DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT

Ward: Church

App Nos: 152016/FUL
Address: 51 Cressingham Road, Reading, RG2 7RX
Proposals: Demolition of existing house & garage. Erection of 4 new dwellings.
Case Officer: Steve Vigar
Applicant: Morningwood Developments Ltd
Date received (valid from): 20 November 2015

Target Decision date: 15 January 2016


1.
INTRODUCTION

The site is located at the corner of Cressingham Road and Birdhill Avenue within a suburban location to the south east of the town centre.
The site is characterised by its sloping nature, with the predominant slope being on a north east-south west alignment, reflecting local topography, but with a number of different man-made levels also present. The house is sited centrally within the plot and until recently was screened by large trees and vegetation, much of which has now been cleared.
The existing house is a mid-twentieth century dormer bungalow in an arts and crafts style with large, distinctive chimneys, steeply pitched roofs and low eaves with an arched porch and leaded ‘Crittal’ windows. A bungalow of a similar character exists adjacent to the site to the south at 53 Cressingham Road.
The site contains one TPO pine tree at the north east corner.
2.
PROPOSAL AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Full planning permission is sought for the demolition of the existing house and its replacement with four, two-storey semi-detached three-bedroom houses.
A new vehicle and pedestrian access is proposed, located centrally on the western edge of the site to replace the existing off-centre access. A second vehicle access is proposed from Birdhill Avenue serving two parking spaces to the rear of Plot 1.
The applicant has submitted revised plans to correct previous draughting errors on the elevation drawings. 

The applicant has also submitted revised drawings that involve a change in the siting of the dwellings and the formation of a second access onto Cressingham Road. The applicant has been advised that these would require a second round of consultation with neighbours and consultees and is beyond the scope of the current application, especially considering the unwillingness of the applicant to engage in pre-application discussions. It is therefore considered reasonable not to consider revised drawings that alter, rather than correct, the proposals under this current application.

Plans considered

3308/101 Site and Location Plan
3308/102A Existing Site Plan

3308/103 Existing Elevations

3308/104 Existing Plans

3308/200A Proposed Site Plan, dated October 2015, received 16 November 2015

3308/201A Proposed Ground Floor Plan, dated October 2015, received 16 November 2015
3308/202A Proposed First Floor Plans, dated October 2015, received 16 November 2015

3308/203A Proposed Elevations, dated October 2015, received 31 December 2015
3308/204 Proposed Side Elevations, dated October 2015, received 13 November 2015
3308/205A Proposed Contextual Street Elevation, dated October 2015, received 16 November 2015
3308/206A Proposed Contextual Street Elevation, dated October 2015, received 16 November 2015

3308/207 Tree Protection Plan, dated October 2015, received 16 November 2015

3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

90/0908/OA Outline application for ‘Domestic Dwelling’ – Refused. Related appeal APP/Q0315/A/91/181698/P8 dismissed 30 September 1991.
4.
CONSULTATIONS

The following were consulted and comments received as follows:

RBC Transport:

· Vehicular access to the site is currently gained from a dropped crossing located at the eastern boundary of the site, but this is to be relocated to the middle of the site in close proximity to an existing pedestrian refuge on Cressingham Road.  The pedestrian refuge should be illustrated on the site layout plan to ensure there is sufficient distance for vehicles to enter and leave the site from the proposed access point.  

· All proposals should comply with Reading Borough Council’s Design Guidance for Residential Accesses on to Classified Roads.  A visibility splay of 2.4m x 70m should be submitted from the proposed Cressingham Road access.
· The location and width of the proposed dropped crossings onto Cressingham Road and Birdhill Avenue should be illustrated on the submitted site plan as the full access arrangements have not been shown. However, the introduction of a new dropped crossing on Birdhill Avenue would result in the loss of a TPO tree.
· A designated footway into the site is not required.

· The proposed parking spaces for Plot 1 is fairly remote to the dwelling entrance.  This is likely to lead to residents parking close to the junction of Cressingham Road/Birdhill Avenue for convenience especially when unloading shopping/children from the car. Therefore, the parking spaces for Plot 1 should be relocated closer to the building entrance. 

