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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

Personal Details 
 

1.1 This Statement of Case (SoC) has been prepared by Kim Cohen, Planning Partner at 

Barton Willmore LLP.  Kim has a Bachelor of Science Degree with Honours in 

Geography from the University of Reading and a Master of Civic Design Post Graduate 

Degree from the University of Liverpool.  Kim has 24 years’ experience as a town 

planner and is a Chartered Member of the Royal Town Planning Institute. 

1.2 Barton Willmore is one the UK’s leading planning and design consultancies. Founded 

as an architectural practice in the 1930s, it developed into a comprehensive planning, 

architectural, landscape and urban design practice in the 1970s to 1990s and has 

strong track record in the design and implementation of major housing and mixed-use 
development.  Kim has been a Partner at the Reading Office of Barton Willmore LLP 

since April 2013, having joined the company as Senior Planner in May 2001.  Kim has 

given advice on a wide range of planning projects, including site promotion; 

preparation of planning appraisals and applications; S78 Appeals heard by way of 

written representation, informal hearing and public inquiry throughout the country for 

both public and private sector clients. 

1.3 Kim has acted on behalf of the Appellants, Berkeley Homes (Oxford and Chiltern) on 

the former SSE Site, Vastern Road, Reading since September 2019, and the 
preparation and submission of the full planning application by Barton Willmore, now 

subject to this appeal. 

 

1.4 Kim is familiar with the appeal site and the surrounding area and is aware of the 

planning policy background and relevant issues to these appeals.  

 
The Appeal 
 

1.5 This appeal is lodged under Section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

(as amended), following the refusal by Reading Borough Council (‘RBC’) to grant full 

planning permission in respect of planning application reference 200188 (‘the Planning 

Application) by notice dated 9th April 2021.  The appeal is made on behalf of the 

appellant Berkeley Homes (Oxford and Chiltern) (BHOC). 
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1.6 The Planning Application relates to 55 Vastern Road, Reading (‘the Site’) as identified 
in the Site Location Plan provided at Appendix 1.  The following description of the 

development was agreed with RBC: 

 

“Demolition of existing structures and erection of a 
series of buildings ranging in height from 1 to 11 
storeys, including residential dwellings (C3 use 
class) and retail floorspace (A3 use class), together 
with a new north-south pedestrian link, connecting 
Christchurch Bridge to Vastern Road.” 

 
1.7 The Planning Application was submitted to RBC on 4th February 2020 and validated on 

16th March 2020.  The draft Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) accompanying this 

SoC lists the documents submitted with the planning application; a description of the 

site and its surroundings; the planning history of the site; a chronology of the planning 

application process; and all relevant national and local planning policy considerations.  

The Reading Borough Local Plan (the “Local Plan”) was adopted on 4th November 2019 

and the Site is included as an allocation under Policy CR11 ‘Station/River Major 

Opportunity Area’, specifically CR11g ‘Riverside’, with a noted site area of 1.24ha and 
an associated indicative development potential of 250-370 dwellings.   

 

1.8 The Planning Application was reported to RBC’s Planning Committee on 31st March 

2021 (see Committee Report at Appendix 2).  On receipt of the Committee Report 

the appellant noticed some errors and inaccuracies.  Barton Willmore therefore 

responded to RBC on 29th March with a constructive letter noting the issues (see 

Appendix 3).  RBC subsequently issued an update to Committee on 31st March to 

address these errors (see Appendix 4).  RBC determined the Planning Application on 

9th April 2021, where the application was refused with 7 reasons for refusal identified, 
as shown on the Decision Notice enclosed at Appendix 5.  
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2.0 TOPICS TO BE COVERED 
  
2.1 This Statement of Case is supported by separate Statements of Case from specialist 

consultants dealing with each of the topic areas noted below.  When providing the 

Appellants Case at Section 3, reference will be made to the supporting specialist 

Statements.  For ease of reference, these can be found here: 

 

Appendix 14 Design Statement of Case - prepared by David Taylor of 

Berkeley  

Appendix 15 Transport Statement of Case - prepared by Scott Witchalls of 

Stantec 
Appendix 16 Townscape Statement of Case - prepared by Patrick Clark of 

Barton Willmore 

Appendix 17 Noise Statement of Case - prepared by Reuben Peckham of 24 

Acoustics 

Appendix 18 Heritage Statement of Case - prepared by James Weeks of Built 

Heritage 

Appendix 19 Ecology Statement of Case - prepared by Iain Corbyn of 

ecoconsult 
Appendix 20 Arboriculture Statement of Case - prepared by James Rawlinson 

of Greengage 

Appendix 21 Daylight/Sunlight Statement of Case - Prepared by John Barnes 

of eb7 

Appendix 22 Affordable Housing Statement of Case - Prepared by James 

Walker of Berkeley   

 

Transport/Highways 
 

2.2 Transport and Highways matters are referred to in RfR 1, addressing the north/south 

pedestrian cycle link and safety and directness concerns. Evidence will be provided to 

demonstrate that the proposals are policy compliant, and that the north south link 

provides a high-quality design response to this strategic objective. 

