


DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT - Application No.:  201558/OUT
Address: Reading Link Retail Park, Rose Kiln Lane, Reading
Proposal: Outline application for a drive-thru coffee shop of 189sqm and a new access at Reading Link Retail Park, Rose Kiln Lane (appearance, layout, scale and landscaping reserved for future consideration) 
Case officer: Ethne Humphreys
Determination Date: Originally 01/01/2021; EOT agreed 23/07/2021

Site Description and Surrounding Area: 
The application site is located on the western side of Rose Kiln Lane, to the north east of the Reading Link Retail Park building. To the north of the site is the Holy Brook and beyond that, residential development. To the south west of the site is an area of open space and to the south and east is the Rose Kiln Lane. The retail park is south of Reading Town Centre.

There are protected trees to the north of the site, along the Holy Brook, which is also a Local Wildlife Site. The site is within an Air Quality Management Area.

Whilst the site has historically (as considered under previous applications) been located with Flood Zones 2 and 3, this is no longer the case and the Environment Agency have updated their flood zone maps in this respect. Whilst the site itself is no longer within a Flood Zone, the Holy Brook to the north is within both Flood Zones 2 and 3. 

Proposal: 
Outline Planning permission is sought for a drive-thru coffee shop with access to be considered, with all other subsequent matters to be assessed at a later date through a reserved matters application. 

The coffee shop would be 189sqm2 and a new access is proposed from Rose Kiln Lane to serve the site. The proposals would incorporate internal and external seating areas.

Facilities for 6 cycle parking spaces are proposed, as are disabled parking spaces and planting is proposed along the Rose Kiln Lane frontage and along the Holy Brook. The introduction of pedestrian crossing points is also proposed. 

Plans Considered:
Drawing No: Location Plan RLRPRKL_PLN_101
Drawing No: Existing Block Plan RLRPRKL_PLN_104
Received 6th November 2020
Drawing No: Proposed Site Plan RLRPRKL_PLN_103 Rev B
Drawing No: Proposed Block Plan RLRPRL_PLN-102 Rev B
Received 3rd March 2021

Drawing No: Pedestrian Access 2009052 01 Rev A
Drawing No: Swept Path Analysis Starbucks Rigid Lorry 2009052 TK01 Rev A
Drawing No: Swept Path Analysis Starbucks Rigid Lorry 2009052 TK02 Rev A
Drawing No: Swept Path Analysis Access 2009052 TK03
Received 25th January 2021

Additional Information:
Design, Access and Planning Statement dated October 
Retail Sequential Test 
Transport Assessment
Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy Report 
Flooding Sequential and Exceptions Test 
Archaeological Desk-Based Impact Assessment 
Ecological Assessment
Received 6th November 2020

Tree Protection Plan, Implications Assessment and Method Statement 
Received 19th January 2021

Relevant Planning History:
181860/OUT Outline planning application for a drive-thru coffee shop, with all matters reserved apart from access. Refused and Dismissed at Appeal 20th April 2020

181169/OUT Outline application for a drive-thru coffee shop of 186sqm and a new access at Reading Link Retail Park, Rose Kiln Lane. Withdrawn

No pre-application advice was sought prior to the submission of this application. 

Consultation Responses:
Transport: Further to revised information, no objection subject to conditions and S278 Agreement.

Tree Officer: Further to revised information, no objection subject to conditions. 

Ecology: No objection subject to conditions. 

Berkshire Archaeology: No objection. 

Environment Agency: No comments received. 	

Environmental Protection: No objection subject to conditions.

Properties at Admirals Court, Rose Kiln House and the Reading Link Retail Park itself were consulted by letter and site notices were put up. 

3 letters of objection received summarised as below:

- lack of information submitted
- decrease in air quality 
- increase in noise/light pollution
- unknown opening and closing times
- increase in litter 
- impact on wildlife 
- increase in traffic/vehicle queuing 
- retail park visitors using residents/private parking 
- construction noise/traffic 
- conflict between vehicle users, pedestrians and cyclists/highway safety
- insufficient notification

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.

