DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT

Address: 7 Blagrave Street, Reading

Application No: 151345/FUL
Proposals: Erection of basement and 5 storey building to provide café (Class A3) at basement and part ground floor level and 23 bed & breakfast rooms (Class C1) at part ground floor and upper floor levels, following demolition of existing 2 storey building (café and 5 bed & breakfast rooms) barring partial retention of front façade.
Applicant: Mr Murli Bhatti
Date received (valid from):
 15/02/16 (first submitted on 29/7/15, but invalid until 15/02/16)
Target Decision date: Originally 11/04/16, but a formal extension of time until 19/05/16 was agreed in writing with the applicant 
Case officer: Jonathan Markwell
1. Site Description and Surrounding Area

i. The application site is located on the west side of Blagrave Street, close to the junction with Valpy Street (to the north-west). Blagrave Street is one-way at this point to vehicles (north to south), providing access to Friar Street to the south. The existing building is two-storeys in height and in active use, as a café at ground floor level and bed and breakfast hotel accommodation above (see relevant history below). The site is located within the Market Place / London Street Conservation Area and is identified within the conservation area appraisal as being a building of townscape merit (as are all buildings on this side of Blagrave Street, with the exception of No. 33). The immediate neighbouring buildings are historically three-storeys in height, but both have the benefit of roof additions too. The application site building is opposite to the Grade II listed Town Hall complex (consisting of Victoria Hall, Concert Hall, Town Hall and Museum, Library and Art Gallery). Please see the Historic Buildings Consultant comments below for more details in this regard. 

ii. Beyond the rear (west) boundary of the site is the relatively modern Walkabout building, accessed from Wiston Terrace. A number of the other buildings in the immediate locality are also in pub/club late night use, including the neighbouring O’Neill’s, Match Box and Yates (the latter two front onto Friar St). There is however a wide mix of uses in the immediate area, including other ground floor commercial uses, offices and neighbouring residential units at Forbury View (11 Blagrave St).   
iii. The site is located within the designated Reading Central Area Action Plan boundary. The site borders the designated primary shopping area, but is located outside of it. The site is however within the designated office core and central core, as well as an air quality management area and area of archaeological potential.   

2. The Proposal

i. Full Planning Permission is sought for the erection of basement and 5 storey building to provide café (Class A3) at basement and part ground floor level and 23 bed & breakfast rooms (Class C1) at part ground floor and on the upper floor levels. This will follow the demolition of the existing 2 storey building (café and 5 bed & breakfast rooms) barring partial retention of part of the front façade. Demolition plans have been submitted to indicate the level of demolition, retention and replication. 
ii. In terms of floorspace, the Class A3 area will increase from 101sqm to 147sqm. The Class C1 bed and breakfast hotel accommodation will increase from 91sqm to 524sqm. No opening hours have been specified for the proposed Class A3 use. 
3. Public Consultation

i. Neighbour Consultation

A total of 24 neighbour/nearby occupier letters were sent as part of this application. A total of 4 objections have been received. A summary of the issues raised are as follows:
· The noise and vibrations from the proposed demolishing and construction work will have significant negative impact on a nearby business. For example, the proposed building site and nearby therapist rooms would only be separated by a single brick wall. The proposed work will make it impossible for therapy sessions to take place owing to the noisy and vibrating environment during the construction period, which could easily run for 2 years or more.

· Noted that a number of proposals for the demolishing of the premises of no. 7 Blagrave Street has been either refused or withdrawn over time, as e.g. in 1991 [planning application no. 910880], in 1994 [planning application no. 940326], in 1996 [planning application no. 950892].

· Expected that the littering will increase significantly and proportionately with the expanded number of guests from the new hotel, and as such leaving the pathway filthy and slippery over the entire course of the week.

· Damage to basement level wall shared with a neighbouring residential occupier could be disruptive and cause superficial damage to walls in the flat if there is any heavy drilling or any of the walls shift.

· Main objection for this development would be the amenity of the proposed building given its location and nature of use. If a development of this nature were to go next to any of the four bars which back onto the site, and with its location being right in the middle of Reading’s late night district, I think there would inevitably be a lot of complaints about noise pollution. Concern that our businesses could all end up being in jeopardy if permission would be granted.

· Negatively impact on the living environment of nearby occupiers due to construction noise. 

ii. Site Notice
A site notice was erected on 29/02/16, expiring on 21/03/16. 
4. Consultations
i. Historic Buildings Consultant:

Conservation Area

The application site falls within the defined Market Street/London Street Conservation Area. No. 7 Blagrave Street is noted as a building of Townscape Merit within the Market Place/London Street Conservation Area Appraisal.

The Market Street/London Street Conservation Area appraisal states that around Market Place and Blagrave Street there was much rebuilding in the 19th and 20th centuries. The 19th century developments display good examples of Reading’s Victorian brick architecture, not only the listed Town Hall complex but also modest commercial buildings. The storey heights range from two to four storeys, the higher buildings being located close to the town centre in Market Place and Blagrave Street. 

There are good views of the Town Hall and Concert Hall from Friar Street, Blagrave Street and Market Place. Within Area 4 (Market Place and environs of St Laurence’s Church and Town Hall including part of Blagrave Street and The Forbury) the main buildings include the Town Hall complex comprising Victoria Hall, Concert Hall, Town Hall and Museum, Library and Art Gallery.

The negative features which impact on the historic character and appearance of Character Area 4 within the Conservation Area include:

· Loss of original historic windows and front doors to modern replacements e.g. 10-12 The Forbury; and

· Loss of original architectural features.

The buildings flanking No. 7 Blagrave Street are the Forbury View and O’Neils public house. These two buildings are also of Townscape Merit, but been subject to rooftop extensions which are badly designed and executed. The Forbury View and O’Neils both now extend to four storeys along the front elevation.

The building is located opposite the Grade II Listed Municipal Buildings Art Gallery and Museum and the Grade II Listed Municipal Buildings Concert Hall.

