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DELEGATED PLANNING APPLICATION REPORT

Ward: Tilehurst

App Ref: 231150/FUL
Address: 22 Norcot Road, Tilehurst, Reading, RG30 6BU
Proposals: Proposed two bedroom residential unit
Case Officer: Mr Anthony Scholes
Date received (valid from): 16 October 2023      Target Decision date: 16th Feb 2024 (Ext)


1.
SITE DESCRIPTION
Site visit date: 05/01/2024
Site visit photos: 
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The application site comprises a mix of uses with an active frontage for two shopfront units with dwelling above, as well as a single storey set of three dwellings to the rear (planning permission 141366). The site fronts Norcot Road, and is contained within the Tilehurst District Centre. To the rear of the site, is a hardstanding area containing parking associated with the existing dwellings, and an area of shabbiness which includes informal storage, and bins contained within the outline of an unapproved brick built structure. The structure would be removed as part of the proposal, though is not authorised, and therefore would need to be regularised through a retrospective application.
The site lies on the edge of the District Centre, and therefore the neighbouring properties differ in character. To the West, on land included in the centre, is a block of single storey garages accessed via Lemart Close. The site immediately adjoining the application site to the rear is operating as a Garage and car wash (A Certificate of Lawfulness was refused under ref 231165 - 20/12/2023). There is a  restaurant operating to the front of the site. The remaining neighbours, being outside of the District Centre, are residential properties, and are rear gardens of properties along Recreation Road and Norcot Road respectively. These are characterised by openness, trees or other vegetation, and contain only one small garden shed style structure.
The existing layout of the site is in conflict with the previously approved layout under application ref: 141366. The approved layout included a slightly differing arrangement of car parking, with the balance of the area to be designated as communal open space associated with the three one-bed dwellings which individually have limited private amenity space. They also rely on the area of the hardstanding for carparking and cycle storage (see extract of plans below).  
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Figure 1 - Extract of approved plans from 141366
2.
PROPOSAL AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION

The proposed development seeks permission for the erection of a single storey, two-bed dwelling within the area to the rear of the site. It would also, by virtue of the redline plan, override the original planning permissions arrangement of carparking, amenity space and cycle storage (the latter not implemented). The dwelling would be provided with a private garden to the side of the dwelling, and an individual carparking space. 
Plans considered

Dwg No. 22/NR/01 - Floor Plans and Elevations
Dwg No. 22/NR/02 - Site Block Plans
Dwg No. TQRQM21291144647614 – Location Plan

3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

	Application Reference
	Description
	Recommendation and date

	211719/CLP
	Certificate of Lawfulness for Proposed outbuilding
	Withdrawn 16/12/2021

	141366/FUL
	Demolition of part of existing shop and erection of a single
storey rear extension to create three one-bedroom apartments with
associated private gardens, parking and refuse store
	Approved 24/03/2015

	130800/FUl
	Demolition of part of existing shop storage, and erection of a single
storey rear extension with alterations to create three one-bedroom
apartments with associated private gardens, parking and refuse store
(Resubmission of 13/00302/FUL) (amended description)
	Withdrawn 03/10/2014

	130478/FUL
	Demolition of part of existing shop storage, and erection of a rear
extension with alterations to create three apartments (2x 1-bed, 1x
2-bed) with associated private gardens, parking and refuse store.
	Refused 24/05/2013

	120605/FUL
	Demolition of part of existing shop and storage and erection of a part
two storey and single storey rear extension to create 3 apartments (2x
1-bed, 1x 2-bed) with associated gardens, parking and refuse store.
	Application returned 24/01/2013

	110911/FUL
	Construction of 4 x 1-bedroom bungalows to the rear of 22 Norcot Road
with associated gardens, parking and refuse store.
	Refused 19/03/2012

	101869/FUL
	Construction of 4 x 2-bedroom flats to the rear of 22 Norcot Road
	Withdrawn 06/01/2011

	06-00407-OUT
	Detached 3 bedroom property (siting only)
	Withdrawn 15/05/2006

	05-01217-FUL
	Installation of a new external staircase to first floor flat. External
door to first floor flat. Blocking up of existing entrance.
	Approved 29/12/2005

	05-01218-OUT
	New development of 4 X 1-bed flats, 1 X 2 bed flat and parking
	Withdrawn 19/12/2005


4.
CONSULTATIONS

The following addresses were consulted by letter.

