


DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT - Application No.: 180373
Address: 78 Shinfield Road
Proposal: Replace existing entrance driveway brick walling with new brick piers and walling.
Case officer: Alison Amoah
Target Date: 25/5/2018 (extended)

Site Description and Surrounding Area:
The application property is a detached house with a front driveway and two existing entrance points. Originally the entrances were flanked by low brick walls with metal railings between the two entrances of 1.6m high and there were three mature trees, within a grassed area immediately behind the railings.  Since the permission ref: 171754 was granted the trees (not protected) have been removed and the grassed area levelled, and at the time of writing, this proposed resubmission scheme is largely complete.
 
There are a range of front boundary treatments along this segment of Shinfield Road.  

Proposal: 
· Removal of existing low brick walls
· To each entrance - 4 no. brick piers with coping stone – 2 per entrance of 450mm by 450mm and 1.8 m high; 4 no. sections of curved brick wall, 1 from each pier of max height of 1.2m reducing to 0.75m terminating in a 0.75m high brick pier – ranging from 3.4m up to 4.03m long
· To the front a further four brick piers, between which dwarf wall and railings above up to a maximum height of 1.8m.

Plans considered: 
Location Plan, received 28th February 2018
Block Plan, Existing and Proposed Elevations - Drawing no: 900 Rev B, received 28th February 2018

Landscaping – Drawing no: 901, received 16th April 2018

Amended Plan received 23rd April 2018
Landscaping - Drawing no: 901, Rev A

Amended Plan received 26th April 2018
Landscaping - Drawing no: 901, Rev B

Amended Plan received 15th May 2018
Landscaping - Drawing no: 901, Rev C

Relevant Planning History: 
141773/FUL - Removal of existing side garage and rear single storey extensions and conservatory and erection of part two storey and single storey side extensions and new part two storey and single storey rear extension, and loft conversion with rear dormer windows – Approved 15/1/2015

151235/NMA - Non material change to planning permission 141773 for removal of two storey section over garage, reduction in utility roof height, increase in height of part of the kitchen roof, insertion of new window to northern elevation, and removal of rear attic dormers – Agreed 17/8/2015

171754/HOU - Replace existing entrance driveway brick walling with new brick piers and walling – Approved 12/12/2017
Consultation Responses:  Nos. 76, 76A and 82 Shinfield Road were consulted.  No comments received.

Transport: Plans indicate that the existing access points are to remain unchanged.  The proposal is acceptable in Transport terms in that it will retain the existing parking provision on the driveway at the front of the property, therefore there are no changes to the existing access arrangements and no impact on other road users. 

Natural Environment: 78 Shinfield Road has a wide curtilage fronting on to Shinfield Road. The new pillars proposed along the front boundary are tall – over 2m in height [planning officer note: the proposed max height is 1.8m] and represent a significant visible structure adjacent to the highway. The overall form is not in keeping with adjacent property frontages which are more open and informal. The nearest property with a pillar and rail front boundary is several properties along, and this neighbouring property has a much narrower frontage than that of number 78 and the height of their pillars is much less than proposed here. 

The previous application 171754 was for railings along the frontage which although of a similar height, was considered to be less visually intrusive to users of the Shinfield Road. The railings would have been less dominant along the frontage against the back drop of the mature trees on site. Regrettably, the removal of trees and soft landscaping in this area has only served to heighten the sense of development along the frontage which would result from the proposed piers and railings.

I consider that the brick walling as proposed is not in keeping with the surrounding street scene. The scale and massing of the pillars would be visually obtrusive and unneighbourly in design given the adjacent fairly open, informal, soft landscaped boundary frontages found elsewhere along this stretch of Shinfield Road. As such the application is harmful to the character of the area, contrary to policy CS7. 

If the application is considered to be acceptable in planning terms then I would require a landscaping condition for substantial new tree and shrub planting in order to soften the views of the structure in views from the highway. This may include hedge planting along the frontage adjacent to the railings and the incorporation of new trees of a good height to moderate the scale of the pillars to the onlooker as seen from Shinfield Road.

Planning Officer note: A landscape plan was submitted and the following further comments were received from the Natural Environment Officer: 

This is a very positive outcome – the new trees would be large and provided they are well maintained and irrigated post planting they will make a significant enhancement to the front of the property. 

Could one of these trees can be changed to be an Oak (Quercus robur) as this is in keeping with the arboreal character of the road? 

My only concern is the post planting irrigation specification. These are very large semi-mature trees and will have a substantial rootball. Weekly watering of 25l a tree would not suffice. In the growing seasons – late winter to leaf fall the trees are likely to require irrigation every other day – perhaps every day during periods of warm weather. 25l would not suffice to fully wet the large rootballs expected on these trees. I would recommend that the applicant seek advice from the tree supplier regarding post planting maintenance and the maintenance / irrigation specification amended accordingly before we approve this. 