· 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 would be required to provide a parking provision of 2 spaces per 3 and 4 bedroom dwelling equating to 8 parking spaces in total. 

· In order for the proposed garage to be included in the parking provision for the site, it is recommended that the internal dimensions are 7000mm long by 3000mm wide to allow easy access to/from each vehicle and sufficient storage to the rear to accommodate a bicycle. However, the internal dimension of 6000mm long by 3000mm is acceptable as separate cycle storage is provided within shed in the garden of each property. 

Suggested reasons for refusal if refused:
Insufficient information has been submitted with the planning application to enable the access and parking implications of the proposed development to be fully assessed. This could result in use of a use of a substandard access and/or on-street parking in close proximity to a junction with a classified road.  This would be in conflict with Core Strategy Policies CS20 and CS24, and Sites and Detailed Polices document Policy DM12.

RBC Environmental Health

We have concerns about potential noise, dust and bonfires associated with the construction (and demolition) of the proposed development and possible adverse impact on nearby residents (and businesses). 
Fires during construction and demolition can impact on air quality and cause harm to residential amenity. Burning of waste on site could be considered to be harmful to the aims of environmental sustainability. 

Recommended conditions 
Control of Noise and Dust – CMS to be submitted 
No development shall take place before a scheme has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, which specifies the provisions to be made for the control of noise and dust emanating from the site during the demolition and construction phase. Thereafter, the use shall not commence until the approved scheme has been fully implemented. 

Reason: To protect the occupants of nearby residential properties from noise and dust during the development of the site. 

Hours of Working – construction and demolition phase 
The hours of noisy construction, demolition and associated deliveries shall be restricted to the hours of 08:00hrs to 18:00hrs Mondays to Fridays, and 09:00hrs to 13:00hrs on Saturdays, and not at any time on Sundays and Bank or Statutory Holidays without prior approval from the Local Planning Authority. 

Reason: In the interests of the amenities of nearby residents. 
Bonfires 
No materials or green waste produced as a result of the clearance of the site, demolition works or construction works associated with the development hereby approved shall be burnt on site. 

Reason: In the interests of air quality, the amenity of neighbours, and to promote more sustainable approaches to waste management in accordance with Policies CS34 (Pollution and Water Resources) and CS2 (Waste Minimisation) of the Reading Borough LDF Core Strategy 2008 

Recommended Informatives 
For further information about construction and demolition nuisance law the applicant is referred to: 

http://www.reading.gov.uk/article/2563/Construction--Demolition
Berkshire Archaeology

There are potential issues regarding the proposals at 51 Cressingham Road as the site is located within an area of archaeological potential. To the south a feature interpreted as either a Bronze Age disc barrow or an Iron Age mini hillfort was levelled during construction of housing during the early 20th century. Fragments of a Romano-British urn are recorded under 100m to the east and Iron Age and Roman ditches and pits were recorded during investigations at 29 Cressingham Road.
Although the existing building is likely to have impacted archaeological remains in some parts of the site there remains the potential for similar remains to survive. Therefore I recommend that a condition requiring approval of a written scheme of archaeological investigation is attached to any planning permission granted, to mitigate the impact of the development, as follows:

Condition:

No development shall take place within the site until the applicant, or their agents or

their successors in title, has secured and implemented a programme of

archaeological work (which may comprise more than one phase of work) in

accordance with a written scheme of investigation, which has been submitted to and

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall only take

place in accordance with the detailed scheme approved pursuant to this condition.

Reason:  To ensure that any archaeological remains within the site are adequately

investigated and recorded or preserved in situ in the interest of protecting the

archaeological heritage of the borough.
RBC Natural Environment 

The majority of the trees have already been removed from site, leaving only one mature tree, which has become very prominent on the Birdhill Avenue frontage since the adjacent Monterey Cypress has been felled.  The Scots Pine tree, which is now subject to Tree Preservation Order 26/15 provides an important amenity of value locally and should be retained and incorporated into the layout.  However, the proposed car parking spaces at the end of Plot 1 would require the removal of this tree.  Since there is space to relocate the car parking spaces, it is considered to be unnecessary to remove a mature tree which now provides a greater public amenity value than it did prior to the adjacent tree removal works and will continue to provide value in the future.  Birdhill Avenue is a priority location for street tree retention and reinforcement in the Reading Tree Strategy and since the Pine tree provides an important amenity to the street its retention should be prioritised.

