Delegated Application Report


Target Date: 08/01/2018



Address: 2 Connaught Close, Reading
Application No: 171802/FUL
Proposal: Demolition of existing property and erection of 4 houses (2x3 bed and 2x4 bed)

Case Officer: Claire Ringwood

Site Description and Surrounding Area: 

The application site consists of a 2 storey detached property located in the centre of a large plot.  The property has decorative brickwork and features predominantly to the front and side elevations and differs in style and design from the other properties within the close.  The site is located within a cul-de-sac position including 3 pairs of semi-detached properties.  The application site is surrounded by residential dwellings of varying styles and designs and although the plot is large there is visually a close relationship with neighbouring properties.  
Proposal:

The proposal involves the demolition of the existing detached dwelling and the construction of a row of 4 terrace properties consisting of two and a half storey and three storey dwellings to provide 2 x 3 bedroom and 2 x 4 bedroom houses (89sqm and 125sqm respectively).  Two parking spaces to the front of each property are proposed along with 50sqm of private rear garden space.  Bin storage is located close to the main access. 

Plans Submitted:

The agent submitted the following drawings, received on 13th October 2017: 
Drawing No: PL-01 – Location Plan
Drawing No: PL-02 – Topographic Survey

Drawing No: PL-03 – Existing Block Plan

Drawing No: PL-04 – Existing Plans 

Drawing No: PL-05 – Existing Elevations

Drawing No: PL-06 – Proposed Site Plan 

Drawing No: PL-07 – Proposed Ground & First Floor Plans

Drawing No: PL-08 – Proposed Second Floor & Roof 

Drawing No: PL-09 – Proposed Elevations Front & Side West

Drawing No: PL-10 – Proposed Elevations Rear Side East

Drawing No: PL-11 – Street Scene Elevations 

Drawing No: PL-12 – 3D Images 

Planning Statement 
The agent submitted the following information, received on 20th December 2017:

Biodiversity Report, by Thames Valley Environmental Records Centre, dated 18th October 2017, Ref: TVERC/17/454

Relevant Planning History:

None.
Consultation Responses:

Transport objected to the proposal as the access did not meet the required width.
Ecology objected as the submitted Biodiversity Report is not sufficient to determine whether the site contains habitats suitable for protected species or any mitigation plan.
Natural Environment Trees raised concerns over the excessive hardstanding and the limited soft landscaping.

Environmental Health standing advice states that an application should provide a statement detailing how noise and dust will be effectively managed during demolition and construction and who will be responsible for this.  Conditions would include 1) the control of noise and dust, 2) construction and demolition hours of work, 3) no bonfires.  
Thames Water advised the site may potentially have minor public sewers within three metres of the proposed building work and they will contact the applicant or agent for further information. 

Notification letters were sent to Connaught Close (all), Connaught Road 96-114 (e), Gloucester Court 2A and 2B and Elm Park Road 147-169 (o).  4 letters of objection have been received with regards to:

1. Overdevelopment. 

2. Proximity to side boundaries of neighbouring properties. 

3. Loss of sunlight and daylight and overshadowing.
4. Loss of privacy and overlooking. 

5. Overbearing. 

6. The proposed building and rear garden area are more in keeping with the terrace properties on Elm Park Road rather than the spacious character of Connaught Close.

7. Visual appearance – 4 terraced town houses are not in keeping with the Close and out of character with the spacious nature of the Close.

8. Increase in traffic noise and air pollution due to extra traffic.
9. Insufficient parking.

10. Concern that lighting will be required for the parking area which will impact neighbours.

11. Narrow access so where will delivery access park and how will the bin van gain access.

12. Hardstanding will impact natural drainage.
13. Inadequate bin storage.

14. Safety of children using the child minders in the Close.

15. Impact of development on foundations of neighbouring properties.

16. Additional houses will add more pressure to the existing sewage system.

17. There are bats seen flying from the eaves of the existing house.

18. There are lots of trees on one side of the garden which have birds nesting in them and they also provide privacy to houses on Gloucester Court and Elm Park Road.

19. The properties may be rented out and used as Houses in Multiple Occupation.
Summary of discussions with applicant/agent:

The agent was advised in an email dated 15th December 2017 that there were a number of concerns with the proposed development namely:

1. The proposal is considered an overdevelopment of the site.

2. The proposal is not in keeping with the character of the Close or the surrounding area.

3. The proposal creates a large area of hardstanding to the front and which reduces the level of landscaping to an unacceptable level.

4. The proposal is considered visually dominant and overbearing on neighbouring properties due to its size and bulk.

The application was taken to a steering group meeting with senior colleagues on 15th December 2017 and the possibility of retaining the existing building was also discussed.  This was suggested to the agent however due to the number of concerns with the submitted application, and as no pre-application advice had been sought prior to submitting the application, the application has been refused.

