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Reading, RG1 2LU 

 

 0118 9373787 

 

Our Ref:  181724/PREAPP 
 

Direct:  0118 9372458 
 

e-mail: jonathan.markwell@reading.gov.uk  

 

5th June 2019 

 

ADVICE WITHOUT PREJUDICE 

 

Your contact is: Mr Jonathan Markwell, Planning  

 

Dear Mrs Ladden Timbers, 

 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 

Enquiry Reference & Address: 181724/PREAPP – SSE, 55 Vastern Road, Reading, RG1 8BU 

Proposal: Redevelopment proposal to demolish a number of structures & erection of a series 

of buildings to form a predominant residential scheme and also including a new north-south 

pedestrian link connecting Christchurch Bridge to Vastern Road towards Reading Station. 

Pre-application meeting number: 4 (written advice only; conference call on 22/05/19) 

Information considered: ‘53-55 Vastern Road – pre-app meeting 4 information’ by Barton 

Willmore; emails from Barton Willmore dated 10/05/19 & 20/05/19.  

 

Further to previous correspondence, this written note of advice follows the submission of 

information for pre-application meeting 4 (originally scheduled as a meeting on 23rd May, but 

later requested to be in the form of written advice only – although a 40 minute conference 

call with Eve Ladden Timbers of Barton Willmore and James Cook of Broadway Malyan was 

undertaken by the case officer on 22nd May). The topic areas of this response align directly 

with the information submitted.  

 

Overarching matters 

 

It is disappointing, despite the advice within the conclusion section of pre-app meeting 3 and 

my email of 25th April, that your email of 10th May (acknowledged to be prior to D:SE written 

comments being received) stated:  
 

It is not our intention to discuss any further scheme iterations with you prior to the submission of the 

application. We will however of course be addressing all of your pre-app 3 comments and the DRP 

comments in the forthcoming planning submission.  

 

mailto:Eve.LaddenTimbers@bartonwillmore.co.uk
mailto:jonathan.markwell@reading.gov.uk
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You will recall that the conclusion at pre-app meeting 3 outlined that there were still a 

number of unresolved issues, some of which could have significant implications on the overall 

proposals. Specific examples included (this is not an exhaustive list): the lack of conclusive 

evidence regarding the justification for the extent of the red line boundary of the site; the 

significant harm identified to existing nearby occupiers of Lynmouth Road from the proposed 

mews dwellings; and, the riverside scale / massing could still appear particularly dominant 

and officers not being convinced that this is appropriate.  

 

Moreover, the subsequent D:SE written feedback has raised a number of similar concerns, and 

in some cases additional fundamental issues, summarised as: 

 

- Not yet found an effective way of ‘finding the Thames’. 

- The Panel shares the Council’s disappointment that the larger site allocation is not 

coming forward for redevelopment. 

- A rethink of the compromised pedestrian/cycle link through the site [is required] to 

give a clearer and palpably public route to and from the footbridge. 

- The scheme should offer a more legible gateway to the river from Vastern Road, and 

provide a more inviting route between the two. Put another way: (a) providing a link 

legible from Vastern Road; and (b) forming a route that is as attractive and safe as 

possible within the scheme (The service road tends to recall schemes of the 60s and 

70s where vehicular and pedestrian movements were rigorously separated – a concept 

both outdated and inappropriate here). 

- The scheme could also do more to relate to the river and should certainly offer a 

connection at towpath level. More specifically, the route should offer at least a 

glimpse of the river for orientation, not be hemmed in by buildings on the riverside. A 

direct line of sight to the bridge is not feasible but is to the river. The relationship 

between scheme and river, we suggest, misses the full potential of the site. 

- A ground-level route could have entrances to blocks on it and hence a more street feel 

(whereas the ramp shown seems lifeless). 

- A single route could benefit from a stronger relationship to the mews housing. Should a 

single route at ground level not be feasible then we’d seek replacing the heavyhanded 

ramp with a lightweight structure that as it were extends the bridge. 

- Where and whatever the route is it needs to have some combination of landscape 

design, art, active frontage, openings, places to linger and other devices to make it 

attractive and evidently a public, not a private, route. 

