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Mr P Westcott 

16 Lynmouth Road 

Reading 

RG1 8DD 

 

   

Mr Jonathan Markwell 

Planning Department 

Reading Borough Council 

Civic Offices 

Bridge Street 

Reading 

RG1 2LU 

4
th
 June 2020 

 

Dear Mr Markwell, 

 

Re: Planning Application 200188 – 55 Vastern Road, Reading 

 

I write to register my objection to the planning application on the following grounds. 

 

 Overdevelopment – (Policy H2). 

 Height, scale and mass of the proposed buildings – (Policy CC8 & EN12).  

 Overlooking and loss of privacy – (Policy CC8 & Policy CR1 related). 

 An intrusive level of artificial light – (Policy CC8).  

 Fear of crime (Paragraph 5.3.8 on page 132 (CR2) & CC8). .  

 

However, prior to going further with an explanation of my reasoning, I should like to say that I 

welcome the prospect of seeing the site developed and there are clearly parts of the application which 

are laudable. A great effort has been made over the careful use of characterful and architectural 

features, a sense of place, disguising the car-parking provision underground and the inclusion of a 

small riverside café.    

 

I also acknowledge the site is within the town boundary, close to the town-centre and the railway 

station and the Local Plan policies encourage the site’s redevelopment.  

 

In the first instance, I would like to confirm I downloaded a copy of the Reading Borough Local Plan – 

Adopted November 2019 (RBLP 2019) and identified the site by cross referencing the location against 

Proposal Map H which accompanies the Local Plan.  

 

The site is also over-washed by a number of specific planning polices which include; 

 

 Central Core – CR1 

 Office Core – CR1 

 Major Opportunity Area Boundary (Polices CR11-13 and SR1-3) 

 Major Landscape Feature (EN12) to the North of the site. 

 Area of Identified Biodiversity Interest (EN13) to the North of the site. 

 



 
4

th 
June 2020  Page 2 of 7 

 

The site also partly includes the land identified as a potential development site CR11(g)  which has a 

specific designation in its own right and I base my objections on the polices outlined in the RBLP 

2019.                                                                                                                                                 

 

Ok, so turning to the main body of my objections. I will list each part of my objection in order followed 

by my reasoning and supporting information. Nevertheless, before doing so, I should like to say that 

my objections are inter-linked and many of the issues spill over into each other.  

 

1. Overdevelopment 

 

According to the planning application form, the site is 0.76 hectares in size and excludes a large 

portion of the land that has been identified by policy CR11(g) (1.24 Hectares). This represents just 

over 60% of the land covered by CR11(g).  

 

      
          Extent of the planning application (0.76 Ha).              Area outlined in the RBLP 2019 – CR11(g) (1.24 Ha). 

 

 

Clearly, the applicant is not applying for planning permission on the land as a whole. They are only 

able to apply for planning permission on part. As such, the CR11(g) policy parameters do not apply.  

 

To explain further; according to the development team at Berkeley Homes, the existing electricity 

transformers on site cannot be moved because it is been suggested to us that it is far too expensive 

and logistically impossible to do so. Therefore, according to representation made by the previous 

Berkley Homes development team, a significantly reduced parcel of land was sold to them so that the 

operational capacity of the transformers can continue.  

 

Policy CR11(g) on page 147 of the RBLP 2019 clearly outlines an indicative potential delivery of 250-

370 dwellings which translates to approximately 202 to 298 dwellings per hectare (dph) on the entire 

site (CR11(g) at 1.24 Ha). The planning application form proposes 209 dwellings which on the 

reduced site area is 275 dwellings per hectare. This represents 92% of the upper density limit (at 298 

dph) which is very close to the maximum indicative density based on the redevelopment of the site as 

a whole. 

 

Consequently, the applicant has designed a scheme that shoehorns large-scale buildings on the 

remaining land which abuts the two most sensitive boundaries. These are the Western boundary 

abutting the existing residential dwellings along Lynmouth Road and Lynmouth Court and the 

Northern boundary which overlooks Fry’s Island and Christchurch Park.  
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If the planning application included the land as outlined in policy CR11(g), the proposed development 

could be more evenly spaced out, but the applicant has tried to apply the upper indicative density 

level. Even so, at 275 dwellings per hectare across the site as a whole would represent a significantly 

dense form of development. And in doing so, cramming a very high density scheme on 2/3rds of the 

site which impinges on the two most sensitive boundaries is a clear overdevelopment of the site. 

