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PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE

13 JANUARY 2021

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

AGENDA ITEM ACTION WARDS AFFECTED  PAGE NO

8. 192032/HYB; 200822/NMA; Decision ABBEY 5-14
200823/NMA; 190441/VAR,;
190442 /VAR - STATION HILL NORTH

9. 201391/FUL - LAND AT 362 OXFORD Decision BATTLE 15-16
ROAD

10. 201448/FUL - READING WEST Decision BATTLE 17 - 18
RAILWAY STATION

11.  201135/REG3 - ARTHUR HILL POOL Decision PARK 19 - 22
& FITNESS STUDIO, 221-225 KINGS
ROAD

12.  192049/FUL - QUEEN ANNE'S Decision THAMES 23 - 38
SCHOOL, HENLEY ROAD,

CAVERSHAM
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Agenda Annex

UPDATE SHEET AND ORDER OF CONSIDERATION

Planning Applications Committee - 13 January 2021

Items with Speaking

Item No.

Application Number
Application type

Address

Planning Officer presenting
Objectors:

Agent:

Item No.

Application Number
Application type

Address

Planning Officer presenting
Objectors:

Written statements from:

11 Page 299 Ward Park

201135

Regulation 3 Planning Approval

Arthur Hill Pool & Fitness Studio, 221-225 Kings Road
Alison Amoah *UPDATE*
Chris Beales - Arthur Hill Campaign

Rob Shrimplin

12 Page 343 Ward Thames

192049

Full Planning Approval

Queen Annes School, Henley Road, Caversham, Reading, RG4 6DX
Ethne Humphreys *UPDATE*

Helen Savidge

Anthony & Jessica Evans; Helen Lambert - Caversham and District Residents
Association; Maurice Hayes; Gemma Best; Adam Osman; Helen Savidge; Rob Halpin; Jon
Lloyd; Alison Ries; Lucia Susani; Mrs Hazel Dilley and/on behalf of Mrs Janet Hall;

Howard Ballard; Brian Cairns

Agent: Neil Boddington

Ward Councillor Speaking: Clir Carnell

Items without speaking

Item No.

Application Number
Application type

Address

Planning Officer presenting

On hand to answer questions:

8 Page 39 Ward Abbey
192032

Hybrid

Station Hill North, Reading, RG1 1NB

Stephen Vigar *UPDATE*

Callum Thorneycroft; Alex Aitchison; John Badman; Duncan Swinhoe;

Mark Wilkinson; Jim Pool

Item No.

Application Number
Application type

Address

Planning Officer presenting

9 Page 223 Ward Battle

201391

Full Planning Approval

Land At, 362 Oxford Road, Reading, RG30 1AQ
Brian Conlon *UPDATE*
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Item No.

Application Number
Application type

Address

Planning Officer presenting

Item No.

Application Number
Application type

Address

Planning Officer presenting

10 Page 261 Ward Battle

201448
Full Planning Approval
Reading West Railway Station, Reading, RG1 7PY

Stephen Vigar *UPDATE*
7 Page 33 Ward Abbey
182137

Full Planning Approval
Broad Street Mall
Julie Williams
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Agenda Item 8

UPDATE REPORT

BY THE DIRECTOR OF ECONOMIC GROWTH AND NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES
READING BOROUGH COUNCIL ITEM NO. 8
PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE: 13 January 2021

Ward: Abbey

Application Nos.: 192032/HYB, 200822/NMA, 200823/NMA, 190441, 190442
Address: Station Hill, Reading

Proposals:

192032/HYB:

Hybrid application comprising:

(i) application for Full Planning Permission for Phase 2 (Plot G and public realm) including
demolition of existing structures, erection of an eighteen storey building containing office
use (Class B1) and flexible retail, non-residential institution and assembly and leisure uses
(Class A1, A2, A3, A4, A5, D1 and D2). Provision of podium deck, vehicular access and
parking. New public open space and landscaping. Bridge link over Garrard St, and

(ii) Application for Outline Planning Permission for Phase 3 (all Matters reserved) for four
building plots (A, B, C and D). Demolition of existing buildings and structures. Mixed-use
redevelopment comprising residential dwellings (Class C3), hotel (Class C1), residential
institutions (Class C2), office use (Class B1). Flexible Retail, financial and professional
services, restaurants and cafes, drinking establishments, hot food takeaways, non-
residential institutions and assembly and leisure (Class A1, A2, A3, A4, A5, D1 and D2).
Provision of podium deck and basement storey running beneath

Phase 2 and 3. Formation of pedestrian and vehicular access. Means of access and circulation
and car parking within the site. Provision of new public open space and landscaping.

Applicant: SH Reading Master LLP

Date received (valid): 7 January 2020

26 Week dates: 7 July 2020

PPA: Agreed target: 31 July 2020 (agreed EQT)

AMEND recommendations 192032, 190441, 190442 as follows.
Deleted text struck through, new text underlined:

“In the event that the owner of a build to rent development notifies the Council that it
intends to sell or otherwise transfers some or all of the units so that they no longer
qualify as build to rent &ae ation-tc 2=
and the Council has provided wntten aqreement to this change, the developer shall
provide a valuation of the Build to Rent accommodation immediately prior to the
sale/transfer and a valuation of the value following the change to non-Build to Rent. A
financial contribution equal to 30% of the increase in value shall be paid to the Council
within 3 months of sale/transfer.”

All other parts of recommendation as per main agenda.
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1.1

2.2

1.

Procedural Matters

192032/HYB is split into two recommendations for ease of reference and reflecting
the different nature of the two phases. Full planning permission is sought for the
Phase 2 proposals and outline permission is sought for Phase 3 proposals. However
it should be remembered that, procedurally this is a single ‘hybrid’ application and
the decision will be issued on a single decision notice, under a single application
reference. It is therefore recommended that Members determine the two
recommendations together as a single decision.

