DELEGATED HOUSEHOLDER APPLICATION REPORT

Ward: Church

App Ref: 181108/HOU
Address: 20 Axbridge Road, Reading, RG2 7NS
Proposals: Erection of 1.8m fence around property to replace existing.
Case Officer: Tom Hughes
Applicant: Mrs Debra Browne
Date received (valid from): 23 July 2018

Target Decision date: 17 September 2018


1.
INTRODUCTION

Property lies at the junction of Axbridge Road and Blagdon Road.  The layout of the site means that the property has a long boundary with the public footpath and therefore very little of the garden has the privacy that most dwellings have.  A 1.8m timber panel fence has been erected along side the pavement on Axbridge Road corresponding with the rear garden area.  While this fence would have required planning permission as it is only for a limited length and serves the purpose of providing privacy to the rear garden it is considered to be acceptable. 

The area now seeking to be enclosed by a continuation of this fence is used as a large car parking area as shown on photograph below. 
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2.
PROPOSAL AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Erection of 1.8m fence around property to replace existing.
Plans considered: Location plan and elevations received on 20 July 2018
The applicant was invited to consider reducing the length of the proposed fence to make it more compatible with planning policy objectives but this was declined. Examples of other corner sites where high boundaries can be found was offered as justification for the fence proposed here.  

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.
3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

None
4.
CONSULTATIONS

4.1
The following addresses were consulted by letter and site notice displayed.
17 Axbridge Road, Reading, Berkshire, RG2 7NS

13 Blagdon Road, Reading, Berkshire, RG2 7NT
19 Axbridge Road, Reading, RG2 7NS

11 Blagdon Road, Reading, RG2 7NR

18 Axbridge Road, Reading, RG2 7NS
4.2
No letters of representation have been received.
4.3
Transport raised a concern about the accuracy of the proposed plans: 

I have reviewed the proposals but I am unclear as to the extent of the fence line as two separate plans seem to illustrate different extents of where the fence will be located.  This is the only application I have found for this property but it is evident that vehicular access used to be from the rear but this has been closed off by a previous fence line.   

It would appear that vehicles are currently accessing the site from the pedestrian crossing point located on the corner which would be illegal and therefore any removal of this would be of benefit.  Before I would be able to fully assess the impact of the proposal a clearer plan should be submitted identifying exactly where the fence will be located.

Please ask the applicant to submitted suitably amended plans to address the above prior to determining the application. 
In response to these comments and advice from planning officers to change the fence design or location the applicant wrote:

Thank you for your email regarding my proposed fencing. 

It would appear that vehicles are currently accessing the site from the pedestrian crossing point located on the corner which would be illegal and therefore any removal of this would be of benefit. (quote from your colleague's email).

I have been granted permission to have a drop kerb at the front of my house on Blagdon Road side, which will be the entrance to the drive so no longer use the pedestrian crossing for access. 

Fencing (or walls) that would close off views or change the character of a street are usually resisted (but not always)
I have noted around the area that quite a few of the corner houses are either closed by high fences or high hedges with the driveway being the only open part of the garden, this is also not within keeping of the character of the rest of the street. 

corner of Torrington Road/Blagdon Road

Corner of Torrington Road/Northumberland Ave

Corner of Callington Road/Northumberland Ave - both sides

Corner of Callington Road/Dawlish road

corner of Honiton Road/Dawlish Road

I'm sure there are also many more 

I wish to stay with my original plans , in view of other properties having the same kind of fencing as I propose please can you confirm why it would not be possible for me to have the same?

5. LEGAL AND PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT

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 Policy

National Planning Policy Framework 

National Planning Practice Guidance

Reading Borough Local Development Framework Core Strategy (2008)

CS7 (Design and the Public Realm)

Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012)

DM4 (Safeguarding Amenity) 

DM9 (House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation)

SPG/SPD

· A Design Guide to House Extensions SPG

6. APPRAISAL
Policy CS7 establishes the expectation that all development must exhibit high design quality through the application of urban design principles that maintains and enhances the local character and distinctiveness of the area of Reading in which the site is located.  The importance of protecting the public realm by controlling the height of property enclosures is acknowledged by GPDO which expressly excludes such boundary structures from being permitted development if they exceed 1 metre in height. 

In suburban areas the quality of the public realm relies upon front garden areas in front of houses facing each other across residential streets and being able to view over the front boundaries.  High front boundary fences as now proposed interrupt these views and thus detract from the value of the public realm.  This proposal is therefore contrary to policy CS7. 
Policy DM9 requires alterations to a house to respect the character of the house in terms of scale, location, materials and design.  It is considered that the proposed fence detract from the appearance of the original building by virtue of its extent and height which would harm its domestic character.
This policy also requires alterations to houses to respect 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.  It is considered that the proposal would detract from the character of neighbouring properties through the enclosure of the corner site by a close boarded timber fence 1.8m in height.  It would appear incongruous in the street where most adjacent properties have low front boundary fences or hedges.  
In addition it would detract from the appearance of the street.  The other sites referred to by the applicant have been considered and in all cases it was found that there were c1m high fences with higher hedge planting behind. Visually they are more attractive and do not set a precedent for what is proposed here.   
This proposal is therefore contrary to policy DM9. 
DM4: Safeguarding Amenity. This policy resists development that would cause a significant detrimental impact to the living environment of existing or new residential properties.  This has been assessed and it is considered the proposal would not cause a significant detrimental impact to the living environment of any existing or new occupiers or neighbours. 
7. CONCLUSION  
The proposed new fence would be harmful to the character or appearance of the site, its surroundings and the public realm and would have a detrimental impact on the appearance of the original building.  As such the proposed fence is considered to not be in accordance with the above relevant policies and permission should be refused. 

8.0
RECOMMENDATION  

Application Refused

