DELEGATED REPORT: 160083
Address: rear of 126 Westwood Road, Tilehurst, Reading
Proposal: Proposed single storey detached 2 bedroom bungalow on land at the rear

126 Westwood Road.
Site and Surrounding Area:

The application site is a backland site relating to the land to the rear and side of No. 126 Westwood Road. No. 126 is an imposing Victorian detached dwelling in residential use – recently granted planning permission to be extended and this and refurbishment works are underway. 
The surrounding area is residential in nature, containing detached and semi-detached two-storey properties. 
The site does not contain a listed building and is not located within a conservation area.  

Proposal:

The application is submitted in Full for the erection of a detached 2 bedroom bungalow to the rear of No. 126. Access from Westwood Road alongside house at front via recently fenced off drive.  The dwelling measures 66sq.m with eaves of 2.5 metres and ridge 5 metres high. 
The property would be provided with a private garden and two parking spaces is claimed on the application form but only one shown on the plan.  
An affordable housing statement has been provided. 

Plans:

126WR.MP201 Location Plan & Block Plan (18 Jan 2016)
126WR.MP202 Rev B (10 March 2016)
Consultation Responses:
Natural Environment:
I understand from comments on previous applications that the site has already been cleared.  Landscaping is therefore required, which should include tree planting on the (previously green) frontage. Comments provided previously by Sarah Hanson included the requirement for the provision of information in relation to the TPO tree on submission of an application.  This does not appear to have been done.  The proposed site plan should accurately plot the TPO tree (trunk position and canopy spread) along with its Root Protection Area to ensure that it does not fall within the site.  If it does then tree protection measures will be required on condition for approval and to be implemented for the duration of construction. 
An amended plan was provided to move the turning area away from RPA of TPO tree.
Ecology:

This proposal involves the construction of a new house in an established garden of a dwelling house.  The garden forms part of a large block of gardens in this location which as a unit will be of importance for wildlife and form part of the wider green network.  As such the proposals are contrary to policy DM11 – Development of Private rear gardens which states that:

“Proposals for new residential development that includes land within the curtilage or the former curtilage of private residential gardens will be acceptable where: […]

The development would not have an adverse impact on biodiversity in terms of the fragmentation of blocks of gardens, which as a unit or in association with adjacent open space are deemed to make an important contribution to biodiversity and contribute to the green network; “
The application is therefore unacceptable from an ecology perspective and it is recommended that the application is refused as it does not comply with the above policy.
In addition it is also noted that there are a number of trees on the site and adjacent to the site.  It is not clear whether or not these will be or could be retained as part of the proposals as no tree assessment has been provided.  The application has therefore failed to demonstrate compliance with planning policies in relation to trees, including Core Strategy Policy CS38.
Housing:
In this case, a contribution should be made in lieu of on site provision equivalent to 5% of the gross development value of the new dwelling.

Environmental Health:

No objections. Conditions suggested. 

Transport: 

No objection. 
This application is for a single storey detached 2 bedroom bungalow on land at the rear of 126 Westwood Road.  A similar proposal was considered under application no. 140611.

Access to the site is to be gained by utilising the existing dropped crossing formerly associated with 126 Westwood Road although the land is now officially split and in different ownership to the dwelling.  It should be noted that 126 Westwood Road gained planning approval for a new dropped crossing under application no. 141575 in December 2014.

The visibility splay for the access is illustrated as being 4.5m x 43m but in fact it is 2.4m x 43m, this is in accordance with DfT document Manual for Streets and The Councils Geometric Design Guide for Accesses onto Classified Roads. The access is to be in excess of 4.1m in width which is sufficient for two-way movement and is therefore deemed acceptable.  However the dropped crossing onto the carriageway is only 2.5m (approx) and therefore would need to be widened as part of these proposals.  I am, however, happy for this to be dealt with by way of a condition.

The site is located in Zone 3, Secondary Core Area and the required parking provision for the proposed 2-bedroom bungalow is 2 spaces per dwelling. This is the required standard given the SPD is written in accordance with national policy as contained within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the final requirement has taken into account local circumstances including car ownership figures, public transport provision and proximity to public transport.

The site can accommodate 2 parking spaces with a turning area which complies with our standards.

A refuse store has been illustrated adjacent to the property, however, it is located in excess of the recommendations with Manual for Streets (MfS) and Reading Borough Council’s waste department.  Therefore, it is assumed that the residents of the bungalow will take the bins closer to the highway on collection days.

In accordance with the Council’s Parking Standards and Design SPD, secure cycle storage will be provided in the form of a cycle store which is acceptable.

I would recommend that the CMS is dealt with by condition to ensure that it does not delay the planning application.

Neighbour Consultation:

2 objections received on the basis of:

· Tandem development is contrary to policy

· Would set a precedent for future tandem development

· Overlooking/privacy

1 commented not overlooked so no objections. 