22 Norcot Road, Tilehurst, Reading, Berkshire, RG30 6BU

19 Recreation Road, Tilehurst, Reading, RG30 4UB

23 Recreation Road, Tilehurst, Reading, RG30 4UB

25 Recreation Road, Tilehurst, Reading, RG30 4UB

20a Norcot Road, Tilehurst, Reading, RG30 6BU

20b Norcot Road, Tilehurst, Reading, RG30 6BU

24a Norcot Road, Tilehurst, Reading, RG30 6BU

24b Norcot Road, Tilehurst, Reading, RG30 6BU

22A Norcot Road, Tilehurst, Reading, Berkshire, RG30 6BU

20 Norcot Road, Tilehurst, Reading, RG30 6BU

No Letters of representation have been received.
Transport Response

Revised comments from RBC transport officers have been received as of 21 December 2023. 

It appears the approved layout is very different to what was implemented on site.  Transport comments from app 141366 stated that the proposed provision of 1 No parking space for each of the proposed apartments and 2 No parking spaces for the existing 3 bedroom flat above the shop would be acceptable.  It is a tricky one as it is clear that the existing residential units have been using 7 spaces to the rear. 

The NPPF states that “Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe.”  On balance, I don’t think we could support a refusal reason on parking grounds based on a shortfall of 0.5 spaces.  However they need to address the loss of cycle parking associated with the existing residential units and provide additional provision for the proposed unit.
Waste Services

Response received from Waste Services on 26 October 2023 stating: No objections - the residents will be required to present bins on the public highway ( front of the property)  for collection and the bins returned to the storage area after collection. 
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.

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 and Guidance
National Planning Policy Framework 

National Planning Practice Guidance

Reading Borough Local Plan (2019)

CC1: PRESUMPTION IN FAVOUR OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

CC2: SUSTAINABLE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION 

CC3: ADAPTATION TO CLIMATE CHANGE 

CC5: WASTE MINIMISATION AND STORAGE 

CC6: ACCESSIBILITY AND THE INTENSITY OF DEVELOPMENT 

CC7: DESIGN AND THE PUBLIC REALM 

CC8: SAFEGUARDING AMENITY 

EN12: BIODIVERSITY AND THE GREEN NETWORK 

EN15: AIR QUALITY 

EN16: POLLUTION AND WATER RESOURCES 

H1: PROVISION OF HOUSING 

H2: DENSITY AND MIX 

H3: AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

H5: STANDARDS FOR NEW HOUSING 

H10: PRIVATE AND COMMUNAL OUTDOOR SPACE 

H11: DEVELOPMENT OF PRIVATE RESIDENTIAL GARDENS 

TR1: ACHIEVING THE TRANSPORT STRATEGY 

TR3: ACCESS, TRAFFIC AND HIGHWAY-RELATED MATTERS 

TR5: CAR AND CYCLE PARKING AND ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGING 

SPD
Affordable Housing (2021)

Revised Parking Standards and Design (2011)

Planning Obligations Under S106 (2015)

Sustainable Design and Construction (2019)

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.
APPRAISAL 
Principle
The NPPF encourages the efficient use of land, and states (p.123): Planning policies and decisions should promote an effective use of land in meeting the need for homes and other uses, while safeguarding and improving the environment and ensuring safe and healthy living conditions. Strategic policies should set out a clear strategy for accommodating objectively assessed needs, in a way that makes as much use as possible of previously-developed or ‘brownfield’ land. 

Brownfield land is defined within the NPPF as (Previously Developed Land): Land which is or was occupied by a permanent structure, including the curtilage of the developed land (although it should not be assumed that the whole of the curtilage should be developed) and any associated fixed surface infrastructure. This excludes: land that is or was last occupied by agricultural or forestry buildings; land that has been developed for minerals extraction or waste disposal by landfill, where provision for restoration has been made through development management procedures; land in built-up areas such as residential gardens, parks, recreation grounds and allotments; and land that was previously developed but where the remains of the permanent structure or fixed surface structure have blended into the landscape.
The subject plot in question is the previous curtilage of a residential dwelling, albeit now forming a mixed use development, and as such, the proposed site could be considered ‘previously developed land’. Though, as per the above definition, it should not be assumed that the whole of the curtilage should be developed.
The Reading Local Plan (2019) provides a framework for the delivery of development within the Borough over the plan period. This includes provision of 689 homes per annum (on average). This includes a shortfall of 230 dwellings, however, the Local Plan (2019) and associated polices were adopted with full knowledge of this shortfall. The provision of new development on ‘windfall sites’ can be considered, and the benefits of this supply is considered positive though is generic to any proposal for new housing, and as such it given appropriate weight. 

