
DELEGATED HOUSEHOLDER APPLICATION REPORT

Ward: Southcote

App Ref: 170898/FUL
Address: 47 Ashampstead Road, Reading, RG30 3LA
Proposals: 3 bedroom detached dwelling adjacent to 47 Ashampstead Road.
Case Officer: Steve Vigar
Applicant: Pitons Enterprises Limited
Date received (valid from): 13 July 2017

Target Decision date: 25 October 2017


1.
INTRODUCTION

The site is located towards the west of the Borough and comprises a semi-detached 1960s house with large irregular shaped plot. An area of open amenity land is located adjacent to the plot and forms the corner with Brimpton Close.
2.
PROPOSAL AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION

3 bedroom detached dwelling adjacent to 47 Ashampstead Road.
Plans considered
Drawing No: 2996 03 Revision F, Existing and Proposed Plans and Elevations, dated 30 September 2017, received 1 October 2017.

Drawing No: 2996 04 Revision G, Proposed Site Plan, dated 28 September 2017, received 1 October 2017.

Drawing No: 2996 05 Revision D, Existing and Proposed Street and Side Elevations, dated 30 September 2017, received 1 October 2017.
3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

None
4.
CONSULTATIONS

4.1
The following addresses were consulted by letter on 20 July and again on 2 October following receipt of revised drawings.
3 Brimpton Road, Reading, Berkshire, RG30 3HY

4 Wynford Close, Reading, RG30 3HX
Ashampstead Road, Reading, RG30 3LA

1 Brimpton Road, Reading, RG30 3HY

5 Brimpton Road, Reading, RG30 3HY
45 Ashampstead Road, Reading, RG30 3LA
7 Brimpton Road, Reading, RG30 3HY
30 Ashampstead Road, Reading, RG30 3LA
4.2
2 letters of representation have been received (in response to the first round of consultation) as follows:
“We understand the site is prime for an extension or second house and have no objections to that. However the proposed plans show the intended property not to follow the line of the existing row of houses. The proposed property appears to be of a greater depth than the current buildings. This combined with it being set back from what exists dramatically increases the side profile of the property. We believe that this would encroach on our views and feeling of space to the rear of our property.”


“I support this application but if this is to be multiple occupancy (now or in the future) i believe parking should be well established as parking on the road is not an option for safety and obstruction to other properties.”
4.3
Office for Nuclear Regulation

The emergency planners within West Berkshire Council, which is responsible for the preparation of the Burghfield off-site emergency plan required by the Radiation Emergency Preparedness and Public Information Regulations (REPPIR) 2001 have provided adequate assurance that the proposed development can be accommodated within their off-site emergency planning arrangements.

 

The proposed development does not present a significant external hazard to the safety of the nuclear site.
4.4
RBC 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 should provide 2no. parking spaces for the proposed 3-bedroom dwelling and 2no. parking spaces for the existing dwelling.  However, it appears that there is currently only 1no. parking space associated with the existing dwelling.  Therefore, the proposed parking layout retains the parking provision for the existing dwelling and provides 2no. parking spaces for the proposed dwelling which is acceptable. 
The proposed bin store is located in excess of the recommended collection distance, therefore, the residents of the dwellings will be required to transport the bins to the highway on days of collection as per the existing arrangements, which is acceptable.

In accordance with the adopted Parking Standards and Design SPD, a 3-bedroom development would be required to provide 2no cycle parking spaces. A cycle store is provided within the rear garden of the proposed dwelling which is acceptable.

There are no transport objections to the proposed development subject to conditions.

4.5 
RBC Natural Environment

There are several trees growing within the amenity verge adjacent to the development site. The arboricultural report demonstrates that these trees would not be impacted by the proposed development and as such there are no arboricultural objections to this application.
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)(amended 2015) 

CS1 (Sustainable Design and Construction)

CS2 (Waste Minimisation)

CS4 (Accessibility and the Intensity of Development)

CS5 (Inclusive Access)

CS6 (Settlement Boundary)

CS7 (Design and the Public Realm)

CS9 (Infrastructure, Services, Resources and Amenities)
CS15 (Location, Accessibility, Density and Housing Mix)

CS16 (Affordable Housing)

CS20 (Implementation of The Reading Transport Strategy)

CS24 (Car/Cycle Parking)

CS34 (Pollution and Water Resources)

CS36 (Biodiversity and Geology)

CS38 (Trees, Hedges and Woodlands)

Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012) (amended 2015)

SD1 (Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development)

DM1 (Adaptation to Climate Change)

DM3 (Infrastructure Planning)

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)

SPG/SPD

Affordable Housing SPD 2013
Sustainable Design and Construction SPD 2013

Revised Parking Standards and Design SPD 2011

6.
APPRAISAL

Character

It is considered, in general terms, that sufficient space exists within the existing plot to provide room for a new dwelling at the end of the row of existing houses formed by 45 and 47 Ashampstead Road. The proposals have been significantly amended following officer advice to bring the new house closer in line with the front of the existing house and with a width of building that reflects that of the existing house. The roof ridge line and eaves line have been amended to reflect those of existing houses adjacent. It is considered that the reduced 1.5 metre set back is not altogether uncharacteristic of the relationship between other houses in the road and the small degree of detachment from no.47 is not sufficiently out of keeping to warrant refusal. The revised form and detailing of the proposed house reflects the simple form and detailing of those on neighbouring plots. It is considered that the revisions are sufficient to ensure the proposal does not harm the character of the area. It remains at the limits of what might be acceptable in this regard however.