Historic Built Environment

No. 7 Blagrave Street is a neo-classical building of architectural interest recorded as being of Townscape merit within Market Place/London Street Conservation Area Appraisal. The relatively modest scale of the building belies the building’s prominence, and a ‘landmark’ quality that is fundamental to the sense of place of the locality. 

Architecturally the shopfront has decorated flanking pilasters supporting a corbelled entablature with decorative brackets. At first floor level is large bay window with decorative leaded flashing underneath a large recessed arch with keystone supported on plain pilasters and broken pediment forming the gable.  The architecture reflects elements of the Forbury View in its rhythms and detailing.

Despite the poor quality roof extensions on the flanking O’Neill’s and Forbury View buildings, these buildings still retain their original structures and detailing below roof level.

Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

Recent legal cases have established that under section 70(3) the general power to grant planning permission under section 70(1) is expressly subject to sections 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  Section 72(1) provides that there is a statutory duty that:

‘with respect of any building or other land in a conservation area......special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area.’

The setting of the Listed Buildings

Recent legal cases relating to issues around the setting of listed buildings have established that under section 70(3) the general power to grant planning permission under section 70(1) is expressly subject to sections 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  Section 66(1) provides that there is a statutory duty: 

in considering whether to grant planning permission for development which affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning authority, or, as the case may be, the Secretary of State shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.

In the Barnwell Manor windfarm appeal case it was established that decision-makers should have given ‘considerable importance and weight’ to the setting of listed buildings. It did not follow that if harm to a listed building was found to be less than substantial under the balancing exercise in policies HE9 and HE10 (NB: under PPS5 then in force) that a decision-maker could ignore the overarching duty imposed by section 66 (of the Act). 

National Planning Policy Framework 

In March 2012, the Government published the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), which replaced the National Planning Policy Statements (PPS) and Planning Policy Guidance (PPG). The NPPF recognises the historic environment as comprising all aspects of the environment which have resulted from the interaction between people and places through time (DCLG et al, 2012, Annex 2: Glossary). The elements of the historic environment that are considered to hold significance are called heritage assets (DCLG et al, 2012, Annex 2: Glossary). Significance is defined by the NPPF as ‘the value of a heritage asset to this and future generations because of its heritage interest’. This significance or value may be related to a heritage asset’s archaeological, architectural and artistic or historic elements and can derive not only from its physical presence but also from its setting (DCLG et al, 2012, para 56). 

Planning Practice Guide

Guidance on the implementation of the NPPF is provided in the revised Planning Practice Guide (PPG) (DCLG et al, 2014). The PPG states that heritage assets may be affected by direct physical change or by change in their setting. Being able to properly assess the nature, extent and value of a heritage asset, and the contribution of its setting, is very important to understanding the potential impact and acceptability of development proposals (DCLG et al, 2014, para. 9).

PPG states that local planning authorities may identify non-designated heritage assets and in some areas, these heritage assets may be identified as ‘locally listed’ (DCLG et al, 2014, para. 39). These identified heritage assets may include buildings, monuments, sites, places, areas or landscapes which have a degree of value meriting consideration in planning decisions but which are not formally designated heritage assets (DCLG et al, 2014, para. 39). 

Buildings that warrant local designation in a Conservation Area in Reading are awarded a ‘Buildings of Townscape Merit’ designation. For the purposes of the NPPF, Buildings of Townscape Merit will be considered to warrant conservation and where appropriate enhancement in accordance with the NPPF

Historic England Good Practice Advice

Historic England has produced new guidance on the interpretation and implementation of the NPPF and PPG with regard to the historic environment in the form of:

· Historic England Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 1: Conservation Area Designation, Appraisal and Management (Historic England, 2016).

· Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 2: Managing Significance in Decision-Taking (Historic England, 2015a); 

· Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (Historic England, 2015b).

· Historic England Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 4: Tall Buildings (Historic England, 2015c).

Reading Borough Council Planning Policy

Reading Borough Council Core Strategy CS33: Protection and Enhancement of the Historic Environment states:

Historic features and areas of historic importance and other elements of the historic environment, including their settings, will be protected and where appropriate enhanced. This will include: 

· Listed Buildings;

· Conservation Areas;

· Other features with local or national designation, such as sites and features of archaeological importance, and historic parks and gardens.

Planning permission will only be granted where development has no adverse impact on historic assets and their settings. All proposals will be expected to protect and where appropriate enhance the character and appearance of the area in which they are located. and for the purpose of ensuring that work is appropriate to the special architectural or historic interest of the listed building.

Within para. 11.8 of the Core Strategy it also specifies that: 

The Borough Council is committed to protecting and where appropriate, enhancing the Borough’s historic environment. This includes ensuring that buildings and features of Local architectural and historic interest (which are not necessarily recognised components of the historic

environment) are taken fully into account and safeguarded...”.

Local planning policy RC5 also reiterates that local heritage assets should be safeguarded and development mist not only take account of them, but ensure it has “no adverse Impact” on them.

RC5: DESIGN IN THE CENTRE

Applications for development within the Reading central area should demonstrate the following attributes:

· Development will build on and respect the existing grid layout structure of the central area, providing continuity and enclosure through appropriate relationships between buildings and spaces, and frontages that engage with the street at lower levels, and contributing towards enhanced ease of movement through and around the central area;

· Development will provide appropriate, well designed public spaces and other public realm, including squares, open spaces, streetscape, utilising high quality and well-maintained hard and soft landscape, public art, that provide suitable functions and interest, sense of place and safe and convenient linkages to adjoining areas;

· The architectural details and materials used in the central area should be high quality and respect the form and quality of the detailing and materials in areas local to the development site; 

· Development and any associated public realm should contribute to the diversity of the central area, be capable of easy adaptation over time to meet changing circumstances, and be designed to enhance community safety.

Proposals

A pre-application enquiry for a similar scheme was received in April 2014 (131586) and advice was provided.

