Dear Mr Eatough,

Thank you for your mail of 26.04.17.
We have in response to your email collated answers, updated certain drawings and sourced images in order to give you a conclusive response to all the matters raised. 
We have responded below directly to the points you have raised in red.

To support these responses we attached the following documents: 

· Updated plans with colour coding highlighting relevant use classes 
· New Existing first floor plan also with colour coding highlighting relevant use classes
· Precedent Study of The Elephant at the Market, Newbury 
· Photographic record of the existing proving that there is a need for development in order to future proof both the business and historically important building. 
· List Entry Summary 
· Google map highlighting the lack of locally run hotel businesses within a 500 m radius of the site. 
· Section 106 Heads of Terms document

In discussions with our client we would welcome the opportunity for you to visit site at your earliest convenience so you can see our intentions ‘in the flesh’ as it were.

We trust that we have interpreted your requirements correctly and look forward to your response

AL
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RESPONSE DOCUMENT				

Dear Mr. Lewin,

I refer to your planning and LBC applications for The Butler PH Chatham Street in Reading and apologise for the delay in replying to you, but I am afraid the submissions are far from clear.  With your previous submissions/confirmations, your applications have passed our Stage 1 validation (National) requirements.  However, the submissions are currently a long way short of being able to passed for Stage 2 validation and are therefore these applications are invalid.  I explain why below.

Description of development:

This is unclear for both applications.
In the planning application, it is not clear what the existing (established planning) use of the site is, nor is it clear what the proposed use of the site is.  My supposition, on the basis of what has been submitted, is that the current use may be that about half of the site is B1c light industrial (tyre fitting), the other half A4 drinking establishments (pub).  In proposed use terms, the hotel (it looks more akin to a motel) would be the dominant use and the pub would be relegated to an ancillary use.  Is this your understanding of the proposal?

The main building is a public house and the connecting ancillary outbuildings are currently used for ancillary storage or tenanted to another business. The aim is to convert the existing rear outbuildings into overnight accommodation ancillary to the pub use.

The benefits of the new development are many and summarised below as follows: 
· to remove the unsightly and dirty tyre bay operation
· to regenerate the existing tired and dilapidated stock
· to develop out the existing building stock with a use class that is complimentary to the current Public House facility 
· this will in turn make a significantly better use of the building in the public realm. Its street scene and foreground will be improved significantly 

To assist you further in understanding the extent of the proposal I have updated the Plans (with colour coding) to make it as clear as possible as to what the differing use class areas are. 

Please note that the only parts of the pub not to be retained for pub uses are the storage areas which are not required by the pub - no bar floor space will be removed. The aim is to improve the pub by introducing new upstairs toilets and a mangers office. 

The development proposals therefore respond to comments found in the 2015 Pre App (151197/PREAPP) and paragraph 70 of the NPPF which states that decisions should plan positively for the use of pubs to enhance the sustainability of communities and established facilities are able to develop and modernise in a way that is sustainable, and retained for the benefit of the community. 

Please also refer to attached Precedent study – The Elephant at the Market, Newbury. This too is a pub with existing ancillary accommodation now provided in its outbuildings. The accommodation is non-intrusive and the design of the rooms compliments well the newly refurbished pub. 

Further, our client offers the following additional supporting information:

The rear buildings now used as a tyre bay have been ancillary to The Butler pub for almost 200 years. From 1830 they were the bottling plant of Butler’s Wine Merchants. They were bottling Guinness right up to the time when Fullers bought the site in 1976 and split its use between pub and tyre bay. The entire site is still one single title deed. The tyre bay operation is coming to an end soon and will not be renewed. We simply wish to convert our old dilapidated buildings into B&B rooms to enhance what the pub has to offer, not detract from it.

The pub has two live music evenings per week, two salsa classes, a Crib team, a Darts team, a monthly board games evening, a full menu including Sunday lunch and six local real ales. The operation of the pub would not change except that a full breakfast would be available for guests.


As stated in the planning forms 
The LBC description should summarise the extent of the works required to the listed structures as a result of the proposal (see below).

Please clarify/amend the descriptions accordingly

We are unsure as to what you would like to see here.

The description of the proposed works is clearly set out in column 3 of the planning application form. This description is also set out verbatim in the Design and Access Statement (Page 3 1.0 Introduction Para 3).

