


Delegated Application Report

Target Date: 30/05/2018			Extended Target Date: 28/09/2018 

Address: 13 Virginia Way, Reading
Application No: 180569/FUL
Proposal: Erection of a 2 bedroom dwelling (with home office) to the side of 13 Virginia Way
Officer: Claire Ringwood


Site and Surrounding Area:
The application site is a corner plot on the junction of Virginia Way and Maker Close.  The site contains an existing two storey semi-detached property with a large side garden.  The surrounding area is predominantly residential.

Proposal:
The application is for a two storey, two bedroom, detached property with a home office next to 13 Virginia Way and 16 Maker Close.  The proposal is identical to a previously refused scheme (12/01240/FUL – Civica Ref: 121564) that was dismissed at appeal.  

Access to the proposed property would be from Maker Close which is the existing access for 13 Virginia Way.  A new access for 13 Virginia Way is also proposed from Virginia Way.  The proposed dwelling would be approximately 77sqm with the eaves and ridge height matching 13 Virginia Way. 

The property would be provided with a private garden and parking for two cars.  

Materials will consist of brick to match the surrounding properties.

Plans Submitted:
The agent submitted the following drawings, received on 3rd April 2018:
Drawing No: PL-01 – Location Plan
Drawing No: PL-02 – Block/Site Plan
Drawing No: PL-03 – Existing Property at 13 Virginia Way
Drawing No: PL-04 – Proposed Plans, Elevations
Drawing No: PL-05 – Proposed Context Elevations
Drawing No: PL-06 – Proposed Perspective
Design & Access Statement 

The agent submitted the following amended drawing, received on 4th June 2018:
Drawing No: PL-02 Rev B – Block/Site Plan

The agent submitted the following plan, received on 8th August 2018:
Drawing No: PL-01 – Location Plan (Officer Note – this plan showed visibility splays)

Relevant Planning History:
12/01240/FUL (Civica Ref: 121564) - Erection of 1 x 2 bedroom dwelling with home office in the garden of 13 Virginia Way.  Refused 16/10/2012.  

Appeal Ref: APP/E0345/A/13/2194437 was dismissed on 20/08/2013.  The Inspector concluded that the development would not harm the character or appearance of the surrounding area but in the absence of a properly executed Section 106 Unilateral Undertaking that would render the scheme acceptable in planning terms they had no alternative but to dismiss the appeal. 

Consultation Responses:

Transport: 
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 would be required to provide off road parking provision of 2 spaces for the new dwelling as well as retaining provision for the existing property. 

The proposed block plan illustrates off road parking for 2 vehicles for each dwelling, which complies with the Councils current standards.  The block plan suggests that the existing access point from Maker Close is to be retained and extended for use for the new dwelling which will result in partial removal of the grass verge.  A new dropped crossing is being introduced for the existing dwelling from Virginia Way, which will also require alterations to the grass verge within the public highway; the Council's Highways section should be contacted to agree the access construction details and to grant a licence before any work is carried out within the highway.   Visibility splays for the new access were submitted on the 8th August 2018 which was acceptable.  The perimeter fence will need to be no higher than 0.6m high to ensure visibility is not obstructed. 

In accordance with the Council’s Parking Standards and Design SPD, secure cycle storage for 2 cycles for the new dwelling should be provided.  Submitted plans illustrate that this is to be provided in the form of a garden shed which, for a development of this nature is deemed acceptable. 

Bin storage has been illustrated on the proposed block plan in the front garden.  This provision would be the same as other dwellings in the street and therefore is deemed acceptable.

Environmental Health:
Standing advice states that a statement detailing how noise and dust will be effectively managed during demolition (if relevant) and construction and who will be responsible for this.  Conditions will include 1) the control of noise and dust, 2) construction and demolition hours of work, 3) no bonfires. 


Thames Water:
No comments at the time of writing

Public Consultation:
Properties at 11, 13 and 15 Virginia Way and 16 Maker Close were consulted.  One letter of objection has been received with regards to:

1. Issues with parking.   
2. Disruption and noise by this application would cause further major difficulties for residents.

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
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'. 

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

National Planning Policy Guidance
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

Reading Borough Local Development Framework Core Strategy (2008, revised 2015)
Policy CS1 (Sustainable Construction and Design)
Policy CS7 (Design and the Public Realm)
Policy CS11 (Development of Private Residential Gardens)
Policy CS14 (Provision of Housing)
Policy CS15 (Location, Accessibility, Density and Housing Mix)
Policy CS16 (Affordable Housing)
Policy CS24 (Car/Cycle Parking)
Policy CS34 (Pollution and Water Resources)
Policy CS36 (Biodiversity and Geology) 

Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012, revised 2015)
Policy SD1 (Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development)
Policy DM1 (Adaption to Climate Change)
Policy DM4 (Safeguarding Amenity)
Policy DM5 (Housing Mix)
Policy DM6 (Affordable Housing)
Policy DM10 (Private and Communal Outdoor Space)
Policy DM11 (Development of Private Residential Gardens)
Policy DM12 (Access, Traffic and Highway-Related Matters)

Supplementary Planning Guidance/Documents 
Revised Parking Standards and Design (2011)
Revised Sustainable Design and Construction (2011)
Revised S106 Planning Obligations (2015) 
Affordable Housing (2013)

APPRAISAL

The following assessment is in the context of the appeal decision (as referred above) which was with regard to the refused scheme (12/01240/FUL – Civica Ref: 121564).  The refused scheme is identical to the current application other than an amendment has been secured so that the rear garden of the retained house does not wrap behind the proposed one.  Reference should also be made to the officer report for that application.  