. Height

It is considered that it would be useful to provide further clarification on the
heights of the proposed buildings (maximum heights in the case of Phase 3) and to
compare these with existing tall buildings in the area and those which have been
granted permission but not built.

Site Height (max.) | Comment/status
Plot C, ‘Station Hill 3’ 109-128m Outline Planning Permission
AOD 130436 - not built - extant

Plot C, ‘Station Hill 2’ 168m AOD 09/01076/0UT - not built
lapsed

Thames Quarter 111.7 AOD Permission  granted  under
162166. Under construction.

80 Caversham Road 123.18m AOD | Current application 182252 -

‘Royal Mail site’ not yet determined

Thames Tower | 103.3m AOD Permission 141043, upward

(adjacent to Plot G SH) extension - completed.

Chatham Place Phase 2 | 102.5m AOD Completed

Kings Point/Verto 94.1m AOD Completed

29-35 Station Rd 121m AOD Permission - not built - extant
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2.3

Height AOD in Metres

180
160
140

120

10
8
6
40

Existing or Permitted

o O O

W 29-35 Station Rd

80 Caversham Rd

B Chatham Place 2

Proposed Station Hill 192032/HYB
Development Sites/Plots

B Thames Tower
Thames Quarter

M Plot C Station Hill Extant Permission 130436/190441

M Plot C Station Hill 2 09/01079/0UT (lapsed) H Plot G - 192032

H Plot C - 192032

H Plot B - 192032

H Plot A - 192032

H Plot D - 192032

The chart above is intended to give an indication of the heights of tall buildings in
the area, with the existing/previously permitted buildings to the left and compared
with the current Station Hill proposals to the right. The levels quoted are heights
above mean sea level (AOD). To reflect the way the buildings might appear ‘on the
ground’ the scale has been set beginning at 40m AQOD, this is because the
surrounding street levels range between 38.7m AOD at the junction of Garrard St
and Greyfriars Road and 44m AOD at the station entrance in Station Square.
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Locations of tall building plots within Station Hill and immediately adjacent

3. Highways Comments Clarification
3.1 The image below appears in the Transport Comments para 4.4 of the main report.
3.2

It is noted that the image is not labelled which may cause some confusion. Location
labels are now included below:
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4, Representations from Applicant in Response to Published Report

4.1  The following comments were received on 8" January 2021. Officer
comments are set out beneath each comment in turn:

4.2 “Quantum of Development

In paragraph 2.8 you set out the maximum quantum of development for the site
and note that “it is not possible to “row back” from an amount of development
granted at outline stage”. We would like to make the point clear that the total
quantum of development sought (170,356 sqm GEA) is the maximum amount that
can be delivered on the Phase 2 and 3 site and we do have the ability to bring
forward less development if so desired.”

4.3  Officer Comment: The report is seeking to explain that the Local Planning
Authority cannot reduce the amount of development granted at outline stage.
The developer may choose to seek Reserved Matters Approval for buildings with
less floorspace. The LPA therefore needs to be satisfied that the physical
expression of the maximum amount would be acceptable. This is addressed in
the main report.
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4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

4.1

“Wayfinding Contribution

In paragraph 6.81 you have noted that the wayfinding contribution is £60,000.
However, it was agreed, and as set out within the heads of terms, that the
contribution would be £40,000 split 50:50 between Phases 2 and 3.”

Officer Comment: The figure of £40,000 is the agreed amount, split equally
between phases, as set out in the recommendation.

“Distances Between Buildings (Phase 3)

In paragraph 6.106 you have set out how the distances between buildings differs
dependant on the land uses sought within Phase 3. We would like to make the
point that the 18m distance at ground and first floor level is a minimum distance
and the developer has the ability to provide a greater distance if they elect to do
so. This will only be known when the detailed design comes forward at the
Reserved Matters stage.”

Officer Comment: The report is clear that this is the minimum distance, which
implies that the distance could be greater.

“Unit Mix

In paragraph 6. 120 you have set out the indicative mix as “..10% studio, 46% one-
bed (i.e. 56% one-bed, 42% two-bed, and 2% three-bed...”. It appears the following
has been added in error “(i.e 56% one-bed”. For clarity the indicative mix within
the application is as follows:

Studios - 10%

1 Bed - 46%
2 Bed - 42%
3+ Bed - 2%”

Officer Comment: Para 6.120 omits a bracket after “56% one-bed” in error and
should read “The Applicant has provided and indicative residential mix of 10%
studio, 46% one-bed (i.e. 56% one-bed), 42% two-bed, and 2% three-bed but
suggests that the final unit mix should be dependent on the type of
development that comes forward at Reserved Matters stage. Given the
flexibility that is being proposed in terms of numbers, uses, built form etc, this
is not an unreasonable approach. However it is important that this is
understood as remaining flexible. The indicative mix is not approved at Outline
stage and remains to be assessed under Policy CR6 at Reserved Matters stage.”

The reason for combining the studio and 1-bed figures in brackets is that the
required accommodation types in Figure 4.6 of the Local Plan do not distinguish
between 1-bed and studio and studio is a single bedroom type of
accommodation.

This does not alter the analysis or conclusions reached in the main report.
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4.12

4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

4.17

“BTR Clawback

In paragraph 6.139 you have noted the suggested heads of terms wording for the
clawback provision. This was discussed in detail with officers at a recent meeting
where it was noted that the S106 agreement should include the ability to agree
the BTR clawback and should not require a variation of the agreement. We have
provided slightly revised wording below which addresses our concerns.

“In the event that the owner of a build to rent development notifies the Council
that it intends to sell or otherwise transfers some or all of the units so that they
no longer qualify as build to rent under-some-agreed-variation-to-the-terms-of-this
agreement , the developer shall provide a valuation of the Build to Rent
accommodation immediately prior to the sale/transfer and a valuation of the
value following the change to non-Build to Rent. A financial contribution equal to
30% of the increase in value shall be paid to the Council within 3 months of
sale/transfer.””