The proposals consist of:

· Re-building of the first floor to raise the building from its current two storey structure to a new five storey building including a basement;

· the additional floor levels 1-4 for the C1 use provide additional accommodation for the Bed and Breakfast hotel business; and

· Retention of the ground-floor building

Discussion

In terms of the statutory duty imposed on local authorities under Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, the proposal would neither enhance, nor preserve, the character or appearance of the Conservation Area. The demolition and reproduction of the architectural detailing of the building at a higher level would result in the destruction of the original historic fabric, together with ‘façadism’, a largely discredited approach to the preservation of historic buildings. 

The description of No.7 Blagrave Street as a building of Townscape Merit, far from being a third tier designation, highlights the building’s landmark importance within the Conservation Area since Local Listing cannot be applied to building’s within a Conservation Area under Reading Borough Council’s criteria. 

Partial demolition of this building would disregard the building’s contribution to the area in order to replace it with a pastiche which produces a facsimile of the neo-classical arch and would incorporate additional poorly designed windows which would disrupt the character and harmony of the original streetscene.

No.7 Blagrave Street contributes strongly to the Conservation Area and the building should be retained in accordance with the requirement to preserve or enhance the area as well as the adopted local and national policies. 

Summary: The proposed development is likely to result in an inappropriate and unsympathetic development that would detract from the Conservation Area and settings of the adjacent Listed Buildings contrary to, the statutory duties under the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, Core Policy CS33, RC5 and guidance in the NPPF and PPG.

Recommendation: Refuse. 

ii. Transport: 
The site is located in the centre of Reading, consisting primarily of retail and commercial office development, with limited residential.  This area is defined as having the best transport hubs, with both the main railway station and also bus interchanges at the station and on Friar Street.  This area also contains the largest proportion of public car parking spaces.

The proposals are to demolish the existing two storey building and erect a 5 storey bed and breakfast consisting of 23 bedrooms plus a café (Class A3) at basement and part ground floor level. 

In accordance with the Council’s adopted Parking Standards and Design SPD, the development should provide 0.5 spaces per bedroom and 1 space for the proprietor.  However, no on-site parking facilities are associated with the existing uses and it is unlikely that any on-site parking could be provided due to the location and the site constraints.

Given that the site is located in the Reading Central Area where there is extensive parking controls preventing on-street parking and good connections to public transport services, the non-provision of parking is acceptable.   

A Construction Method Statement will be required given the town centre location and the significant remodeling of the site proposed within this application. Any works affecting the highway would have to comply with the Borough’s Guidance Notes for Activities on the Public Highway and works would need to be scheduled with the Council’s Streetworks team prior to commencement on site.  The Construction Method Statement will not be approved until all details regarding the management and construction of the project is submitted to and agreed by the Local Highway Authority.

There are no transport objections in respect of this proposal subject to conditions / informatives below.

Suggested conditions on any consent

Construction Management Statements

No development shall take place, including any works of demolition, until a Construction Method Statement has been submitted and approved in writing by the local planning authority to provide for:

(A) The parking of vehicles and site operatives and visitors – to be shown on a Plan not less than 1.500.

(B) Loading and unloading of plant and materials used in constructing the development – Areas to be shown on a plan not less than 1.500

(C) Storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development – Areas to be shown on a plan not less than 1.500

(D) The erection and maintenance of security hoarding / scaffolding if required.

(E) Wheel washing facilities

(F) Measures on site to control the deposition of dirt / mud on surrounding roads during construction.

(G) Footpath Closures /Road Closures needed during construction

(H) Traffic Management needed during construction.

(I) Times, routes and means of access into and from the site for construction traffic and delivery vehicles (including the removal of waste from the site and methods of preventing deposition of materials on the public highway).

The approved Construction Method Statement shall be adhered to throughout the development process unless agreed otherwise in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

REASON: In the interests of safety, protecting the amenity of local land uses, neighbouring residents and highway safety in accordance with Core Strategy Policy CS20 and Sites and Detailed Polices document Policy DM12.

Informatives

Works affecting the highway

Any works affecting the highway shall be in accordance with Reading Borough’s Council’s document “Guidance Notes for Activities on the Public Highway within the Borough of Reading”. The applicant should be made aware that compliance with this document is mandatory and licences to work on the highway will only be issued if the requirements contained within it are met. A copy can be obtained at http://www.reading.gov.uk/ltp/General.asp?id=SX9452-A782F664 (within the Transport Strategy area of the Transport Section on the Reading Borough Web Site).

Damage to the highway

The attention of the applicant is drawn to Section 59 of the Highways Act 1980, which enables the Highway Authority to recover expenses due to damage caused by extraordinary traffic.

Suggested reasons for refusal if refused

N/A

S.106 heads of terms

As per CIL requirements.

iii. Ecology: No objections to this application on ecology grounds.  
iv. Environmental Protection:  

Environmental Protection (EP) concerns

· Noise impact on development

· Odour and noise – kitchen extraction

· Construction and Demolition phase

Noise impact on development

The noise assessment submitted with the application (Ref: 455/15) has been reviewed. Prior to being satisfied with the information provided, the EP officer requested (as per an email sent on 31/03/16) further information to be submitted which confirms what glazing is proposed for each façade and what the corresponding internal noise is predicted to be.  It was noted that the bay window at the front facade is to be retained, but it was queried whether this has been taken into account in the assessment? What ventilation is proposed? The applicant provided no commentary / clarification in this regard, meaning it is not clear what noise impact the development would have for future occupiers. 
Noise generating development

If a new kitchen extraction system is proposed as part of this development then the following applies:

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 methodology. 

An acoustic assessment has not been submitted with the application and therefore the EP officer cannot determine the likely noise impact of the proposal and whether the proposals are acceptable.  EP 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.

Recommended Condition

BS4142 Noise assessment – to be submitted

No mechanical plant shall be installed until a noise assessment of the proposed mechanical plant has been submitted and approved by this Council.  The assessment shall be carried out for in accordance with BS4141:2014 methodology. The predicted rating level, LAr,Tr  (specific sound level plus any adjustment for the characteristic features of the sound) as measured at a point 1 metre external to sensitive facades shall be at least 10dB below the existing background sound level, LA90,T  when all plant/equipment (or any part of it) is in operation.  The plant shall thereafter only be installed in accordance with the assessment.

