DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT 			Target Date: 24/01/2019				
Application No: 181953/FUL 					
Address: 180 Wantage Road, Reading
Proposal: External alterations to existing outbuilding
Case officer: Claire Ringwood


Site Description and Surrounding Area:     
The application site consists of a (vacant) shop with an ancillary flat on the ground, first and second floors and a detached garage at the rear of the site accessed from Lundy Lane.  The building has been subject to a number of applications as detailed below, particularly a lawful development certificate for the use of the first and second floors as 2 flats (application 172280/CLP) and prior approval applications for the use of the ground floor and the garage at the rear as 3 residential units.  Works are currently being undertaken at the site but the building is not occupied.  The surrounding area is predominantly residential.

Proposal:    
The application form states the proposal is for external alterations to the existing outbuilding.  The existing outbuilding is a garage sat on a concrete base and constructed of concrete panels with a corrugated roof.  The garage door has been boarded up.  Prior approval was given (application ref:  180981/RPA) for the use of the garage as a dwelling which included new block work which the submitted drawings showed aligned with the existing wall, a rear door and sliding glazed doors fronting Lundy lane.  The drawings also stated the existing finish would be upgraded internally.

Based on the drawings submitted the proposal is clearly not just for external alterations to the existing garage.  The proposal involves extending the existing garage significantly and reducing its width to create a footpath along the side boundary.  The plans also show bin storage for 6 bins to the Lundy Lane elevation and a post box on the side of the proposed building for 2 flats.  

The existing garage itself will more than likely require full demolition due to its current construction and materials and the applicant/agent has not provided any further information to the contrary.  The proposal is therefore considered to be for a new dwelling.  Due to discrepancies in the submitted drawings it is not possible to scale accurately from the drawings (discussed further in the main report).

The proposed materials consist of white render with dark grey aluminium polyester powder coated windows and doors.

Plans Considered:
The agent  submitted the following plans and drawings, received on 9th November 2018: 
Drawing No: 18001-0-010 Rev T4 – Ground Floor Plan Existing
Drawing No: 18001-0-011 Rev T4 – First Loft and Roof Floor Plan Existing
Drawing No: 18001-0-020 T4 – Sections Existing 
Drawing No: 18001-0-021 T4 – Elevations Existing 
Drawing No: 18001-0-022 Rev T4 – Garage Elevations Existing 
Drawing No: 18001-0-110-b Rev T4 – Ground Floor Plan 
Drawing No: 18001-0-111-b Rev T4 – First Floor Proposed (roof plan) 
Drawing No: 18001-0-122 Rev T4 – Section and Elevations Proposed  

The agent submitted the following plans, received on 29th November 2018:
Location Plan (1:1250)
Location Plan (1:500)

Relevant Planning History:
182082/FUL - Construction of dormer windows to front and rear elevation (re-submission of 181140).  Pending consideration.

181370/FUL - Construction of single-storey rear extension.  Permitted 22/10/2018.

181140/FUL – Rear dormer window.  Refused 05/09/2018.

180981/RPA - Notification for Prior Approval for a Proposed Change of Use of a Building from Class A1 (shops) to C3 (dwellinghouses) to comprise 1 dwelling. Prior Notification under Class M, Part 3 of Schedule 2 of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) (Amendment) Order 2016.  Prior Approval Notification - Approval 31/07/2018.

180572/RPA - Notification for Prior Approval for a Proposed Change of Use of a Building from Class A1 (shops) to C3 (dwellinghouses) to comprise two dwellings on the ground floor. Prior Notification under Class M, Part 3 of Schedule 2 of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) (Amendment) Order 2016.  Prior Approval Notification - Approval 23/05/2018.

180038/RPA - Notification for Prior Approval for a Proposed Change of Use of a
Building from Class A1 (shops) to C3 (dwellinghouses) to comprise one dwelling. Prior Notification under Class M, Part 3 of Schedule 2 of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015.  Refused 23/03/2018.  

172280/CLP - Certificate of lawfulness for a proposed change of use from shop with
ancillary residential accommodation to a mixed use of shop and storage on the ground floor, one studio on the first floor and 1 x 1 bedroom flat on the first and second floor.  Permitted 09/02/2018.

89/00900/FUL (Civica Ref: 890441) - Two storey pitched roof rear extension, new shop front and new dormer roof in front elevation.  Permitted 06/09/1989.
 