Relevant Planning Policy and Guidance
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'.  However, the NPPF does not change the statutory status of the development plan as the starting point for decision making (NPPF paragraph 12).

In this regard, the NPPF states that due weight should be given to the adopted policies of the Local Plan 2019 according to their degree of consistency with the NPPF (the closer the policies in the plan to the policies in the NPPF, the greater the weight that may be given).

Accordingly, the National Planning Policy Framework 2019 and the following development plan policies and supplementary planning guidance are relevant:

Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 
CC1	Presumotion in Favour of Sustainable Development
CC2	Sustainable Design and Construction
CC3 	Adaption to Climate Change
CC6	Accessibility and the Intensity of development
CC7	Design and the Public Realm
CC8	Safeguarding Amenity
CC9	Securing Infrastructure 
EN2	Areas of Archaeological Significance 
EN11	Waterspaces
EN12   Biodiversity and The Green Network
EN14   Trees, Hedges and Woodlands
EN15	Air Quality 
EN16	Pollution and Water Resources 
EN17:	Noise Generating Equipment
EN18 	Flooding and Drainage
RL1	Network and Hierarchy of Centres
RL2	Scale and Location of Retail, Leisure and Culture Development
RL5	Impact of Main Town Centre Uses
TR1	Achieving the Transport Strategy
TR3	Access, Traffic and Highway-Related Matters
TR5	Car and Cycle Parking and Electric Vehicle Parking

Supplementary Planning Guidance/Documents
SPD - Sustainable Design and Construction (2019)
SPD - Parking Standards and Design SPD (2011)

Appraisal

Principle
The proposed use is a town centre use in an edge of town centre location. The NPPF specifies that retail development should be located in line with a sequential approach, and that it should have no detrimental impact on the vitality and viability of existing centres. This is reiterated by Policy RL1. 

Application 181860 was refused for the following reason:

“The applicant has failed to demonstrate that there are no sequentially preferable sites available within the town centre, edge of centre or locations close to the town centre that would protect the vitality and viability of the town centre. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies CS25 (Scale and Location of Retail, Leisure and Culture Development) and CS26 (Network and Hierarchy of Centres) of the Reading Borough LDF Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy Framework 2018.”

As part of the appeal submission, a sequential test to site selection was provided. The sequential test considered the availability of premises within and on the edge of Reading Town Centre which would be capable of accommodating the proposal’s requirements. In the sequential assessment, this included sites within a defined search area, of between 0.13ha to 0.33ha and clearly seen and accessible from an A or B road. Outside of this range, the applicant considered that the sites would not be viable or would not meet the established needs of the operator and these sites have not been assessed. 

It was considered during the appeal the applicant provide suitable parameters for identifying alternatives sites that are consistent with the NNPF and PPG guidance as Reading Town Centre is the only town centre designated in the vicinity of the application site. It was also considered that the applicant suitably demonstrated a reasonable degree of flexibility in relation to its size and furthermore, given the nature of the use and requirement for passing traffic, the need to be clearly visible from an A or B road was accepted. 

Whilst the sequential test did not identify alternative sites in other neighbouring centres, it was considered that the emphasis in the NPPF is on the protection of Town Centres rather than smaller neighbourhood centres. 

The conclusion of the sequential site assessment was that there are no suitable and 
available sites that would meet the requirements of the developer as a consequence of 
either insufficient available floorspace, or a level of floorspace significantly in excess of 
that required or not visible from an A or B road (given the nature of the use). 

It was concluded by the Council during the course of the appeal that, further to the 
submission of the Sequential Test, the proposal would accord with Policy CS25 of the 
Core Strategy 2008 (now Policy RL2 of the Local Plan 2019) which advises that planning 
applications for main town centre uses in out-of-town centre or edge of town centre 
locations will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated there are no other 
sequentially preferable sites or premises. Furthermore, it was considered that there 
would not be any conflict with paragraph 24 of the Framework, and the proposal would 
also not conflict with paragraph 27 as the proposed development had satisfied the 
sequential test and would not be likely to have a significant adverse retail impact. 

As a consequence of the above, the Council withdrew its reason for refusal in respect of 
lack of sequential test, which was considered to have been satisfactorily overcome.