It should be noted that the previous 2012 application was assessed against emerging policies at the time (such as DM11 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document now adopted) and ‘saved’ Local Plan policies (such as CUD14, HSG5 and HSG9 now superseded).  Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy was also referred and is still an adopted policy.

(i) Character and Appearance 
In the assessment of the previous identical proposal against emerging and saved policies the Council’s view was that the proposal for a detached house with a front and side garden and no rear garden would not be in keeping with the existing pattern of development and would result in the loss of the land to the side of 13 Virginia Way which was seen to contribute to a break in the built form that provided visual relief and sense of space.  The loss of this space was considered detrimental to the amenity and character of the street and surrounding area (refusal reasons 1 and 2).

However, the Inspector for the appeal did not agree and felt that the scheme had been carefully designed to address the established front building lines of both 13 Virginia Way and 16 maker Close and that the new dwelling would sit comfortably within its surroundings whilst adequate areas of amenity space would be retained to the front and flank of the appeal site.  

Although new policies have superseded ‘saved’ and emerging policies there are no significantly material differences to the policies or other material considerations, since the appeal decision, which would warrant reconsideration of this matter.  Therefore in light of the appeal decision the Council accepts the proposed design and appearance and impact on the surrounding area.  

(ii) Neighbour and Occupant Amenity
The proposed building is sited in the identical position to the refused scheme.  With regard to the previous scheme the bathroom was considered small and the front and side garden was not considered to provide adequate amenity space despite the proposed hedging (refusal reason 3).  

The Inspector in the appeal stated “conditions could be imposed requiring the retention of the box hedge and to ensure that no windows are constructed within the south flank elevation of the proposed dwelling” and “such an arrangement would be wholly satisfactory and the proposal would therefore accord with Policy DM10 of the SDPD.  The size of the bathroom is also considered adequate to serve a modest two bedroom house”.

An amendment has been secured to the current application so that the rear garden of the retained house does not wrap behind the proposed one.  This means that the proposed house would have private rear amenity space with the front and side portions not being their only space.  This was an issue as part of the original application.

Although new policies have superseded ‘saved’ and emerging policies there are no significantly material differences to the policies or other material considerations, since the appeal decision, which would warrant reconsideration of this matter.  Therefore in light of the appeal decision the Council accepts the proposed siting of the property.  However, it is considered reasonable to impose restrictions on permitted development rights that would allow the property to be increased in height or to reduce distances to boundaries through extensions or outbuildings with a planning condition.  

[bookmark: _GoBack]A concern has been raised by a resident with regards to the disruption and noise that would be caused by the proposal.  There will always be some level of noise and disruption during construction however this is not a reason for refusing the application however a condition restricting hours of work will be imposed.

(iii) Transport
There is no change with respect to the proposed access and parking which provides two parking spaces for both the existing and proposed properties which is in line with the Council’s standards.  Transport has no objections and the recommended conditions are included.  

(iv) Section 106 contributions & Community Infrastructure Levy
The fourth reason for refusal related to the failure to make provision for financial contributions for education facilities, off-site transportation improvements, leisure facilities and affordable housing.  These requirements have changed since the introduction of CIL however the Inspector noted that a financial contribution was necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms 

Policy DM6 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document requires a contribution to allow 10% of the housing to be provided as affordable housing elsewhere in the Borough.  The Applicant has offered the full policy compliant provision which equates to £17,250 (based on two independent valuations).  A section 106 legal agreement will be entered into.

The Council implemented its Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) on 1st April 2015 and planning applications decided after the 1st of April 2015 may be liable to pay the levy. This proposal would be liable to pay the levy. An appropriate informative would be added. 

The fourth reason for refusal has therefore been addressed.

Recommendation:

GRANT permission subject to a S106 Legal Agreement

Conditions:

1. Time Limit
2. Approved Plans
3. Materials – details to be submitted
4. Control of noise and dust
5. Hours of work
6. No bonfires
7. CMS
8. Vehicle Parking – in accordance with approved plans
9. Vehicle access provided in accordance with approved plans
10. Bicycle parking in accordance with approved plans
11. Bin storage 
12. Obscure and fixed window to bathroom
13. No windows to south elevation or additional windows to west elevation
14. Remove PD rights
15. Landscaping – details to be submitted (including boundary treatment)
16. Landscaping Implementation
17. Landscaping Maintenance
18. Drainage details

Informatives:

1. Pre-commencement conditions
2. Positive and proactive
3. Terms and conditions
4. Building Control 
5. Construction and demolition
6. Encroachment 
7. Highways 
8. Damage to the verge 
9. Access construction 
10. S106
11. CIL











