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Donna Williams

From: Page, Tony  (Councillor) <Tony.Page@reading.gov.uk>
Sent: 30 January 2020 11:49
To: 'Joseph.Harding@berkeleygroup.co.uk'; 'elkie.Russell@berkeleygroup.co.uk'
Cc: Craig Pettit; Kim Cohen; 'Caroline.McHardy@berkeleygroup.co.uk'; Eatough, Richard
Subject: Vastern Road Area Redevelopment Sites - Planning Co-ordination Meeting (6 Feb)
Attachments: Feedback Reading Station North heights Jan20.pdf; agenda060220meeting.pdf; Street 

typologies.pdf

Categories: Filed by Newforma

Dear Colleagues 
 
As agreed at our last meeting, please find attached an agenda and papers for our next meeting on Thursday, 6 
February at 10am in the Mayor’s Parlour, Civic Offices, Bridge Street, Reading, RG1 2LU. 
 
I look forward to seeing you next week. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Cllr Tony Page 
Lead Member for Strategic Environment, Planning and Transport and 
Deputy Leader, RBC 
 
 
The information in this e-mail is confidential to the intended recipient to whom it 
has been addressed and may be covered by legal professional privilege and protected by 
law. Reading Borough Council does not accept responsibility for any unauthorised 
amendment made to the contents of this e-mail following its dispatch. If received in 
error, you must not retain the message or disclose its contents to anyone. Please 
notify us immediately quoting the name of the sender and the addressee and then delete 
the e-mail.  Reading Borough Council has scanned for viruses. However, it is your 
responsibility to scan the e-mail and attachments (if any) for viruses. Reading 
Borough Council also operates to the Protective Document Marking Standard as defined 
for the Public Sector. Recipients should ensure protectively marked emails and 
documents are handled in accordance with this standard (Re: Cabinet Office - 
Government Security Classification). 
 
 



Feedback Reading Station North Side model photos, supplied by TP Bennett for RMG at 

meeting on 16 December 2019 

The purpose of this response is to ensure that: 

-the height and massing of the emerging RMG proposals is justified in itself 

-justified in the context of extant/emerging proposals south of the railway 

-do not unacceptably prejudice/compromise other sites north of the railway line from 

coming forward in a coordinated manner, in accordance with the aspirations as set out in 

the RSAF. 

The massing shown is as proposed in pending application 182252/OUT, which the case 

officer has previously advised is excessive and unsupportable.  That advice is confirmed 

here.  There is not a sufficient discernible difference between the tallest part of RMG Plot 

A and the approved height at Station Hill (the northern part of SH3).  This is currently 

inconsistent with the massing dome in the RSAF. 

Previous feedback from the case officer is that the above heights would not sufficiently 

demonstrate part of a comprehensive approach to the CR11 sub-area, in that in part some 

of the buildings proposed would prevent the neighbouring site to the north from also 

fulfilling its policy aspirations (light effects, wind effects, enclosure issues), especially 

Aviva Plot D (east).  The previous suggested height of Plot A RMG at 108m AOD (ie. 15m 

less then presently proposed) is re-confirmed.  This height would acceptably mark the 

northern station entrance. 

The implementation of the Thames Quarter site is not considered to be central to this 

consideration.  TQ is a Local Landmark building on the eastern periphery of the Station 

Area Cluster and is distant from the main grouping north of the station. 

Issu with E-W boulevard: duplication of roadways is an unacceptable approach, in terms of 

highway safety (2x junctions), however, indicative spacing across the street appears 

acceptable and will allow for an appropriate urban boulevard. 

The document includes indicative -assumed - heights for Aviva, so a response is provided 

on these.  Plot D, Aviva site is not currently based on sufficient justification.  It is of 

excessive scale and height and at present would overshadow/ overbear the principal green 

route, which needs to be spacious, green, bright and inviting.  This also then fails to be 

justified in terms of emerging proposals and policy. 