Further to the above, the same submission has been submitted as part of this application. 
In light of the above, it is considered that it remains that this has demonstrated that 
there are no alternative sites available within or on the edge of the Reading Town Centre. 

It is noted that the Planning Inspector for the appeal raised no concern in this respect and 
the appeal was not dismissed on these grounds. 

Retail Impact
The Council has adopted a threshold of 1,000 sqm in Policy RL5 for assessment of retail impact. The proposal relates to development of less than 1000 sqm, and, therefore, does not require an assessment of impact. There is therefore no policy objection to the proposed development in terms of impact (and as considered under application 181860).

Impact on Parking/Highways 
Application 181860 was refused for the following reasons:

RfR2) “Insufficient information has been submitted with the planning application to enable the highways, traffic and transportation implications of the proposed development to be fully assessed. From the information submitted, it is considered that the additional traffic likely to be generated by the proposal would adversely affect the safety and flow of users of the existing road network within Reading, contrary to Policies CS4, CS20 and CS22 of the Reading
Borough LDF Core Strategy 2008 (altered 2015) and Policy DM12 of the Sites and Detailed Polices Document 2012 (altered 2015).”

RfR3) “The proposed junction and access road is unsuitable, due to its substandard design to accommodate the traffic which would be generated by the proposed development and wider application site. This would have an adverse effect on road safety and the flow of traffic, in
conflict with Policy CS20 of the Reading Borough LDF Core Strategy and Policy DM12 of the Sites and Detailed Polices Document 2012 (altered 2015).” 

RfR4) “The applicant has not included adequate provision for waste collection facilities within the site in accordance with the requirements of Department for Transport / DCLG Document “The Manual for Streets”. The development if permitted would therefore be likely to lead to the stationing of waste collection vehicles on the access way causing an obstruction, the collection of waste on verges and carriageway and waste collection vehicles reversing onto or off of the highway to the detriment of public and highway safety contrary to Policy CS20 of the Reading Borough LDF Core Strategy and Policy DM12 of the Sites and Detailed Polices Document 2012 (altered 2015).”

RfR5) “The layout does not comply with the Local Planning Authority’s standards in respect of vehicle parking. This could result in on-street parking/reversing movements on A33 Rose Kiln Lane and the surrounding network, adversely affecting road safety and the flow of traffic, and in conflict with Core Strategy Policy CS24 of the Reading Borough LDF Core Strategy 2012 (altered 2015) and Policy DM12 of the Sites and Detailed Polices Document 2012 (altered 2015).”

And 

RfR6) “The proposed development does not comply with the Local Planning Authority’s standards in respect of footpath width and, as a result, is in conflict with Policy DM12 of the Sites and Detailed Polices Document 2012 (altered 2015).”

During the course of the appeal, RfR5 was considered to have been overcome by Council Transport Officers. Furthermore, the Planning Inspector disagreed with the Council in respect of RfR2. However, the Planning Inspector agreed with the Council’s concerns in respect of Reasons for Refusal 3, 4 and 6 and the appeal was dismissed on this basis. This current proposal seeks to overcome these reasons for refusal. 

Trip Generation
The applicant has not undertaken their own assessment of the TRICS database, but they have obtained a trip rate analysis for the same use from another site agreed within Reading Borough. This information has been reviewed and is considered acceptable.

The proposal will therefore generate an increase in trips as is illustrated in the below table taken from the TS.
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As has been the case when assessing other drive through facilities within Reading it is accepted that the proposed use would attract a mixture of the following:

· New Trips – These trips are new to the network and would not take place without the proposed development being in place;
· Transferred Trips – Trips diverted from a similar destination, generally nearby, some of these trips will already be present on the local highway network however other will not;
· Pass-by Trips – These trips represent traffic that is already passing the site, these trips simply divert in and re-join the network afterwards;
· Diverted Trips – These trips represent traffic passing nearby that diverts into the site, this traffic is already present on the network but the route it takes will vary; and,
· Linked Trips – These trips represent traffic that already enters the site for some other purpose and simply includes a trip to the new development as part of this. These trips have no impact on the study network.