 

The overarching point is that the land outlined in CR11(g) is not subject to the planning application. It 

is only on part and the indicative density does not apply. Simply trying to conjure up a development 

based on a pro-rata calculation and point to policy CR11(g) as a valid reason for such an 

overdevelopment of the site is wholly unjustifiable.  

 

If the developer is unable to bring all of the land outlined in CR11(g) for development, then Policy H2: 

Density and Mix should apply. 

 

Policy H2 (Page 73 RBLP 2019) clearly states that ‘appropriate density will be informed by; 

 

 The character and mix of uses of the area in which it is located.. 

 The need to minimise environmental impacts, including detrimental impacts on the 

amenities of adjoining occupiers’.  

 

Paragraph 4.4.8 on page 74 RBLP 2019 is helpful here and gives an indicative maximum density in 

Town Centre sites at 100 dph. Obviously, 275 dph is a 275% increase over the indicative level and a 

massive overdevelopment of the site. 

 

Consequently, I object to the proposed development on the grounds that it is contrary to Policy H2 

RBLP 2019..  

 

 

2. Height, scale and mass of the proposed buildings and Overlooking and loss of privacy 

 

These two issues are directly related. One is effectively a consequence of the other, so in the 

interests of being succinct, I have amalgamated the two objections into one chapter.  

 

When I was notified that the planning application had been submitted, I searched the Reading 

Borough Council online planning application page to see what effect the proposed development might 

have on my property. Once I completed the search, I was somewhat dismayed to see a carefully 

drafted set of drawings that have clearly been presented to paint the very best picture of the 

development and mask the true extent of what is being proposed. 

 

I therefore instructed Ground Surveys Land and Engineering Surveyors in Maidenhead to carry out a 

measured survey of my house and private gardens. I then instructed an architect, Jonathan Smith of 

JS Designs, to draw up a section through my house and plot the proposed development on the land 

behind my property. You will see from the drawing below that the Height, Scale and Mass of the 

proposed building have a huge detrimental impact on my property.  

 

For the avoidance of doubt, my property is located in the bottom right-hand corner and the section on 

the following page and goes through my house to expose the internal layout. You will see that the 

spot levels have been plotted on my house as well as the proposed levels taken from the applicant’s 

drawings listed on the publicly available planning application file at Reading Borough Council.   
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Policy CC8: Safeguarding Amenity (Page 30 RBLP 2019) is explicit.  

 

It states that;  

 

‘Development will not cause a detrimental impact on the living environment of existing 

residential properties or unacceptable living conditions for new properties in terms of: (points 

1,3,4) 

 

 Privacy and Overlooking; 

 Visual Dominance and Overbearing effects of a development; 

 Harm to outlook;’ 

 

You will obviously see that despite the proposed blocks exceeding a ‘back-to-back distance of 20 

metres cited in the policy text’, the sheer scale of the proposed buildings will contravene Policy CC8 

due to the loss of privacy and overlooking, the visual dominance and overbearing effects and the 

harm to the outlook. 

 

Moreover, the proposed building directly behind my property is not ‘back-to-back’. It is going to be 

front-to-back with principal living accommodation and external balconies directly overlooking my 

property and those of my neighbours’. This will disrupt our rightful claim to peaceful enjoyment of our 

private amenity space and the rooms at the back of our properties particularly during the evenings 

and weekends.  This will clearly lead to an unacceptable intrusion and I strongly object to the 

proposed development on these grounds. 
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I also object to the height, scale and mass of the proposed buildings on Policy CR1: Definition of 

Central Reading RBLP 2019. 

 

This policy covers the subject land and should be read in conjunction with section 5.2 (paragraph 

5.3.1 where there is a clear policy objective to see a stepped reduction in building height from the 

Central Station Cluster to the fringes.  

 

The Tall Buildings Policy defines a tall building as 12 residential storeys or over 36 metres in height. 

The applicant has cunningly proposed an 11 storey building at 35.1 metres at the front of the site, one 

assumes to circumvent the Tall Buildings Policy.  