Relevant Planning History:

140611 - Proposed detached 3 bedroom dwelling on land to the rear of 126

Westwood Road. Refused 4.7.14

141575 - Part two storey and single storey rear extension, alterations to roof of 126 including new front and rear dormer windows, create basement, insert new dropped kerb. Granted 18.12.14
150147 – preapp enquiry for a triple garage on backland site. 
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 Document, 2008. 

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) 

Reading Borough Local Development Framework: Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012)

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)
Policy DM17 (Green Network)
Supplementary Planning Guidance/Documents 

‘Revised Parking Standards and Design’ (2011)

'Revised Sustainable Design and Construction' (2011)

'S106 Planning Obligations' (2015) 

‘Affordable Housing’ (2013)
Appraisal:

This assessment looks at the policy requirements and also assesses if the new application has overcome the previous reasons for refusing planning permission.    

(i) Character and Appearance 
The Council’s LDF SDPD Policy DM11 applies more stringent criteria for development proposals on private residential gardens (than those on brownfield sites) and requires that:

a) They make a positive contribution to the character of the area;

b) The site is of an adequate size to accommodate the development;

c) The proposal has a suitable access;

d) The proposal would not lead to an unacceptable tandem development;

e) The design minimises the exposure of existing private boundaries to public areas;

f) It does not cause detrimental impact on residential amenities;

g) The emphasis is on the provision of family housing;

h) There is no adverse impact on biodiversity, and

i) The proposal does not prejudice the development of a wider area.

The Council’s LDF Core Strategy Policy CS15 states that residential development will be informed by:

· An assessment of the characteristics in the area in which it is located;

· The level of accessibility of the site;

· The need to achieve high quality design, and

· The need to minimise environmental impacts on the amenities of adjoining occupiers.

The Council’s LDF Core Strategy Policy CS7 states that “all development must be of high design quality that maintains and enhances the character and appearance of the area”.

The pattern of development within the surrounding area is largely of two storey residential development facing the street with front and rear gardens. There are limited instances of backland style development or of bungalows within the surrounding area (including No. 127 Armour Road to the rear of the site). The proposed dwelling would be a tandem form of development, set behind No. 126 Westwood Road which is in separate ownership. 

When assessed against the above policies, while the proposed bungalow is smaller than the previously refused scheme it would still appear out of keeping with, and fail to make a positive contribution to, the character of the area in terms of the pattern of development within the area, the built up coverage of each plot and the scale of dwellings and building heights. 
The surrounding area contains established full height two-storey semi-detached and detached residential properties, with the exception of No. 127 Armour Road.  Therefore a bungalow style dwelling is at odds with the established residential character. 
It is of note that a planning application for tandem development was also refused on the adjoining site (No. 124 Westwood Road) in 1998 (98-00789-FUL) for reasons including undesirable precedent for backland/tandem development and impact upon character of the area. Whilst national and local planning policies have changed since that refusal, the issue remains that this type of development is out of keeping with the character of the area, and this application has failed to demonstrate how it could be delivered in an acceptable fashion. 

Reason for refusal 1 related to the tandem form of development which was not considered to respect the character of the area.  While the proposed house is smaller than the refused scheme officers still consider that the backland development would be out of keeping with the character of the area and would set an undesirable precedent for backland development. 

In summary, therefore, the tandem form of development proposed here does not respect the character of the existing residential development thereby fails to make a positive contribution to the character of the area, and does not conform with Paragraph 64 of the NPPF, Policy CS7 (Design and the Public Realm) of the Core Strategy (2008) and Policy DM11 (Development of Private Residential Gardens) of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012).

(ii) Neighbour and Occupant Amenity
The proposed building would be 9m wide by 7m and have an eaves height of 2.5m and ridge height of 5m. The building would be set off the boundary with No. 126 by 6m, with No. 129 Armour Road by 3m and No. 127 Armour Road by between 7.5m and 8.5m. 

Reason for refusal 2 related to the overbearing nature of the proposal.  The proposed 5 metres high bungalow would be 2 metres shorter to the ridge than the previously proposed bungalow. It could be argued that the structure is just 1 metre higher than would be permitted for an outbuilding associated with 126 Westwood Road. However, officers consider that the combination of the additional height and the activities associated with a dwelling in this location would still have an unacceptable overbearing impact on the outlook of and would cause disturbance to a number of neighbouring properties. Reason for refusal 2 has not been overcome. 
Reason for refusal 3 related to potential loss of privacy.  The proposed dwelling has no windows above ground floor or rooflights proposed in the roof so the potential for overlooking and loss of privacy is reduced.  Windows to habitable rooms would overlook the boundaries with 127, 129 & 131 Armour Road and 124 Westwood Road. However, in each case the neighbouring properties have reasonably large rear gardens so the potential for loss of privacy from views from these windows is not considered to be significant. Also, while officers feel the activity associated with a new dwelling could lead to disturbance for a number of neighbours the use of the garden area by new occupants would be no worse than if occupants of 126 Westwood Road were using the garden.  Therefore loss of privacy is no longer a reason for refusal. 
Reason 4 related to noise and disturbance to neighbours from vehicles accessing the site.  The dwelling would be served by the recently fenced off driveway. Whilst only serving one unit, coming and goings from the dwelling, creating general noise and disturbance, would be of detriment to the amenity of adjoining residential occupiers, particularly as part of the driveway appears to be made up of stone/gravel. The development would therefore be contrary to Policies DM4 (Safeguarding Amenity) and DM11 (Development of Private Residential Gardens) of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012).