In relation to this it has been accepted that the proposal will generate different trip types as identified in the following ratios:

· New Trips – 20%
· Pass-by Trips – 40%
· Linked Trips – 40%

Based on the above, the below table taken from the TS sets out the proposed increase in new trips to the site based on the development proposals.
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Based on the linked and diverted trips it is considered that the increased trip generation is not a material increase on the surrounding Highway Network. 

No junction assessments have been undertaken by the developer and this is as a result of the Planning Inspectors decision in relation to planning application 181860 who concluded that: 

“Modelling undertaken by the appellant demonstrates that there is sufficient capacity within the network to accommodate the proposal”. 

The previous modelling was undertaken for a new two-way access onto Rose Kiln Lane together with the analysis of additional vehicle movements through the existing access. As the vehicle flows will be exactly the same as the previously assessed application, which the Inspector found acceptable, the Highway Authority are happy that no further modelling work is required.

Access
The site is currently accessed from the A33 / Rose Kiln Lane signalised junction with the development proposing a new dedicated secondary access to the site which will also serve the wider retail units.

The site and the submitted plans have been reviewed and it is acknowledged that the site currently accommodates several pedestrian access points along Rose Kiln Lane and this is fully illustrated on the plans – and show that these access points/paths are sufficient to connect into the proposed zebra crossings located within the site. 

Pedestrian access is also currently provided to the rear of the car park over the Holy Brook through to Admirals Court – currently this access leads directly into the car park - but as part of the proposals a dedicated footpath is proposed between the Holy Brook bridge and the footway on Rose Kiln Lane. This would be an improvement over the current situation in terms of providing a dedicate route and the width of this path was agreed as part of the previous appeal. 

However, as previously stated the Planning Inspector for the previous proposal had additional concerns and these are detailed as follows: 

“24. As noted above, the appeal site can be accessed by a range of sustainable modes of travel, which include walking, cycling and public transport. The appeal site currently benefits from several pedestrian access points along Rose Kiln Lane, but also to the rear over the Holy Brook through to Admirals Court. The proposal would include the provision of a dedicated footpath between the Holy Brook bridge and the public footway on Rose Kiln Lane. Despite the restricted width of the footway, the proposal would in that particular regard constitute an improvement compared with the existing situation, by formalising a route to the public highway. That said, this footpath would not improve pedestrian access to the site itself, as people would in all likelihood have to negotiate their way across the drive-thru loop system.

25. By reason of the proposed changes to the site’s layout, it is unclear how pedestrians in particular would gain access to the proposed drive-thru.”

The revised plans now addressed this with a zebra crossing proposed to be provided between the proposed drive-thru and the pedestrian link to Admirals Court which the Council’s Transport Officer considers acceptable.  

The proposed vehicular access is located on Rose Kiln Lane which is classified as the A33 and will not only accommodate the number of primary trips assessed above but a proportion of reassigned trips from the existing access. As stated above the Planning Inspector was happy with the assessments undertaken for the previous planning application and given that this new access will be for entry only Transport Officers are satisfied that no further assessment is required.

The width of the access has been reduced to 3.5m and given that this is proposed as an entry only and tracking has been provided of a car accessing the site, Transport Officers are satisfied that this width complies with the necessary design and is therefore acceptable. 

To ensure that vehicles are not abusing the new entry only access the applicant proposes dragon teeth within the carriageway, which is considered acceptable.

Service vehicles are to be restricted from utilizing this access by the provision of a height barrier which would be 1.98m in height. This is considered acceptable given that submitted plans have identified that the proposed barrier will not detrimentally impact the adjacent new footway.

Parking
The proposal will incorporate 11 new parking spaces, consisting of 9 additional disabled parking spaces for the entire retail park, bringing the total parking provision to 319 spaces. This provision is the same as provided in the previous proposals and which was considered acceptable by the Inspector and is therefore accepted by the Highway Authority.

The Drive-Thru coffee shop also makes provision for six additional cycle parking spaces adjacent to the proposed building and this is acceptable.

