DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT



Target Date:  09/03/2022

Application No: 220016/FUL
Address: 92 Whitley Street, Reading
Proposal: Demolition of existing 2-storey building and construction of two storey residential maisonette above ground floor shop

Case officer: Claire Ringwood 

​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​
SITE DESCRIPTION AND SURROUNDING AREA 

The site lies behind commercial premises at 90 and 92 Whitley Street at the end of a terrace of two-storey residential dwellings on the south side of Essex Street. 

The rear of 92 Whitley Street currently contains a two-storey building, its ground floor use is a redundant plant room to the existing laundrette at the front of 92 Whitley Street, and its first floor is used as a residential flat.  This building directly abuts and is set forward of the end-of-terrace house at 1 Essex Street and, along with the other houses in the terrace, is generally of traditional brick construction with pitched slated roofs.  This two-storey building at the rear of 92 Whitley Street is conjoined to the single-storey neighbouring commercial premises at 90 Whitley Street.

Along the western boundary of the site is a 2m wide right-of-way enabling the occupiers of 94 Whitley Street access to Essex Road. 

The site is located within an air quality management area (AQMA) and Article 4 area where permitted development rights for conversion of dwellings to HMOs have been removed.

PROPOSAL

The application seeks full planning permission for the demolition of the existing 2-storey building and the construction of two storey residential maisonette above a ground floor shop.

PLANS CONSIDERED 

Drawing No: 1285 / 1 – Site Plan as Existing 

Drawing No: 1285 / 3 – Block and Location Plans  

Drawing No: 1285 / 3 / a – Block and Location Plans 

Drawing No: 1285 / 30 – Site Proposals 

Design & Access Statement

Received 7th January 2022 

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

200698/PREAPP - Demolition of existing building, construction of 3 storey building with 2 storey residential - 2 bed maisonette with a single storey studio flat below.  Observations sent 02/11/2020.

The planning officer concluded:

Having considered the above information, it can be confirmed the principle of development and the mix of the scheme is accepted, however, concerns are raised as to the proposed design and its impact upon the character of the surrounding area. Furthermore, the residential amenity of future occupants is not considered adequate, along with the transport matters. 

Whilst concerns were raised via Environmental Health, these concerns could be overcome via appropriate conditions, of which some would be pre-commencement. 

The concerns raised by Transport would not be able to be overcome via conditions, and therefore a satisfactory highways report would be needed in order to demonstrate the acceptability of a development with no car parking. 

In order to overcome the concerns raised with regards to design and character of the area, a scheme proposing a two-storey dwelling, may have some potential, as this would reduce the prominence and overbearing impact any development would have. It should however be noted, that the existing structure along Essex Street is one-and-a-half stories – presumably because the structure abuts the pavement and comes forward of the building line shared by the residential terrace. As such it is recommended that this height remains unless a more appropriate design approach is adopted which does not cause any significant harm to the adjoining residential terrace. 

Furthermore, if a FULL application is submitted, it is suggested that this is limited to a single dwelling; across both floors. The number of bedrooms proposed should comply (as a minimum) with the Nationally Described Space Standards.
210707/FUL - Demolition of existing two-storey building and construction of a three-storey dwelling.  Refused 24/09/2021.

The reasons for refusal were:

1. The proposed development, as a result of its scale and appearance as a three-storey building, together with its uncharacteristically shallow-pitched roof, other inappropriate detailing, and combined with its forward siting directly onto the Essex Street pavement, would result in an overly-dominant and visually-discordant development which would be out of keeping with the character of Essex Street and that of the surrounding area. The development would also fail to provide adequate functional private amenity space for a three-bedroom family dwelling. The proposals are contrary to Policies CC7 and H10 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 on this basis. 

2. The proposed development by reason of its siting and positioning of windows to bedrooms 1 and 3 would result in unacceptable overlooking and loss of privacy to future occupiers of the proposed development and to the existing occupiers of the upper floor flat at no. 94 Whitley Street. As such the proposals are contrary to Policy CC8 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019. 