Despite being smaller than surrounding residential gardens, the overall level of garden provision is considered to afford adequate functional amenity space for the occupants. 
The proposed room sizes for the dwelling are considered to be appropriate. 

(iii) Transport

The application site is served by a driveway. Subject to a condition to widen it, there is no objection to the access itself (albeit that No. 126 appears to have lost its access since the sites were partitioned) and adequate visibility is provided. The plans show the driveway is adequate to serve the dwelling in terms of its width.

Two parking spaces are proposed, including one in a garage. The dimensions do not confirm to standards and the garage would therefore not be included in calculating the parking to serve the dwelling, although it is recognised that a second parking space would be possible on site. Subject to revised plans or a condition requiring the second space to be shown, there is no objection on the basis of parking provision for the site. The existing house retains parking to the frontage, albeit there is now no dropped crossing to access Westwood Road. 

(iv) Trees, Landscaping and Ecology

Concerns were raised about the retention and protection of trees on and adjacent to the site but officers are satisfied that were permission to be granted these could be adequately protected by virtue of TPO legislation and planning conditions.   
Reason 5 related to the fragmentation of blocks of gardens and the impact on ecology. Although now largely cleared and fenced off, the site formed part of a garden which was one of a block of large gardens forming part of the wider green network, identified as important for wildlife by the Council’s Ecologist. The tandem development would result in a permanent fragmentation of the blocks of gardens, detrimentally impacting upon the contribution the site makes to biodiversity and the green network, contrary to policy CS36 and DM11. This would remain a reason for refusal for the proposed bungalow. 

(v) Section 106 contributions

Under Policy DM6 of the SDPD the proposal would trigger the requirement for a contribution towards affordable housing. Contributions would be sought in accordance with the Council's adopted policies and s106 SPG, assessed against the CIL Regulations, to offset these impacts and make the development acceptable in planning terms. 
· 10% equivalent of housing to be provided off site as affordable housing (£17,000).

The applicant has submitted an affordable housing statement to justify a contribution of £17,000.  However, a Legal Agreement has not been completed, and no Unilateral Undertaking has been submitted; therefore a further reason for refusal relating to failure to complete a legal agreement is recommended. 
However, in the light of the Court of Appeal judgement against the Council’s case to seek affordable housing on sites with less than 10 dwellings it may transpire that while still a policy requirement it may be outweighed by the Ministerial Statement. Should the decision be appealed, the status of this reason for refusal can be reconsidered then.   

(vi) Other issues:

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.  There is no indication that any a protected characteristics may be detrimentally affected were the proposal to be approved and the development built out. 
The Council has acted positively and proactively in this planning application by dealing with the application expeditiously. 
(vii) Conclusion

The tandem form of development proposed is out of keeping with, and does not respect the character of, the existing residential development in the area, thereby failing to make a positive contribution to the area, contrary to Paragraph 64 of the NPPF, Policy CS7 (Design and the Public Realm) of the Core Strategy (2008) and Policy DM11 (Development of Private Residential Gardens) of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012).

The development would result in an unacceptable overbearing impact to surrounding residential properties, to the detriment of the residential amenity of the occupiers of these units, contrary to Policies DM4 (Safeguarding Amenity) and DM11 (Development of Private Residential Gardens) of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012).

The development would result in an unacceptable level of noise and disturbance to adjoining residential properties, to the detriment of the residential amenity of the occupiers of these units, contrary to Policies DM4 (Safeguarding Amenity) and DM11 (Development of Private Residential Gardens) of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012).

The tandem development would result in a permanent fragmentation of the blocks of gardens, detrimentally impacting upon the contribution the site makes to biodiversity and the green network, contrary to policy DM11 (Development of Private Residential Gardens) of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012).

In the absence of a completed legal agreement for the appropriate provision of contributions towards affordable housing the application is contrary to policy DM6 (Affordable Housing) of the Reading Borough Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012 amended 2015) and the Council's Supplementary Planning Documents, “Affordable Housing” (2013).  
Recommendation:

Refuse consent. 