The Reading Borough Council Local Plan requires 10% of new spaces to be electric charging points. Therefore, two electric charging points will be provided adjacent to the flank wall of the retail unit to the north west of the site. This is considered acceptable with detailed plans of the location to be secured by way of condition. 

Servicing
The servicing strategy has been based on deliveries to the coffee shop being undertaken in vehicles up to 11.30 metres in length, which has been accepted by the Council and is consistent with other applications for drive thru coffee and fast food restaurants at Forbury Retail Park and Worton Grange.

A dedicated delivery area will be provided to the side of the coffee shop as detailed on the proposed plans and this deemed acceptable. 

Due to the height restriction barrier at the new access on Rose Kiln Lane, all deliveries will be via the existing delivery yard to the north of the retail units. To access the car park and the coffee shop loading area, a secured gate which will be opened between the delivery area and the car park. The gate will only be opened on demand when a delivery vehicle for the coffee shop has parked up in the delivery area.  

It has been stated in the Transport Statement that the delivery vehicle will drive forward into the loading bay and once unloaded will reverse out of the loading bay and egress back through the delivery bay area. However, the submitted swept path analysis as shown on drawing 2009052-TK01 Rev A within Appendix G illustrates vehicles reversing into the loading bay. The proposal as per the submitted drawing has been reviewed by Transport Officers and is considered acceptable.  

Refuse vehicles will also access the coffee shop via the same route, while collecting waste from the rear of the retail units. The swept path analysis of a refuse vehicle is shown on drawing 2009052-TK02 Rev A.

Transport Officers are satisfied with the proposed servicing arrangements with the proposed gate/barrier between the existing servicing area and the car park now being illustrated on the submitted plans. It should be stated that the tracking diagram does illustrate a vehicle entering the car parking area travelling through the fence line and not utilizing the proposed gate; however, Transport Officers are satisfied that the vehicles tracked would be able to undertake this manoeuvre. Given that Transport Officers are satisfied that access can be secured, there are no Highway objections to the proposal and the previous reasons for refusal have bene overcome. Notwithstanding, full details of the proposed gate/barrier along with delivery times and any other management should be provided within a delivery / servicing management plan; however, it is considered that this can be dealt with by way of suitably worded conditions. 

Noting the pedestrian and vehicular access proposed which would require the applicant to enter into a S278 Agreement, it has been confirmed by the Council’s Legal Team that this can be dealt with by way of a suitably worded condition rather than requiring this to be secured via s106 legal agreement. 

Design Considerations and Impact on the Character of the Area
Policy CC7 requires that all development must be of high design quality that maintains and enhances the character and appearance of the area in which it is located. 

The application seeks outline permission only with only access to be considered, and therefore the visual impacts of the proposal cannot yet be fully assessed. However, it is considered that the proposed scale of the building as indicated would not result in a dominating or incongruous feature of the area and especially given the context of the existing wider retail park. Furthermore, it is considered that, given the scale of the proposal, this could be positioned comfortably without resulting in a cramped appearance or appearing as overdevelopment. 

Overall, the proposed appearance, including the detailing and materials to be used together with the landscaping of the site are reserved matters for consideration under a separate Reserved Matters application. It is considered, however, that a building with suitable form, architecture and detailing could be provided within the scale constraints proposed in the current application without undue harm to the character of the retail park or wider area – in compliance with Policy CC7.

It is noted that whilst application 181860 was refused and ultimately dismissed at appeal, there were no design related reasons for refusal and no concern raised by the Planning Inspector in this respect. 

An informative is recommended to advise that any signage would require separate planning permission and advertisement consent.

Impact on Neighbouring Properties and Future Occupiers
Provided the proposal is acceptable in other planning terms, the detailed assessment of the impact on neighbours and future occupiers from the proposed dwellings would be subject to a Reserved Matters application.  

Policy CC8 seeks to protect the amenity of existing and future occupiers and Policy EN16 seeks to protect and mitigate development from pollution. 

An indicative layout has been provided. Given the distance to neighbouring properties, with the intervening Rose Kiln Lane and Holy Brook, the proposals are not considered to result in any loss of light, privacy or overbearing effects to any neighbouring property. 

