


DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT 			
Application No: 170109/FUL					
Address: 217 Kentwood Hill, Tilehurst, Reading
Ward: Kentwood 
Agreed Extension Target Date: 30/05/2017
Case officer: Ralph Chakadya

SITE DESCRIPTION AND SURROUNDING AREA     
1. The application site consists of the rear garden of 217 Kentwood Hill Road to the west side of the existing dwelling. To the south side the site adjoins number 2 Oak Tree Road, to the north rear garden of 219 Kentwood Hill and to the rear west side an undeveloped treed area fronting Overdown Road.

2. Access from Kentwood Hill to the site is from a new driveway along the south side of existing dwelling at 217 Kentwood Hill.

PROPOSAL 
3. The proposal is for the construction of a detached 3 bed chalet bungalow in the rear garden of existing 217 Kentwood Hill.

4. The proposal would include 2 on-site parking spaces served by a new driveway, bins storage area to the front and cycle storage area to the rear.

5. Following concerns by officers regarding the original submission 161609, the applicant withdrew the application and sought pre-application advice prior to the submission of the current scheme. The current scheme takes heed of the pre-application advice provided to reduce the number of proposed dwellings from 2 to 1.  

PLANNING HISTORY  

6. 161609/FUL – Erection of one pair of semi-detached 3 bed dwellings served by extension to existing access. Withdrawn 17/ 1/2017.

7. 151190/PRE - Pair semi - detached houses 3 bedrooms on 3 floors with parking and access driveway, 114m2 floor area each and 56m2 private garden area each.

8. 150592/FUL - Demolition of garage with replacement side porch and changes to ground floor windows with internal alterations. Change of use from single dwelling to a large HMO (sui generis). Granted 24/6/2015

9. 020929 - Single storey rear extension. Permitted.

CONSULTATIONS

10. RBC Development Control Transport – The site is located towards the Oxford Road end of the classified C402 Kentwood Hill and is within a busy and very well populated residential area. The property is located only 500 yards from Tilehurst mainline station and approximately 2.5 miles west of Reading town centre.  There are parking restrictions along the main frontage of the site and a zebra crossing is located 13m south of the existing access into the site.

11. The site achieved full planning permission in June 2015 for the demolition of garage with replacement side porch and the change of use from single dwelling to a large HMO (sui generis).  The required parking standard for an HMO according to the parking SPD is one space per 4 bedrooms equating to 3 spaces.  This provision should be retained within the site.

12. The existing access from Kentwood Hill will facilitate access to no. 217 Kentwood Hill and the proposed 3 bedroom dwelling located at the rear of the site.  The existing dropped crossing from Kentwood Hill should be widened to 4.8m although this is not illustrated on the submitted site plan.  The private drive serving the proposed dwellings is narrow at 2.8m wide and will run along the south side of the property with no landscaping buffer.  A new retaining wall will be erected around the perimeter of the site. The permitted parking layout for the HMO has been illustrated on the site layout plan to ensure 2 vehicles can pass within the site if all the approved HMO parking spaces are fully occupied. 

13. The site is located within Zone 3, Secondary Core Area, of the Council’s adopted Parking Standards and Design SPD.  In accordance with the adopted SPD, the development is required to provide a parking provision of 2 spaces per 3-bedroom dwelling. The proposed bungalow is provided with 2no. car parking spaces which complies with the adopted standards.

14. A condition is required to ensure the vehicle parking and turning is provided in accordance with the approved drawing. This area shall thereafter be kept available for parking and turning at all times to ensure vehicles enter and leave the highway in forward gear.

15. The cumulative impact of 1 additional dwelling would not generate a significant increase in traffic from the proposed access, therefore, subject to the dropped crossing being widened to 4.8m wide, proposed access arrangements are considered acceptable for the level of development.  

16. The bin store is conveniently located at the front of the site which will provide easy access for refuse collection to avoid the stationing of service vehicles on the carriageway for excessive periods.  The residents of the dwellings will be required to take the bins to the bin store on days of collection.

17. A shared cycle store will be provided for the HMO and the proposed dwellings.  However, separate facilities should be provided for the proposed bungalow and located closer to the dwelling entrance.  This can be in the form of a garden shed or store.  However, I am happy to deal with the cycle storage arrangements by condition to ensure the provisions comply with the requirements within the Council’s adopted Parking Standards and Design SPD. 

18. There are no transport objections in respect of this proposal subject to conditions attached.

19. RBC Natural Environment (Trees) – No objection subject to conditions on the need to submit a detailed arboricultural statement and implementation of the scheme in accordance with the submitted details. As stated for 161609, I consider that there is a significant amount of vegetation retained on site so I do not think landscaping is required as it is difficult to see where there would be space to achieve any landscaping. I understand that there is a desire for biodiversity enhancements and you will still need details on services, hard landscaping etc, therefore it would seem prudent to attach the standard landscape condition but omit the part requiring soft landscaping to be submitted so that we have: a) hard landscaping, ancillary objects etc, b) existing and proposed services, c) biodiversity enhancements

20. RBC Natural Environment (Ecology) -  No objection subject to a condition requiring the submission of details for the proposed biodiverse green roof 

21. RBC Environmental Health – No objection subject to conditions and informatives to control noise, dust, working hours and bone fires.