Regardless of the importance of the TPO Pine tree, it seems unlikely that the occupants of Plot 1 would use the spaces at the rear of the garden when there appears to be sufficient room on the frontage to incorporate at least one space.  It would therefore be prudent to relocate at least one space and ensure that any remaining spaces are located outside of the Pines Root Protection Area to negate the need for special construction measures.  Sizeable front gardens are to be encouraged, particularly when they are soft landscaped.  However, if it is likely they are ultimately going to be laid to hard surfacing once the occupant no longer wishes to use the rear garden/back door to enter the house, it would be better to determine this now and allow for the retention of the TPO Pine tree, particularly given the number of other mature trees felled on site.  

I note the submission of the tree protection plan.  It is generally acceptable but will need to be amended to allow for the protection of the TPO Pine as well as demonstrate a secondary position for when the no-dig car parking is installed.  It is not acceptable to merely remove the fencing; it must be retained and set back.  A secondary position must therefore be shown on plans.  

A landscape plan is required on condition along with implementation and aftercare details.  Species should be wildlife friendly.

Service routes are also required in order to ensure they do not conflict with soft landscaping.

Mammal gaps must be provided in close board fencing towards the rear boundaries adjacent to the existing vegetation.

RBC Ecologist 
The bat survey has been undertaken to an appropriate standard and concludes that the risk of bats being present is minimal.  As such, subject to the following conditions, there are no objections to this application on ecology grounds:

Condition 1:  No works or development shall take place until full details of both hard and soft landscape proposals have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. Landscape details shall include:

•             Planting plans

•             Written specifications (including cultivation and other operations associated with plant and grass establishment)

•             Schedules of plants and trees, to include large canopy, native and wildlife friendly species, and species likely to prove adaptable to climate change, noting species, planting sizes and proposed numbers / densities,

•             Details of tree pits

•             Details of sustainable drainage and irrigation systems such as rain gardens, and temporary pools and swales

•             Implementation timetables

•             Biodiversity enhancements, including integral bird nesting and bat roosting opportunities on and around the new buildings

•             Specifications for fencing demonstrating how hedgehogs and other wildlife will be able to continue to travel across the site (e.g. fences slightly raised above ground level or small gaps under close boarded fences)

•             Above and below ground service routes (ensuring they do not conflict with new or existing planting)

•             Permeable hard surfaces

Reason: To ensure the provision of amenity, and biodiversity enhancements, afforded by appropriate landscape design and to comply with Reading’s Core Strategy and paragraphs 1, 99 and 109 of the NPPF
Condition 2: All hard and soft landscape works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and to a reasonable standard in accordance with the relevant recommendations of appropriate British Standards or other recognised Codes of Good Practice. The works shall be carried out prior to the occupation of any part of the development or in accordance with the timetable agreed with the Local Planning Authority. Any trees or plants that, within a period of five years after planting, are removed, die or become, in the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, seriously damaged or defective, shall be replaced as soon as is reasonably practicable with others of species, size and number as originally approved, unless the Local Planning Authority gives its written consent to any variation. 

Reason: To ensure the provision of amenity, and biodiversity enhancements, afforded by appropriate landscape design and to comply with Core Strategy Policy CS36, and paragraphs 1, 99 and 109 of the NPPF

Condition 3:  All areas of hedges, scrub or similar vegetation where birds may nest which are to be removed as part of the development, are to be cleared outside the bird-nesting season (March - August inclusive) or if clearance during the bird-nesting season cannot reasonably be avoided, a suitably qualified ecologist will check the areas to be removed immediately prior to clearance and advise whether nesting birds are present.  If active nests are recorded, no vegetation clearance or other works that may disturb active nests shall proceed until all young have fledged the nest. 