Concern has been raised in representation regarding the potential noise arising from the proposed use. It is considered that the proposed unit would be sufficiently distant from any residential or noise sensitive commercial uses to avoid significant harm arising from any noise or odours from kitchen extract or other air handling plant. Whilst the application does not currently propose any specific kitchen extraction measures, details of such could be covered by a suitably worded condition. Hours of operation use will also be secured by way of condition to protect against neighbour amenity. Furthermore, the Environmental Protection Team have raised no concerns with the proposals in this respect and it is not considered that any noise impact would be so significant that it could be satisfactorily controlled via condition nor that it would warrant a refusal on this basis. 

In terms of noise, vibrations, dust and fume considerations, it is considered that both during the construction phase, and subsequently, the proposals will be acceptable subject to a variety of conditions for any permission. A construction method statement will therefore be secured via condition and is required from a highway safety perspective too. 

In addition to the above, it is considered reasonable to condition that the use remains as a drive thru coffee shop rather than other uses that would be permitted within Use Class E as applications for alternative Class E uses should be assessed on their own merits as they could have a materially different impact to a drive through coffee shop. 

As such in overall terms, considering all nearby residential occupiers, no significantly harmful amenity impacts would occur, subject to conditions and in compliance with Policies CC8 and EN16 in particular.

It is noted that whilst application 181860 was refused and ultimately dismissed at appeal, there were no neighbour amenity related reasons for refusal and no concern raised by the Planning Inspector in this respect. 

Impact on Natural Environment
Whilst landscaping is a reserved matter, the scale of the development proposed has a bearing on trees protected by TPOs and the future soft landscaping opportunities for the site.

A ‘Tree protection plan, implications assessment and method statement’ has been submitted with the application which shows a number of trees protected by a tree preservation order to have their root protection areas overlapped by the site. Six of these trees were dead or dying at the time of the survey and four of them would be removed (as per good Arboricultural practices) and to facilitate the proposed development. The Council’s Tree Officer has confirmed that there is no objection to their removal given the conditions of the trees; however, in view of their protected status separate written notice of the intention to fell these trees would be required. An informative will be attached to the decision notice in this respect reminding the applicant. 

Further to the above, the tree survey identified 6 non-TPO trees and one non-TPO group pf trees growing on or adjacent to the site. One of these trees was dead at the time of the survey and four of the individual non-TPO trees would be removed following the tree survey recommendation and to facilitate the proposed development. Part of the non-TPO group would also be removed to enable the proposal. This would result in 6 non-TPO trees to be removed, with 4 TPO tree removals off-site. 

To mitigate against the loss of the trees, four fastigiate Hornbeams are proposed. This is considered a positive provision in itself as frontage planting would increase the amenity value of the street scene. However, the Council’s Tree Strategy and Sustainable Design and Construction SPD make it clear that where space allows, as does in this case, large canopy species should be planted for the multiple environmental benefits that they provide. As such, the Council’s Tre Officers considers that Standard Hornbeam would be more appropriate. The Council’s Tree Officer considers, however, that landscape details can be secured by way of a suitably worded condition. The Council’s Tree Officer also considers that the tree protection and method statement proposed is acceptable, compliance of which will also be secured by way of condition. In compliance with Policy EN14 and CC7.

It is noted that whilst application 181860 was refused and ultimately dismissed at appeal, there were no trees/la related reasons for refusal and no concern raised by the Planning Inspector in this respect. 

Impact on Ecology
Application 181860 was refused for the following reason:

“The applicant has failed to submit sufficient information for the Council to determine whether or not bats (a protected species and therefore a material planning consideration), priority habitats and the adjacent Holy Brook Wildlife Site will be adversely affected by
the proposed development. As such this proposal is considered to be contrary to Policy CS36 (Biodiversity and Geology) and CS38 (Trees, Hedges and Woodlands) of the Core Strategy 2008 (amended 2015) and the National Planning Policy Framework 2018 (paragraphs 170, 174 and 180).”