 

Paragraph 5.2.12 on page 129 RBLP 2019 clearly states that ‘Such new development should 

respect and enhance the character of the Central Area. It should build on the existing urban 

grid structure of streets and places in the centre…’ 

 

Simply erecting large-scale blocks of flats close to existing low-storey residential dwellings adjoining, 

does not follow an established pattern, particularly where none exists at present. Lynmouth Road 

shares a historical context with De Montfort Road, Brigham Road and Thames Avenue and the way in 

which new-build developments, including both residential and commercial have been more 

successfully integrated and pay respect to the character of the local area; particularly in regard to the 

front-to-front and front-to-back relationships between new existing and new and the way in which the 

use of oblique angles and a stepped building approach has been taken.  

 

If there are instances of an over-dominant relationship between existing and new in the local area, it 

does don’t follow that the mistakes should be repeated of course. The subject site offers a unique 

opportunity to get it right and not use examples of existing poor relationships locally to justify the 

proposed development at hand.  

 

I therefore object to the proposal on the grounds that it is contrary to Policies CC8 Safeguarding 

Amenity – Privacy and Overlooking, Visual Dominance and Overbearing effects of a development and  

Harm to outlook in the first instance and Policy CR1 contained in RBLP 2019 in the second. 

 

3. An intrusive level of artificial light 

 

You will undoubtedly agree that the height and scale of the proposed development is likely to have a 

strong detrimental impact on surrounding residents in Lynmouth Road and Lynmouth Court insofar as 

the sheer amount of artificial light generated from the scheme.  

 

The intrusive scale of artificial light will come from the residential dwellings as well as the street 

lighting which will be placed along the proposed vehicle access and public footpath running through 

the site. Clearly, we raise no objection to low-level and non-intrusive lighting to allow safe access and 

reduce the probability and opportunity for crime, but the poorly thought through layout combined with 

the over domineering height of the proposed buildings exacerbate the problem and lead to a near 

constant and unacceptable intrusion into the rear of the existing dwellings on the site’s boundaries.  

 

Policy CC8: Safeguarding Amenity clearly states that; 

 

‘Development will not cause a detrimental impact on the living environment of existing 

residential properties or unacceptable living conditions for new residential properties, in terms 

of: (point 6)  

 

 Artificial lighting.    
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Furthermore, paragraph 4.1.36 on page 30 RBLP 2019 reinforces the point by stating that; 

 

‘One of the key concerns in planning is to insure that new development does not reduce the 

quality of the environment for others, particularly where it would affect residential 

properties…’ 

 

I therefore object to the proposed scheme on the grounds that there will be an unacceptable level of 

artificial light generated which is contrary to Policy CC8: Safeguarding Amenity – Artificial Lighting 

RBLP 2019. 

 

4. Fear of crime     

 

Paragraph 5.3.8 on page 132 RBLP 2019 points to Policy CR2 which distinctly states that; 

 

‘Using urban design principles to enhance to enhance community safety and design out crime 

may also be particularly important in the central area, and Secured By Design principles will 

assist in this.’ 

 

I assert that despite the proposed dwellings providing an element of natural surveillance, exposing the 

rear boundary wall of the properties along Lynmouth Road to a newly formed public access will 

contravene this policy. The natural surveillance attributable will not compensate for the dramatic 

increase in the opportunity for crime. My fellow residents and I enjoy a relatively safe environment 

currently and exposing our rear boundaries will put us at unnecessary and unjustifiable risk.  

 

The position is also covered by Policy CC8: Safeguarding Amenity (Page 30 RBLP 2019), which 

states; 

 

‘Development will not cause a detrimental impact on the living environment of existing 

residential properties or unacceptable living conditions for new residential properties, in terms 

of: (point 10) 

 

 Crime and Safety 

 

I have highlighted the section of rear gardens that will be exposed to the proposed new public access 

in yellow below.  
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I therefore object to the scheme as it is contrary to Policy CR2 & CC8: Safeguarding Amenity - Crime 

and Safety RBLP 2019. 

 

Lastly, you will note that I have sent a copy of this objection letter to my local MP Matt Rodda as well 

as the three local councillors for Abbey Ward, Cllrs Tony Page, Karen Rowland and Mohammed Ayub 

and should like to be informed of the opportunity to address the planning committee during the public 

speaking slot should the application be heard by the planning committee members.  

 

Many thanks, 

 
 

 

Paul Westcott 

 
 

c.c. Matt Rodda MP, Councillors Tony Page, Karen Rowland & Mohammed Ayub  

Enclosed: a pdf copy of the Section Drawing of 16 Lynmouth Road and the proposed development (on page 4 of this letter).  