We believe this to be a clear and concise description of the submission.
However, should you wish to suggest a different description (by the provision of wording you would prefer) we would be happy to consider this and agree it with you.


I would refer to you our adopted Validations Checklist for stage 2 validation requirements.  The following information is required.

Planning statement
A planning statement, setting out a full discussion of the various applicable planning policies (3x plans in the Council’s LDF and associated SPDs) is required.  For instance and as a starting point, the site is within allocation site RC4a in the Reading Central Action Plan, which is an allocation for residential development.  How does your proposal intend to comply with this, because to my reading, it does not. 

We believe your comment to be incorrect, we explain this further as follows:

Please refer to firstly to area F found in the Central Area Action Plan Proposals Map and Appendices (ADP 2009) and to the Central Area Action Plan 2009. The previous 2015 Pre App (151197/PREAPP) by Thames Valley Housing Assoc. included up to 10 Eaton Place and 85 to 91 Chatham Street and was therefore within the RC4a allocation site. Whereas the site now only includes up to 7 Eaton Place and 85 to 91 Chatham Street where both addresses are outside the RC4a allocation site. As a result the scheme will not need to conform to these specific principles set for this allocation site but instead to the general principles set out in the Reading Central Area Action Plan. 
The Reading Central Area Action Plan recognises the benefit of providing new hotel and conferencing facilities in terms of widening the offer of the Town centre over the plan period to 2026). As our submission is seeking to provide new overnight accommodation in a site that falls within the RCAAP and not within any designated allocation site, our scheme is therefore policy compliant. We also believe there is a demand for a small scale locally run hotel business in the area as there are no others within a 500 metre radius. 
Although the pub itself is in fairly good condition the adjacent outbuildings are not (Please see attached images) and we believe are not currently an asset to the streetscape of Eaton Place. The site, as you know, is adjacent to a key large multi storey car park (Q – Park Chatham Place) and next to office buildings. We believe that the introduction of a secondary frontage (East elevation) would improve visually the streetscape, whilst also helping to make it feel safer at night when the offices are closed. The ancillary sleeping accommodation, will also help to provide a place for people to stay when visiting the city. This will inevitably contribute to the local economy. 
We therefore believe that our scheme is compliant with these policies.  


There needs to be a comprehensive assessment against all relevant planning policies with clear reference to the use/works proposed and explanation of the planning balance taken.

Please refer to the attached document 15191 Planning validation checklist.
This is a document that we prepare in-house with all applications we make.
We generally do not release this with the application (as it is for design studio use only) but we offer this now so that you can understand the extent of the research that has been carried out on the relevant policies prior to the application submission.
It is split into the National (Stage 1) and Local (Stage 2 requirements) so is compliant with your request earlier.


There is insufficient information in the DAS about sustainability.  The DAS says that the B Regs will be met, but does not say how and clearly there are going to be tensions between the requirements of the Regs and the fabric of the LB.  The proposed rationale needs explaining. 

We as a practice have experience of working on similar projects to this one and we do not believe any obvious tensions between the requirements of the Regs and the fabric of the LB will arise. In dealing with listed buildings we see it as our responsibility to protect and enhance the character of the listed building. 

In this instance the vast majority of the works being carried out are to the existing adjacent buildings set far back from the Listed Building façade and will have only a positive impact on the Listed Building. In relation to the works being carried out on the listed building it is worth stating that the fabric of the LB will always take precedent and we plan to work closely alongside the Listed Building Officer to get this exactly right. To this end we would wish to meet with the officer during the consultation process. At that point and following on from this meeting we can provide any further additional details required or agree to any supporting pre-commencement conditions as they see fit.


The planning statement needs to explain existing and proposed transport impacts with reference to trip rates, our policies/SPD, the uses involved, etc. in a transport statement.

Our proposed development will have the same number of designated parking spaces (nine) as that currently in place, the only difference is that we are making on of the parking bays disabled accessible. Currently the tyre bay operation utilise 3 of these spaces with the pub having the remainder. The majority of patrons that come to the pub travel by foot and as a consequence the current carpark is underutilised. There is also the adjacent Q-Park multi storey car park that has capacity for 586 number of cars. Currently it has a night time occupancy of 15-20%. This means there are up to nearly 500 carparks available overnight.

