


DELEGATED REPORT NO: 190329/FUL
Target Expiry Date: 4/6/19 (ext)
Address: 81 Crescent Road (Maiden Erlegh Free School)
Proposal: Additional temporary classrooms required in a modular type building, to house and accommodate the pupils for teaching.
Case Officer: Alison Amoah

Site Description and Surrounding Area:
The site is to the north-western corner of the playing fields, within the school’s ownership, which forms part of the overall open space behind MEFS, UTC and Alfred Sutton Primary School. 

Proposal: 
A modular building, pre-fabricated off-site, to accommodate two classrooms with a footprint of 131.6sqm with the approach and perimeter pathway amounting to 150sqm.  The building would be orientated with the entrance facing the rear of the existing school.  It would be level access and the perimeter fencing would be moved back to include the proposed temporary building for safeguarding and security reasons. 

There is a proposed storm pipe and soakaway (1m depth x1.62 x 1.6m).

Planning Officer notes: Within the planning submission a photo was provided, which shows a ramp, steps and a platform.  However, the applicant has confirmed that this is an example of what the building would look like and as this proposed scheme will be a reduced dig option it would be possible to provide level access without the provision of a ramp, steps and platform. 

For the first time since the school opened there are increasing numbers, which means that the school is full within each year group.  Although there would be no additional pupils (over and above the original permission for up to 900 pupils), due to the current curriculum format, and the numbers of pupils on the school roll MEFS requires 2 no. additional classrooms.  

Plans considered: 
Received 5th March 2019:
· Location Plan 
· Proposed Block Plan – Drawing no: TQRQM19059092308952
· 5No. Bays 8.400m x 3.000m 2.4m Ceiling Height Plan Layout and Elevations – Drawing no: L190003-101 Rev A
· Layout, Elevations Foundations

Received 28th March 2019:
· 5No. Bays 8.400m x 3.000m 2.4m Ceiling Height Loadcell - 3kN Floor Loading – Drawing no: L190003-201A Rev A
· 5No. Bays 8.400m x 3.000m 2.4m Ceiling Height Plan Layout and Elevations – Drawing no: L190003-101 Rev B

Amended received 26th April 2019:
· 5No. Bays 8.400m x 3.000m 2.4m Ceiling Height Site Plan – Drawing no: L190003-109A Rev A

Amended received 29th May 2019:
· 5No. Bays 8.400m x 3.000m 2.4m Ceiling Height - Site Plan – Drawing no: L190003-109A Rev B
· 5No. Bays 8.400m x 3.000m 2.4m Ceiling Height - Plan Layout and Elevations – Drawing no: L190003-101 Rev C

Received 3rd June 2019:
· Specifications & Fittings Schedule

Relevant Planning and other History: 
· 91/00889/REG3 (Civica Ref: 910320) - One double temporary building to provide a common room and one temporary classroom unit. Regulation 4 – Observations sent 15/11/91
· 06/01241/FUL (Civica Ref: 060025) - Temporary classrooms, staff room and learning centre – Refused 2/1/07
· 09/01955/PREAPP (Civica Ref: 091794) - Pre-application advice for two temporary buildings – Observations sent 5/1/10
· 12/00767/PREAPP (Civica Ref: 121228) - Pre-application advice for part demolition, refurbishment and new build as part of the new Reading Academy project – Observations sent 6/8/12
· 12/01391/FUL (Civica Ref: 120686) - Refurbishment and remodelling of the existing building including part demolition, infill extensions and single storey front extension, alterations to roof, landscaping and new service road – Approved 14/11/12
· 150326/SCR – Screening Opinion for Proposal for new build, Maiden Erlegh School of 900 pupils – Opinion sent 26/4/15
· 150327 - Pre application enquiry for proposal for new build, Maiden Erlegh School for 900 pupils – observations sent 27/2/15
· 150381 - Erection of temporary classrooms, car parking and associated works – Approved 8/5/15.
· 150594 - Erection of 3 storey educational building (Use Class D1), car parking, landscaping and associated works – Approved 27/8/15
· 152227/APPCON - Application for approval of details reserved by condition 3. (150594) – Discharged 12/1/16
· 160667/APPCON - Application to discharge conditions 23 of permitted application
150594 – Discharged 21/6/16
· 160996 - Provision of an additional temporary classroom and toilet for a temporary period until 31 December 2016 and permanent footpath link between Alfred Sutton Primary School and Maiden Erlegh Free School – Approved 19/8/16
· 161243/APPCON - Discharge of planning condition 8 of planning permission 150381 – Discharged 14/10/16
· 161459/APPCON - Discharge of conditions 12, 13, 19 & 24 of planning permission 150594 – Discharged 21/417