3. 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, contrary to Policies H3 and CC9 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 and the adopted Affordable Housing SPD 2021.

Proposed elevations as refused:

[image: image1.emf]
CONSULTATIONS RESPONSES 

RBC Transport 

The site fronts onto the A327 which is a main transport corridor between central Reading and the south.  The A327 has parking restrictions preventing on-street parking and a peak hour loading ban in force.  Pedestrian access to the site is via Essex Street which is a residential street serving predominantly terraced properties which have limited off street parking facilities.  Essex Street is part of a Resident Permit Parking Zone 10R.

Local parking standards are set out in the RBC, Revised Parking Standards and Design Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) which takes into account the accessibility of the site. The site is located in Zone 2, Primary Core Area and the parking requirement in this zone 2 spaces per 3-bedroom dwelling.  However, there is currently no parking associated with the site and it is not possible to provide any off-street parking given the terraced nature of the street. 

Given the constraints of the site and the parking controls in the area, a car free development can be considered in this location. However, the future occupants of the dwellings should be aware that they would not be eligible for any residents parking permit to park in the surrounding residential area. Therefore, I would recommend that the conditions/informative is included within any permission to ensure that the prospective residents are fully informed of the situation regarding parking permits prior to buying/occupying the property.

Any permitted application would be conditioned to ensure a Construction Method Statement is submitted and approved before any works commence on-site. Prior to occupation, a Delivery and Servicing Plan to manage how vehicles shall access each unit without creating safety concerns and congestion shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority for approval in writing. 

In accordance with the adopted Parking SPD, the development is required to provide a minimum of 2 cycle parking spaces for each house.  We require detailed plans confirming that the cycle parking provision meets the Council’s adopted standards in terms of layout.  I am, however, happy for this to be dealt with by way of a condition.

In principle, there are no transport objection to this application subject to the conditions below;

Conditions 
C2
CONSTRUCTION METHOD STATEMENT (TO BE SUBMITTED)

DC6
CYCLE PARKING (TO BE APPROVED)

DC7
REFUSE AND RECYCLING (TO BE APPROVED)

DC20
PARKING PERMITS 1

DC21
PARKING PERMITS 2

DC22
DELIVERY AND SERVICING SINGLE UNIT (TO BE APPROVED)

Informatives

IF3
Highways

I13
Parking Permits  

Ecology

Due to the location of the building, it is unlikely that the proposals will affect roosting bats however there is a risk that swifts, which often roost in terrace houses in this part of Reading, may nest in the building and as a condition should be set to ensure that demolition does not occur during the nesting season. 

Furthermore, as there are records of swifts nesting in the area and in accordance with the paragraphs 179 and 180 of the NPPF and policy EN12 a condition should be set to ensure that swift bricks are installed within the new building.

Environmental Protection 

Noise impact on development

A noise assessment should be submitted in support of applications for new residential proposed in noisy areas.  The maisonette will be exposed to noise from the busy Whitley Street roundabout and also from the nearby commercial premises including the ground floor shop.

The noise assessment will be assessed against the recommendations for internal noise levels within dwellings and external noise levels within gardens / balconies in accordance with BS 8233:2014 and WHO guidelines for Community Noise. The report should identify any mitigation measures that are necessary to ensure that the recommended standard is met. 

The noise assessment data should also include noise events (LAMax) and the design should aim to prevent noise levels from noise events exceeding 45dB within bedrooms at night, as this is linked with sleep disturbance.

Internal noise criteria (taken from BS8233:2014)

	Room
	Design criteria 
	Upper limit

	Bedrooms (23:00 to 07:00)
	<30dB LAeq,8hour
	

	Living rooms (07:00 – 23:00)
	<35dB LAeq,16hour
	

	Gardens & Balconies
	<50dB LAeq,T
	<55dB LAeq,T


I recommend a condition is attached to any consent requiring a noise assessment to be submitted prior to commencement of development and any approved mitigation measures implemented prior to occupation to show that recommended noise levels in the table above can be met.