Officer Comment: It is important that the Council retains some control over a
change from BtR to other forms of housing, but it is acknowledged that the
possibility of an agreed change can be built into the S106 agreement, rather
than requiring a deed of variation to the agreement. The amended wording is
set out in the recommendation above.

“Pocket Park

In Paragraph 6.170 you note that the applicant seeks Reading Borough Council to
contribution a sum of £900k to help deliver the Pocket Park. We request that this
paragraph, along with any other reference, is deleted from the committee report
as it has been agreed with the Council that the Pocket Park will be delivered by
the applicant.”

Officer Comment: Paragraph 6.170 is clear that this request was not accepted
by officers and this is reflected in recommended condition 17 which requires

the Pocket Park feature (and all other Phase 2 landscaping) to be provided in

Phase 2, prior to occupation of the office building, or to an agreed timetable

within Phase 2. The text cannot be deleted from a published report.

“Energy

In paragraph 6.273 you note that application indicates that BREEAM ‘Excellent’
will be achieved for all non-residential development. To confirm, the application
identifies this is possible for the office accommodation but not the retail, which is
targeting a Shell Only BREEAM ‘Very Good’ standard. A BREEAM ‘Excellent’ rating
can be targeted for the retail elements but this will be based on the final unit,
once fitted out...”

Officer Comment: Policy CC2 requires non-residential developments to meet
BREEAM Excellent where possible and doesn’t distinguish between office and
retail. Conditions 31 and 97 require the certificate prior to first occupation, i.e.
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4.18

4.19

once fitted out. This aligns with the applicant’s intentions described above and
no change to the recommendation is required.

“...In paragraph 6.282 you note that the Phase 2 proposals do not fully comply with
policy requirements. We would disagree as the policy and supporting text, as
noted in paragraph 6.276 and 6.277 of the committee report states that air source
or ground source heat pumps should be considered in the first instance, as these
methods are less carbon intensive than [fossil-fuel powered] Combined Heat and
Power. The Sustainable Design and Construction SPD 2019 notes that the
preference for air source and ground source heat pumps over CHP is set out in the
Local Plan, but in general ground source heat pumps should be investigated as a
priority over air source heat pumps. We have demonstrated to RBC why ground
source heat pumps are not appropriate in Phase 2 given the site constraints but
have identified the possibility of their inclusion within the Energy Strategy for
Phase 3. Therefore, the proposals are policy compliant.”

Officer Comment: The proposals 6.282 to 6.287 explain why officers consider
that the proposals do not fully comply with Policy CC4. The analysis and
conclusions within the main report remain unchanged.

5. Drawings
5.1 Updated drawings have been received, as requested, for the cycleway highway

works. The updates finalise changes to traffic calming proposals to Greyfriars Road
and now include the Pocket Park on the drawings to avoid misunderstanding and to
ensure accuracy. Drawing numbers:

44470/5502/TA/01 Revision D dated 17 December 2020 - Phase 2 Proposals
44470/5502/TA/02 Revision E dated 17 December 2020 - Phase 3 Proposals
Appended below.

Case Officer: Steve Vigar
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Agenda Item 9

UPDATE REPORT
BY THE DIRECTOR OF ECONOMIC GROWTH AND NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES
READING BOROUGH COUNCIL ITEM NO.
PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE: 13" January 2021

Ward: Battle

App No: 201391/FUL

Address: Land At, 362 Oxford Road, Reading, RG30 1AQ

Proposal: Erection of a mixed-use development comprising of two commercial units on the
ground floor (157.5 sqm), 26 residential units (including 30% affordable housing), associated
landscaping, car and cycle parking (amended description).

Applicant: Stonegate Homes

13 Week Target Date: 29 Jan 2021

RECOMMENDATION:

AMENDED RECOMMENDATION:

Delegate to the Head of Planning, Development and Regulatory Services (HPDRS) to:

i) GRANT full planning permission, subject to the satisfactory completion of the
Section 106 agreement;

The $106 to include the following heads of terms:

e Secure the agreed level of on-site affordable housing consisting of 2 x 1-bed, 5 x 2-
bed, 1 x 3-bed, of which x5 would be for affordable rent and x3 shared ownership.

e {64,700 Open Space contribution to improve and extend facilities within the Fhames
Rarks Kensington Recreation Ground and Portman Road Park - payable before first
occupation;

e Secure a construction phase Employment Skills and Training Plan or equivalent
financial contribution. As calculated in the Council’s Employment Skills and Training
SPD (2013) - payable on commencement.

All financial contributions index-linked from the date of permission.
Or;
i) Refuse full planning permission if sustainability-matters-notresolved-or the 5106
agreement is not completed by 29-January-2021 14" April 2021 (unless the Head

of Planning, Development and Regulatory Services Officers agree to a later date
for completion of the legal agreement)

Conditions:

1. As per main agenda report.

1. Corrected recommendation
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1.1 Within the main agenda recommendation, the Open Space contribution should have
referred to those two nearest areas of public open space, Kensington Road
Recreation Ground and Portman Road Park, and not ‘Thames Parks’. This has been
updated.

1.2 Under the ‘or’ (i) section within the recommendation, it refers to sustainability
matters not being resolved. This was an error, as there no sustainability matters to
resolve. This has been removed from the resolution.

1.3 Finally, if approved, the date for which the legal agreement must be completed by
(originally the 29th January) causes significant and insurmountable funding problems
for the applicant. As it is considered extremely unlikely that an agreement could be
completed within such a short arbitrary time period, officers have extended this to
a period of 12 weeks from resolution. Clearly, it would be in the interests of all
parties for the agreement to be completed in advance of this date, and the revised
date is considered reasonable and does not prevent this from occurring.