- Although generally the height, scale and massing of the scheme did not trouble the 

Panel, the river frontage should be less dominant. The way the scheme addresses the 

river seems heavy and abrupt. It obliterates views south from the bridge. The tallest 

element might work better in the middle of the site. 

- D:SE doubt that the warehouse typology is set to work well at the height and 

complexity envisaged; the scheme would better be honest about being residential. If 

the warehouse reference is adhered to, then it would work best in lower bocks on the 

river frontage, with simpler detailing (currently it feels elaborate for warehousing) and 

more apt materials. The extreme verticality of the blocks and the awkwardness of the 
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pitches atop tall blocks demonstrates that it is very hard to make a typology that works 

at one level of scale to succeed at this complexity of heights.  

- Servicing of the café would be somewhat compromised 

 

It is considered that a number of the points raised by D:SE pick up on issues raised by officers 

in previous pre-app meetings. It is considered difficult at this juncture to envisage how your 

intended proposal (whilst acknowledging your email of 20th May whereby you detail you would 

aim to address “a reasonable proportion” of the D:SE comments) would be able to gain 

officer support, in light of both previous officer and D:SE comments. There remain a number 

of unresolved issues from the local planning authority’s perspective, with this only being 

added to by a number of additional points by D:SE which require consideration.  

 

By virtue of the three previous pre-application meetings with officers and the separate later 

meeting with D:SE, the various issues raised within all responses are considered indicative of 

the complexities of the site (starting with the red line boundary). As such, it is considered 

necessary to reiterate officer concerns regarding the site boundary created through these 

proposals (instead of the RCAAP site allocation boundary) and the additional complexities 

that are consequently ensuing (on what would have already been a challenging site without 

the additional constraint of atypical site boundaries to the east in particular). As such, you 

are once again advised to further explore bringing forward the site allocation as a whole in a 

single scheme, or if that is not possible, then increasing the site area in any possible way (in 

particular the element within the centre of the site, where the existing red line is at its 

narrowest point). As set out in the written advice in the previous pre-app advice (meeting 3) 

the justification submitted to date is far from suitably conclusive.      

 

As such, further pre-application discussions prior to the submission of the future application 

would be strongly encouraged and considered necessary by the local planning authority. Put 

another way, the submission of an application at this time would respectfully be considered 

somewhat premature, given the wide ranging unknowns and unresolved issues raised. As a 

starting point for further discussions, a detailed note of your responses to all points raised in 

the D:SE report could form an initial basis for discussion. In addition, more detailed 

commentary/evidence regarding the land-take of the remaining SSE land should be another 

thread to explore.   

 

It is advised that the D:SE comments would be reported in any future officer committee 

report. As such, should elements of your future proposals be at odds with the D:SE advice, 

the rationale in each instance would need to be fully detailed in the future Design & Access 

Statement.     

 

CIL 

 

My colleague Neal Gascoine (our Infrastructure Monitoring Officer) has considered the CIL 

component of your submission and has commented as follows: 
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The CIL residential charging rate of £120 per sqm is noted, but you are advised that since 

being introduced in 2015 the RBC figure has increased year-on-year with the inclusion of 

indexation. The 2019 residential rate equates to £148.24 per sqm (applies to all 

developments permitted in 2019).  

  

Although the principle of submitting plans to demonstrate the methodology behind the 

residential floorspace is welcomed (and expected as a necessary element), officers would like 

to see the residential methodology accompanied by a floor area breakdown table and to also 

include details of the non-residential floor area. This is to ensure the split of plant and 

communal areas between residential and non-residential can be calculated accordingly. 

 

In addition, a series of plans demonstrating your methodology for the existing floorspace 

figures is required (clearly demonstrating areas counted / not counted). This is particularly 

the case if you consider this floorspace can “be netted off the CIL liability”. It is likely that 

officers will request, at the time of the future application, a site visit to verify the existing 

floor plans / calculation/methodology of the existing floorspace figure. As to whether the 

existing floorspace can “be netted off the CIL liability”, this will naturally depend on the 

occupancy time period at the date of any future decision.  

 

It should be noted that ALL residential floor area is liable and any relief is only applied after 

you have submitted a valid claim. 

 

It should also be noted that existing building off-set will be proportioned across all rates, 

regardless of them being zero rates. In this regard, when it gets to the stage of actually 

reviewing the CIL liability, it will be sought for a spreadsheet of floor area type listed per 

floor and an accompanying plan colour coded to show the breakdown and communal areas. 