The currently presented height of Aviva Plot D has a consequence for how other parts of 

the site function in particular whether the scale of other Plots A, B, and C are sufficiently 

smaller; when compared to the taller elements of the RMG site.  Therefore, the height 

cascade for this site and for the allocation CR11 as a whole is starting at an incorrect and 

unjustified starting point; in that the height shown for Plot A RMG is not acceptable.  All 

heights need to come down accordingly.  98m AOD is considered to be the proportionate 

height required for the Plot D Aviva, based on the current context.  We therefore expect 

the corresponding tall buildings sited within the remaining Aviva plots to reduce 

accordingly, so as to closely align with RSAF prevailing benchmark is 6/7/8 storeys.   

To ensure comprehensiveness through CR11, these individual proposals must include 

representative dwgs/sections to show how they relate to the other emerging proposals. 



AGENDA 

Redevelopment Sites North of Reading Station 

10am 6th. February 2020, Mayor’s Parlour, Civic Offices, Reading 

 

Attendees: Cllr Tony Page 

Officers: Julie Williams (Planning Manager), Richard Eatough (Planning TL), Jonathan 

Markwell (PPO), Brian Conlon (PPO), Steve Vigar (PPO), Darren Cook (Transport DC 

Manager), Mark Worringham (Policy TL) 

Developers: representatives of RMG site, Aviva site, sse site. 

1. Officer feedback on RMG/TP Bennett heights document and discussion and officer 

advice 

 

2. Route of footpath/cycleway and Vastern Road crossing.  Agree to the criteria for 

this route: ie. direct, ‘flat’, spacious, inviting, no deviations, no turns.   

 

3. Overview of street typologies table and seek agreement to this 

 

4. Implications of above for plot alignments within the developments: setting plot 

parameter criteria (discussion).   

 

5. Creation of a sense of place and high-quality streets-design and landscaping 

 

6. Innovative sustainability 

 

7. The uses which will be acceptable: need to strike a balance between flexibility and 

creation of a sense of place.   

 

8. Next meeting/next steps 



Street typologies – North of railway line site 

 Green Route (the N-
S 
footpath/cycleway) 
 

East-West 
Boulevard 
 

IDR 
 

Secondary 
Streets 

Purpose Main N-S route 
(street) from south 
of the station, via 
underpass to 
Northern Station 
Square to 
Christchurch Bridge.   

A generous multi-
function city street.  
As well as a 
through-route, 
needs to be a 
functional service 
street and pleasant 
urban street in its 
own right. 

To assist greening 
of this urban-
centre ring road 
and to explain how 
development 
should interact 
with it 

A simple lane 
form to be 
produced for 
these quieter 
streets.  They 
should still be 
suitable for all 
proposed land-
use 
combinations. 

Description Function as a fast 
and direct 
cycleroute; a 
pleasant pedestrian 
route; a leisure 
space and a grand 
avenue to link to 
the Thameside area. 

Generous distances 
between buildings.  
Green verges either 
side to provide an 
avenue feel. 
Kerbside parking 
carefully 
integrated. 

Change of 
character of the 
IDR in this area 
from simply a ring 
road, to a route 
which is 
deferential to the 
N-S Green Route, 
acknowledging the 
cycle/pedestrian 
crossflow.  

A shared street.  
To have space for 
trees too.  One-
way flow.  No or 
very limited 
parking.  Either 
flat or ½ height 
kerbs. 

Total min. 
width 
(approx.) 
between 
buildings 
across 
street 

30m 
2-way cycle highway 
itself: est. 3-4m 

30m 
2-way roadway 
itself: 3.5m 

30m 
IDR roadway to 
remain unaltered 
at 9.5m width.  
Cycleway then to 
run aside roadway 
or at pavement 
height. 

20m 
1-way roadway 
itself: 3m 

Landscaping Trees/landscaping 
to separate the 
cycle highway from 
the footway.  Soft 
crossing points 
needed. 

‘Street trees’ to 
separate the 
highway and cycle 
zone from the 
pedestrian 
pavement.   

Completion of 
greening of central 
reservation, where 
appropriate.  
Significant trees 
needed against 
buildings to street 
edge to soften 
impact of 
buildings, with 
appropriate set 
back to allow tree 
spread. 

Trees of smaller, 
upright scale 
more 
appropriate.  
Perhaps 
staggered in the 
street to traffic-
calm.  To green 
the street and 
assist with 
privacy. 

 