Consultation Responses:

Properties at 178 (all) and 182 Wantage Road were consulted.  Two letters of objection have been received with regards to:

1. Overlooking and loss of privacy; 
2. The existing building was never intended for the purpose of living space;
3. The development would increase the demand on facilities in the area;
4. The right to access the rear garden to neighbouring property would be hindered and cause ongoing problems with waste, parking and overcrowding;
5. The entrance to the proposal is on land that does not belong to the property.
6. Loss of parking.
 
Summary of discussions with applicant/agent:
The agent was advised in an email dated 18th January 2019 that the proposal was not considered acceptable.  The agent advised to proceed with the refusal.  

Relevant Planning Policy and Guidance   
The following local and national planning policy and guidance is relevant to this application:

National Planning Policy Framework (July 2018)

Reading Borough Local Development Framework Core Strategy (2008)
CS1 (Sustainable Design and Construction)
CS7 (Design and the Public Realm)
CS14 (Provision of Housing)
CS15 (Location, Accessbility, Density and Housing Mix)
CS16 (Affordable Housing)
CS24 (Car/Cycle Parking)
CS34 (Pollution and Water Resources)

Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012)
SD1 (Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development)
DM4 (Safeguarding Amenity) 
DM6 (Affordable Housing)
DM10 (Private and Communal Outdoor Space)
DM11 (Development of Private Residential Gardens)
DM12 (Access, Traffic and Highway Related Matters)

Emerging Local Plan - Submission Draft Reading Borough Local Plan (March 2018)
H4 (Standards for New Housing)

Supplementary planning documents/guidance
Revised Sustainable Design & Construction SPD (July 2011) 
Parking Standards and Design SPD (Oct 2011) 
Revised SPD on Planning Obligations under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (2013) 
Affordable Housing SPD (2013)

APPRAISAL

Main Issues

· Discrepancies in plans and description of development
· Impact on the character and appearance of the surrounding area
· Amenity of proposed dwelling 
· Impact on neighbouring properties
· Transport issues
· Sustainability 
· Affordable Housing
· CIL
· Equality Act

Discrepancies in plans and description of development

The application form states the proposal is for ‘external alterations to existing outbuilding’.  As mentioned above the existing outbuilding is a garage sat on a concrete base and constructed of concrete panels with a corrugated roof.  From the submitted plans it is clear that the proposal is not just for external alterations and it seems more than likely that the existing garage/outbuilding will need to be demolished to enable the proposed development to be constructed.  The applicant/agent has not provided any information to suggest otherwise.  The description of development is therefore not accurate and in hindsight the application should not have been validated.  An incorrect fee was also submitted and there are inaccuracies in the written measurements shown on the drawings and scaled measurements.  Some drawings also have an inaccurate scale on them and the drawings are not clear and concise.  It is therefore not possible to assess the application properly based on the poor quality of the drawings and large number of inaccuracies within them.

Impact on the character and appearance of the surrounding area

As the proposal is considered to be for the demolition of the existing garage/outbuilding and the construction of a new dwelling it will be assessed on this basis, notwithstanding the inaccuracies in the drawings.

Policy DM11 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document applies more stringent criteria for development proposals on private residential gardens (than those on brownfield sites) and requires that:

a) They make a positive contribution to the character of the area;
b) The site is of an adequate size to accommodate the development;
c) The proposal has a suitable access;
d) The proposal would not lead to an unacceptable tandem development;
e) The design minimises the exposure of existing private boundaries to public areas;
f) It does not cause detrimental impact on residential amenities;
g) The emphasis is on the provision of family housing;
h) There is no adverse impact on biodiversity, and
i) The proposal does not prejudice the development of a wider area.

Core Strategy Policy CS15 states that residential development will be informed by:

· An assessment of the characteristics in the area in which it is located;
· The level of accessibility of the site;
· The need to achieve high quality design, and
· The need to minimise environmental impacts on the amenities of adjoining occupiers.

Policy DM10 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document seeks to ensure that adequate private and communal outdoor space is retained in terms of development proposals.

Core Strategy Policy CS7 states that “all development must be of high design quality that maintains and enhances the character and appearance of the area”.