The communal areas are important for officers once you submit any Social Housing Relief 

application. If the spreadsheet and colour coded plan could be submitted at application stage 

this would be highly advisable (this can also be used to formulate any CIL payment attributed 

within any viability submission).  

 

S106 Legal Agreement 

 

Naturally for any proposal of this scale and nature, a variety of elements would be required 

to be secured via s106 legal agreement, in the event of planning permission being able to be 

granted in the future. This is over and above the separate CIL payment, as referenced above. 

The starting point for considering elements to be secured via s106 is the Planning Obligations 

under Section 106 SPD.  

 

As per the SPD, Affordable Housing is specifically excluded from CIL and will instead in all 

cases be secured via s106 legal agreement. In addition to securing the on/off site provision 

(as appropriate) in the usual manner, should the overall amount fall below policy 

requirements the provision of a deferred affordable housing contribution mechanism would 

be likely to be sought/secured. The principles of the mechanism would be required to be 

http://www.reading.gov.uk/media/1067/Draft-Section-106-Planning-Obligations/pdf/S106-Planning-Obligations-SPD-Adopted-April-2015.pdf
http://www.reading.gov.uk/media/1067/Draft-Section-106-Planning-Obligations/pdf/S106-Planning-Obligations-SPD-Adopted-April-2015.pdf
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agreed during the course of the application, but as a guide is likely to include some (or all) of 

the following information: 

 

 Any agreed land values. 

 The Gross Development Value of the completed development. 

 The nature of the review and the agreed percentage on costs/profits. 

 The trigger for the review. 

 The trigger for any payment. 

 

In addition, the s106 would also specifically include an element stating that should the 

building subsequently be extended / altered (to create further units) or units subdivided then 

contributions to affordable housing would apply on a cumulative basis. Another related 

element, as secured either via condition or legal agreement, is to manage the number of 

bedrooms within units, to ensure that additional bedrooms are not added to units at a later 

date (which if it occurred could improve the viability of the scheme). These matters should 

not be a surprise to you, as they were referenced in the pre-app meeting 2 response.  

 

In terms of transport-based matters, your submission has been reviewed and the following 

comments are made: 

 

• The securing of a Travel Plan (including subsequent reviews) - Agreed 

• Details of any Car-Club provisions – if required - Agreed 

• Details of any electric charging points within the scheme - Agreed 

• Securing the provision of a replacement dropped kerb for cyclists to exit to the retail park. 

– Agreed 

 

The final point stipulates that details of a potential Toucan Crossing on Vastern Road will be 

provided; however this would need to stipulate entering into a s278 Agreement to provide 

the Toucan Crossing on Vastern Road (timescales to be confirmed). Moreover, this would 

need to be in accordance with plans accompanying the planning application that would need 

to fully illustrate the design of the crossing facility. Accordingly, it is expected that full 

details of a potential Toucan Crossing on Vastern Road shall be provided at application stage, 

as this is an integral element of any future scheme at this site (as it is an essential element in 

terms of assessing whether a suitable north-south route is provided). Hence this should be 

fully shown / worked up in your submission and for this to then be secured as such in the 

s106.  

 

A further point relates to the licence / agreement required to connect into the existing 

Christchurch Bridge and ‘oversail’ the Public Right of Way (The Thames Path). This matter 

has been referred to colleagues in Legal Services to confirm what would be required. 

Unfortunately, to date, a full response has not been received. Input can be provided in due 

course once further feedback is provided. However, at this juncture it is advised that this 

element could form another transport based s106 obligation.   
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Moving on from transport matters, as per previous responses it is likely that on this occasion, 

owing to the nature of the proposals and the proximity / direct link to Christchurch Meadows, 

a commuted open space s106 financial contribution will be necessary/justified in this 

instance (reasonable to assume that the recreation and open space shall directly serve the 

development and is not proposed to be provided within the application site itself). It is 

considered premature to advise the exact amount which will be sought, but this will be able 

to be clarified once the full suite of application stage documentation has been 

submitted/reviewed.  