Consultation Responses: No. 83 Bulmershe Road, Nos. 90, 90A, 90B, 92, 94, 96 and 98 Bulmershe Road, and Nos. 101, 103, 105, and 105A Hamilton Road, UTC and the manager of the football club (they use the pitches), were consulted and a site notice was displayed.  The following comments were received:

· The Location Plan illustrates buildings in the current car-park at the location of the temporary buildings during construction of the school. Can you clarify if it is the intention to re-instate these buildings?
Planning Officer note: The proposal does not include a building where the original temporary classroom was during the construction of the school.  The image was provided by the applicant for information.
· The plans are incomplete. They do not indicate the orientation of the building, route of access, access stairs, necessary extensions to walkways, diversions of existing walkways and modifications or additions to security fencing.
Planning Officer note: Amended plans were provided which show this detail.
· The plans and documents in various locations state 250 m2 and 150m2. Drawings show 15m x 10m = 150m2 and 15m x 8.4 = 123m2. Which are correct?
Planning Officer note: The applicant provided amended plans and clarified the dimensions.
· A time limit of 1 to 3 years should be imposed.
Planning Officer note: The permission sought is for a three year temporary permission.
· Playing field, donated for use as such, is being encroached upon.
Planning Officer note: Sport England have been consulted and they have no objection to the proposal.

RBC Education: 
· It is difficult to scale accurately from the location plan to determine the exact location of the building. It would be useful to have a dimension given on the plan or appropriate scale drawing. This will help us determine what if any impact this would have on the pitch layout; we need to check that there is sufficient run off. 
· We have recently begun a programme of work to upgrade the field drainage and would like to be assured that this is not compromised. There is no detail regarding where the storm water drains will be connected to the drain run. 
· A construction management plan is not provided to show how the building will be brought to site and craned into position.   
· It is not clear how long this building is intended to be on site.  
· For information it would appear that there is no hard standing shown to the classroom door  

Planning Officer note: An amended plan was provided to show the exact location and orientation of the building.  It was confirmed that:
· The storm water drains would be connected to the existing school drainage system in that area of the school site.  
· The building would be brought by crane in 3 sections, via the UTC service access direct to the required position. 
· The proposal would be for a temporary 3 year period.
· A footpath would be next to the entrance and it would be level access with no steps/ramp required

Subsequent to this, and a further amended plan was provided (rec 29/5/19) which showed the details of the soakaway and RBC Education confirmed that they had no objection to the proposal.

Sport England: It is understood that the proposal prejudices the use, or leads to the loss of use, of land being used as a playing field or has been used as a playing field in the last five years, as defined in The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 (Statutory Instrument 2015 No. 595). The consultation with Sport England is therefore a Statutory requirement.
 
Sport England has considered the application in light of the National Planning Policy Framework (particularly Para 97) and against its own playing fields policy, which states:
 
'Sport England will oppose the granting of planning permission for any development which would lead to the loss of, or would prejudice the use of:
 
· all or any part of a playing field, or
· land which has been used as a playing field and remains undeveloped, or
· land allocated for use as a playing field 
 
unless, in the judgement of Sport England, the development as a whole meets with one or more of five specific exceptions.'
 
Sport England's Playing Fields Policy and Guidance document can be viewed via the below link:
www.sportengland.org/playingfieldspolicy
 
Having assessed the application, Sport England is satisfied that the proposed development meets Exception 3 of our playing fields policy, in that:
 
'The proposed development affects only land incapable of forming part of a playing pitch and does not: 
 
· reduce the size of any playing pitch 
· result in the inability to use any playing pitch (including the maintenance of adequate safety margins and run-off areas); 
· reduce the sporting capacity of the playing field to accommodate playing pitches or the capability to rotate or reposition playing pitches to maintain their quality; 
· result in the loss of other sporting provision or ancillary facilities on the site; or 
· prejudice the use of any remaining areas of playing field on the site.'
 