The proposed development would be located entirely within, and over the area of the site previously indicated as ‘amenity for all accommodation’ associated with the previously approved development (141366). The proposal would therefore seek to re-configure the site to remove the communal amenity space previously permitted. Notwithstanding the fact that the amenity space is currently in a poor state (see left photo above). The principle of development for residential over this area is considered inappropriate.  The unacceptability of the proposal is assessed against a number of policies as follows.
Design and Character

The Reading Local Plan (2019) includes a number of policies relating the design and location of dwellings. Specifically: CC7 (Design and the Public Realm), H2 (Density and Mix), H11 (Development of private residential gardens). 
Policy H2 relates to general location, accessibility, density and housing mix matters. Where policy CC7 requires that “all development must be of high design quality that maintains and enhances the character and appearance of the area of Reading in which it is located. The various components of development form …”

In addition Policy H11: Development of Private Residential Gardens requires that (all development):
1) It makes a positive contribution to the character of the area; 

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

3) The proposal has a suitable access; 

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

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

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

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

8) There is no adverse impact on biodiversity, and 

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

The subject site is located on the edge of the district centre. The site does contain three single storey attached dwellings, which extend well into the plot, though to a similar distance to the adjoining non-residential structures which form part of the district centre. Other surrounding sites are residential in nature. These residential properties are predominantly semi-detached properties with minimal gapping and contain generous gardens with as much as 45m of depth. Beyond the district centre, outbuildings within gardens are present, but are predominantly small scale and ancilliary in use. The proposed dwelling, due to its location to the rear of no.22 Norcot Road, would form unacceptable tandem development that is well beyond the scale of any existing set of buildings within the area. 
However, as the remainder of this appraisal shall demonstrate, the proposal would also fail to meet a number of the Policy H11 criteria, in particular elements 1), 2), 4) and 5).

The proposal, by virtue of its location, and proximity to boundaries would fail to make a positive contribution to the character of the area. Specifically, the layout and relationship (as mentioned above) would provide a poor relationship to existing buildings and spaces. The layout would not integrate with the coverage of adjoining plots, and would fail to provide any space for appropriate landscaping, particularly at site boundaries. Overall, these number of failings in this regard highlight the unacceptable positioning of the proposed development.
Notwithstanding the concerns raised above, there are no concerns raised specifically in terms of the appearance of the proposals in themselves. Similarly, notwithstanding the issues raised in regard to the location of the building as a residential dwelling, its location is such that it would have no adverse effect on the visual amenities of the street scene. However, regardless of the low-set bungalow style design, the resultant dwelling would be fundamentally at odds with the layout, scale and form of the character of the area and prevailing pattern of development.
The proposal would result in unacceptable tandem development and, due to its uncharacteristic relationship with existing built form and spaces within the surrounding area and its proposed plot size, it would fail to respect the size and character of similar spaces in the vicinity, including garden areas. The proposal represents an overly intensive use of the site and due to the harm to the character and pattern of development of the surrounding area that would result, the proposal would not preserve or enhance the local character and would be contrary to the NPPF, Policies H11 and CC7 of the Reading Borough Local Plan.
Impact on existing amenity
Policy CC8 requires that developments do not cause a detrimental impact on the living conditions of existing residential properties or unacceptable living conditions for new residential properties in terms of the following: 

· Privacy and overlooking; 

· Access to sunlight and daylight; 

· Visual dominance and overbearing; 

· Harm to outlook; 

· Noise and disturbance; 

· Artificial lighting; 

· Vibration; 

· Dust and fumes; 

· Smell; 

· Crime and safety. 

Policy H10 states that houses will be provided with private outdoor space, which should be functional, and provide suitable areas for sitting-out areas, children’s play areas, home food production, green waste composting, refuse storage, general outdoor storage and drying space, and should “… not be compromised by the  relationship of other buildings which may be detrimental in terms of overlooking,  overbearing or overshadowing.” The supporting text of the policy states that houses should have private amenity space no less than the gross floor area of the dwelling. The applicants statement notes that the dwelling is provided with 63m2 of amenity space, with a 61m2 dwelling. Though, as measured on the plans, it appears the private amenity space is 5.41m x 8.35m which equates to 45m2. It is likely that a 45m2 private amenity space would be sufficient for the size of the dwelling proposed, however by virtue of the location, enclosure on all sides by close proximity of 2m high fencing, and the adjoining commercial buildings, cumulatively would have an overbearing impact on the enjoyment of this space by residents.
Considering the single storey nature of the proposed dwelling and the distance to neighbouring properties, it is not considered that there would be any adverse impacts on neighbouring properties in respect of light, privacy and visual dominance and overbearing impacts. Similarly, given the distance to neighbouring properties and nature of the proposed 2 bed unit, it is not considered it would result in any significant noise or disturbance to any nearby neighbouring property. 
The above mentioned policies also relates to the amenity of residents and the enjoyment of their gardens. In addition to the principle objections over the location of the proposal, the amenity of nearby residents, and the enjoyment of their rear gardens would be compromised by locating a new dwelling in close proximity of existing residential gardens.
With regard to noise and disturbance, should the application have otherwise been recommended for approval, conditions would have been required in respect of protecting neighbours during the construction period. A construction method statement would therefore also have been secured via condition and would have been required from a highway safety perspective too. 
Impact on amenity (proposed)

Policy CC8 also covers the suitability of a proposed dwelling for future occupants. Policy EN16 (Pollution and Water Resources) seeks to protect future occupiers from the impacts of pollution and Policy H10 (Private and Communal Outdoor Space) seeks that residential developments are provided with adequate private or communal outdoor amenity space.