Planning Officer Note: A further amended plan was submitted and further comments were received as follows:

Barcham trees recommend watering with 20lt every other day for trees around 16-18 girth – 60lt a week. It will naturally take much more water to wet the root ball of a 30-35 girth tree and 50lt a week (or twice during hot weather) as proposed is unlikely to suffice. Majestic trees advise that trees with girth sizes in excess of 20cm will probably still need supplemental watering in the second season, but less frequently than the first. 

I accept that it is difficult to prescribe the amount of water particularly without knowledge of the soil type, the amount of water required by the trees will also be dependent on the weather conditions. 

I would suggest a less quantified proposal along the lines of  - 

· The trees will be watered to saturate the root ball when planted. 
· Once planted, regular irrigation will continue from the first point of bud burst in the spring, throughout the summer until the leaves have fallen in autumn. 
· During year one the trees will be watered a minimum of twice a week with sufficient water to ensure that the root ball remains moist even below the soil surface without being water logged. 
· During year two the trees will be watered a minimum of once a week with sufficient water to ensure that the root ball remains moist even below the soil surface without being water logged.
· Newly planted trees will not be allowed to dry out at any time during the first two years after planting. Trees will be monitored by the property owner for any signs of dryness or stress (such as wilting and leaf drop) for the first two growing seasons after planting and during any periods of prolonged warm weather or drought in the third season at which point the watering regime will be amended as appropriate to remediate the problem.

I would also ask for the new Oak to be a Pendunculate Oak (Quercus robur) rather than Red Oak (Quercus rubra) which is not in keeping with the arboreal character of the Shinfield Road.

Planning Officer note:  A further amended plan was submitted, which included all the recommended changes.

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'.

The following local and national planning policy and guidance is relevant to this application:
Reading Borough Local Development Framework Core Strategy (2008, altered 2015) 
CS7: Design and the Public Realm
CS38: Trees, Hedges and Woodland

Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012, altered 2015) 
DM4: Safeguarding Amenity 
DM9: House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation

Supplementary Planning Guidance/ Documents:  
A Design Guide to House Extensions (2003) 

Tree Strategy for Reading (2010)

Appraisal Checklist:
DM9 states: An extension to a house will be acceptable where it:

A. Respects the character of the house in terms of scale, location, materials and design;

To assess this, the following has been considered – would the proposal:

· Detract from the appearance of the original building through the use of ill-matching materials and by not fitting in with the design, scale and proportions of the original building; No.
· Reduce the amount of usable amenity space for the property to an unacceptable degree; No. 
· Require the loss of trees in the garden or put significant trees at risk; No 

Respects the character and pattern of neighbouring properties and the street as a whole in terms of scale, location, materials and design, and any important existing building line; Respects neighbour’s amenities and does not present a large blank façade to public areas.

To assess this, the following has been considered – would the proposal:

· Significantly reduce the amount of daylight and sunlight enjoyed by neighbouring properties; No.

· Invade the privacy of neighbouring properties through overlooking from windows or balconies; No 

· Detract from the character of neighbouring properties through siting, excessive bulk, 
ill-matching materials or inconsistent design; No - the proposed scheme introduces slightly higher sections of brick walling, railings and piers, which are not considered to detract from the character of neighbouring properties, as this segment of Shinfield Road has a range of boundary treatments.  

The scheme includes for three new mature trees each between 6.5 and 7.5m high. The boundary walling will be screened with laurel to an eventual height of 2m. These hedging plants will grow between the railings. The remaining area will be laid to lawn.  These will assist with retaining a ‘softer’ appearance to the site and verdant feel.

DM4: Safeguarding Amenity states an extension to a house will be acceptable where it will not cause a significant detrimental impact to the living environment of existing or new residential properties.

To assess this, the following has been considered – would the proposal cause a significant detrimental impact to the living environment of existing or new residential properties in terms of:

· Privacy and overlooking; No 
· Access to sunlight and daylight; No
· Visual dominance and overbearing effects of a development; No  
· Noise and disturbance; No
· Artificial lighting; No
· Vibration; No
· Dust and fumes; No
· Smell; No
· Crime and safety; No

RECOMMENDATION:

APPROVE

1) 	The development hereby approved is as shown on the following plans: 

	Block Plan, Existing and Proposed Elevations - Drawing no: 900 Rev B, received 28th 	February 2018
	Landscaping - Drawing no: 901, Rev C, received 15th May 2018

Reason:  because permission is granted in respect of the development as detailed in the approved plans only.

2) 	Landscaping Implementation

Informatives:
[bookmark: _GoBack]Your attention is drawn to the terms and conditions of this permission. Any development which is carried out but which differs materially from the approved plans and details, or does not comply with any condition(s) or planning obligation(s) attached to the permission may result in the Council taking action to remedy the breach of planning control. If you are in any doubt please contact the Council.

The local planning authority has worked positively and proactively with the applicant to resolve relevant matters to allow permission to be granted within the prescribed target or agreed extended timescale for the decision to be issued.