The noise assessment will need to identify the external noise levels impacting on the proposed site. 

Noise mitigation is likely to focus on the weak point in the structure; glazing. Given that the acoustic integrity would be compromised should the windows be opened, ventilation details must also be provided, where mitigation relies on closed windows. Ventilation measures should be selected which do not allow unacceptable noise ingress and should provide sufficient ventilation to avoid the need to open windows in hot weather, however non-openable windows are not considered an acceptable solution due to the impact on living standards.

Noise – delivery hours / waste collections/ opening hours

I have concerns about the potential for noise disturbance due to deliveries and/or waste collections and/or commercial operations of the proposed shop on occupants of nearby residential properties, including the proposed maisonette, particularly late at night and early morning, so a restriction on permitted hours for these activities is recommended. I have left the timings of the hours of opening for the planning team to determine.

Noise generating development

Applications which include noise generating plant when there are nearby noise sensitive receptors should be accompanied by an acoustic assessment carried out in accordance with BS4142:2014+A1:2019 methodology. 

A noise assessment has not been submitted with the application (for mechanical plant associated with the shop use) and therefore I cannot determine the likely noise impact of the proposal and whether the proposals are acceptable.  I therefore recommend refusal unless a noise assessment can be submitted and considered by us before the application is determined. 

Alternatively the following condition could be attached to consent, however it is possible that the criteria would be met with the plant specifications proposed in this application and a new application may need to be made at a later date for alternative plant / location.

Air Quality - Increased exposure

The proposed development is located within an air quality management area that we have identified with monitoring as being a pollution hot-spot (may breach the EU limit value for NO2) and introduces new exposure / receptors. An assessment and/or mitigation measures should be provided as part of the application.

Where the assessment shows that residents will be exposed to harmful levels of pollutants (in excess of national objective levels) the applicant will need to produce a mitigation plan. The mitigation plan must quantify the impact on emissions the proposed mitigation will have, in order to show that future occupants will be protected from the effects of poor air quality.

One method of protecting future occupants is by setting a development back from the source of pollution. Where the development involves converting an existing building and allowing a buffer zone is not an option it may be that other mitigation can be applied. In the first instance this would be to implement measures to reduce the level at the facade of the property by creating a barrier between the property and the carriageway, such as close boarded fencing or planting vegetation. 

If this is not possible then locating habitable rooms away from the source of pollution or the use of mechanical ventilation with the inlet on the clean side of the property may be acceptable. This list of potential measures is by no means an exhaustive list.

Mitigation against increased exposure:

· Mechanical ventilation – inlets from the ‘clean’ side of the development, long term maintenance needs to be addressed
· Buffer zones – consider increasing distance of the building façade from very busy roads

· Habitable rooms – consider placing stairwells, corridors and bathrooms on the façade fronting pollution source

· Mixed use – locate any sensitive uses on higher floors, allowing commercial use on lower elevations
· Balconies – consider avoiding use in areas of exceedance, especially on ground and first floor level

· Non-opening front windows – this should only be considered in certain circumstances, needs to be balanced against loss of freedom for future occupants

· Green Infrastructure – Installation of green walls, roofs, or planters.

Reading Borough Council’s Air Quality Policy EN15 requires that developments have regard to the need to improve air quality and reduce the effects of poor air quality through design, mitigation and where required planning obligations to be used to help improve local air quality. 

Until an [assessment and / or mitigation plan] has been submitted and approved by the Environmental Protection Team it is impossible to determine whether the proposed development is appropriate for the proposed location, therefore until the above has been received I would recommend refusal on air quality grounds or the following condition.

Construction and demolition phases

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.  Suitable conditions can be imposed.

Public Consultation

82A, 82-84, 90, 94, 94A, 96 Whitley Street and 1 and 2 Essex Street were notified of the application by letter.

No letters of representation have been received.

EQUALITY ACT
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.