Office: Brian Conlon
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Agenda Item 10

UPDATE REPORT

BY THE DIRECTOR OF ECONOMIC GROWTH AND NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES
READING BOROUGH COUNCIL ITEM NO. 10
PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE: 13" January 2021

Ward: Battle

Application No: 201448/FUL

Address: Reading West Railway Station, Oxford Road, Reading, RG1 7PY

Proposals: Improved facilities from Oxford Road entrance to platform 1 and platform 2.
Provision of gate lines to enhance safety and security to the station access from Oxford Road
to platform 1 and platform 2. Provision of a new station building on Oxford Road to provide
ticketing, gateline, staff mess area with WC, public WC and small retail area.

Applicant: Great Western Railway

Date received (valid): 14 October 2020

26 Week date: 14 April 2020

RECOMMENDATION:
AMEND Condition 14 - insert text in bold type as follows:

14. Existing Highway to be stopped up prior to commencement

All other parts of recommendation as per main agenda.

1. The text in bold above was omitted from the main report in error. The Council’s
Transport Development Control Manager confirms that this is the correct timing for
stopping up.

Case Officer: Steve Vigar
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Agenda ltem 11

UPDATE REPORT

BY THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF ECONOMIC GROWTH & NEIGHBOURHOOD
SERVICES

READING BOROUGH COUNCIL ITEM NO. 11
PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE: 13t January 2021

Ward: Park

App No.: 201135

Address: Arthur Hill Swimming Pool, 221-225 King’s Road

Proposal: Full planning application for 15 flats through the change of use and
conversion of the front building from leisure (Use Class D2) to residential (Use
Class C3) and demolition of the rear building (Use Class D2) and construction of
new residential building (Use Class C3), car parking and landscaping.

Applicant: Reading Borough Council

Deadline: 11/11/2020

Extended Deadline: 29/1/2021

Planning Guarantee 26 week target: 10/2/2021

RECOMMENDATION:

GRANT Planning Permission subject to conditions and informatives and
subject to the satisfactory completion of a Unilateral Undertaking (5.106).

OR Refuse permission should the Unilateral Undertaking not be completed by 29t
January 2021 unless a later date is agreed by the Head of Planning, Development &
Regulatory Services.

The Section 106 Legal Agreement to Secure the Following:

Amended Heads of Terms:

Amended - Affordable Housing
100% Affordable Housing - 15 no. units as (13 no. 1 beds and 2 no. 2 beds) as-seciat

rent-affordable-housing-units, at an affordable rent tenure, at no more than 80% of

the market rent.

No change - Employment Skills and Training Plan - Construction skills -
preparation and delivery of an ESP or a financial contribution of £2,998
(construction)

Deleted - ZeroCarbon Offset-All Dwellings




CONDITIONS TO INCLUDE:
Additional
28)N10 - Noise mitigation scheme as approved

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

AMENDED INFORMATION

Accessibility

The applicant has confirmed that the proposed scheme would comply
with accessibility requirements where possible as included within
Policy H5, however, it has not been possible to comply with respect
to the provision of level access to Blocks D (front locally listed) and C
(new attached building to D) due to site constraints as well as tying
in with the existing building. The locally listed building has steps
externally and internally, Block C connects to D and there is a level
difference between the front and rear of the site, so stepped access
is unavoidable. The ground floor units to Block B would have level
access as well as shower facilities as opposed to baths for easier
adaptation if required.

Due to site constraints being a very narrow site lift provision cannot
reasonably be achieved, however, as Part M of the Building
Regulations a suitable stair, in accordance with the Regulations
would be provided.

Affordable Housing

An error in the wording of the Heads of Terms for Affordable Housing
has been corrected in the recommendation above to remove
reference to social rent. The proposed tenure type is affordable
rent.

Objectors and councillors have requested that the term Key Workers
is included within the Affordable Housing obligation to limit rental of
the units to only Key Workers. The applicant intends to let them to
Key Workers, and although there is no national definition, there is an
emerging local definition. As such a definition could be included in a
Unilateral Undertaking (UU) specifying key worker occupations with a
proviso that any future national/ local definitions would also apply.

Objectors have also requested that restrictions are included within a
UU to prevent tenants’ ability to purchase their property under Right
to Buy. Planning obligations cannot be used to circumvent statutory
legislation and, therefore, it would be unlawful to use a planning
obligation in this way. The proposed scheme for the provision of
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affordable housing is considered acceptable in planning terms and,
therefore, meets the relevant statutory tests under S106 (of the
Town and Planning Act).

Zero Carbon Offsetting

1.6  Following the publication of the main report the applicant has
confirmed that the overall scheme (Blocks A-D) would be carbon
neutral based on the proposed PV panels, and therefore there is no
requirement for carbon offsetting obligations within the UU, so the
recommendation has been amended to delete this.

Conclusion

1.7 The recommendation remains as in the main report save for the
changes to the UU terms as above and a further suggested condition
requiring the implementation of the noise mitigation scheme as
submitted.

1.8 Appendix 1 sets out the Statement to be made by the planning agent
at Planning Applications Committee.

Case Officer: Alison Amoah
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APPENDIX 1: STATEMENT BY PLANNING AGENT - ROBERT SHRIMPLIN

Arthur Hill Swimming Pool, 221-225 King’s Road (Application reference 201135)

Statement to Planning Committee, 13 January

1. This application has benefitted from extensive pre-app discussions with the
Council. It has been rigorously assessed by a wide range of statutory
consultees and has been supported by them all. As the Officer Report makes
clear in recommending approval, the application is in accordance with the

Council’s recently approved development plan.

2. The building was was closed in December 2016 and has been vacant for the
last four years. The allocation of the site was considered in detail through
the Local Plan process. That issue has been decided. This application is

consistent with the allocation of the site for residential development.

3. The application will provide 15 residential units, all of which will be

affordable units let at affordable rent.

4. The front part of the building, which is locally listed, will be retained and
enhanced.
5. The new buildings to the rear of a high quality design. The scheme is

consistent with all relevant standards in terms of size of units, disabled
access, car and cycle parking, servicing and security. The scheme has been

building to energy efficient Passivhaus standards.