 

In terms of employment, skills and training (EST), officers can advise in line with the EST SPD, 

only a construction phase contribution will be sought to be secured. The commercial element 

is below 1000sqm, so there is no basis for officers to seek an end user phase contribution (you 

mention an end user element in your submission). Ideally your submission should make clear 

whether you are seeking to provide an ESP yourselves or not. If not, then the financial 

contribution option should be confirmed and the amount required (as per the SPD formula) 

specified and incorporated within any viability-based submission.   

 

In reviewing the s106 SPD there may be a number of further s106 based requirements, but 

these are likely to become clearer (as to whether they are required and can be justified in 

line with the regulations) at application stage once the actual proposals have been reviewed 

/ consultation responses received. Elements which may be added include (this list is not 

necessarily exhaustive): Site-related ecological and biodiversity mitigation measures; 

Environmental improvements and access arrangements related to a development; Site-

related environmental mitigation measures; The provision of public art; On-site decentralised 

energy provision; Site related flood mitigation/ adaptation measures, including Sustainable 

Drainage Systems (SuDS).  

 

It is noted that you specify that “Should there be any financial obligations associated with 

the above DHOT, then please could these be confirmed (where possible) and justified now so 

that any financial obligations can be factored into future viability assessments”. In response, 

I can advise that unfortunately it is not possible to confirm such obligations at this point, 

owing to timing/level of information/capacity reasons. Obviously once a submission (and all 

relevant information) has been provided officers will then be in receipt of sufficient 

information to provide you with certainty on these matters. I acknowledge that this is not 

ideal from the perspective of any future viability assessments, but these do factor in 

contingencies. Accordingly, it almost goes without saying that sufficient contingencies should 

be incorporated into your viability submission in respect of s106 financial contributions. 

 

It is noted that you “wish to progress the draft legal agreement as soon as feasibly possible 

once the application has been validated, with the intention of having a full draft agreement 

prepared in advance of the planning committee”. I am afraid that such prioritising is not 

something that is able to be accommodated given our current resources and furthermore 

certainly not appropriate for a scheme which is presently a long way from officer support. 

 

http://www.reading.gov.uk/media/1064/Employment-Skills-and-Training-Supplementary-Planning-Document-Adopted-April-2013/pdf/Employment-Skills-And-Training-Supplementary-Planning-DocumentApr13.pdf
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Application stage PPA 

 

Although officers generally welcome and encourage the use of PPAs (in line with the NPPF) it 

is questioned at this point in time, owing to the various unknowns and unresolved issues 

concerning your imminent submission (as referenced elsewhere), whether there would be 

merit in a PPA in this instance. In particular, owing to this context, it is unclear whether the 

local planning authority would be able to adhere to the timeframes / deadlines you have 

sought to include.  

 

Based on my previous experiences, application-stage PPAs generally evolve following detailed 

pre-application discussions whereby the majority of the principal issues are resolved and 

there is a level of understanding / realism between the parties as to the expectations and 

requirements. At this point in time, owing to the unresolved issues and unknowns (e.g. 

uncertainty regarding whether a viability submission will be included regarding the amount of 

affordable housing) it is unclear to officers as to whether the timescales and milestones are 

realistic or not. Given the nature and extent of unresolved matters, officers presently can 

only envisage the application stage being a protracted process (if seeking to improve a 

scheme which requires significant amendments, for instance); which goes against the ethos 

of PPAs (unless there is a direct requirement from the applicant for the proposal to simply be 

determined as expediently as possible without any discussions/negotiations during the course 

of the application – which it is presumed would not be the case? Obviously if that is your 

preferred approach, please advise officers accordingly).  

 

My specific comments on your suggested ‘critical dates’ are as follows: 

 

- The inclusion of a ‘validation period deadline’ appears concerning, as it may not be 

able to be adhered to (by potentially both parties). At this point in time I naturally 

cannot foresee whether the future submission will be validated without the need for 

further information being required to be submitted or whether such information would 

be requested. If further information is required, then it is unknown what form / nature 

such information would take (for example, it could range from inconsistencies on plans 

being corrected to whole separate documents being required) and, importantly, how 

long this would take you to produce. Consequently, the inclusion of a ‘validation 

period deadline’ is not encouraged or considered appropriate, as put simply the 

application will only be valid/registered once it is able to be so, rather than this being 

seemingly sought to be artificially decided by inclusion of a ‘deadline’ in a PPA. As 

such, I would not advise you to include a ‘validation period deadline’. Instead, I would 

suggest that it would be more appropriate to include a stipulation that within 10 

working days of the submission of the (required) hard copy of plans that the local 

planning authority advise the applicant whether the submission is valid. If the 

application is not valid, reasons for this will be given at this time. In that scenario, all 

subsequent dates would run from the subsequent date of validation. 