Public consultations
22. One letter from 4 Oak Tree Road was received highlighting the following:
· Potential impact of the development onto the TPO (T10)
· Possible flooding
· Impact onto drainage pipes serving neighbours.
· Loss of privacy following clearance of boundary hedging and trees.

RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY AND GUIDANCE
23. Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that proposals be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  Material considerations include relevant policies in the National Planning Policy framework (NPPF) - among them the 'presumption in favour of sustainable development'.  However the NPPF does not change the statutory status of the development plan as the starting point for decision making (NPPF paragraph 12).

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

24. National Planning Policy Framework

25. Local Development Framework Core Strategy (2008 and altered 2015)
· CS1 (Sustainable Construction and Design)
· CS2 (Waste Minimisation)
· CS4 (Accessibility and the Intensity of Development)
· CS5 (Inclusive Access)
· CS7 (Design and the Public Realm)
· CS14 (Provision of Housing)
· CS15 (Location, Accessibility, Density and Housing Mix)
· CS24 (Car/Cycle Parking)
· CS38 (Trees, Hedges and Woodlands)

26. Reading Borough Local Development Framework: Sites and Detailed Policies Document (SDPD) (2012 and altered 2015)
· SD1 (Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development)
· DM1 (Adaptation to Climate Change)
· DM4 (Safeguarding Amenity)
· DM6 (Affordable Housing)
· DM10 (Private and Communal Outdoor Space)
· DM11 (Development of Private Residential Garden Land)
· DM12 (Access, Traffic and Highway-Related Matters)

27. Local supplementary planning guidance:
· The Council’s ‘Revised Sustainable Design & Construction SPD’ (July 2011)
· The Council’s ‘Parking Standards and Design’ SPD (Oct 2011)
· The Council’s ‘Revised SPD on Planning Obligations under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990’ (2013)
· The Council’s ‘Affordable Housing’ SPD (2013)

APPRAISAL

28. Main Issues

· Principle of the development
· Design, appearance and Layout
· Residential amenity
· Transport issues
· Trees and landscaping
· Affordable housing
· Other Considerations

Principle of development 
29. The proposal involves the subdivision of an existing plot to accommodate an additional dwelling to the rear of existing dwelling at 217 Kentwood Hill. The development has been assessed using the requirements of Policy DM11, which uses a number of criteria to determine applications for the residential development of private residential gardens. The properties on this part of Kentwood Hill are characterised by fairly large rear gardens with those of nearby 223, 225 and 227 Kentwood Hill having already been subdivided with two detached dwellings erected. The subdivision of the plot would create an additional plot to the rear averaging 36m deep x 14m wide so is a size considered adequate to accommodate a detached 3 bed chalet bungalow. Subject to satisfying the additional criteria within policy DM11 and other related policies, the principle to subdivide the existing plot to accommodate an additional dwelling is considered acceptable.

Design, Appearance and Layout of development
30. Criterion 1 of DM11 requires the proposal to make a positive contribution to the character of the area, and lists a number of ways in which it should do this. The policy requires that proposals are assessed in terms of the relationship of the proposal to the existing built form and spaces around buildings within the surrounding area. It also requires a layout that integrates with the surrounding area with regard to the built up coverage of each plot, building line(s), rhythm of plot frontages etc. In addition, the development should accord with policy CS7 that seeks to ensure high design quality that maintains and enhances the character and appearance of the area in which it is located. 

31. As highlighted within the submitted Design and Access Statement, the ‘back-garden application site is adjoined on either side by existing development in the form of a detached dormer bungalow to the south of 2 Oak Tree Road and a large permanent outbuilding to the north at the rear of 69 Overdown Road. Directly to the rear of the site is a tree covered open space that includes a TPO Monterrey Cypress (T10).  Based on advice at pre-application stage, the only means by which a house would be acceptable within the context of the rear gardens would be where it is smaller and subservient to the houses fronting the streets and therefore appears less incongruous and does not disrupt the existing pattern. The proposal is for chalet bungalow set into the ground with maximum ridge height of 5.8m.  This limited bulk is considered discreet enough to not appear overly dominant within the plot or wider streetscene and would not harm the prevailing character of the area. The proposed material finish in terms of the green roof and timber cladding would blend well with the rear garden settings of this locality.