12 January 2021
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Agenda ltem 12

UPDATE REPORT
BY THE DIRECTOR OF ECONOMIC GROWTH AND NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES
READING BOROUGH COUNCIL ITEM NO.
PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE: 13" January 2021

Ward: Thames

App No.: 192049/FUL

Address: Queen Annes School, Henley Road, Caversham, Reading

Proposal: Development of a new artificial pitch, fencing, floodlights and acoustic fence.
Erection of a pavilion and changing rooms. Floodlighting of Tennis Courts. Erection of an
Indoor Tennis building. Consolidation to remove dip in the natural grass playing fields.
Applicant: Queen Anne’s School

Determination Date: Originally 06/4/2020; EOT to be agreed.

RECOMMENDATION:

As per the main Agenda report

1.  Corrections/Clarifications

1.1 At paragraph 6.7 of the main agenda report it is stated that one grass pitch will be
lost. To confirm, and in overall terms, there will be no loss of grass pitch. The infilling
of the dip in the playing fields at the western end of the site will allow for these
fields to be used wherein they currently cannot be used as pitches. This has also
been confirmed in paragraph 6.24 of the main agenda report.

1.2 At paragraph 6.8 of the main agenda report it should be noted that the pavilion
would sit on a tennis court and not on existing grass playing field.

1.3 The above clarifications do not materially change the assessment of the scheme
made as discussed within the main committee report.

2.  Written Statements

2.1 Since the publication of the committee agenda, 13 written statements have been
submitted. 12 of these statements are in lieu of speaking at committee, with 1 in
addition to speaking at committee. These are included in the appendices below.

2.2 Where the additional statements are objecting, they reiterate concerns raised in
their original objections which have been summarised and addressed in the main
officer’s report.

2.3 To clarify, the Council’s specialist consultee officers have undertaken a detailed
assessment of the information submitted with the application and revised during the
course of the application.

3. Conclusion

3.1 The officer recommendation remains to grant planning permission subject to the
conditions and informatives as outlined in the main report.
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Appendix 1 - Written Statement from Jon Lloyd

| am submitting a written statement further to the Commitiee Report for Application 192049
as, contrary to the officer's comment in para 4.12, residents were not reconsulied on the
revised plans.

Para 6.45 of the report states: The Applicant has indicated there will be no external usage
on a Sunday for either the AGP or the fennis courts.” However, the fimetable on pp. 21-22
states facilities will not be available for cutside hire on Saturday or Sunday. These details
don't tally — thus, we require confirmation there will be no usage of school facilities at

weekends other than by its pupils.

Living alongside a school, we appreciate there will be some noise during school hours in
tegmfime, but reasenably do not expect neise during school holidays. However, currently the
report contains no discussion of usage of facilities during school holidays, which account for
18 weeks a year. This needs to be clarfied and, given that this is a school rather than a
commercial sporis facility, this usage must adhere to the schoaol timetable and not be
permitted during holidays.

| am very concernaed that while the hours of operation of the tennis courts have been revised,
no concessions have been made re the AGP hours. We have young children whose
bedrooms overlook the school grounds (as do many of our neighbours) who go to bed long
before the proposed 9pm weekday cui-off fime. In spring and summer, we will need o open
windows, which will allow more noise in. Thus, my children’s quality of life and wellbeing is
likely to be adversely impacted by the use of these pitches up to 9pm potentially every
weeknight. For the same reason, our quiet enjoyment of our gardens and rooms at the back
of our houses in the evening is also under severe threat.

It cannot be guaranteed at this stage that the acoustic fence will be sufficient in reducing the
extra noise generated by users of the AGP and the other newdy created pifiches, so | propose
that for an initial period of at least a year, the use of these stops at 7.45pm. This would not
affect pupils’ usage, would still allowr outside usage after school on weekdays and would
allowe more accurate assessments of the level of noisefdisturbance generated during the
different seasons to be underiaken.

If it transpires that residents are not adversely affected, this could be reviewed. However, at
present it seems extremely speculative to assume a 9pm cui-off is reasonable when usage
will occur 50 close to residential properties and the number of pitches is being increased too.

If approved in its current form, the application amounts to a complete change in usage of the
school site, with significant potential adverse repercussicns on our residential amenity and
quiet enjoyment of properiies. | cannot siress enough how worried we are about the likely
repercussions of this proposed development on our lives and urge that more safeguards and
consideration are shown to residenis than is done in the proposal.
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Appendix 2 - Written Statement from Rob Halpin

Wiritten statement on Application 192049 from 22 Field View.

| am submitting a further wiitten statement as the Committee Report for Application 192045
contains further details that either require clarfication, appear to have missed out on parts of the
development that are matenal to the environmental impact of the proposed development.

2n reading the council report and implication that the proposal will be approved, some of the
points from my detailed cbjection submitted through Clir Darnell have not been addressed =0/,
am reiterating some and due to the requirement for brevity here, reqguest that my objection be
re-read for more detail.

Section 4.12 states that all neighbours were re-consulted on the changes in the plans. Please
provide evidence to the committes of thiz as at no point were we re-contacted by the schoaol nor
the council until wic Januwary 4th 2021. This timing giving us mere days to consider a proposed
development which has a high probability to have a material negative impact on our quality of
life. We were only were made aware of changes in the original propesals midway through 2020
due to social media and local media interest in the extent of the development, at no point were
formal consultations attempted.