Reason:  To ensure that wildlife is not adversely affected by the proposed development in line with Policy CS36 of the core strategy and wildlife legislation.

RBC Valuer
Advises that the scheme is capable of providing a substantial Affordable Housing contribution in accordance with Policy DM6.

The following addresses were consulted by letter.
81 Birdhill Avenue, Reading, Berkshire, RG2 7JU

68 Cressingham Road, Reading, RG2 7JR

93 Birdhill Avenue, Reading, Berkshire, RG2 7JU

68A Cressingham Road, Reading, Berks, RG2 7JR

1 Birdhill Avenue, Reading

47 Cressingham Road, Reading

70 Cressingham Road, Reading, RG2 7JS

72 Cressingham Road, Reading, RG2 7JS

74 Cressingham Road, Reading, RG2 7JS

47a Cressingham Road, Reading, RG2 7RU

85 Birdhill Avenue, Reading, RG2 7JU

53 Cressingham Road, Reading, RG2 7RX

Four letters of representation have been received - summarised as follows:

· A list of discrepancies within the application, including inconsistent elevations, inaccurate land levels and a failure to accurately plot neighbouring buildings.
· The proposed retaining wall on the boundary with 53 Cressingham Road would be up to 3m above the floor level of number 53 and overbearing.
· There is no indication of the trees that would need to be removed to for the building of Plot 4.

· The rooms in the houses would be too small.

· The lack of a garage is unacceptable.

· The proposal is out of keeping with the area.

· Living rooms are on the north side – little benefit from the sun.

· A  large Beech tree has been lost within the site and will not be replaced on the smaller plots proposed. Loss of vegetation is taking away the rural nature of the area making it more urban and less pleasant.

· The entrance to the parking area to the rear of Plot 1 is not shown.

· Cressingham Road is not currently wide enough to accommodate future traffic increases and cyclists. 

· The scale & proportion is entirely out of character with the area. The properties along Cressingham Rd are characterised by large plots with a large spacing between them. The proposed development would significantly alter the fabric of the area & amount to serious 'cramming' in what is a low density area. 
· The size of the individual gardens would be very small compared with neighbouring properties. 
· The style & proportion would cause the proposed development to stand out particularly as the properties neighbouring are both bungalows. 
· There will be a considerable loss of privacy for 93 Birdhill which is presently overlooked by two first storey windows which will increase to ten should the development go ahead. Some privacy has already been lost following removal of some of the trees & hedging close to the border of the two properties.

· We strongly object to the proposed car parking area to the rear of plot 1. The subsequent loss of hedging & the construction of access to the area will also have a big impact on 93 Birdhill with loss of privacy & alteration to its front aspect. It will also affect the character of Birdhill Avenue especially as the largest tree, a Monterey Cyprus, has already been removed.

· It also appears that further trees outside of the boundaries of no.51 bordering Birdhill will need to be removed to allow access to this car park, again altering the green aspect of what is supposed to be a tree lined avenue.

· Nice design of houses, my only comment would be the parking at the rear of the property nearest Birdhill Ave entrance. This parking area seems a bit odd having this at the rear of the property. Believe there is room at the front of the property. The reason I raise this is with regards to road traffic coming into Birdhill Ave could be impacted if cars are wishing to come into the rear of the first property. In hazardous conditions its best to keep this part of the carriageway clear without cars trying to turn into a garden just as you come into the main entrance to Birdhill Ave. Could the parking for this property therefore be moved to the front of the property?
· My general worry is the parking. If there is going to be 3 x 3 bed and a 4 bed, most houses now have at least 2 cars. That makes 8 cars. Also with a lot of houses rented out in the area that normally means even more cars. Where will they all park. Birdhill Ave all ready has a parking problem and there isn't any parking on Cressingham Road. If they have visitors there will be no where for them to park. I am not sure if the double yellow lines are going ahead on Birdhill Ave. If not I think there should be a parking ban put in place when you drive into the Ave, when the houses are being built. When cars/vans are parked on one side it makes it very dangerous for cars coming into and out off the Ave using the same lane.