As mentioned above the site has been subject to a large number of applications relating to both the main building and the outbuilding/garage.  The proposal as submitted significantly increases the depth of the building within the rear garden of the site and increases the height.  The submitted drawings also do not show an approved extension to the existing single storey rear extension to the main property and planning permission is due to be granted for front and rear dormer windows.  Due to the inaccuracies in the plans it is not possible to accurately measure the proposal but it is clear from the drawings that the proposed development would be large and visually dominant.  

As you travel up Lundy Lane there are a number of other garages/outbuildings at the rear of properties with a few larger buildings which seem to have been converted into separate residential accommodation.  However in these circumstances the main properties remain as single dwellings and the plots are larger.  The proposal is on a significantly smaller plot and the main property has various permissions (lawful development certificates and prior approvals) for the conversion from A1 (post office) with ancillary accommodation to four flats.

The proposed building due to its design, size and appearance is considered to represent an overdevelopment and over-intensive use of the site that is considered out of character with the area and which fails to make a positive contribution to the character of the area.  The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy DM11 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document and Policy CS7 (Design and the Public Realm) of the Core Strategy.

Amenity of proposed dwelling

The proposed dwelling has a small window to the proposed bedroom that would face onto Lundy Lane and would be directly in front of the proposed car parking space.  Sliding glazed doors are proposed to the kitchen/living room which face into the garden.  Two roof lights are proposed.  The drawings show a new footpath is to be created from Lundy Lane past the proposed building which will give access to the occupiers of the flats within the main building.  Bin storage is also proposed to the rear of the proposed building on Lundy Lane.  The location of the proposed building with its main windows facing the garden along with the footpath to the side and bin storage to the rear is considered harmful to the living environment of future occupiers in terms of loss of privacy, overlooking, noise and distruabnce which is contrary to policy DM4 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document.  

New dwellings would be expected to provide rooms of an adequate size in line with the Department for Communities and Local Government – Technical housing standards – nationally described space standards.   Policy H4 (Standards for New Housing) of the Draft Reading Borough Local Plan (March 2018) states that ‘new build housing should be built to the following standards: a. All new build housing outside the Central Area as defined on the Proposals Map will comply with the nationally-described space standard’.  Policy H4 also states that ‘ensuring sufficient levels of internal space is essential to the quality of life of residents of the Borough, which is a key element of the vision of the Borough’.

No internal floor area measurements have been provided but a rough calculation shows the dwelling would measure approximately 35sqm (although this cannot be accurately confirmed due to inaccuracies within the plans).  This calculation falls short of the nationally described space standards which states that minimum gross internal floor areas should be 39sqm for a one bedroom (one person) flat or 50sqm for a one bedroom (two person) flat.  The inadequate size of the internal living space is symptomatic of overdevelopment and would result in the creation of substandard living accommodation to the detriment of future occupiers contrary to emerging policy H4, which, when adopted, will require new dwellings to meet national standards for minimum room sizes.

Policy DM10: Private and Communal Outdoor Space sets out that ‘Dwellings will be provided with functional private or communal open space…  Houses will be provided with private outdoor space whereas flats may be provided with communal outdoor space, balconies and/or roof gardens.’  

DM10 also states that ‘The design of outdoor areas will respect the size and character of other similar spaces in the vicinity, clearly identify whether they are private or communal spaces, ensure that they are appropriately related to main entrances, enhance safety and the perception of safety for future residents and the general public, and not be compromised by the relationship of other buildings which may be detrimental in terms of overlooking, overbearing or overshadowing.’  

The standards previously set out in the Space Around Dwellings Supplementary Planning Guidance have been carried forward to the supporting text of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document at paragraph 5.6.10.

Paragraph 5.6.10 sets out that as a guide a one/two bedroom flat outside central Reading should be provided with 25sqm of private outdoor space.  

The submitted plans do not show how the amenity space will be used between the proposed building and the main building which has permission for four flats.  If the previously approved single storey rear extension is constructed along with the depth of the proposal reduces the amount of amenity space.  The garden for the site will therefore be much smaller than the neighbouring gardens and therefore does not respect the size and character of other similar spaces within the surrounding area.  The proposal is therefore contrary to policy DM10 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document and emerging policy H4 in the Draft Local Plan.

Impact on neighbouring properties

Policy DM4 (Safeguarding Amenity) of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document states that development will not cause a significant detrimental impact on the living environment of existing residential properties in terms of privacy and overlooking, access to daylight and sunlight, visual dominance and overbearing effects of a development, noise and disturbance.