Reason: To safeguard the amenities of the adjoining premises and the area generally, in accordance with Policy CS34 of the Reading Borough LDF Core Strategy 2008 (Altered 2015) and Policy DM4 of the Reading Borough LDF Sites and Detailed Policies Document 2012 (Altered 2015).

Kitchen Extraction – odour

If a new kitchen extraction system is proposed as part of this development then the following applies:

In addition to concerns about noise (as discussed above), odour is a common concern from food businesses and kitchen extraction is essential in the control of odours. 

The applicants have not provided sufficient information to demonstrate that cooking odours will be controlled, therefore refusal is recommended until satisfactory odour control information has been submitted.

The applicant should refer to the Defra Guidance on the Control of Odour and Noise from Commercial Kitchen Exhaust Systems (January 2005) when making an application for kitchen extraction. 

Odours can be dealt with by appropriate design, such as finishing at 1m above roof ridge height ideally or 1m above eaves height where the former is not possible to enable efficient dispersion of odours. For particularly odourous foods additional odour abatement measures would be expected such as filtration and de-odourisers. To ensure the continued efficiency of the odour control measures ongoing servicing and maintenance is essential.

The applicant should provide an odour control statement detailing how food cooking odour will be controlled and this should include:

· Type of food to be prepared

· Details of any proposed filtration / deodourisers

· Elevation plan to show extraction unit location and discharge height

· Scheduled maintenance plan based on manufacturer’s instructions.

The following condition could be attached to consent, however it is possible that the criteria cannot 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.

Condition

No development shall take place until a detailed odour control scheme to include scale plans, odour control specifications and a maintenance plan has been submitted and approved. Thereafter, the development shall not be carried out other than in accordance with the approved scheme unless the Local Planning Authority otherwise agrees in writing.

Reason: To safeguard the amenities of neighbouring premises and the area generally.

Construction and demolition phases

EP have concerns about potential noise and dust associated with the construction (and demolition) of the proposed development and possible adverse impact on nearby residents (and businesses).

Recommended conditions

Control of Noise and Dust – CMS to be submitted

No development shall take place before a scheme has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, which specifies the provisions to be made for the control of noise and dust emanating from the site during the demolition and construction phase.  Thereafter, the use shall not commence until the approved scheme has been fully implemented.

Reason: To protect the occupants of nearby residential properties from noise and dust during the development of the site.

Hours of Working – construction and demolition phase

The hours of noisy construction, demolition and associated deliveries shall be restricted to the hours of 08:00hrs to 18:00hrs Mondays to Fridays, and 09:00hrs to 13:00hrs on Saturdays, and not at any time on Sundays and Bank or Statutory Holidays without prior approval from the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: In the interests of the amenities of nearby residents.

Recommended Informatives

For further information about construction and demolition nuisance law the applicant is referred to:  http://www.reading.gov.uk/article/2563/Construction--Demolition
v. Berkshire Archaeology (BA):
The proposals are located within an area of archaeological potential, with particular potential for medieval and post-medieval archaeology to be present. The site lies within the medieval and post-medieval extent of Reading and the layout of Blagrave Street is post-medieval in date.

The site is located just to the west of the possible line of Viking defences and just outside Reading Abbey Scheduled Monument. To the south east archaeological excavations to the rear of 1 Friar Street recorded stray finds of Bronze Age, Roman and Saxon date which hint at earlier activity in the area. This work also uncovered elements of a medieval building that were possibly part of the Hospitium Almhouses. Excavations at 172 Friar Street to the south revealed both medieval and postmedieval activity.

Although the existing building will have had an impact on any archaeology present it is possible that deposits may be present at some depth in this area, therefore the existing building may not have completely removed the archaeology. There is therefore the potential that the proposed basement could disturb archaeological deposits and features. 

Therefore BA recommend that a condition requiring approval of a written scheme of archaeological investigation is attached to any planning permission granted, to mitigate the impact of the development, as follows:

Condition:

No development shall take place within the site until the applicant, or their agents or their successors in title, has secured and implemented a programme of archaeological work (which may include more than one phase of work) in accordance with a written scheme of investigation, which has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall only take place in accordance with the detailed scheme approved pursuant to this condition.

Reason:

To ensure that any archaeological remains within the site are adequately investigated and recorded or preserved in situ in the interest of protecting the archaeological heritage of the borough.

As a first phase it is recommended that trial trenching is carried out following demolition of the existing buildings in order to determine the archaeological potential of the site. Depending on the results of this work further phases of archaeological investigation may be required.
vi. Thames Water

7 Blagrave Street, Reading, RG1 1PJ will be required to submit a Pre-development enquiry to Thames Water. The customer can find details of how to make this application on our website from this link. http://www.thameswater.co.uk/developers/17283.htm
Our sewer records do not indicate any shared drainage within the site however there may be newly transferred sewers that we do not yet have mapped and are not aware of.
If the site owner does encounter shared drainage then the sewers may need to be diverted as we do not allow new builds over public sewers. The site owner will need to submit their Pre-development application and discuss any potential diversions with the engineer dealing with their application.
5. Plans Considered

i. The Council, in reaching its recommendation, has taken into consideration the following plans and documents:

The following plans / documents received on 29/07/15

01 Site Plans
The following plans / documents received on 15/02/16:

10A Existing Plans G - R

11A Existing Front & Rear Elevations

20A Proposed Plans B - 2

22A Proposed Plans 3 - R

23A Proposed Front & Rear Elevations

24 Existing & Proposed Elevation+Section

30 Existing Use Class Area

31 Proposed Use Class Areas

32 Areas of Demolition 

33 Noise Survey Station Positions
Sustainability Design and Construction Statement including BREEAM Pre Assessment Report by shgl, dated 03/02/16 Rev 0.