This being the case, Sport England does not wish to raise an objection to this application.
 
RBC SUDS Manager: In principle I would have no objection to this given that the water would currently drain into the ground in any case.

RBC Transport Strategy:  No objection as long as this would not be to accommodate additional children.  Should this be conditioned?

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'.

The following local and national planning policy and guidance is relevant to this application:
National Planning Policy Framework
National Planning Guidance

Reading Borough Local Development Framework Core Strategy Document, 2008 (altered 2015). 
Policy CS1: Sustainable Construction and Design
Policy CS2: Waste Minimisation
Policy CS7: Design and the Public Realm
Policy CS28: Loss of Open Space
Policy CS31: Additional and Existing Community Facilities
Policy CS33: Protection and Enhancement of the Historic Environment

Reading Borough Local Development Framework: Sites and Detailed Policies Document (2012, altered 2015)
Policy SD1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
Policy DM1: Adaption to Climate Change
Policy DM4: Safeguarding Amenity
Policy SA7: Crescent Road Campus

Reading Borough Council Supplementary Planning Documents
South Park Conservation Area Appraisal (2008)

The main issues to consider are:
a) Principle of use
b) Loss of Open Space
c) Design, Appearance and Effect on Conservation Area
d) Residential Amenity
e) Drainage

a) Principle of use  
	The proposed portacabin would provide additional classrooms for a school, which would be in accordance with Policy CS31, which supports proposals for new, extended or improved community facilities.  The principle of the proposed development would therefore be acceptable subject to meeting other policy requirements, as set out below.

b) Loss of Open Space
	The application site is owned by the school and forms part of the sports pitches  jointly owned by Reading Borough Council, and UTC, and are used by the UTC, Alfred Sutton Primary and by football clubs. 

	The proposed site for the portacabin is at the very corner of the playing fields.  Sport England has confirmed that it would “affect only land incapable of forming part of a playing pitch” and therefore they have no objection to the proposal.  The proposal would be temporary only.

c) 	Design, Appearance and Effect on the Conservation Area
The proposed building would be pre-fabricated and would have a simple appearance of grey coloured exterior panels with windows and doors on two elevations (north-west and south-east), with an almost flat roof.  Although the MEFS school site is opposite the South Park Conservation Area, the proposed site for the portacabin would be to the rear of the main building, and therefore it is considered that this, combined with its very modest scale and temporary nature of the proposal would have no detrimental effect on the character or appearance/views in or out of the Conservation Area.  

It should be noted that the original school application submission identified that the internal space of the school had been designed to be flexible so that it could respond to curriculum changes.  Therefore, should a permanent requirement for additional classroom space be presented in the future MEFS would have to provide clear justification for this.

The design is considered to be acceptable and accords with CS7 and CS33.  

d)	Residential Amenity
It is considered there would be a limited effect on neighbouring amenity resulting only from the bringing of the pre-fabricated building to site, limited onsite construction of it, and drainage. 

	On this basis it is considered that the proposals would be acceptable in respect of the amenity of surrounding uses, in accordance with Sites and Detailed Policies Document Policy DM4, CS20 and DM12.

e)	Drainage
[bookmark: _GoBack]The proposed scheme includes for storm pipes and a soakaway.  As Education have recently commissioned drainage works to the playing fields, which have been completed, and in order to ensure that there would be no additional pressures with respect to drainage they requested further details of how surface water would be dealt with.  A plan showing the proposed soakaway would form one of the approved plans and both RBC Education and the SUDS Manager have confirmed that the proposed drainage approach would be acceptable. 

RECOMMENDATION:

APPROVE

1) TL1 – Temporary period of 3 years and reinstatement
2) AP1 - Approved plans 
3) M3 - Materials as set out in Specification & Fittings Schedule, received 3rd June 2019.

Informatives:
· IF5 - T&Cs
· IF6 - Building control
· IF3 – Highways
· The application has been assessed on the basis that no further children, over and above maximum 900 pupils, as approved under permission 150594, would be accommodated. 
· IF1 - Positive and proactive.  