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

Reading Borough Local Plan 2019

CC1: PRESUMPTION IN FAVOUR OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

CC2: SUSTAINABLE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION

CC3: ADAPTATION TO CLIMATE CHANGE 

CC6: ACCESSIBILITY AND THE INTENSITY OF DEVELOPMENT 

CC7: DESIGN AND THE PUBLIC REALM 

CC8: SAFEGUARDING AMENITY 

CC9: SECURING INFRASTRUCTURE 

EN12: BIODIVERSITY AND THE GREEN NETWORK 

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 

RL1: NETWORK AND HIERARCHY OF CENTRES

RL3: VITALITY AND VIABILITY OF SMALLER CENTRES

TR1: ACHIEVING THE TRANSPORT STRATEGY 

TR3: ACCESS, TRAFFIC AND HIGHWAY-RELATED MATTERS

TR4: CYCLE ROUTES AND FACILITIES 

TR5: CAR AND CYCLE PARKING AND ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGING 

Supplementary Planning Guidance

Sustainable Design and Construction SPD 2019

Revised Parking Standards and Design SPD 2011

Affordable Housing SPD 2021

Section 106 Planning Obligations SPD 2015

APPRAISAL 

Land Use Principles

The NPPF states that LPAs should “encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not of high environmental value”.  The NPPF definition of ‘previously developed land’ excludes private residential gardens. Therefore, it is clear that the priority for development should be on previously developed land, in particular vacant and derelict sites and buildings. 

The proposal would provide an additional dwelling to the Borough’s housing stock on previously developed land - the principle of which aligns with the broad objectives of Policy H1 (Provision of Housing) in assisting meeting annual housing targets. The application site is also situated within a predominately residential area, whereby its location and accessibility is considered to accord with Policy CC6 (Accessibility and the Intensity of Development). 

The site is located within the designated Whitley Major Local Centre where Policy RL3 (Viability and Vitality of Smaller Centres) states that there should be no net loss of ‘centre uses’ except in exceptional circumstances.  The proposed development would result in the loss of the rear ground floor plant room to the existing laundrette at 92 Whitley Street which the application states is redundant and no longer required.  However, the proposal introduces a new commercial/retail unit on the ground floor of the proposed building accessed from Essex Street.  The laundrette would be retained to the Whitley Street frontage and as such the existing commercial use on the site would be retained and there would be no net loss of ‘centre uses’. 

Layout, Appearance and Design

Policy CC7 (Design and the Public Realm) states that all development must be of high design quality that maintains the character and appearance of the area within which it is located including layout, landscape, density, scale and architectural detail and materials. Policy H10 (Private and Communal Outdoor Space) seeks, that residential dwellings are provided with functional outdoor private or communal amenity space which respects the size and character of similar spaces in the vicinity. 
The rear part of the site where the proposed dwelling would be located fronts on to Essex Street and consists of a 1 and ½ storey brick building with pitched gable roof which sits directly on the pavement on Essex Street.  The building also adjoins 1 Essex Street which is an end of terrace house forming part of a terrace of dwellings which spans the length of Essex Street.  The row of terraced dwellings are set back 2m from the Essex Street pavement by way of small front garden areas whilst the existing 1 and ½ storey building to the application site is set further forward and directly fronts the Essex Street pavement.  A similar terrace of dwellings exists on the opposite side of Essex Street. To the east of the site is the junction of Whitley Street and Essex Street which consists of a mixture of single and two storey buildings with commercial uses at ground floor level.

The proposed replacement building would be sited approximately 2m from 1 Essex Street and would front on to the Essex Street pavement frontage. The overall height of the proposed building would be approximately 0.6m higher than the existing terrace of dwellings to Essex Street, however as the building incorporates three storeys of accommodation as opposed to the two storey character of the existing terrace it would appear different with a shallower pitched roof, different window proportions, blank facades to the side and rear elevations (other than a small rear dormer window and ground floor doors/window facing 1 Essex Street) with a commercial/retail premise at ground floor and two dormer windows set within the elevation and roof space fronting Essex Street. 