- Assuming a validation date of 3rd July, it would be premature to undertake a meeting 

at week 4 of an application (w/c 29th July), as at that time it is unlikely that the 
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statutory public consultation period will have ended (as there is a 1-2 week lead in 

time for press notices to be published).  

- It is unrealistic to expect “S106 Heads of Terms to be agreed” by week 6 of an 

application of this nature which presently has a number of unresolved matters and 

unknowns. For example, should a viability submission be forthcoming (one unknown at 

present) I would not anticipate for the review to have been completed by this time, 

let alone for it to be completed and any subsequent “S106 Heads of Terms to be 

agreed”. I would instead respectfully anticipate the focus of officers’ time at this 

point to be on assessing the proposals and providing feedback on the merits (or 

otherwise) of the scheme, rather than detailing/negotiating/agreeing s106 HoTs.   

- In respect of the matters above, such matters appear to have been disproportionally 

frontloaded into the statutory time period for the determination of a major 

application. One should also bear in mind that such events take place in peak holiday 

months of July/August, where inevitably there may be longer timeframes for responses 

in some instances.  

- Notwithstanding the somewhat overly-ambitious timescales noted above, the proposed 

committee meeting date of 9th October (14 weeks from 3rd July) is more realistic in 

nature. 

- Based on previous experiences, a 2 week period between the draft s106 deadline (9th 

October) and completion of the s106 (23rd October) appears unrealistic, especially 

considering there may be additional requirements post-committee. Furthermore, the 

usual arrangement is for substantial work on an anticipated complex s106 to typically 

occur predominantly post-committee, to avoid potentially abortive work for all parties 

if there is not a positive resolution at committee. I cannot provide you with any 

guarantee regarding the practicalities of what would, as per your suggested 

timeframes, an expedited service.  

- Other elements which you may wish to include within a more robust timetable should 

include: 

o Arrangements relating to any independent review of a day/sunlight assessment 

(relating to payment, quotation, instruction & timing arrangements around such 

matters) 

o Arrangements relating to any independent review of a wind/microclimate 

assessment  

o Arrangements regarding any viability review (relating to payment, instruction & 

timing arrangements around such matters) 

o Inclusion of agreement for all internal consultation responses to be sent through 

to you for viewing (without being assessed / commented upon by the planning 

officer prior to sending). This is not my usual modus operandii, as there are 

occasions where competing issues arise from separate internal responses – 

however it is a means of furnishing you with information at the earliest 

opportunity and therefore one which could be incorporated, on the basis that 

the comments are received on the understanding that they are from specialist 

officers and are not necessary representative of the overall advice of officers. 
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o Applicants often wish to agree the subject/trigger point or exact wording of 

conditions just before or shortly after Planning Applications Committee.  

 

Accordingly, it is advised that further pre-application discussions are required (with view to 

moving various matters forward) prior to officers being willing to explore an application stage 

PPA. Without this, it is advised that at this date, there is little appetite for a formal 

application stage PPA by the local planning authority.   

 

Notwithstanding the above, please see below at Appendix 1 an example of an application 

stage PPA for your information, as requested.   

 

Final comments 

 

In overall terms it is disappointing, further to pre-app meeting 3 and D:SE comments, that 

you did not wish to discuss any further scheme iterations at this time, prior to the submission 

of the application. Officers consider that owing to the outstanding matters raised by both 

officers and D:SE, that there would be merit in undertaking further discussions. Without such 

discussions taking place it is envisaged that the application stage will be likely to be a 

protracted process, over and above many of the respectfully ambitious milestones detailed 

within your suggested application stage PPA. Given the number of unknowns and unresolved 

issues regarding your imminent submission, there is consequently little appetite for a formal 

application stage PPA by the local planning authority at the time of writing.   