The proposal would have a detrimental impact on the living conditions of future occupiers of the building. Given that the proposed bedroom and kitchen windows would be located immediately adjacent to the property boundary and very close to existing on and offsite trees, the amount of natural light received by these habitable rooms would be adversely affected. In addition, the lounge room and bedroom windows (north facing) would have direct view of the shared car parking area associated with both the proposed and existing dwellings. These windows are offered no defensible space resulting in poor outlook, lack of privacy, and noise associated with the use of car parking (particularly opening and closing of doors).
Furthermore, due to the location of the dwelling, there would be limited outlook over the private amenity space, which is also directly looking onto a 1.8m brick wall, with ~2m high outbuilding to the rear of the site, and within the adjoining commercial permises. Overall there would be an unacceptable sense of enclosure and confinement for future occupants whilst using the entire dwelling.

As discussed above Policy H10 all houses are to be provided with functional private amenity space. Whilst some private amenity space has been annotated on the proposed site plan, the space would be limited and not characteristic of those in surrounding plots (which are far more generous in size). The amenity space would thus be heavily constrained by the parking area as required by application 141366 (and the proposed amendments to that layout). Consequently, the proposals in any event would not allow for an attractive or enjoyable amenity area, and would be a similar size to  the adjacent 1-bedroom flats private rear amenity space, despite being a much larger 2-bed flat. 
Policy H5 sets out a number of standards that new build housing should be built to.  This includes that dwellings should meet the National Space Standards for their internal space. The proposed development would be 64m2. The proposal, by virtue of the bedroom sizes would be considered a 2-bed 4-person dwelling. Under the National Space Standards, a 2-bed 4-person dwelling over 1-storey should be 70m2. As such, the proposal would not provide sufficient internal space for the anticipated occupancy levels.
In light of the above the numerous individual shortfalls identified, when considered cumulatively, result in an overall conclusion that the quality of accommodation for future occupiers would be contrary to Policies CC8, H5, and H10 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019.
Transport Matters
As such, as the current proposal has not provided details of replacement cycle storage associated with the existing dwellings. Though this may be able to be conditioned should approval be recommended, in this instance, it would form a reason for refusal in not demonstrating this provision.
Waste Services
Waste storage is proposed to be provided within an enclosure in the designated amenity area. Subject to presentation of bins to the highway this arrangement would be suitable.
Sustainability 
Policy CC3 Adaptation to Climate Change states that all development should demonstrate how they have been designed to incorporate measures to adapt to climate change. The supplementary planning document – Sustainable Design and Construction (2019) outlines the Standard Assessment Procedure requirement for minor residential developments.
Policy H5 sets the requirements for new housing, in particular, the proposal would be expected to be built to achieve a minimum of 19% improvement in the dwelling emission rate over the target emission rate, as defined in the 2013 Building Regulations.

The applicant has not demonstrated how the proposal would meet the above requirements. Though a condition could be applied should approval have been recommended. However, as refusal is recommended, this will form a reason for refusal.

Affordable Housing

The proposal seeks to create one additional unit through conversion and, therefore, a contribution towards off-site affordable housing provision is required as part of the application in accordance with Policy H3 of the Reading Borough Local Plan and the Affordable Housing SPD under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

The applicant stated they agreed in principle to enter into a legal agreement to secure a financial contribution and that valuations would be provided. Whilst this was one of the reasons planning application 201607/FUL was refused, no efforts have been made under the current application to provide any valuation documents to support this application.

However, as the proposal is not considered acceptable in other planning terms, the Council has not pursued the S106 legal agreement to secure the financial affordable housing provision. Consequently, this forms a further reason for refusal of the application.

An informative will specify that this reason for refusal could be overcome, in the context of an acceptable scheme in all other respects, by entering into a s106 or unilateral undertaking.

CIL

The proposal would be a Community Infrastructure Level (CIL) liable development. The applicant has provided the CIL Additional Information Form. If the scheme had been acceptable an informative would have been attached to advise the applicant of their responsibilities in this respect.
Conclusion

In weighing up the planning benefits of the proposal with regard to introduction of one additional unit to the housing stock within the borough, assisting the local plan targetagainst the dis-benefits of the scheme as detailed at length within the above sectionsit is considered that the identified harm of the introduction of a dwelling in the proposed location on both existing and proposed residents would significantly outweigh the benefits of the proposal. As such, the application is recommended for refusal.
RECOMMENDATION

Refuse