32. In view of the above justification for a dwelling in this location it is considered reasonable and necessary to control the appearance and scale of the development by removing permitted development rights to extend the property or to put up out buildings. It is also considered reasonable and necessary to control the intensity of the use by removing the permitted development right to change the use from C3 to C4 (small HMO).  With these measures the proposal would comply with Policy DM11 and also overarching policy CS7.

Residential amenity
33. The subdivision would retain minimum separation distance of 20m between the proposed dwelling and the existing dwelling at 217 Kentwood Hill, 4m from neighbouring number 2 Oak Tree Road to south with high hedging providing screening to the proposed bungalow and 1.2m from the rear garden of neighbouring number 219 to the north. The siting and layout of the proposed dwelling is considered to retain appropriate separation distances that would not harm the amenities of the neighbours in terms of being overbearing, overshadowing, overlooking or loss of light. The upper floor side facing windows serving a staircase and bathroom, that are not habitable room windows, would be conditioned to be obscure glazed to prevent loss of privacy to the adjoining neighbouring properties. The development is therefore considered to accord with policies DM4 and DM11.

34. The reduction in the number of units proposed to a single chalet bungalow is considered to have addressed concerns raised regarding the potential for noise and disturbance to the existing HMO (permission 150592) at 217 Kentwood Hill from the goings and comings associated with 2 dwellings. 

35. The habitable rooms of the proposed dwelling are considered to be of a size that would not be detrimental to the amenities of the future occupants. 

Transport Issues
36. The Council’s Transport officer has assessed the proposals and concluded that the cumulative impact of 1 additional dwelling would not generate a significant increase in traffic from the proposed access. Subject to the dropped crossing being widened to 4.8m wide, the proposed access arrangements are considered acceptable for the level of development. A condition would be added to this effect.

37. The permitted parking layout for the HMO at 217 Kentwood Hill has been illustrated on the site layout plan to ensure 2 vehicles can pass within the site if all the approved HMO parking spaces are fully occupied. The site is located within Zone 3, Secondary Core Area, of the Council’s adopted Parking Standards and Design SPD.  In accordance with the adopted SPD, the development is required to provide a parking provision of 2 spaces per 3-bedroom dwelling. The proposed bungalow is provided with 2no. car parking spaces which complies with the adopted standards.   

38. The bin store is conveniently located at the front of the site which will provide easy access for refuse collection to avoid the stationing of service vehicles on the carriageway for excessive periods.  The residents of the dwelling will be required to take the bins to the bin store on days of collection. A condition will be added requiring the provision of cycle storage. 

Trees and landscaping
39. The Council’s Natural Environment Officer has not objected to the proposals subject to conditions on the need to submit a detailed arboricultural statement and implementation of the scheme in accordance with the submitted details. The officer advised that there is not enough space to achieve notable soft landscaping. However, the proposals include biodiversity enhancements in the form of a green sedum roof. To ensure the proposed green roof appropriately mitigates the impact to biodiversity to the rear garden, the Council’s Ecologist has recommended a condition requiring the submission of the green roof details prior commencement of the development. On this basis it is considered that the proposal is in accordance with Policy DM11 and CS36 in respect of ecology 

40. Concerns have been raised by a neighbour regarding the potential impact of the development to the protected Monterrey Cypress (T10) to the rear of the site, but within the garden of 4 Oak Tree Road. The Council’s Natural Environment Officer advised that the proposed dwelling is outside the Root Protection Area (RPA) and therefore there are no concerns about roots being damaged.   Tree protection will be provided to protect the ground within the RPA against any works related to construction activity, e.g. storage of materials, mixing of concrete. 

Other issues
41.  The issue of drainage pipes on the site is not considered to be a planning matter in this instance. The applicant will need to liaise with the relevant utility service provider if there are drainage pipes to be affected. The site is not located within a flood zone.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Affordable housing
42. The proposed development would also 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. 

43. 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.

44. 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.

45. 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)

46. 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;”

47. 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’. 

48. 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 appropriate financial affordable housing contribution. The applicant has agreed to enter into a s106 legal agreement to provide for affordable housing in accordance with policy DM6. The financial contribution is to be secured by S106 agreement. As such the proposal accords with Policy DM6 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document 2012 (altered 2015) and Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document 2013.

Community Infrastructure Levy
49. The development would be 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://beta.reading.gov.uk/readingldf.

Third Party Representations
50. Most of the issues raised have been addressed within the above report. Provided the proposed development was acceptable, conditions would be recommended to control noise and disturbance during construction, and informatives advising the applicant’s responsibilities regarding drainage issues.

Equality Act 2010
51. In determining this application the Council is required to have regard to its obligations under the Equality Act 2010. However, there is no indication or evidence (including from consultation on the application) that the protected groups identified by the Act have or will have different needs, experiences, issues and priorities in relation to this particular planning application.  Therefore in terms of the key equalities protected characteristics it is considered there would be no significant adverse impacts as a result of the development.

CONCLUSION
52. Grant – subject to S106 & conditions 
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