 

2.3 It is considered that this subject requires cross examination particularly in relation to 

the north south link where considerations which have influenced the design of the 
route are complex, and policy considerations multifaceted.  

  



55 Vastern Road, Reading 
Statement of Case  Topics to be Covered 
 

28876/P5e/A5/CP/dw Page 4 May 2021 

Townscape/Character 
 

2.4 Townscape and character matters are referred to in RfR2, in relation to the height 

and proximity of proposed Blocks D & E to the Thames Path and the concerns in 

relation to the effect on its character.  Evidence will be provided to demonstrate that 

the proposals are policy compliant and that the proposed design provides a gateway 

into Central Reading and enhances the character of the Thames in line with policy 
aspirations.   

 

2.5 It is considered that this subject requires cross examination in order that the Council’s 

position can be fully explored, and additionally note this was not a matter raised 

during the determination of the application.   

 

Ecology  

 
2.6 Ecology matters are addressed in RfR 3, in relation to the proposed tall buildings to 

the northern edge of the scheme, and the impact of resultant shade on the marginal 

vegetation and habitats in the River Thames.  Evidence will be provided to 

demonstrate that appropriate mitigation can be provided to address any impacts on 

biodiversity and habitats and enhance the existing baseline position. 

 

2.7 It is considered that this subject requires cross examination to enable a full exploration 

of the application of paragraph 175 of the NPPF, and associated Local Plan Policies, 
and to test whether the application of the mitigation strategy is appropriate and 

effective. 

 

Arboriculture 

 

2.8 Arboriculture is covered in respect of RfR 3 in relation to the long term relationship 

between buildings and the canopies of large trees.  At the time of writing, there is 

potential for this RfR to be overcome through discussions with the Council relating to 

tree species to be planted on the northern boundary of the site.  It is considered that 
the Council have not correctly assessed the most recent information submitted, which 

altered the species of these trees to overcome this objection. 

 

2.9 Should this matter not be resolved, it is considered that this matter can be dealt with 

via a round table discussion. 
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Affordable Housing  
 

2.10 Affordable Housing is referenced in RfR 7.  Viability information has been submitted 

in relation to this matter and its conclusions have been accepted by an independent 

review conducted on behalf of the Council by BPS.   

 

2.11 It is agreed that the appeal scheme cannot viably provide affordable housing. 

Therefore, the Appellant proposes that the scheme will not contain affordable housing, 

but with a review mechanism to be agreed with the Council.  A review mechanism will 
be included within a suitable legal agreement.  

 

Noise  

 

2.12 Noise impacts, specifically those arising from the retained SSE equipment, forms RfR 

4.  The Appellant has no control over the noise source, however despite this, evidence 

will be provided to demonstrate that through careful design it is considered that the 

internal and external noise environment can be maintained at an acceptable level.   
 

2.13 It is considered that given the complexity and technical nature of this subject, the 

evidence should be tested via cross examination.  

 

Heritage 

 

2.14 The loss of an unlisted Heritage Asset is addressed by RfR 5.  The loss of the Heritage 

Asset is acceptable to the Council subject to the public benefit of the proposals being 

sufficient to outweigh its loss.  It will be demonstrated that the substantial benefits 
of bringing this underused, riverside site forward, in addition to the design references 

to the site’s historic context, substantially outweigh the demolition of the building.  

Moreover, it will also be demonstrated that the retention and reuse of the building 

has been adequately explored.  

 

2.15 It is considered that this matter should be tested via cross examination, as it relates 

to the planning balance. 

 
S106 

 

2.16 RfR 7 relates to the absence of a S106 agreement which it is anticipated will secure 

the following: 
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• Provision of a new north-south link connecting Vastern Road to Christchurch 

Bridge  

• Financial contribution towards the new crossing on Vastern Road 

• Provision of transport mitigation measures including: 

o Residential Travel plan 

o Electric Vehicle Charging Points 

o Car Club 

• Provision of new public art sculpture 

• Contribution towards the Construction Phase Employment Skills Programme 

• Financial contribution towards the investment in new facilities at Christchurch 

Meadows and/or Hills Meadow 

• Affordable housing (setting out review mechanism) 

• Financial contribution towards additional riverside planting (subject to 

ongoing discussion)  

 

2.17 It is anticipated that a Section 106 agreement or Unilateral Undertaking will be 

prepared to address the above, where contributions can be appropriately justified as 

necessary and proportionate. 
 
Opinion of Timothy Corner QC 

 

2.18 In addition to the commentary above, please find at Appendix 32 the opinion of Mr 

Corner QC, supporting the view that the appeal should be determined by way of public 

inquiry.   
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3.0 THE CASE FOR THE APPELLANTS 
  
 The Principle of Development 
 

3.1 The appeal site falls within the Station/River Major Opportunity Area.  The Local Plan 

sets out a vision for the area which is primarily that the station/river area will be a 

‘flagship scheme’ which links to the centre and the new station and transport 

interchange.  The appeal site is one of 9 allocated sites to fall under Policy CR11 
which sets out the aspirations for all development within the Station/River Major 

Opportunity Area, and which are required to contribute towards the ‘flagship scheme’ 

envisaged by the area Vision. 