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

National Policy

National Planning Policy Framework (2012)

National Planning Practice Guidance 

Reading Borough Core Strategy (January 2008):

CS1 (Sustainable construction and design) 

CS2 (Waste Minimisation)

CS4 (Accessibility and the Intensity of Development)

CS5 (Inclusive Access)

CS7 (Design and the Public Realm) 

CS9 (Infrastructure, services, resources and amenities)
CS14 (Provision of Housing)

CS15 (Location, Accessibility, Density and Housing Mix)

CS16 (Affordable Housing)

CS17 (Protecting the Existing Housing Stock)

CS20 (Implementation of The Reading Transport Strategy)

CS24 (Car / cycle parking) 

CS36 (Biodiversity and Geology)

CS38 (Trees, Hedges and Woodlands)

Reading Borough Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012):

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 Gardens)

DM12 (Access, Traffic and Highway-Related Matters)

DM18 (Tree Planting)

Supplementary Planning Document

Revised Sustainable Design & Construction (July 2011)

Parking Standards and Design (Oct 2011)

Affordable Housing (2013)
Tree Strategy for Reading, adopted June 2010.

Appraisal

The main issues to be considered:

i) Character and appearance 

ii) Effect on residential amenity;

iii) Transport issues;

iv) Ecology and Landscaping

v) Other matters
i) Character and appearance
Along with the application property there are a further 6 properties within Connaught Close, i.e. 3 pairs of two storey semi-detached properties.   Two pairs have double storey bay fronted windows and the third pair is of a more modern design with front projecting garages.  These are set within good sized plots and are characterised by front gardens with driveways and garages.
The application site is located in the corner of the Close and comprises an attractive detached property with decorative features located centrally on a large plot laid mainly to lawn.  It is surrounded by a mixture of residential types including terrace houses to the west on Elm Park Road.  Properties to the south are at a higher level than the application site.  Its siting is unusual in its surroundings in that it does not face into the Close but faces the side of 3 Connaught Close.     
The majority of Connaught Close has double yellow lines to restrict on-street parking and as a small Close it is currently considered to provide a pleasant and spacious environment.

The proposed development provides a terrace block of 4 properties at two and a half and three storeys (third within roof space) in height.  The orientation of the proposed properties would be the same as the existing house, i.e. facing 3 Connaught Close with their rear gardens behind.  The majority of the front of the site would be hardstanding for parking and manoeuvring area.  The proposed houses would extend the full width of the site (from east to west) and would appear cramped on the plot.  They would be very prominent within the setting of Connaught Close and from the rear gardens of the surrounding properties, due to their size when compared to the existing house. This would be accentuated by the orientation and proximity to the boundaries and the lack of street frontage which results in an uncharacteristic and visually harmful form of development which allows little room for meaningful landscaping. It is therefore considered that the proposed houses would contrast sharply with the established character of the Close.  
Additionally, the proposed parking area to the front, to serve the four dwellings, would result in the loss of garden and vegetation and introduce hard surfacing and vehicles, which would be a marked change from the character of the existing property described above.  
The existing house has a distinctive character in terms of its proportions, form and detailing which is different from neighbouring properties.  The planning statement makes no mention of whether retaining the existing property had been considered and although it would be unfortunate to lose such a property it may not be appropriate to resist its replacement.  Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy does support replacements of a similar quality that reinforce local distinctiveness, however, by comparison the proposed development is considered to be  an overdevelopment of the site and would not make a positive contribution to the character of Connaught Close and the surrounding area.

Therefore, the scale, layout, appearance, orientation, parking arrangements and landscaping of the proposal would result in harm to the character and appearance of the area contrary to Policies CS7, CS15, CS38 and DM11.

ii) Effect on residential amenity
Policy DM4 seeks to ensure that new development will not cause a significant detrimental impact to the living environment of existing or new residential properties in terms of privacy and overlooking, access to sunlight and daylight visual dominance and overbearing, noise and disturbance. 

It is considered that the development would be overbearing and visually dominant, specifically on 1A and 3 Connaught Close, and properties on Elm Park Road, due to the proximity of the development to neighbouring boundaries.  
The proposed development directly faces 3 Connaught Close and although there is a minimum distance of 13m between the front of the proposed development and the side boundary with this  property there would be direct views from the front of the four proposed dwellings to 3 Connaught Close, including that property’s private amenity space.  Side windows could also result in a perception of overlooking due to the proximity of the development to neighbouring boundaries.  

The hardstanding and parking is proposed adjacent to 3 Connaught Close and the rear of properties on Elm Park Road and this would lead to additional noise and disturbance to the residents of these properties. The proposal is therefore contrary to policy DM4 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

iii) Transport issues 

The development site is located near a turning head and there are double yellow lines outside the property that extend around the close therefore restricting any on street parking on the close.