The report still appears to ignore the fact that there will be three additional usable pitches (more
than doubling the pitch space available) due to the levelling of the land to the west menfioned in
section 6.33. the diagram on pg 4 has this area labelled as "Existing Playing Fields' however
given their current gradient they cannot be considered as ‘Existing’ as they are not currenthy
usable playing fields. As detailed in my objection these should be considered as additional
playing fields and the noise impact and mitigation steps do not appear to have been assessed
or considered in the Committee report. | request evidence of the

To Reiterate from my original cbjection:

The noise levels will hawve a Significant (to Unacceptable) Observed Adverse effect based on experience
of sporting and other events that hawve bean held at the school, which have required behavioursl
changes by the neighbouring homeowners, as detailed previously - thess are based on data from the
noise report which does not include the sdditional impact of doubling the available playing pitches.
Gowernment advice (Moise Exposure Hisrarchy) here appears to be an avoidance or pravention of
developments that cause this level of noise disturbance, so0 sgain we reguest the committze take these
guidelines into account and decline permizsion for this Developrment in its entirety.

Robert H
22 Field View
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Appendix 3 - Written Statement from Adam Osman

Ref 19204% Impact on Field View properties

We zre deeply concerned about propos=d usage, scosss to facdilities and opening hours which will
increase noiseflight pollution and impact residents particularly along the QA% Field Yiew boundary.

Im addition to noise from additional users of the new sports facilities, we already experience regular
isswes zrising from people using the field and the only path situsted just 4m from the boundary of
our properties.

Existing noise disturbance will increase

You cannot control noise lewvels cauzed by people on the path 25 evidenced by noise disturbance
from people using QAS sports facilities, foreign language students and kid's clubs on the field/path.

The path acts as a gathering point for partaking infwatching events. 0AS apologised after a noise
complaint [20/8/2020) caus=d by people congregating on the path.

The following d=y, another complaint was made after a disturbance lasting mors than 40 minutes
from people on or by the path. A decibel rezding from the living room of 18 Fisld View peaked 3t 78
decibels (average 52 gh). QA3 did not respond to this complaint. Mumerous residents have
previoushy raized similar complaints.

Mowvement of the path

On the ariginal comments submitbed, it was suggested 3 new path could be installed on the opposite
side of the field. This would largely mitigate noise disturbance described above and have the benefit
of being substantially further from the dosest residentizl property on the other side of Henley Road.

Impact of proposed houwrs of use

The opening houwrs and prozimity of the AGP mean we will be disturbed by light and noise, with the
path in continual use urtil 3.30pm (weekdays) s peopla return to vehicles.

All hauses on the Field View boundary feature small gardens and have rear bedrooms that are 10m
from the path. Many of these bedrooms are used by young children/elderly people. Incressed noize
will hawve a larger impact as the occupants go to sleep much 2arlier in the evening (compared to the
AGP closure time).

COwr houses have rear living arezs and thus face the fisld. Whenever we have windows and doors
apen, ar wish to sit in ouwr gardens, we will be subject to additionz] noise from people using the AGP
ar walking on the path. This represents 3 huge change to the current guist nature of the area.

The increazs in frequency, duration and noise levels is very warrying. There has been a lack of
proper recansyltation with neighbours, contrary to the planning officer report. Further analysiz of
the impact on OA% neighbours should be undertahken.

The addition of the AGP and flocdlights will have a considerzble negative impact on gur ability to
enjoy our properties and directly impact both young children and older residents - many of whom
leave their properties to escape ourrent excess noise from QAS.

Signed:
18 Field View, Adam Osman,

2 Field View, Brian Willmatt,
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10 Field View, Shalini Chanda,
17 Field View, Chiris Lans,

15 Feld View, Gemma Davey,
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Appendix 4 - Written Statement from CADRA

CADRA expresses appreciation to Officers, Councillors, and the Schoaol for
working to reduce the impact of the new sports facilities on residents in the
surrounding area. We welcome the restricted hours during school term and

the change in overflow parking with access from Henley Road and not

Grosvenor Road.

The report makes no reference to any use in the school holidays. We request a
further condition restricting use by other groups during the schoaol holidays.
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Appendix 5 - Written Statement from Alison Ries

Name: Dr A C Ries, 70 Grosvenor Road Caversham RG4 5ES

| appreciate the late arrival of this statement but | would be grateful if it could be
submitted to the Planning Applications Committee on 13th January 2021 at 6.30pm

| welcome the changes that have been made in the proposed revision and the fact that the
concerns of local residents have been taken on board.

However | am concerned that, if the revised planning application is granted, it is not the start
of an iterative process of small changes that become detrimental to the local community and
environment. In particular there is no change to:

e The use of the tennis court floodlights being extended after 18.30.

e Increased commercial use of the tennis courts, e.g a link up with CLTC.

o Use of the Grosvenor Road car park with access from Grosvenor Road, other than that
by QAS sixth formers.

The increased use of sporting facilities and/or the use of Grosvenor Road car park over and
above that stated in the revised proposal would not only be detrimental to the local
community and environment but also a serious safety risk for users of Grosvenor Road as the
Highways Officer has commented on the initial proposal "Grosvenor Road is not constructed
up [to] adopted standards with no pedestrian footways. | am not satisfied from the
information submitted that the intensified use of the access can be accommodated without
resulting in any road safety issues".

| therefore feel it is very important that any approval of the application is very clear on the
limitations of use as set out in the revised proposal and that this is not changed in the future.
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Appendix 6 - Written Statement from Brian Cairns

| received your letter dated 4™ Jan today (11%"). Written statement as below.

| Support the scheme, subject to the following being confirmed pre-commencement:

1. New Barrier
With reference to the Committee Report, Section 2, the Proposed Site Layout Plan. This plan shows

a “New Barrier” to the Grosvenor Road access point. Can the applicant confirm that the purpose for
this barrier is now redundant, given that the car-parking has now been removed from the scheme,
and that there will be no access allowed (either vehicular or on foot) to the new facilities provided
via this access road?

2. Historic Boundary Wall
Can the applicant confirm that the historic boundary wall will not now be modified, as originally

proposed in the Design & Access Statement, 3.18 TRAFFIC & HIGHWAYS : “.... We propose to move
the gate piers approx. 3m to the north to allow the drive to be straight into the site.....”?

| expect to attend the meeting.