The proposed building introduces a built form that would be visually prominent due to its size and design which is considered visually dominant and overbearing on the residents of neighbouring properties.  The poor quality of the drawings and the inaccuracies in the measurements make it impossible to fully assess the impact however the proposal is considered harmful to the amenity of neighbouring properties and is contrary to policy DM4 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document.

Concerns have been raised with regards to loss of privacy and overlooking however there is only a side door proposed and it would seem unlikely that there would be any overlooking to neighbouring properties from the rear windows.  There will be a gap between the proposed building and the boundary with the neighbouring property at 182 Wantage Road and it seems from the plans that all the development is within the applicants ownership.  

Transport Issues

In accordance with the Councils current standards a 1-2 bedroom flat should be provided with 1 off road parking space each.  One parking space is shown at the rear of the building accessed from Lundy Lane.

Wantage Road is part of the Councils Residents Parking Permit Scheme and therefore parking is controlled via the administration of this scheme. Under the Borough’s current parking standards, this proposal would generate additional pressure for parking in the area.  Therefore had this application been acceptable there would be an assumption that any future occupants of the proposed dwelling will not be issued with a resident parking permit. This is to ensure that the development does not harm the existing amenities of the neighbouring residential properties by adding to the already high level of on street car parking in the area.

As such there are no objections to the proposal on highway grounds.
Sustainability

In line with Policies CS1 and DM1 proposals for new housing should demonstrate how natural heating and ventilation have been considered in the design and how the effects of climate change will be mitigated through tree planting, use of green roofs etc. All development is required to minimise the impact of surface water runoff in the design of the drainage system (SuDS), which should focus on infiltration measures (soakaways, swales, ponds etc).  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

The proposed development would need to accord with policy DM6 in terms of making a financial contribution to affordable housing. Policy DM6 (Affordable Housing) of the Local Development Framework (LDF) Sites and Detailed Policies Document (SDPD) seeks to ensure that on sites of 1-4 dwellings, a financial contribution will be made that will enable the provision of affordable housing elsewhere in the Borough. 

However, there have been changes to national planning policy in terms of the 2014 Secretary of State’s Written Ministerial Statement (WMS). The changes sought to exempt developments of 10 or less dwellings from planning obligations for affordable housing and social infrastructure contributions and to introduce a new measure known as the Vacant Building Credit. 

West Berkshire District Council and Reading Borough Council applied for a Judicial Review of the Secretary of State’s Written Ministerial Statement (WMS) to Parliament in 2014 on changes to national planning policy. The High Court handed down its judgment on the case on 31st July 2015. The High Court found in favour of the challenge by the local authorities and quashed the amendments to the NPPG. The Secretary of State appealed the judgment and the Court of Appeal then quashed the decision of the High Court on11th May 2016. 

Reading Borough Council considered its options for implementing its affordable housing policy in the light of this decision. At its meeting of the Strategic Environment Planning and Transport Committee on 13th July 2016, the Council discussed the outcome of the Court of Appeal’s decision on its challenge (http://www.reading.gov.uk/media/5651/Item09-SEPT-C-Report-on-C-of-Appeal-judgement-05-16/pdf/Item09_SEPT_C_Report_on_C_of_Appeal_judgement_05_16.pdf) 

It is notable that at paragraph 99(iii) of the judgement, the Judge reports that a statement made to the Court on behalf of the Secretary of State seeking to explain the effect of the new national policy accepted that: 

“In the determination of planning applications the effect of the new national policy is that although it would normally be inappropriate to require any affordable housing or social infrastructure contributions on sites below the thresholds stated, local circumstances may justify lower (or no) thresholds as an exception to the national policy. It would then be a matter for the decision-maker to decide how much weight to give to lower thresholds justified by local circumstances as compared with the new national policy;” 

Having considered its options, the Committee agreed the following as the basis for determining planning applications where Policy DM6 of the SDPD is relevant: 

‘To implement Policy DM6 as currently adopted in the SDPD but excluding proposals that solely involve the conversion of an existing property, where the conversion involves the provision of 10 or less dwelling units (i.e. not HMOs), or the replacement of dwellings by the same number of replacement dwellings where there is no net increase’. 