Noise Report by Michael Sugiura, dated November 2015 Ref 455/15

Heritage Statement – Demolition of 7 Blagrave Street and erection of a replacement building by Bell Cornwell LLP, dated November 2015

Planning Support Statement by Bell Cornwell LLP, dated November 2015

Design and Access Statement by David Clarke Associates Ref 1730, dated November 2015 

6. Relevant Planning History

i. 910880 - Erection of office building (B1) with provision for retail (A1) on part of grd floor at corner of Friar St & A2/B1 office on remainder of ground floor at Blagrave St, & basement car parking. Refused 17/12/92. 

ii. 940326 - Erection of an office building (B1) with provision for Class A3 (food and drink) on part ground floor at corner of Friar Street (Demolition of existing). Withdrawn.

iii. 950892 - Erection of an office building (B1) with provision for Class A1 (retail use) on part ground floor at corner of Friar St and basement car parking. Withdrawn 

iv. 960833 - Temporary change of use from A2 to place of worship (D1) and ancillary uses. Granted 17/10/96.
v. 980760 - Change of use of premises from use class A2 to use class A3. Granted 25/09/98.
vi. 060086 - Retrospective application for bed and breakfast accomodation on first floor. (Coffee shop on ground floor to be used for breakfast). Granted 27/03/2006.
vii. 131586 – Pre-application enquiry relating to the demolition of existing two storey building and erection of 5 storey bed and breakfast, plus basement with ancillary kitchen and dining area. Observations sent 14/04/14.

7. 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.
8. Relevant Planning Guidance

i. 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.  The Development Plan for Reading relevant to the application site comprises the Reading Local Development Framework ‘Core Strategy’ 2008 (Altered 2015), ‘Sites and Detailed Policies Document’ 2012 (Altered 2015) and the Reading Centre Area Action Plan 2009.
ii. Section 72 (1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires the local planning authority in the exercise of its functions to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area.
iii. Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires the local planning authority to have special regard to the desirability of preserving a listed building or its setting or any features of special interest which it possesses.
iv. The ‘National Planning Policy framework’ (‘’NPPF’’) 2012 states clearly that its content is to be a material consideration in the determination of applications.  The ‘NPPF’ states that due weight should be given to the adopted policies of the Local Development Framework (LDF) (Core Strategy, Central Area Action Plan and Sites and Detailed Policies Document) 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 ‘NPPF’ and the following development plan policies and supplementary planning guidance are relevant:
9. Relevant Policies

i. The application has been assessed against the following policies/guidance:
National

National Planning Policy Framework
National Planning Policy Guidance
RBC Local Development Framework

Core Strategy 2008 (Altered 2015)

CS1 

Sustainable Construction and Design

CS2 

Waste Minimisation
CS4

Accessibility and the Intensity of Development
CS5 

Inclusive Access

CS7

Design and the Public Realm
CS20

Implementation of the Reading Transport Strategy
CS24

Car/ Cycle Parking
CS25

Scale and Location of Retail, Leisure and Culture

CS26

Hierarchy of Centres

CS27

Maintaining the Retail Character of Centres

CS33 

Protection and Enhancement of the Historic Environment

CS34 

Pollution and Water Resources

CS36

Biodiversity and Geology
Sites and Detailed Policies Document 2012 (Altered 2015)
SD1 

Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

DM1 

Adaptation to Climate Change 

DM4 

Safeguarding Amenity 

DM12 

Access, Traffic and Highway Related Matters 

DM19 

Air Quality
DM23

Shopfronts and Cash Machines

Reading Centre Area Action Plan 2009

RC5 

Design in the Centre
RC6

Definition of the Centre

RC7

Leisure, Culture and Tourism in the Centre

RBC Supplementary Planning Documents
Revised Parking Standards and Design SPD (2011) 

Sustainable Design and Construction SPD (2011)

Other relevant documentation

Market Street/London Street Conservation Area appraisal
Historic England Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 1: Conservation Area Designation, Appraisal and Management (Historic England, 2016).

Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 2: Managing Significance in Decision-Taking (Historic England, 2015a); 

Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (Historic England, 2015b).

10. Appraisal

i. The main planning considerations relevant to the determination of this application are:
· Land use principles
· Design, heritage assets and impact on the character and appearance of the surrounding area
· Quality of accommodation

· Amenity impact on neighbours
· Transport

· Sustainability

· Other matters

ii. Land use principles
The proposal would result in the increase in Class A3 floorspace at the site from 101sqm to 147sqm. It is considered that an increased sized Class A3 use raises no in-principle land use concerns, as, although the site is located just outside the designated primary shopping area, it is located within the central core, where policy RC6 details other main town centre uses will take place in this area. It is considered that an increased size Class A3 use is considered to align with policy RC6, in addition to policies CS25-7.

The proposal would also result in a significant uplift in the amount of Class C1 bed and breakfast hotel accommodation at the site, in number from 5 to 23 rooms and in floorspace from 91sqm to 524sqm (increase of 433sqm). The proposed use aligns with the principles outlined in policy RC7, with the site located within the central core. It is also considered that the more intensive Class C1 use aligns with the principles of policies RC6 and CS25. As such, from purely a land use principle perspective, the proposals are welcomed and encouraged.    

iii. Design, heritage assets and impact on the character and appearance of the surrounding area
The national policy and guidance context is set out in detail at section 4i above. At a local level, Policy CS7 details all development in the Borough must be of a high design quality which maintains and enhances the character and appearance of the area. Within this the urban grain, scale, height and massing are all components specifically referred to. Linked to this, Policy CS33 seeks to protect and enhance the historic environment, which is relevant in this instance given the site is located within a conservation area and the host/neighbouring & nearby buildings are identified as being of townscape merit, while Grade II listed buildings are also located directly opposite the site. The policy states that all proposals will be expected to protect and where appropriate, enhance the character and appearance of the area. Furthermore, given the site is within the Reading Central Area, Policy RC5 is also of relevance, with RC5a of particular relevance in this instance in providing continuity and enclosure through appropriate relationships between buildings and spaces. Finally, Policy DM23 relates specifically to shopfronts; more specifically it states that individual features will respect the character of the building, surroundings and wider streetscene.   