In relation to trip rates then there are 14 rooms so the maximum trip rates per day at 100% occupancy will be 14 arrivals and 14 departures to the area. There may be incidental other trips that some of the guests might have but even if you assume this at 50% the this would be a total of 21 trips arriving and departing per day. Operating 7 days per week at 80% occupancy day this equates to 147 arrivals and departures making the trip total per week an estimated 294. Service vehicles trips to the site that support the bed and breakfast accommodation will be minimal as the laundry will be done on site and the existing food supplier will simply deliver more at the same time that the currently do. All of this must be offset against the current tyre bay operation which has a quick turnover rate of approximately 4 vehicles per hour. Operating 5.5 days per week for 7 hours per day this equates to 154 arrivals and departures making the trip total per week an estimated 308. This is therefore showing the new operation will have a comparative (potentially less) number of trip rates as the current 2 businesses create.

Further in policy CS22 of Reading’s Core Strategy (ADP JAN 2008) the existing public transport, walking and cycling provisions will not be altered. The locality of the site to the centre will mean that many overnight guests will be likely to choose a more sustainable choice of transport to get to ‘The Butler’.

In accordance with Reading’s Revised Parking Standards and Design Document (ADP OCT 2011) and Policy CS24 the site falls within Zone 2, Primary Core Area, where it states that a maximum of 0.5 spaces per bedroom are allowed for C1 Hotels. As there are 14 rooms in total then the maximum number of hotel spaces we need to provide under the policy are 7.
Factoring in occupancy at 80% (industry standard) this equates to 5.6 car parks required.
As we currently have 9 spaces available the hotel meets the required parking standards as set out in the above document. 

In regards to Policy DM12 of Reading’s Sites and Detailed Policy Document (ADP OCT 2012) the development, “

· would not have a material detrimental impact on the functioning of the transport network; 
· the proposals would not be detrimental to the safety of users of the transport network, including pedestrians and cyclists
· the proposal would not generate regular movement of heavy goods vehicles (HGVs) on unsuitable roads, or on roads without easy access to the Classified Highway Network
· For non-residential uses, or new dwellings on classified roads, off-street servicing would be provided.”

Therefore, as the proposal is not a major development and we do not require a transport assessment, we believe our scheme compliant with all the relevant policies.


The planning statement should also explain the suitability of the site for the intended use in terms of air quality.  You are introducing sensitive receptors (hotel bedrooms) into this site, which is within the Council’s Air Quality Management Area (AQMA).  The Council’s EHOs may latterly require an air quality assessment to be submitted.

We agree that policies CS34 and DM19 suggest a need for an air quality assessment as we are introducing sensitive receptors, however once the scheme has been registered and validated the EHO will be consulted on this point. If at that time the EHO does require an air quality assessment we will provide it. 


The planning statement also needs to demonstrate suitability in terms of noise to the sensitive receptors.  A noise statement may latterly be requested.

We agree that policies CS34 and DM4 suggest a need for a noise & vibration impact assessment as we are introducing sensitive receptors, however once the scheme has been registered and validated the EHO will be consulted on this point. If at that time the EHO does require a noise statement we will provide it. 


The planning statement (or separate document) may also need to include an ecology survey, for instance, in relation to any unused roof areas of the building(s) which may have bat roosts.

We agree that policies CS36 and DM17 suggest a need for a bat survey to be carried out as the roofs are being altered. We have inspected the building for the presence of bats and carried out the survey as per Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines 3rd Edition. We found no evidence of bats.

Is this a satisfactory response for you? Please confirm?  


The planning statement needs to include Heads of Terms for a s106 agreement, relating to (but perhaps not limited to) the control of hotel/motel functions and how improvements to the pub will be delivered as part of these proposals. 

A Head of Terms for an s106 agreement is attached. We offer this as a starting point to achieve validation only and realise that these terms may modify as we proceed through the planning process with you. We trust this is a satisfactory starting point for you. 


I would suggest that you are essentially trying to present this as an ‘enabling development’ in order to offer certain benefits to the Listed Building, but without having set out the necessary delivery mechanisms for ensuring such – whatever they are – will be secured.