The required access width of 4.1m would not be achievable within the red line of the plan submitted.  This does not therefore comply with “Manual for Streets” as a 4.1m wide access would be required for vehicles to be able to pass each other whilst entering and exiting the site. 

The agent submitted comments from their Highway Consultant on the 18th December 2017 stating Manual for Streets does not suggest that 4.1m is required to access 4 units and that it only states that this is the minimum width for two cars to pass one another.  Transport officers responded by advising that Manual for streets section 7.2.2 states:

“Carriageway widths should be appropriate for the particular context and uses of the street. Key factors to take into account include:

• the volume of vehicular traffic and pedestrian activity [officer’s emphasis];

• the traffic composition;

• the demarcation, if any, between carriageway and footway (e.g. kerb, street furniture or trees and planting);

• whether parking is to take place in the carriageway and, if so, its distribution, arrangement, the frequency of occupation, and the likely level of parking enforcement (if any);

• the design speed (recommended to be 20 mph or less in residential areas);

• the curvature of the street (bends require greater width to accommodate the swept path of larger vehicles); and

• any intention to include one-way streets, or short stretches of single lane working in two-way streets.”
Paragraph 7.2.3 states “In lightly-trafficked streets, carriageways may be narrowed over short lengths to a single lane as a traffic-calming feature. In such single lane working sections of street, to prevent parking, the width between constraining vertical features such as bollards should be no more than 3.5m. In particular circumstances this may be reduced to a minimum value of 2.75m, which will still allow for occasional large vehicles (Fig. 7.1). However, widths between 2.75 m and 3.25 m should be avoided in most cases, since they could result in drivers trying to squeeze past cyclists. The local Fire Safety Officer should be consulted where a carriageway width of less than 3.7 m is proposed [officer’s emphasis].
The proposed site plan submitted (Drawing No: PL06) illustrates an access measuring 3.2m, therefore in accordance with the above statement a fire safety officer should be consulted. The access would be shared between pedestrians and cyclists and therefore any width restrictions should be minimal in length. 

Transport do not support the proposal for the above reasons.
iv) Ecology and Landscaping 
The site is surrounded by habitat of moderate suitability for use by commuting or foraging bats.  The site is connected to gardens with trees in all directions, with a grassland field 240m west and a railway corridor 270m east. The removal of the building (which may possess bat roosting features, such as gaps under the hanging tiles), grassland and trees may adversely affect bats, nesting birds, hedgehogs and other wildlife. 

As such, an ecological appraisal (comprising an extended Phase 1 Habitat and Species Scoping Survey, and any phase 2 surveys) will need to be carried out.  Insufficient evidence has been provided for the Council to determine the likely impact of the works upon protected species and is therefore contrary to Policy CS36.
In terms of landscaping the site has been largely cleared of shrubs and vegetation prior to the application being submitted.  The property is located in an area identified as having less than 10% tree cover in the adopted Tree Strategy. As such, the Borough Council has a commitment to protect and enhance tree cover through new development and positive planning in such areas.

The current layout proposed requires an excessive area of hard landscaping at the front of the site with parking, paths and access. The soft landscaping is limited and restricted to the boundary of the site. As such, the application is detrimental to the relatively green suburban character of Connaught Close and fails to enhance the overall tree cover in this area contrary to the objectives of the Council’s Tree Strategy and policies CS7 and CS38 of the Borough’s Core Strategy.

v) Other matters

Community Infrastructure Levy

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.
Affordable Housing 

Policy DM6 requires a contribution to enable the equivalent of 10% of the development to be provided as Affordable Housing elsewhere in the Borough.  The Affordable Housing SPD explains that this equates to 5% of the Gross Development Value based on the assumption that a Housing Association would pay half the cost. Based on current values the policy requirement would be for a contribution of £75,000.00.
The applicant has stated that the proposal cannot provide any affordable housing due to viability considerations and has provided a Viability Study seeking to demonstrate this.


However the applicant has not paid for a Viability Assessment to be undertaken by the Council’s Valuer and it is therefore considered that the proposal fails to provide an appropriate contribution towards Affordable Housing and therefore fails to provide for housing needs and the objective of creating mixed and balanced communities, contrary to Policy DM6 and para. 50 of the NPPF.

Conclusion:
The proposed development would be harmful to the character and appearance of the area. It would also harm the amenity of neighbours for the reasons set out above.  The access does not meet the required width and it does not demonstrate that there will be no harm to existing habitats along with limited landscaping.  The proposal also does not make appropriate contributions towards affordable housing.

Conclusion

REFUSE 
Informatives: 
Plans 

Positive and proactive statement