 

In light of the above it is strongly suggested that further engagement with officers is 

undertaken prior to any formal submission to the local planning authority (which you 

indicated would be likely in June 2019).   

 

Please note that the advice contained within this letter is that of an officer of the Borough 

Council and is provided without prejudice to the decision of the Borough Council, in the 

event of a formal application for planning permission. This advice is in good faith and will not 

over-ride the formal consideration of a planning application by the Council.  

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Jonathan Markwell  (via email only)   

 

Jonathan Markwell 

Principal Planning Officer   
RE 
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Appendix 1 – indicative draft application stage PPA 

 

 
 

 
APPLICATION STAGE PLANNING PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT  

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

1.1 To secure collaborative working between the Local Planning Authority (LPA) and the applicant on planning 

proposals at XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX, Reading for  

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

2. OBJECTIVES  

2.1 The objectives of this PPA are to:  

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX ALTER / ADD AS APPROPRIATE XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

Provide clarity in respect of determination timescales;  

 Provide a framework to allow for renegotiation of timescales as may be necessary;  

 Ensure that issues surrounding the development of the site are identified early on in the planning application 

process and are appropriately addressed by the project team;  

 Ensure all technical matters are resolved as far as possible;  

 Ensure resources are appropriately allocated from all parties to deal with the PLANNING APPLICATION and 

matters arising from its consideration;  

Ensure appropriate consultation and engagement with Council Members and the public;  

Ensure transparency and clarity in the application and decision making process.  

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

2.2 Nothing in this Agreement fetters the Council’s statutory powers to grant or refuse planning permission.  

2.3 Pre-application meetings and pre-application letters prepared by the local planning authority have 

contributed to the design and form of development proposed and the content of the planning application 

described above.   

3. PARTIES TO THE AGREEMENT  
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Reading Borough Council as Local Planning Authority (LPA). The Project Manager for the LPA is Jonathan 

Markwell (Principal Planning Officer and case officer for the application) 

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX  & their agents as the applicant. The Project Manager for the applicant 

is the agent XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

4. THE WORKING AGREEMENT  

4.1 The development team shall agree to regular project meetings at dates and times to be agreed. 

4.2 Timing of Meetings - The parties will meet at Review Meetings approximately once every calendar month 

throughout the application stage XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX OR TIMINGS TO BE AGREED XXXXXXXXXXX, the first 

meeting to take place after initial consultation responses have been received and assessed.  A key objective for 

these meetings will be to avoid potential late issues arising and develop a better understanding of the issues on 

both sides.  See timetable at Appendix 1 below. 

4.3 Attendees - The LPA will make available a team of officers from various disciplines for these regular meetings, 

including specialists to contribute towards issues identified on agendas before-hand.  

4.4 Project Managers - The LPA and applicant team shall each identify a Project Manager and all communications 

between the parties shall be via (or copied to) the Project Managers.  

4.5 Topic Meetings - From time to time Topic Group Meetings may be arranged outside the regular project 

meetings, such meetings to be agreed by the respective Project Managers with a view to focusing attention on 

issues that need urgent resolution.  Use of email communications to be encouraged to reduce likelihood of such 

meetings being needed. 

4.6 Conduct of Meetings  

4.7 The LPA agrees to circulate at least 5 working days (unless otherwise agreed in writing via email with the 

applicant) before any regular meeting a draft agenda and applicant team undertake to provide comment on the 

agenda to the LPA at least 3 working days before the meeting, the final agenda to be issued by the LPA at least 2 

days before the meeting.  

4.8 Purpose of Regular Project Meetings  

4.9 Regular project meetings will be held to facilitate the progression of the planning application in accordance 

with the objectives set out in 1 above.  

4.10 Content of Regular Project Meetings  

(TO INCLUDE – MATTERS DETAILED BELOW ARE MERELY EXAMPLES)  

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

Design fine tuning 

Environmental matters  

Accessibility  

Renewable energy   
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S106 matters and viability issues 

Conditions  

Risks  

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

4.11 Within XXXXX working days of the date of validation of the planning application a meeting will be arranged 

between the LPA where the applicant team and the LPA will discuss early issues and feedback on the initial 

submission broadly as outlined in the timetable at Appendix A. This period can be reviewed and amended if 

parties agree subsequently.  