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)

CS33 (Protection and Enhancement of the Historic Environment)

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 and Appearance
The immediate area is characterised by detached buildings in spacious plots. The corner of Birdhill Avenue is particularly spacious with the large corner plots of 47 and 51 Cressingham Road appearing relatively undeveloped and characterised by outdoor space and vegetation. This currently provides an attractive and distinctive entrance to Birdhill Avenue. The Inspector for previous appeal PP/Q0315/A/91/181698/P8 stated that “the immediate vicinity of the appeal site is characterised by older style bungalows in spacious plots, which is continued into Birdhill Avenue.” And found that the existing gardens “form an attractive feature in this part of Cressingham Road.
It is considered that the proposed houses would contrast sharply with the established character. The proposed houses would extend the full width of the site and would appear very prominent within the Cressingham Road streetscene due to their increased height and massing when compared to the existing house. This would be accentuated by the elevated position relative to the road and result in an uncharacteristic and visually harmful form of development. This harm would also occur when viewed from Birdhill Avenue for similar reasons and also because proposed Plot 1 extends well beyond the Birdhill Avenue building line (the existing house by comparison aligns with this in an apparently deliberate manner). 

It is considered that the harmful effect on the existing spacious and vegetated character would be accentuated by the layout which would allow little room for meaningful landscaping.

The proposed parking area to the rear would result in loss of garden and vegetation and introduce hard surfacing and vehicles, which would be a marked change from the existing character described above. In combination with the concerns set out above regarding the excessive amount of development, the need to provide additional parking in this way is a strong indication that the proposal would be an overdevelopment of the site. 

The parking spaces would also result in loss of the TPO Scots Pine tree which is distinctive in the streetscene and visually attractive. It is considered worthy of retention and its loss would result in significant harm to the visual amenity and character of the area.
The existing house has a distinctive character in terms of its proportions, form and detailing. Whilst is may not be appropriate to resist its replacement per se, Policy CS7 supports a replacement of a similar quality that reinforces local distinctiveness. By comparison the current houses lack the same distinctive qualities and appear plain and lacking in visual interest.

On this basis it is considered that the scale, layout, appearance, access 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.

Effect on Residential Amenity

It is considered that the house on proposed Plot 4 would be overbearing on the side and rear windows and rear garden area of number 53 Cressingham Road due to the height and mass of the building and its proximity to the boundary in combination with its siting, set back relative to the rear of the neighbouring house. This harmful effect would be heightened by the significant difference in levels between the site and the neighbouring land. Side windows could also result in a perception of overlooking due to the difference in ground levels between the site and neighbour.

Whilst some additional overlooking would occur to 93 Birdhill to the rear, this would be at a distance of more than 20 metres to the boundary with the rear garden and also the flank wall of no. 93, thereby meeting the minimum privacy distance in Policy DM4. The vegetation on the boundary would also help to mitigate any overlooking between the sites. 
Transport
The comments of the Council’s Transport Development Control Officer are set out in section 4 above. Based on these it is considered that further detail on the access arrangements are required to ensure that highway safety is not compromised. Also, given the concerns regarding the rear parking area, it has not been demonstrated that sufficient parking could be provided for the number of dwelling proposed within a revised layout which omits the rear parking area. On this basis the current proposal is contrary to Policies CS7, CS20 CS24, CS38, DM11 and DM12. 

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 £80,500.
The applicant has stated that the proposal cannot provide any affordable housing due to viability considerations and has provided an open-book viability assessment seeking to demonstrate this.


However the Council’s Valuer, having read the open-book viability assessment, advises that the scheme can afford to deliver a substantial DM6 contribution.  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.
Archaeology
The comments of Berkshire Archaeology (Section 4 above) are considered to be reasonable and a suitable archaeological investigation could be secured by condition. In accordance with Policy CS33. 
Environmental Protection

The comments in Section 4 relate to the construction phase and could be suitably controlled by appropriate conditions. In accordance with Policies CS34 and DM4.
Ecology

The proposals are considered to be acceptable based on the comments of the Council’s Ecologist as set out in Section 4 above – subject to the recommended conditions.