As detailed in section 4i above, the site is located within a conservation area and is adjacent to listed buildings and those identified as being of townscape merit. Moreover, in itself, the existing building is identified within the conservation area appraisal as being of townscape merit. More specifically, the building is two-storeys in height (acknowledged to be lesser than its neighbours) in a Neo-Classical style. It is considered that the relatively modest scale of the building belies the building’s prominence and a landmark quality, which is considered to be fundamental to the sense of place of the locality. Furthermore, from an architectural perspective, the shopfront has intricate and pleasing detailing, consisting of decorated flanking pilasters supporting a corbelled entablature with decorative brackets. At first floor level is large bay window with decorative leaded flashing underneath a large recessed arch with keystone supported on plain pilasters and broken pediment forming the gable. The architecture reflects elements of the neighbouring Forbury View building in its rhythms and detailing. Furthermore, despite the poor quality roof extensions on the flanking O’Neill’s and Forbury View buildings, these buildings still retain their original structures and detailing below roof level. As such, the building, although not listed, is considered to be of considerable townscape value within the conservation area. 
Prior to the submission of the application, the applicant sought pre-application advice on a similar proposal at the site (see relevant history above). At this time officers advised that “the doubling in scale from 2-storey building to a 5-storey building would appear out-of-scale in the street-scene, where the prevalent scale is set at 3-storeys… the removal of the distinctive non-classical arch and the attractive first floor bay window and repositioning it at a fourth floor level is also not considered to be acceptable on this basis”. 
In this application the applicant is not considered to have fully taken on board concerns raised at pre-application stage. At five storeys (and basement) in height the proposal would neither enhance, nor preserve, the character or appearance of the Conservation Area. The demolition and reproduction of the architectural detailing of the building at a higher level would result in the destruction of the original historic fabric, together with facadism, a largely discredited approach to the preservation of historic buildings. Partial demolition of this building would disregard the building’s contribution to the area in order to replace it with a pastiche which produces a facsimile of the neo-classical arch and would incorporate additional poorly designed/positioned windows (in particular those at second and third floor level on the Blagrave Street frontage, which are contrived in order to maximise the number of storeys possible internally).  This would result in a poorly proportioned frontage and disrupt the character and harmony of the original streetscene.  The existing building is considered to represent a significant part of Reading’s Victorian and Edwardian commercial era, contributing strongly to this part of the Conservation Area. In overall terms, the proposals would therefore represent substantial harm to the Heritage Asset (the conservation area). For the same reasons the proposals would also cause substantial harm to the setting of the listed buildings opposite the site. 
More specifically in terms of the replacement shopfront, while the fascia and side pilasters are proposed to be retained (which is welcomed), the applicant seeks to introduce sliding doors across the frontage. This is not considered to be a feature which would respect the character of the building or the wider street scene, when considered within the context of existing/historic shopfront features and Policy DM23. Furthermore, although it is recognised that the shopfront is missing its original stallriser, the proposed sliding doors would remove this feature which, in line with Policy DM23 officers would seek to be retained/restored in any replacement shopfront proposed. The sliding doors element therefore forms a further concern with the design approach proposed.  
On the basis of the above it is therefore considered that the proposed height, bulk and detailed design of the development would cause substantial harm to the character and appearance of the existing host building, streetscene and wider conservation area. Furthermore, the proposals would also cause substantial harm to the setting of nearby listed buildings. As such, the proposals are considered to be contrary to Policies CS7, CS33, RC5, DM23 and relevant sections of the National Planning Policy Framework 2012.
iv. Quality of accommodation

It is considered that there are a number of shortfalls in the quality of accommodation for future occupiers. Although it is acknowledged that occupiers of bed and breakfast hotel accommodation are usually short term residents (up to 90 days in total), it is nevertheless expected and required for these occupiers to benefit from a reasonable standard of accommodation. Moreover, the main amenity policy, DM4, states at paragraph 4.4.1 of the supporting text to be applicable to any type of development. The primary shortfalls in the quality of accommodation provided are as follows:

- The applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposed rooms would not be sufficiently protected through mitigation measures from noise and disturbance. As per section 4iv above, Environmental Protection officers raised a number of queries with the applicant about the assessment provided. This included queries regarding the type of glazing proposed and whether any ventilation was proposed (reasonable given the proposed uses at the site), and if so, where this would be located and whether it was taken into account in the noise assessment submitted? Despite these concerns being provided to the applicant on 31/03/16, no further information has been submitted. As such, the applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposed rooms would be sufficiently protected, through mitigation measures, from noise and disturbance. This is considered to be a particularly pertinent issue in this specific location, owing to the proximity of a number of late night uses, which include outdoor seating areas in close proximity to the rear of the building (where the majority of windows serving rooms are located). As such, given the complete lack of information provided in a number of different regards, it is considered that this forms a reason for refusal, rather than being able to be secured via conditions, as it is by no means certain that such conditions would be able to be met. As such, the proposals are contrary to policies CS34 and DM4. 
- Lack of outlook and access to daylight and sunlight at ‘bed 1 (ground floor)’, ‘bed 5 (first floor)’, ‘bed 10 (second floor)’, ‘bed 16’ (third floor)’. More specifically, the ground floor ‘bed 1’, although served by two windows, these will look out to a bin store (1.8m away) and rear building elevation of 1a-5a Blagrave Street (2.5m away) to the east and an external stair (immediately next to the window) and yard. Bed 5, 10, 16 are served by a single window, adjacent to the rear elevation of 1a-5a Blagrave St. Based on the side elevation plan by the applicant (on plan no. 24) only an area 0.2m in width and 1.2m in height (out of a total width of 0.6m and 1.2m in height) will be visible for future occupiers. This calls into question the amount of outlook and access to natural daylight/sunlight the future occupiers would receive. This is a worse situation than that which exists at present, as the entire window serving existing bed 21 is not concealed by the neighbouring building. The proposal would worsen the existing situation by being partially concealed by the neighbouring building and relating to first to third floor rooms (rather than just the first floor). Given that the proposed building at fourth floor level would be largely clear of the height of the neighbouring building, the window serving proposed ‘bed 21’ is considered to be adequate. The applicant was asked to provide a daylight and sunlight assessment prior to the registration of the application on 04/09/16. No assessment was submitted, and instead the following commentary was provided within the supporting Planning Statement (submitted on 15/02/16): 