Many thanks,

Brian Cairns

33 Derby Road
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Appendix 7 - Written Statement from Gemma Best

Dear Planming Application commuittes,

I would like to express firther ongoing concerns to the mereased nolse pollution from thas
proposal if approved for commumity use.

6.1. The commumty use of the school hghhzhted today predommantly mvolves use of
buildings by the maim car park away from private residents. This use mvolves very little foot
flow on the pathway situated at the back of the short gardens of Field View residents (FWith
the exception of swimming which is minimal). Allowme commmmity use of the tenms courts
and AGP to zports clubs (often mvolving approx. 13 people per team), will sigmificantly
mcreaze the foot flow and m tum the noize due to the ncreased amount of people pazsmg
from the facility to the car park till very late m the evenmng and at weeleends. Please be
compassionate and consider how wunpleazant this will be for residents.

6.57. I disagres wath that statement that “the facilfifier will not fave a detfrimental impact on
resicgents " and that the mental health and well-being of residents really hasn't been fully
considered or rezpected. [ and my fellow nerghbours (zome vulnerable & elderly) use
gardening and taking time to enjoy the nature and quemess of our private gardens to suztam
our mental health and well-bemng, especially to wmwind after a busy worlang dav/week. This
1= more mportant than ever as we contimue to “work from home™ and anticipate this workang
pattern will become the nomm after the COVID-19 pandemic.

I firmly believe we will be hugely mpacted due to the increased noize late into the evening
and weskendz. The opening time till Spm, winch 15 proposed on weeldays, 13 al=o
ndiculously late and not acceptable for outdoor actrvities m residential areas especially a=
some residents alzo have small children. I perzonally see no benefit for the local residents,
only financial gam for the school.

INumerous sports and recreation facilities are already widelv available mn the area and I would
like to request to suit the needs of the school and residents that the new facilities be
restricted to school use ONLY with no option to open for wider community nse.

Ilamy thanks
Best regards

Gemma Best
Fesident at 16 Field View
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Appendix 8 - Written Statement from Helen Savidge

We bought houszes backing onto a grass school field, expecting school use. Currently there iz no use
an Sundsys throughout the year, 7 months of no use an Seturdays and no use in the evenings all
year. There is no use at 2l during July between the school finishing and the playscheme starting in
the summer holidays which uzes the field during the school year for a couple of hours each day. This
proposzl is for an intensification of use to every single day of the year.

There are so many conflicting statements about level of use in the doouments — the design and
BCoess statement steted no use at weekends and made no mention of holidays., How have we now
ended up with a proposzal that potentizlly there will be an extra 134 days of commercial use? The
proposzl is for another 15 hours of commercizl use every school wesk on top of this? This proposal
is effectively a change of land wuse and income generation by the school on am industrial scale. I this
lewvel of use is acoepted, we will be living next 1o & commercial sports centre. The Abbey School ina
residential area does not have permission fior these hours of commercial use!

Mo baseline noise and light levels have been taken at 3ll so0 officers have no ides as to the potential
escalation in noise, there are only predictions. |t could be louder. Predicted 50+ DB for Field View
are classified a5 moderately annoying by the World Heslth Organisation. We will therefore be
‘moderately annoyed” every day of the year. What has happened to our right to quiet enjoyment of
our property and guality of [ife?

COwr owm baseline data using sound enginesr equipment, in Auwsust this year shows there will be 3
predicted incresse of around 10DE during parts of the day and higher in the svenings. The
dewveloper themsehves state that a change of 7DB is 2 substantizl difference. This is 2 huge adverse
change in the acoustic character of the area. Will we have to shut windows in the summer? Spend
les= time in our gardens?

REC has proposed an acoustic fence which it considers will bring noizs levels down to scceptable
lewvels. It has no evidence for this yet. Flease restrict use to the school only whilst real data is
collected to establish whether this is correct. The school can apply again if it wizhes to extend hours
further once it has evidence. Do not st the precedent of thiz scale of commercizl use until this
information is availzble.

Sports England states planning decisions should aim to awoid noise giving rise to significant sdverse
impacts om heslth and guality of lIife.” Use of the tennis courts has been restricted to ensure 3
satisfactory level of residential amenity is retzined for nearby properties. Please give AGF and Field
Wiew the same consideration and particularly nows in view of the mowve to home warking since this
spplication was made?

456 weords

Helen Savidge 14 Fisld View
Debbie Matthews 12 Feld View
Tim Peach 11 Field View

Sally Newman 15 Field View

If needed | can pravide email evidence confirming the support of this statement and that they have
sgreed to their email addresses being posted for verification if needed by the council
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Appendix 9 - Written Statement from Howard Ballad

From MrHoward Ballard, 99 Henley Road, Caversham R4 605

Having re-reviewed the plans and amended information | am still opposed to the proposed
development as it stands. The main contentions are the location of the indoor tennis courts adjacent
to the road, and the height of the floadlight pylons for the hockey/lacrosse pitch.

The cbjection is on the impact to the locality, changing the appearance and “feel” from a residential
main road to that of the edge of a light industrial area similar to Hedley Road in Woodley. The indoor
tennis facility design chosen gives the impression of industrial buildings, and that close to the road
this would cement this impression. Couple this with the height of the proposed light pylons this then
looks like an industrial lorry park rather than a school facility.

Totally opposing floodlighting in this area, especially for the limited time they would be on, would be
without foundation given the 8-10m high street lights on the Henley Road. Light spill therefore
should not be a problem if the floodlights were limited to the height of the street lights as the
current light spill is already far greater. Similar pitches at Hugh Farringdon School adjacent to the
Bath Road do not require the height of pylon proposed in this planning application.

Likewise the indoor courts do not need to be positioned next to the read to shield from the tennis
court illuminations, the proposed court lighting being only Bm high, the street lighting being taller,
and the road shielded by trees from the courts. Replading the trees that were originally in the SE
cormer adjacent to No 90 Henley Road should provide adequate screening if necessary. Moving the
indoor facility to adjacent to the proposed pavilion would not be an issue, be far enocugh from the
road to give a different vista, retain the “feel” of the locality and, of course, provide users of the
facility to get from the changing rooms to the courts in the dry.