The proposal is higher than the previously refused scheme (210707/FUL) and the three-storey scale and appearance of the proposed building, sitting directly on the Essex Street pavement frontage, is considered to result in an over dominant and out of character development within Essex Street, which is a narrow road and primarily consists of two storey terrace dwellings which are set back from the pavement edge. Whilst the overall height of the development is only 0.6m higher than the adjacent terrace of dwellings the proposed building is wider and the third storey of accommodation, front facing dormer windows and shallow roof pitch exacerbate the prominence of the development and its lack of integration with the rest of the street, even more so with the introduction of a commercial/retail unit at ground floor level.  Whilst it is acknowledged that the existing building is sited similarly this is a much more modest 1 ½ storey building which appears subservient to the other nearby buildings. 

Whereas the existing building adjoins 1 Essex Street it is noted that the proposed development would introduce a 2m gap to the flank elevation of the neighbouring dwelling where a small amenity area, bin/bike store entrance and the entrance to the dwelling would be located. This gap would also maintain right of way access for 94 Whitley Street to Essex Street.  The gap would provide a minor degree of relief to 1 Essex Street from the proposed development however, this is not considered to detract from the dominance and out of keeping character of the development within the street as a result of its scale, appearance and forward siting contrary to Policy CC7. 

The proposed development is also considered to provide insufficient functional amenity space.  Policy H10 sets out that flats outside central Reading, as a guide, should provide 25sqm per flat of private or communal outdoor amenity space.  Policy H10 also states that ‘the design of outdoor areas will respect the size and character of other similar spaces in the vicinity, clearly identify whether they are private or communal spaces, ensure that they are appropriately related to main entrances, enhance safety and the perception of safety for future residents and the general public, and not be compromised by the relationship of other buildings which may be detrimental in terms of overlooking, overbearing or overshadowing.’  

Whilst a small area of outdoor space is proposed between the new building and 1 Essex Street it is only approximately 14.5sqm.  This space would also not be private as it is required to provide a right of way access across it for the occupiers of 94 Whitley Street and assumed access to the bin store for the proposed commercial/retail unit and access to the bin store and bike store.  This area would also be hemmed in between the proposed building, 1 Essex Street and 94 Whitley Street making it uninviting and inappropriate as an area of private amenity space.  The agent has stated that the limited amenity space reflects the local pattern of development in Whitley Street with residential over commercial units however, the proposed building is on Essex Street which is a residential road with rear gardens provided and Policy H10 requires some degree of suitable amenity space that contributes to a high quality of life which the proposed development is not considered to achieve.

Amenity of surrounding and future occupiers

Policy CC8 (Safeguarding Amenity) seeks that development proposals should safeguard the amenity of both existing and future occupiers and Policy EN16 (Pollution and Water Resources) seeks that development will only be permitted where it would not be damaging to the environment and sensitive receptors in terms of pollution. Policy H5 (Standards for New Housing) sets out the standards to which new dwellings shall be constructed. Policy EN16 (Pollution and Water Resources) seeks to protect from the impacts of pollution.

The proposed building is only served with north facing windows (other than a small dormer window to the rear stairwell) and as the rooms occupy the whole depth of the proposed building it has not been demonstrated that the proposed flat will receive adequate levels of daylight and sunlight to ensure the proposal does not cause unacceptable living conditions for future occupiers.  

The submitted Design & Access Statement advises the proposed flat measures 84sqm which exceeds the 79sqm required by Policy H5 (for a 2 bedroom, 2 storey, 4 person dwelling) and the nationally prescribed spaces standards.  The agent has also confirmed that the measurements include only the usable floor area within the roofspace where only a headroom of 1.5m or more is counted.  This applies also to the proposed bedrooms which the submitted floor plans show to be 14.9sqm and 15.4sqm (Policy H5 requirement is for a double bedroom or twin bedroom to be at least 11.5sqm).  Bedroom 2 only measures 2.10m in width at certain points which is below the 2.55m in width for a second bedroom as required in Policy H5.  The proposed flat would also be accessed from the bike store which, for a new build, is not considered acceptable.  These matters could possibly have been addressed by way of amended plans however, as there are other concerns with the proposal this matter has not been progressed further.