“In terms of daylight/sunlight, it is a usual request for a 6 storey building to provide a daylight/sunlight assessment. However, in this case, the proposed development will fit snuggly into the existing gap and will not protrude beyond the existing front rear building line of the neighbouring properties. On this basis, the only possible loss of light can be to windows on the flank elevations of the two surrounding properties and properties to the front and the rear. With regard to the side properties, the building at 9-15 Blagrave Street has no side facing windows. Number 1 to 5 Blagrave Street does have a side facing window on the top floor but this serves an attic/storage area and blocking this window has been agreed with the owner of this property”.

On this basis the applicant has either not considered this impact, or does not consider it worthy of mention. It is considered that the lack of outlook and access to natural daylight/sunlight at these points would cause a significant detrimental impact to the living environment of temporary occupiers at the bed and breakfast hotel, contrary to policy DM4. 
When these shortfalls are combined, it is considered that in overall terms that a substandard level of accommodation would be provided for future occupiers.

There are also a number of other areas where concerns are raised, but are not of a level which warrants these specific points being included in the reason for refusal, namely:

· The size of beds 3, 8, 14 and 19 is limited at 8.68sqm, of which 2.34m comprises an enclosed en-suite (leaving 6.34sqm of actual floorspace within the bedroom). This is considered to be limited, but not of significant enough concern to warrant a reason for refusal.
· The windows serving beds 11 and 12 at second floor level are limited in size, at 0.7m x 0.8m. This means this room is likely to receive limited access to day/sunlight, but it is considered not to be of a level which warrants a reason for refusal. 
In other regards, in terms of overlooking, the oblique angles and orientation of windows on the rear side (south) elevation are such, when considered within the context of neighbouring buildings uses / distances, not to be of a level which would be significantly detrimental for future occupiers.  
v. Amenity impact on neighbours
There are residential occupiers at the neighbouring Forbury View flats (to the north of the site). This includes units at basement floor level and upper floor levels (the ground floor is in commercial use). The basement floor units include outdoor amenity space. The proposed development would increase the depth of the first floor (in comparison with existing) by 3m on the boundary with Forbury View, while at second to fourth floor level the proposed works would extend beyond the rear building line of Forbury View by 6.3m. At present the outlook at Forbury View properties is somewhat limited by the existing Walkabout building to the west. It is considered that the proposed extensions would worsen the existing context considerably, resulting in current and future occupiers suffering an unacceptable lack of outlook and be enclosed by a visually dominating and overbearing extension at first to fourth floor level. Given no windows are proposed on this side elevation, there are no overlooking/privacy concerns, but the scale of the extension, in this location, is considered to be visually dominating and result in an overbearing effect to Forbury View properties. In addition, no information has been forthcoming (barring the commentary outlined in the section above) regarding the daylight/sunlight impacts of the proposed development on Forbury View properties. Given the proposal is to the south of Forbury View and the proposed extension would extend 6.3m beyond the rear building line of this building, at first to fourth floor level, it is considered likely that there will be a significant detrimental impact. The applicant has failed to demonstrate otherwise in this regard and hence it forms a reason for refusal. 

In terms of 1a-5a Blagrave St, the uppermost floor of the building (which is in use as a drinking establishment) includes two windows on the north (side) elevation at third (upper most) floor level. The proposed development would be built up to this boundary, effectively blocking off any light/outlook from the existing windows. On 31/3/16 the applicant was asked to provide further information to clarify the following comments made at paragraph 3.18 of the planning statement:
“Number 1 to 5 Blagrave Street does have a side facing window on the top floor but this serves an attic/storage area and blocking this window has been agreed with the owner of this property”.

The applicant has provided no further information in the intervening period. Although these windows may serve a storage area at present, it is considered that the proposed development, without more significant evidence to the contrary being provided by the applicant, would potentially unduly compromise the future use of the neighbouring building. It could for example be the case that ancillary residential accommodation could in the future be provided in associated with the current Class A4 use (this in itself would not require planning permission). Such a scenario would potentially be compromised by the proposed development, regardless of the Party Wall Act regulations that the applicant would need to go through post-planning. Furthermore, there are a number of windows / blocked up windows on the rear elevation, which would be affected by the proposed extensions to the building, with the rear most first to fourth floor extensions being within 5m of such windows. This is considered to be potentially result in a loss of outlook, day/sunlight and also be overbearing and visually dominant. Again the applicant has failed to provide any information / evidence to demonstrate that the proposed development would not cause a significant detrimental impact to the current/future amenity of neighbouring occupiers/uses. As such, this forms a reason for refusal of the application. 
In terms of noise and disturbance to neighbouring and nearby occupiers, the applicant has not provided any indication as to whether a new kitchen extraction system is proposed (associated with the Class A3 use). However, given the extent of demolition confirmed to be proposed, this is considered likely. Nevertheless, Environmental Protection officers (as per section 4iv above) are content in this regard for this to be secured via condition, had the application been able to be supported. Such a condition would sufficiently protect nearby occupiers from such noise. Noise and disturbance during the construction period (including to nearby businesses) would be mitigated by a CMS condition, hours of construction condition and separate Environmental Protection legislation, had the application been able to be supported. Disturbance/ other implications as a result of the excavation of a basement is not considered to be of a level/nature to warrant the refusal of this application. Such matters are likely to be covered primarily by Building Regulations and the Party Wall Act.  
In terms of the proposed bed and breakfast hotel / restaurant and café uses themselves, it is not considered (given the lack of outdoor space and lack of on-site car parking) that the uses themselves would constitute noise / disturbance of a nature that would result in the scheme being refused. In terms of the Class A3 use, it is considered that had the application been able to be approved, planning conditions could have been included to sufficiently mitigate other potential amenity concerns, such as by limiting opening hours and securing waste/recycling and delivery details.   
vi. Transport
As detailed above in section 4ii of this report, from purely a transport perspective the proposals are considered to be satisfactory. Had the application been able to be supported, a CMS would have been secured via condition, given the nature of the proposal and the location where significant works are proposed. 
vii. Sustainability