The rear section of the house projects further beyond the rear of the existing houses at no. 45/47. The rear projection is marked by a change in roof orientation and a lower ridge. It is considered that this arrangement is comparable to a house extension which might be approved in the future and the additional bulk is acceptable on this basis. However, it is considered that further enlargement of the dwelling could result in a far greater bulk that would be disproportionate to neighbouring dwellings and could be harmful to the character of the area and the appearance of the streetscene. For this reason it is recommended that permitted development rights for extensions, roof enlargements, porches and outbuildings should be restricted by condition.
In respect of Policy DM11 and national policy relating to development of private residential gardens, it is considered that the revised proposals now accord more closely with the aims of these policies and would appear as a continuation of the street, rather than a new house in the back garden.

Residential Amenity

The two storey rear façade of the proposal would sit 14 metres from the boundary with 4 Wynford Close. It is considered that this distance would be sufficient to preserve the amenity of this neighbouring property as 10 metres is normally taken to be the minimum garden length based on a 20 metre back-to-back privacy distance (Policy DM4).
It is considered that the revised proposal would not harm the amenity of houses in Brimpton Close as it would be sufficiently distant (around 20 metres between buildings at the closest point). The proposed first floor window facing Brimpton Close is shown as obscure glazed, which would prevent overlooking (provided it is fixed shut) and a condition is recommended to secure this.

The impact on the existing house at 47 Ashampstead Road is considered to be acceptable in terms of overbearing effects (it is currently owned by the applicant). The 45 degree lines from windows marked on the drawings demonstrate an appropriate relationship to the rear windows in terms of daylight and overbearing impact.  The side facing windows within this adjacent house are secondary windows, or serve non-habitable hall and landing. The impacts on light and outlook are considered acceptable.

The proposal would retain an appropriately-sized garden for the existing house and also for the new house.

The proposals are considered to be in accordance with Policies DM4, DM10 and DM11 on this basis.

Access and Parking

The proposed parking and access arrangements have been assessed by the Highways Authority and found to be acceptable. The proposals are considered to accord with Policies CS20, CS24 and DM12 on this basis.
Affordable Housing

Policy DM6 requires a contribution to enable the equivalent of 10% of the development to be provided as Affordable Housing, through a financial contribution to allow provision elsewhere in the Borough. 

The ministerial statement by Brandon Lewis MP dated 28 November 2014 and changes to national Planning Practice Guidance in respect of Affordable Housing policies relating to 10 dwellings or fewer were quashed by the High Court judgement West Berkshire DC, Reading Borough Council v Secretary of State (court reference CO/76/2015). The Court of Appeal subsequently reversed this decision but made it clear that in doing so it did not alter the lawfulness of Development Plan policies nor the need to make decisions in accordance with those policies unless other material considerations indicate otherwise (38(6) of the 2004 Act and section 70(2) of the 1990 Act).  

In considering the weight to be given to Policy DM6, relative to any other material considerations, it is relevant that a significant need for Affordable Housing exists within the Borough, as demonstrated by the up-to-date assessment contained within the ‘Berkshire (including South Bucks) Strategic Housing Market Assessment’ (February 2016). Furthermore a significant proportion of housing is provided on smaller sites within Reading due to its largely previously developed, urban, nature. There is therefore a need for these smaller sites to deliver a proportion of Affordable Housing. For these reasons it is considered that Policy DM6 remains relevant to this application and is not outweighed by other material considerations, including the changes in national policy guidance.

However, the applicant has submitted a viability assessment, seeking to reduce the amount required to meet the policy requirement. The Council’s Valuer has assessed the financial information and has can confirmed that the Council should not seek an affordable housing contribution in this particular circumstance as this would render the scheme unviable and unlikely to proceed. It is therefore considered, taking a balanced view of the circumstances, that the need for housing in general should outweigh the lack of affordable housing in this instance as the alternative would be that the site would not provide any housing of any tenure, which would be more harmful in terms of meeting housing need. This is in accordance with Policy DM6, which allows for financial viability to be considered and similar national planning policy guidance.
CIL
The proposal involves a new dwelling with 98 square metres of residential floorspace. This is CIL-chargeable at a rate of £134.59 per square metre, total: £13,189.82

7. CONCLUSION  
The proposals are acceptable on the basis of the above assessment.
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.
8.
RECOMMENDATION  

GRANT Full Planning Permission