In relation to English Heritage’s Enabling Development and the Conservation of Significant Places document, p.5 states; 

“Enabling development that would secure the future of a significant place, but contravene other planning policy objectives, should be unacceptable unless: 
a 	it will not materially harm the heritage values of the place or its setting
b 	it avoids detrimental fragmentation of management of the place
c 	it will secure the long-term future of the place and, where applicable, its continued use for a sympathetic purpose 
d 	it is necessary to resolve problems arising from the inherent needs of the place, rather than the circumstances of the present owner, or the purchase price paid 
e 	sufficient subsidy is not available from any other source 
f 	it is demonstrated that the amount of enabling development is the minimum necessary to secure the future of the place, and that its form minimises harm to other public interests
g 	the public benefit of securing the future of the significant place through such enabling development decisively outweighs the disbenefits of breaching other public policies.”

Therefore our proposal complies with the EH policy

The above stated we are not trying to present this as an ‘enabling development’ as the scheme is a total development and is compliant not only with the above but also with the relevant planning policies prevailing. 


Heritage statement/assessment:

The other key area of information missing is a suitable heritage statement.  This needs to be a comprehensive heritage assessment in accordance with NPPG/NPPF guidelines and as set out in our validation checklist.  The DAS includes a heritage statement but this is not sufficient in terms of assessing the merits of the Heritage Asset, identifying significance of the asset (and parts of the asset) and the impact of works to be undertaken.  Supporting information should also justify why the works are suitable in terms of the advantages and disadvantages to the LB and significance in terms of the character/fabric/setting of the Listed Building.  How are the buildings going to be refurbished?  What works will be undertaken?  Many parts of this development are going to be part of the Listed Building: either ‘curtilage listed’ or listed by being physically attached to the LB.  A full schedule of works should also be submitted for the LBC application, including setting out all detailed works and use of materials.

The listing document (Historic England Listing Entry Number 1113435 – copy attached) highlights that the extent of the listing is limited to several elements that together compose the front façade. 

All works that will directly affect the listed frontage are stated in the Heritage Statement (6.0 of the DAS) and all work which will not directly affect the listed frontage are stated in the rest of the DAS.  It is worth noting that the proposed development will not materially alter the appearance of the existing. 

The application seeks the appraisal in principle for these alterations. Indeed it is the client’s desire and motivation for us carry out these works so as to reinstate ‘The Butler’ to its former glory. Therefore through the consultation process of the planning application or via the implementation of pre-commencement planning conditions we would be very happy to work with the LB officer to agree a schedule of works/ details required.


Summary of advice:
I am, of course, glad to see that this proposal would appear to have a minimal impact on the setting to the LB, but the impact on the fabric and the suitability in planning terms is far from clear. 
As an informal comment at this stage this appears to be a poor proposal, not a bit like what was discussed at pre-app in 2015 and poorly presented. 

Firstly, the 2015 pre-app was for a completely different scheme submitted by a different applicant. It was as never taken any further as the response was negative. These negative comments included the fact that the development would result in a 30% loss of the pub’s bar space and the scale of the proposed development would be harmful to the setting of the pub. 

Moving on 2 years our client seeks to develop the site with a use that will support and therefore benefit the use of the listed building. The scheme positively responds to the key negative points mentioned in the pre-app and has minimal impact on the adjacent pub. Section 3.2 of the DAS lists our responses to the relevant points addressed. 

My advice is that you may need specialist planning and heritage input to tie this all together, if you are continuing with these applications. However, my personal opinion is that these proposals may not be supportable anyway, and would strongly suggest withdrawal and for a detailed pre-application to take place if you wish.

Can you please expand on the reasons why our ‘… proposals may not be supportable anyway’. It is important to understand what you mean by this at this early stage. If there are other planning reasons not mentioned in any of the above commentary that fall into this statement then can you please inform us of what they are at this time.


I will need either a response on all the matters above or a confirmation of withdrawal within 28 days, please.  Otherwise, these applications will be filed as ‘returned’, meaning that the applications have effectively been returned to you and no further progress or a decision will be made on them.

I look forward to hearing from you.
Regards

Richard Eatough
Principal Planning Officer
Planning Section | Directorate of Environment and Neighbourhood Services 

Reading Borough Council 
Civic Offices, Level 1 North
Bridge Street 

Reading 
RG1 2LU

0118 937 3338 (73338 internal extension)
Email: richard.eatough@reading.gov.uk

Website | Facebook | Twitter | YouTube
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