This planning application does not relate to the conversion of an existing property and therefore would need to accord with the requirements of Policy DM6 and make an appropriate financial affordable housing contribution.  The applicant has not submitted two independent valuations in order to calculate an affordable housing figure or confirmed that they would enter into a legal agreement to secure a contribution.  However, as the proposal is not acceptable in other planning terms, the Council has not pursued the S106 legal agreement to secure the financial affordable housing provision.  

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: 
http://www.reading.gov.uk/media/2791/Community-Infrastructure-Levy-Advice-to-Applicants/pdf/CIL_Advice_to_Applicants.pdf


Equality Act

In determining this application the Council is required to have regard to its obligations under the Equality Act 2010. The key equalities protected characteristics include age, disability, gender, gender reassignment, marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sexual orientation.  It is considered that there is no indication or evidence (including from consultation on the current applications) that the protected groups have or will have different needs, experiences, issues and priorities in relation to this particular planning application.

Conclusion

By reason of its design, size and appearance, inadequate living accommodation and outdoor amenity space the proposal is not acceptable and results in an overdevelopment and over-intensive use of the site that is considered detrimental to the character and appearance of the area and harmful to the living environment of future residents and neighbouring properties which is contrary to the identified planning policies and guidance.

Recommendation 

REFUSE Full Planning Permission

Reasons:

[bookmark: _GoBack]
1. The applicant has failed to provide an accurate description of development and due to the poor quality drawings submitted and the number of inaccuracies within the drawings it is not possible to assess and determine the application fully. 

2. By reason of its size, appearance and design the proposal is considered to represent an overdevelopment and over-intensive use of the site that is considered out of character with the area.  The proposal is considered out of keeping with the existing built form and spaces around buildings within the surrounding area and fails to make a positive contribution to the character of the area in terms of the pattern of development.  The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy DM11 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document, Policy CS7 (Design and the Public Realm) and Policy CS15 of the Core Strategy (2008). 

3. By reason of its location, rear facing windows into the garden, footpath to the side and bin storage to the rear, the proposal is considered harmful to the living environment of future occupiers in terms of loss of privacy, overlooking, noise and disturbance and is therefore contrary to policy DM4 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document.

4. The proposal fails to provide adequate internal living space in line with the Department for Communities and Local Government – Technical housing standards – nationally described space standards.  The proposal is therefore considered harmful to the living environment of future occupiers of the proposal by the creation of substandard living accommodation which is contrary to Policies DM4, DM10 and DM11 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document.  

5. The cumulative impact of the proposed dwelling and the extension previously permitted on the main property significantly reduces the level of amenity space available and would provide a garden for the site that is much smaller than the neighbouring gardens which does not respect the size and character of other similar spaces within the surrounding area.  The proposal is therefore contrary to policy DM10 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document.

6. By reason of its size and height the proposal is considered harmful to the living environment of neighbouring properties in terms of visual dominance and overbearing effects and is therefore contrary to policy DM4 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document.

7. In the absence of a completed legal agreement to secure an acceptable contribution towards provision of Affordable Housing elsewhere in the Borough, the proposal fails to contribute adequately to the housing needs of Reading Borough and the need to provide sustainable, inclusive mixed and balanced communities. As such the proposal is contrary to Policy DM6 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document 2012 and Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document 2013. 

Informatives

1. This decision relates to the following plans and drawings:
	Drawing No: 18001-0-010 Rev T4 – Ground Floor Plan Existing
	Drawing No: 18001-0-011 Rev T4 – First Loft and Roof Floor Plan Existing
	Drawing No: 18001-0-020 T4 – Sections Existing 
	Drawing No: 18001-0-021 T4 – Elevations Existing 
	Drawing No: 18001-0-022 Rev T4 – Garage Elevations Existing 
	Drawing No: 18001-0-110-b Rev T4 – Ground Floor Plan 
	Drawing No: 18001-0-111-b Rev T4 – First Floor Proposed (roof plan) 
	Drawing No: 18001-0-122 Rev T4 – Section and Elevations Proposed  

2. Refusal reason 7 (Affordable Housing) can be overcome through securing an appropriate contribution towards the off-site provision of Affordable Housing by Section 106 legal agreement as part of a future application. 

3. The local planning authority has worked positively and proactively but due to the level of concerns raised and the inaccuracies and poor quality of the submitted plans the decision to refuse planning permission has been taken. 
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