The applicant has submitted a sustainability statement with the proposed application, which details the various considerations which have been incorporated into the proposals in this regard. The report acknowledges that there are a number of constraints on any possible sustainability improvements at the site, which are acknowledged. Nevertheless, the applicant has submitted a Breeam new construction pre-assessment, demonstrating that a ‘very good’ rating is anticipated to be achieved. This is in line with the required level detailed in the SPD. As such, had the application been able to be supported a final design stage and post construction review would have been secured via condition.  
viii. Other matters
Archaeology

Had the application been supported, the condition recommended by Berkshire Archaeology would have been included.

Thames Water

Had the application been supported, the comments by Thames Water would have been included as informatives on any permission.

CIL
Had the application been able to be supported, the proposals would have been CIL liable. This is as the proposals would have created hotel accommodation and additional floorspace of over 100sqm (the uplift in hotel accommodation, as per information provided by the applicant would amount to 433sqm (91sqm to 524sqm). Should the existing floorspace be able to taken away from the CIL liable amount, then the contribution (at the time of writing) would amount to £55,857 (£120 rate x 433 chargeable area x 1.075 index) As such, an informative is recommended to be added to the decision notice stating that the scheme would have been CIL liable.  
11. Conclusion

i. Having regard to the material considerations and all matters raised, the Local Planning Authority considers that the balance of considerations weighs against the proposal. Although in purely land use principle terms the proposed uses are welcomed, the impact of the development on the existing building, streetscene, conservation area, nearby listed buildings, neighbouring occupiers/uses and future occupiers is considered to be unacceptable, resulting in substantial harm. As such, planning permission is recommended to be refused.  
Recommendation

Refuse Planning Permission 
12. Reasons for refusal:
1. The proposed development, by reason of its height, bulk and detailed design, would cause substantial harm to the character and appearance of the existing host building, streetscene and wider conservation area, and additionally cause substantial harm to the setting of nearby listed buildings, contrary to Policies CS7 (Design and the Public Realm) and CS33 (Protection and Enhancement of the Historic Environment) of the Reading Borough LDF Core Strategy 2008 (Altered 2015), Policy RC5 (Design in the Centre) of the Reading Borough LDF Reading Central Area Action Plan 2009, Policy DM23 (Shopfronts and Cash Machines) of the Reading Borough LDF Sites and Detailed Policies Document 2012 (Altered 2015) and the National Planning Policy Framework 2012.
2. The applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposed development would not cause a significant detrimental impact to the current / future amenity of neighbouring occupiers / uses utilising existing windows on the north (side) and west (rear) elevations of 1a-5a Blagrave Street and the west (rear) elevation of the residential units at Forbury View, 11 Blagrave Street, whereby the proposed development would therefore result in a loss of access to sunlight and daylight, outlook and be visually dominating and overbearing, contrary to Policy DM4 (Safeguarding Amenity) of the Reading Borough LDF Sites and Detailed Policies Document 2012 (Altered 2015).  

3. The proposed Class C1 accommodation would be sub-standard for future occupiers, by reason of a number of rooms having inadequate outlook and access to sunlight and daylight, and the applicant failing to demonstrate that the proposed rooms would not be sufficiently protected through mitigation measures from noise and disturbance, leading to a significant detrimental impact for future occupiers, contrary to Policy CS34 (Pollution and Water Resources) of the Reading Borough LDF Core Strategy 2008 (Altered 2015) and Policy DM4 (Safeguarding Amenity) of the Reading Borough LDF Sites and Detailed Policies Document 2012 (Altered 2015).       
Informatives 
1. The decision relates to the following drawings and documents:
The following plans / documents received on 29/07/15

01 Site Plans

The following plans / documents received on 15/02/16:

10A Existing Plans G - R

11A Existing Front & Rear Elevations

20A Proposed Plans B - 2

22A Proposed Plans 3 - R

23A Proposed Front & Rear Elevations

24 Existing & Proposed Elevation+Section

30 Existing Use Class Area

31 Proposed Use Class Areas

32 Areas of Demolition 

33 Noise Survey Station Positions

Sustainability Design and Construction Statement including BREEAM Pre Assessment Report by shgl, dated 03/02/16 Rev 0.

Noise Report by Michael Sugiura, dated November 2015 Ref 455/15

Heritage Statement – Demolition of 7 Blagrave Street and erection of a replacement building by Bell Cornwell LLP, dated November 2015

Planning Support Statement by Bell Cornwell LLP, dated November 2015

Design and Access Statement by David Clarke Associates Ref 1730, dated November 2015 

2. The local planning authority has worked with the applicant in a positive and proactive way by clearly setting out concerns relating to the proposal and providing an opportunity for the applicant to withdraw the application. However, the applicant chose not to withdraw the application, hence the issuing of this refusal notice within the agreed time period to determine the application by. Moreover, the applicant has not followed pre-application advice provided under reference 131586 (letter dated 09/04/14). Moving forward, the applicant is strongly advised to enter into further formal pre-application discussions with the local planning authority, further to a meeting undertaken on 12/05/16, prior to the submission of any possible future application at the site. 
3. It is noted that there are a number of inaccuracies on the plans hereby refused, in particular the annotations. For example, 23A Proposed Front & Rear Elevations incorrectly refers to existing front and rear elevations (rather than proposed) and 22A Proposed Plans 3 – R incorrectly refers to the proposed third and fourth floors as proposed as proposed second floor. 
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. 
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