Trees

The concerns over the loss of trees are addressed in the Character and Appearance paragraphs and in the Natural Environment Officer comments in Section 4 above. The proposal is considered to be contrary to Policy CS38 due to the harm arising from the loss of the TPO Scots Pine
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.
7. CONCLUSION
The proposed development would be harmful to the character and appearance of the area, including the loss of a protected tree. It would also harm the amenity of neighbours for the reasons set out above. 
The proposal fails to demonstrate that sufficient parking could be provided in a manner which would maintain highway safety and preserve the character of the area. 

The proposal does not make appropriate contributions towards affordable housing.
8. RECOMMENDATION 
Refuse Full Planning Permission
Reasons 
1. The proposed dwellings, by reason of their height, massing and excessive plot coverage would result in a cramped and visually dominant arrangement of buildings that would fail to preserve the spacious, vegetated character of the site, which currently contributes positively to the visual amenity of the street.  For this reason the proposal would represent an overdevelopment of the plot, harmful to the character and appearance of the area and contrary to Policies CS7 and CS15 of the Reading Borough LDF Core Strategy 2008 (altered 2015) and Policy DM11 of the Reading Borough Sites and Detailed Policies Document 2012 (altered 2015). 

2. The proposed dwellings fail to display a quality of architectural detailing that reflects the distinctive qualities of the existing building and would therefore fail to preserve or enhance local distinctiveness, harmful to the character of the area and contrary to Policy CS7 of the Reading Borough LDF Core Strategy 2008 (altered 2015) and Policy DM11 of the Reading Borough Sites and Detailed Policies Document 2012 (altered 2015). 

3. The proposed house on Plot 4 by reason of its height, massing and elevated position in close proximity to the site boundary would result in an overbearing effect on the house and garden of 53 Cressingham Road with consequent harm to the amenity of occupiers of that dwelling. As such the proposal is contrary to Policy CS15 of the Reading Borough LDF Core Strategy 2008 (altered 2015) and Policies DM4 and DM11 of the Reading Borough Sites and Detailed Policies Document 2012 (altered 2015).
4. The proposed development would result in the loss of a tree subject to a Tree Preservation Order that currently contributes positively to the visual amenity of the area with consequent harm to the character of the area. As such the proposal is contrary to Policy CS38 of the Reading Borough LDF Core Strategy 2008 (altered 2015) and Policy DM11 of the Reading Borough Sites and Detailed Policies Document 2012 (altered 2015). 

5. Insufficient information has been submitted with the application to demonstrate that the access and parking would be acceptable and could be provided without the use of a substandard access and/or on-street parking in close proximity to a junction with a classified road and also without harm to trees or other landscaped areas that contribute to the character of the site. Contrary to Policies CS7, CS20 CS24 and CS38 of the Reading Borough LDF Core Strategy 2008 (altered 2015), and Policies  DM11 and DM12 of the Sites and Detailed Policies Document 2012 (altered 2015). 

6. In the absence of a completed legal agreement to secure an acceptable contribution towards the provision of Affordable Housing, the proposal fails to contribute adequately to the housing needs of Reading Borough and the objective of creating mixed and balanced communities and as such is contrary to Policy DM6 (Affordable Housing) of the Reading Borough Sites and Detailed Policies Document 2012 (altered 2015), Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document (2013) and para. 50 of the NPPF.
Informatives
1. In the absence of any pre-application discussions the local planning has worked positively and proactively with the applicant at application stage to identify the main areas of concern and determine the application in a timely manner, within the statutory timescale. 

2. Refusal reason 6 relates to the failure to secure an appropriate contribution towards the provision of Affordable Housing within the Borough. This reason for refusal can be overcome, on submission of a new planning application, by entering into a legal agreement under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 which secures an appropriate contribution to the satisfaction of the local planning authority. 