As part of the appeal submission, an ecological assessment was provided. This was assessed by the Council’s Ecologist who considered that subject to suitably worded conditions, there would be minimal impact on biodiversity and the reason for refusal relating to ecology was withdrawn. This was accepted by the Planning Inspector for the appeal, who raised no concern in this respect. 

An ecological assessment has been provided with this application and the Council’s Ecologist has confirmed that there is no objection subject to conditions. As such, it is considered that the previous reason for refusal has been overcome. In compliance with Policy EN12.

Impact on Archaeology
The applicant has submitted with their application an archaeological desk-based assessment. The assessment considers the archaeological potential of the application area and the likely impacts of the proposed development upon it. 

While the assessment concludes that the application area has some archaeological potential, it notes known and potential impacts on below ground deposits within the site, in particular the construction of the current retail park. It is also noted that there has been previous archaeological investigation within the site (Wessex Archaeology, 1988), albeit on a modest scale, that did not identify any buried remains. The assessment concludes that the site has undergone significant previous ground disturbance. 

On this basis, Berkshire Archaeology is content that no further archaeological investigation is therefore merited in relation to this proposal and there is no objection – in compliance with Policy EN2.

It is noted that whilst application 181860 was refused and ultimately dismissed at appeal, there were no archaeological related reasons for refusal and no concern raised by the Planning Inspector in this respect. 

Impact on Flooding
As per the introduction section above, the site itself – and thereby the proposed building - is no longer located within a Flood Zone as designated by the Environment Agency. The site is now located within Flood Zone 1 which is the area at the lowest risk of flooding. 

Notwithstanding the above, given the site’s previous location within Flood Zone 2, a flood risk assessment and a detailed flooding sequential and exceptions test assessment has been submitted. 

Whilst the proposal is no longer required to satisfy the sequential test (as it was under application 181860) in short, and as per the conclusions reached under application 181860, it is considered that the various reasons for ultimately discounting the sites discussed in the submission are justified and the sequential test has been passed.  

The FRA notes that the proposed building’s ground floor level would be above the flood level identified by the EA. However, there is no longer a requirement for the floor level of the development to be set in relation to the flood level on the site and it would therefore be unreasonable to condition this.

Given the above, in terms of flood risk, the proposals are considered to comply with the relevant national and local policies and guidance. 

It is noted that whilst application 181860 was refused and ultimately dismissed at appeal, there were no flooding related reasons for refusal and no concern raised by the Planning Inspector in this respect. 

Sustainability
The proposed development would be required to meet a BREEAM ‘Very Good’ standard in line with Policy CC2 and the Sustainable Design and Construction SPD. This will be secured by way of condition, to secure evidence of certification once constructed. 

CIL
         CIL would apply to the proposal, subject to the usual reliefs or exemptions set out in the CIL Regulations. It is not possible to calculate the CIL charge until full floorspace details are provided at Reserved Matters stage.

Other Issues
In relation to planning conditions, in line with section 100ZA(5) of the Town and Country Planning Act (as amended), which came into force on 01/10/18,  discussions have been undertaken with the applicant regarding pre-commencement conditions. The applicant has formally agreed to the recommended pre-commencement conditions via return email on 07/06/2021 and 14/07/2021.

	Other Matters Raised in Representation
	The material planning considerations have been addressed in the report above. 

	Whilst the concerns of the local residents in terms of the disruption including noise. light and traffic implications that may be caused by the construction work are noted, it is not the planning system’s role to obstruct development on this basis. Inevitably, any construction works may lead to some temporary disruption. Ordinarily, the requirements of Environmental Health legislation will seek to limit any harm so far as reasonably practical and a standard informative will be added to any permission to draw this matter to the attention of the applicant. Furthermore, a condition is suggested requesting method of construction statement to be approved prior to commencement of works to minimise any such disruption, as well as an hours of works condition.

	A site notice was displayed, and letters were sent to neighbouring properties (including Admirals Court).

	The submitted plans and documentation are considered sufficiently accurate to determine this particular type of application. 

Conclusion
On the basis of the above, and in light of any other material considerations, the proposal is considered to be in accordance with the development plan. Accordingly, the recommendation is to grant permission.

RECOMMENDATION: 

Grant, subject to conditions and informatives
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