My stance would move from objection to support if these twa aspects were changed, i.e
Mo light pylon taller than the Henley Road Streetlamps

The indoor facility positioned where courts 3, 4, 5 & 6 are currently planned, and moved
away from the road.

As a resident | therefore request the planning committee to Reject the proposals as they currently
stand but advise that revised plans would be considered if these two aspects are amended.

Once again, had the school canvassed the views of the residents before submitting the proposal they
wiould have had a better outcome.

| enclose a photograph from the road of the 5E corner of the site, and an impression of what this
wiould look like if the current plans go ahead.
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SE corner of Queen Anne’s School grounds from Henley Road

Impression of SE corner of Queen Anne’s School grounds from Henley Road if development

permitted
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Appendix 10 - Written Statement from Lucia Susani

The following written statement is for consideration by the members of the Planning
Applications Committee, in advance of the meeting on 13 January 2021. As resident at 62
Grosvenor Road, located close to the eastern boundary of the proposed sports facilities, |
would like submit a continued objection to the development, on the following grounds:

1. Noise:

The revised application allows for use of the tennis courts until 6:30 pm, and of the astroturf
pitch until 9pm. 1 believe this will result in significant new levels of noise disturbance to
surrounding residents, notwithstanding the new acoustic fencing. According to the revised
application, a maximum of approximately 70 people may be using the pitches and courts in
the evenings. This however does not include spectators or guests using the pavilion or
grounds during special events, in particular on weekends, which are not accounted for in the
noise modelling. The new noise levels would completely alter the soundscape of our
residential life, and destroy the enjoyment of our summer use of our garden.

2. Light intrusion and light pollution:

The proposed revised floodlighting scheme for the tennis court and astroturf uses eleven 10m
high masts and eight 15m high masts. Light spill from such a height and such a number of
sources onto Grosvenor Road will be inevitable, as the proposed columns are considerably
higher than any trees or fences within or outside the site boundaries. Also, our road has
reduced lighting and is therefore relatively dark in the evenings. The light intrusion will
change the character of the road and our residential area considerably.

It is worth noting that a recent application for floodlights (Planning Ref 170176) of a reduced
height of 6.7m, at a residential location in Caversham, was refused by Reading Borough
Council, as the proposed works were expected by to cause “damaging noise and light
pollution which would be harmful to the character and appearance of local area
and have a significant detrimental impact to the living environment of existing
nearby residential properties” (RBC). |submit that the same conditions apply to the
current application.

3. Traffic and parking issues:

| am pleased that the revised application has removed the parking and access off Grosvenor
Road. However, | am concerned that the prospect of parking in this location (and related use
of Grosvenor Road for access) will be revived were the development to be established. The
location is convenient to users and preferable to the main car park for Queen Anne. Its
adoption would result in extensive access of our private road by community users, leading to
traffic nuisance, noise and significant safety issues (Grosvenor Road has no pavements).

4. Conclusion

May I urge the Committee to refuse the proposal, or, if it were to go forward, to instigate
clear planning conditions to limit the hours of use, reduce the height of floodlights, and
permanently restrict the use of the Grosvenor Road area for parking.

Yours faithfully

Lucia Susani
62 Grosvenor Road
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Appendix 11 - Written Statement from Maurice Hayes

i am all for Sport and activity provided it doesn't impinge on
normal life

the level of noise when Queen Ann's have (i1 think Lacrosse
matches) at w/e's is very high

i'm sure the Tennis activity will be very quiet BUT hockey
will not

i have re-visited the planning application

and make the same points as previous (as a resident of Field
View and as a Director of the Residents Management Group)

#Sound blocking barriers should be installed at the Field View
end of the Sports Field

ffthere are serious concerns re: floodlights in terms of
positions and usage (especially outside of School hours)

regards

Maurice Hayes
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Appendix 12 - Written Statement from Hazel Dilley

I am writing to you on my behalf and also on behalf of Janet Hall of 87B Henley Road in
protest at the above Application. We both feel that the construction of the sports building
is an eye sore and also will turn this area into an industrial area. We also object to the
increased lighting which will affect our properties. Our houses are below street level due to
the area being a hill. This means that the flood lighting will light up our bedrooms. Then
we have the increase in noise in the evenings and also 52 weeks of the year instead of the
normal school hour noises which is acceptable.

My neighbour Mrs Janet Hall is getting increasingly depressed with this proposed planning
application, which, if we have read correctly you are going to railroad it in no matter what
we say. We have decided that we shall probably have to move as this application will make
our lives very unpleasant.

Please accept our objections from both myself Mrs Hazel Dilley of 87A Henley Road

and Mrs Janet Hall of 87B Henley Road.
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Appendix 13 - Written Statement from Anthony Evans

Our principle objection to application 192049 relates to the planned access to the site from
Grosvenor Road. Whilst we can see that it is commendable that the intention is to extend the use of
the tennis facilities to the local community, the direct consequence of this will inevitably be a great
increase in the generation of traffic coming onto Grosvenor Road from the Henley Road. We feel
this will significantly impact the character of the road, which is by its nature quiet and largely
undisturbed by regular traffic. Observing the generation of traffic that comes to and from other
tennis clubs in the local area, it seems to us that this consequence of the planned development has
not been properly considered or accounted for. This is not to mention the disruption it could also
cause to the flow of traffic on the Henley Road at busy times, as cars wait to be able to turn onto
Grosvenor Road. Inevitably with more traffic comes greater noise and disturbance for local
residents, which equally impacts detrimentally on the character of the road as it currently is. Our
view is therefore that even if the development itself were to go ahead, the planned entrance from
Grosvenor Road should not be permitted and the school’s current entrance should remain the point
of access for this facility.
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