The site is located within the Whitley Major Local Centre and close to a number of surrounding commercial uses although these uses front onto Whitley Street itself.  The proposed commercial/retail use at ground floor may be acceptable as Policy RL1 states that improvements to existing centres will be acceptable where they provide improvements such as ‘broadening the range of facilities and have a residential use on the upper floors’ however, the use of the ground floor unit would need to be controlled to ensure there is no detrimental impact on neighbouring properties.  Had the application been acceptable in all other regards this matter could have been controlled by way of suitable conditions.

The site is located close to the busy Whitley Street where there are a number of commercial uses and had the application been acceptable a condition would have been attached to seek the submission and approval of a noise assessment and mitigation scheme prior to commencement of development. The site is also located within an air quality management area and as such a similar condition would have been attached to secure an air quality mitigation scheme. 

In terms of impact on neighbouring properties, 1 Essex Street incorporates a first-floor level side facing landing window facing the proposed development.  As a window serving a non-habitable space there is not considered to be any adverse impact on the amenity of the occupiers of 1 Essex Street.  The flat to the upper floor of 94 Whitley Street which adjoins the application site to the south has north facing windows and although this neighbouring property is not shown in detail on the submitted plans, the proposed development would be in close proximity to this neighbouring flat.  Although the proposed development has blank side and rear elevations therefore removing any concerns regarding loss of privacy and overlooking, its close proximity and overall size up to the boundary with 94 Whitley Street is considered to result in visual dominance and overbearing effects on the existing occupiers of the upper floor flat to 94 Whitley Street which is contrary to Policy CC8. 

Transport

Policies TR3 (Access, Traffic and Highway related matters), TR1 (Achieving the Transport Strategy) and TR5 (Car and Cycle Parking and Electric Vehicle Charging) seek to address access, traffic, highway and parking relates matters relating to development.
The site fronts onto the A327 which a main transport corridor between central Reading and the south.  The A327 has parking restrictions preventing on-street parking and a peak hour loading ban in force.  Pedestrian access to the site is via Essex Street which is a residential street serving predominantly terraced properties which have limited off street parking facilities. Essex Street is part of a Resident Permit Parking Zone 10R.

Local parking standards are set out in the RBC, Revised Parking Standards and Design Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) which takes into account the accessibility of the site. The site is located in Zone 2, Primary Core Area and the parking requirement in this zone 2 spaces per 3-bedroom dwelling. However, there is currently no parking associated with the site and it is not possible to provide any off-street parking given the terraced nature of the street. 

Given the constraints of the site and the parking controls in the area, a car free development can be considered in this location. However, the future occupants of the dwellings would not be eligible for any residents parking permit to park in the surrounding residential area. If planning permission were to be granted this would be secured by way of condition.

Bin and cycle storage areas are indicated within the small area of outdoor space accessed from Essex Street and details of these arrangements could also be secured by way of conditions.  A pre-commencement condition would have also been required to secure submission and approval of a construction method statement to demonstrate how the development could be constructed without adversely impacting on the surrounding highway network and existing nearby dwellings.  A condition would also have been required for a delivery and servicing plan to manage how vehicles would access each unit without creating safety concerns and congestion will be required to be submitted and approved in writing.
Subject to the measures outlined above the proposed development is considered to accord with Policies TR1, TR3 and TR5.

Sustainability

Policy CC3 (Adaptation to Climate Change) requires that development proposals incorporate sustainable design practices to take account of climate change. Policy H5 (Standards for New Housing) requires that all new housing is be built to the higher level of water efficiency standards under Building Regulations and achieves at a minimum a 19% improvement in the dwelling emission rates above the Building Regulations standards.  Had the application been acceptable in all other regards  details of this in the form of design and construction stage SAP reviews could have been controlled by way of suitable conditions. 
Natural Environment

Policy EN12 (Biodiversity and the Green Network) seeks that development should not result in a net loss of biodiversity and should provide for a net gain of biodiversity wherever possible by protecting, enhancing and incorporating features of biodiversity on and adjacent to development sites and by providing new tree planting and wildlife friendly landscaping and ecological enhancements wherever practicable. Policy CC7 (Design and the Public Realm) sets out that good design should incorporate appropriate landscaping.