 4.12 It is anticipated that two XXXXXXXXXXX OR MORE / LESS XXXXXXXXXXXX further review meetings will be 

arranged broadly as outlined in the timetable at Appendix A. 

5 APPLICATION SUBMISSION  

5.1 Extensions to the periods referred to in the timetable may be agreed to allow for further dialogue during 

consideration of the application subject to the agreement of both parties.  

6 POST COMMITTEE  

6.1 Should the Planning Applications Committee resolve to grant planning permission both parties shall 

endeavour to secure the completion of the S106 obligation within the timetable referred to in Appendix A. 

6.2 Following any planning application being approved subject to a S106 agreement the LPA will prepare, 

maintain and share with the Applicant Team a S106 monitoring schedule.  

7 DISPUTES PROCEDURE  

7.1 In the event of the parties not agreeing on any matter at the regular review meetings the project managers 

will meet together and seek to resolve differences.  In the event of no resolution a special meeting can be called 

by either party and this meeting shall take place within 10 working days of the request being received. It remains 

open for the applicant team to appeal against any decision or non determination, and for the Council to 

determine the application where the agreement has not been followed.  

The principles set out in this document are accepted by the parties as a mechanism for joint working to secure 

the objectives set out in 2 above.  

 

Signed on behalf of Reading Borough Council as the Local Planning Authority  

 

…………………………………………………..  

Richard Eatough, Acting Development Management Team Leader, Reading Borough Council  

 

Signed on behalf of XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX as the applicant 
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……………………………………………………. 

 

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

 

Appendix A - Timetable 

 

Date / Week Action 

xxxxxxxxxxxx 2019 Application submission 

xxxxxxxxxxxx 2019 RBC to advise if the submission is valid; if not, 
reasons for invalidity advised to the applicant. 

If applicable… Once information has been 
submitted to satisfy the reason for invalidity 

Application to be validated and registered 

xxxxxxxxxxx 2019 / Week xx Quotations sought by RBC for independent 
day/sunlight and wind/microclimate 
assessments 

xxxxxxxxxx 2019 / Week xx xxxxxxxxx instructed to independently review 
the viability assessment, once payment of 
xxxxxxxxx is received from the applicant and 
the application is valid/registered 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 2019 / Week xx Consultation period to have begun. 

xxxxxxxxxxxx 2019 / Week xx RBC to advise the applicant of quotations 

received for day/sun and wind/microclimate 

assessment; Formal instruction by RBC 

subsequent to agreement by the applicant to 

fund the reviews. 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 2019 / Week xx 1st review meeting 

xxxxxxxxxxxxx 2019 / / Week xx The applicant to liaise with RBC officers and 

respond to issues raised above and submit any 

revisions deemed appropriate 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 2019 / / Week xx 2nd review meeting 

 

xxxxxxxxxx 2019 / Week xx Action issues raised by 2nd review meeting 

xxxxxxxxx 2019 /  Week xx 3rd review meeting 

Xxxxxx 2019 / Week xx Headline list of s106 HoTS (if the application is 
recommended for approval to committee) to 
be sent to the applicant for comment / 
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agreement 

Xxxxx 2019 / Week xx Headline list of conditions (if the application is 
recommended for approval to committee) to 
be sent to the applicant for comment / 
agreement 

Xxxxxxxx 2019 / Week xx Comments from the applicant to RBC regarding 
the headline list of s106 HoTS / conditions (if 
application is to be approved) 

Xxxxxxxx 2019 / Week xx Date for accompanied site visit by members of 
the Planning Applications Committee (xxxxx 
WILL ONLY BE ABLE TO BE ASCERTAINED 
WHETHER THIS IS REQUIRED POST 
COMMITTEE, ONCE MEMBERS ARE NOTIFIED 
OF THE APPLICATION xxxxxx) 

xxxxxxxxxx 2019 / Week xx Target committee date 

xxxxxxxx 2019 / Week xx Full wording of conditions (if application is to 
be approved) sent by RBC to the applicant for 
comment 

xxxxxxxx 2019 / Week xx Comments from the applicant to RBC regarding 
the full wording of conditions (if application is 
to be approved) 

xxxxxxxxxx 2019 / Week xx Target for completion of S106 if application to 

be approved. 

 

 

 


