CC9 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 and the Council’s Adopted Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document 2013.

Informatives
The decision relates to the following drawings and documents:

Drawing No: Location Plan 430a 02-00
Drawing No: Existing Block Plan 430a 02-01
Drawing No: Existing Site Plan 430a 02-02
Drawing No: Existing Ground Floor Plan 430a 03-00
Drawing No: Existing First Floor Plan 430a 03-01
Drawing No: Existing Site Sections 430a 04-00
Drawing No: Existing Elevations 430a 05-00
Drawing No: Existing Elevations 430a 05-01
Drawing No: Existing Elevations 430a 05-02
Drawing No: Exiting Elevations 430a 05-03
Drawing No: Proposed Block Plan 430a 02-10
Drawing No: Proposed Site Plan 430a 02-12
Drawing No: Proposed Ground Floor Plan 430a 03-10
Drawing No: Proposed First Floor Plans 430a 03-11
Drawing No: Second Floor Plan 430a 03-12
Drawing No: Proposed Site Sections 430a 04-10
Drawing No: Proposed Elevations 430a 05-10
Drawing No: Proposed Elevations 430a 05-11
Drawing No: Proposed Elevations 430a 05-12
Drawing No: Proposed Elevations 430a 05-13
Received 16th April 2020

Design and Access and Heritage Statement dated September 2019
Bat Roost Assessment Ref: DFA20002V2 dated January 2020
Affordable Housing Statement dated April 2020
Received 16th April 2020

In relation to reason for refusal 4, the proposed driveway access results in the removal of a currently vacant tree pit in which replacement planting would be accommodated in accordance with the Council tree planting procedures.  As such, the proposal will result in the inability to plant that replacement tree hence would be contrary to Policy EN14, our adopted Tree Strategy and the Sustainable Design and Construction SPD.

Without prejudice to any future application or appeal, the applicant is advised that reason for refusal 5 (affordable housing) could be overcome by entering into a Section 106 Legal Agreement or unilateral undertaking for a scheme that was in all other respects
acceptable.

The applicant is advised that the refused scheme, had it been able to be approved, would have been a CIL (Community Infrastructure Levy) liable development.

The local planning authority has worked with the applicant in a positive and proactive way by clearly setting out concerns relating to the proposal and providing an opportunity for the applicant to withdraw the application. However, the applicant chose not to withdraw the application, hence the issuing of this refusal notice within the agreed time period to determine the application by.

Prior to the submission of any future application at the site, the applicant is advised to enter into further pre-application discussions with the local planning authority.
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