The Local Planning Authority’s Ecologist has reviewed the proposal and is satisfied that the existing building is such that it is unlikely to host roosting bats however there is potential for a building in this part of Reading to host nesting swifts and therefore, had the application been acceptable in all other regards a condition to ensure no demolition work be undertaken within the bird nesting seaso, would have been imposed.  A further condition would also have been secured for details of swift brick to be incorporated within the development to ensure the development results in a net gain in biodiversity on the site. 

Whilst it is acknowledged that scope for landscaping within the development is limited in this location if planning permission were to have been granted, details of landscaping proposals would have been secured by way of condition.

Affordable Housing

Policy H3 (Affordable Housing) requires that for schemes of 1-4 dwellings a financial contribution to enable the equivalent of 10% of the housing to be provided as affordable housing elsewhere within the Borough. In accordance with the adopted Affordable Housing SPD 2019 this equates to contribution equivalent to 5% of the GDV of the development. 

The applicant has confirmed that they agree to enter into a section 106 legal agreement to secure a policy compliant affordable housing contribution.  However,  given planning permission is to be refused for other reasons, a section 106 has not been drafted and, therefore, this would amount to an additional reason for refusal of the planning application. 

Community Infrastructure Levy

Had the scheme been granted then it would have been liable for CIL as follows,  based upon a new build floor area of 92.7sqm.  Based upon the Local Planning Authority’s current CIL charging rate of £156.24 this would equate to a levy of £14,483.45.  If the applicant could demonstrate that the existing parts of the building to be demolished have been within a lawful use for a minimum continuous period 6 months within the last 3 years from the granting of any future planning permission then the levy required could be reduced and off-set against the floor space of the existing building.  This calculation is also on the assumption that the unit proposed on the ground floor is for retail only and again this figure could change if this were not the case.  
RECOMMENDATION:

REFUSE Planning Permission for the following reasons: 

1. The proposed development, as a result of its three-storey scale and appearance incorporating a shallow pitched roof together with front facing dormer windows and its forward siting directly onto the Essex Street pavement, would result in a dominant development out of keeping with the character of Essex Street and that of the surrounding area. The development would fail to provide meaningful functional private amenity space for a two-bedroom dwelling. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies CC7 and H10 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019. 

2. The applicant has failed to demonstrate that adequate levels of daylight and sunlight could be achieved to habitable rooms within the proposed flat which would have a detrimental effect on the living conditions of future residents contrary to Policies CC8 and H5 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019. 
3. The proposed development by way of its close proximity to 94 Whitley Street and its overall size up to the boundary with 94 Whitley Street would be visually dominant and overbearing on the existing occupiers of the upper floor flat at 94 Whitley Street. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy CC8 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019. 

4. 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, contrary to Policies H3 and CC9 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 and the adopted Affordable Housing SPD 2021. 

Informatives:

1.  This decision relates to the following plans:

Drawing No: 1285 / 1 – Site Plan as Existing 

Drawing No: 1285 / 3 – Block and Location Plans  

Drawing No: 1285 / 3 / a – Block and Location Plans 

Drawing No: 1285 / 30 – Site Proposals 
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2. The local planning authority has worked with the applicant in a positive and proactive by advising of the concerns with proposal and providing for the opportunity for the application to be withdrawn. The applicant chose not to withdraw the application, hence the issuing this refusal notice 

3. Without prejudice to any future application or appeal, the applicant is advised that reason for refusal 4 could be overcome by entering into a Section 106 Legal Agreement. 

4. The applicant is advised that the refused scheme, had it been able to be approved, would have been a CIL (Community Infrastructure Levy) liable development.