 

 S i t e  A l l oca t i on  
 
3.2 The principle of re-development of the Site is established through the Site’s allocation 

within the Local Plan, via Policy CR11g.  The Policy requires that the development 

should: 
 

• Maintain and enhance public access along and to the Thames; 

• Be set back at least ten metres from the top of the bank of the river; 

• Continue the high-quality link including the north/south green route from the 

station; and explore the potential for an area of open space at the riverside.  

 

3.3 Policy CR11g also requires that the main use for the site is residential.  The allocation 

indicates that the site area is 1.24ha with an indicative capacity of 250 to 370 

dwellings.  An element of leisure development is also envisaged.  

 
3.4 The details of the proposals are set out in section 3.0 of the Statement of Common 

Ground (SoCG).  However, it should be noted that part of the site allocation has been 

retained by Scottish and Southern Energy (SSE) to retain the existing sub-station on 

the Site due to a variety of reasons included prohibitive costs (see Site Location Plan 

at Appendix 1).  The site which is the subject of this appeal has a developable site 

area of 0.76ha – for clarity this is approximately 60% of the 1.24ha allocation area. 

 

3.5 The requirements of Policy CR11g have been carefully considered during the design 
evolution of the appeal proposals.  Each of the criteria has been addressed and will 

be discussed in detail through consideration of the reasons for refusal below.  In 

summary, the site provides a strong green link in the form of a pedestrian and cycle 

link from the north side of Vastern Road to Christchurch bridge.  A pedestrian crossing 
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will be provided to facilitate movement from the appeal site to the south of Vastern 
Rd, where the link will be picked up through two emerging schemes before reaching 

the north side of the station.  To the north, an enhanced link from the site to the 

Christchurch Bridge will be provided in addition to a new link to the south tow path.  

Wayfinding mechanisms will be utilised throughout the scheme, to signpost the route. 

The introduction of important hard and soft landscape features including a 10-metre 

buffer from the top of the riverbank to the proposed buildings, new routes from the 

site to the river and new public space incorporating a riverside café, provides a high 

quality landscaped public realm which maintains and enhances public access along 
and to the Thames in addition to creating a new residential area of Reading with a 

strong sense of place. 

 

3.6 It is therefore considered and will be further demonstrated below, that the proposals 

comply with the requirements of Policy CR11g. 

 

 Hous ing  N eed  
 
3.7 Policy H1 of the Local Plan identifies a housing requirement of at least 15,847 homes 

(averaging 689 per annum) in Reading Borough over the plan period 2013 to 2036.  

Policy H1 explains that Reading are unable to identify sufficient sites to fulfil the 

housing requirement over the plan period.  The quantum set out in H1 leaves a 

shortfall of 230 over the plan period when considered against the Berkshire Strategic 

Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 2016.  Policy H1 states that the Council will 

continue to work with neighbouring authorities within the Western Berkshire Housing 

Market Area to ensure the shortfall of 230 dwellings will be met over the plan period. 

 
3.8 The most recent housing supply information available is derived from the Reading 

Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) January 2021 for the year 2019/20. The report 

indicates (Indicator 10) that the Council are able to demonstrate a five-year housing 

land supply position of 6.67 years based on the housing requirement in Policy H1 

(measured against Local Plan targets), including C3 dwellings only (see Appendix 6).   

 

3.9 In its housing trajectory the Council assumes the Site will start delivery in 2025/6 and 

then deliver between 42 and 43 dwellings per year for the following 6 years, totalling 
255 dwellings.  It follows that residential development of the Site is necessary to 

provide the total amount of housing anticipated by the Council (which itself is 230 

units less than the minimum requirement in the Local Plan).  Further, the appeal 

application is for 209 dwellings and as already stated the remainder of the allocation 

is not and will not be available for development for the foreseeable future.  Therefore, 
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even if the Site is developed as proposed, there will still be a shortfall of over 40 
dwellings provided on the Site compared with what the Council has assumed in its 

trajectory. This shows the importance of developing the Site at the density proposed 

in the appeal application.  

 

3.10 Moreover, the revised method for calculating local housing need published in 

December 2020 identifies an increased requirement for Reading Borough (see 

Appendix 7). As at December 2020, this equates to a need of 876 dwellings per 

annum. It is recognised that, in line with paragraph 73 of the NPPF, this figure will 
not apply until November 2024. However, the increased future requirement 

emphasises the importance of developing the Site at the density proposed.  

 

3.11 The Council will rely on the delivery of the site allocation CR11g as part of land supply 

across the plan period, and any reduction beyond that already sustained due to the 

reduced site area, will have an impact on their ability to deliver in line with housing 

need in the Borough. 
 

3.12 The Appellant will interrogate the Council’s 5 year land supply position which is in 

large part dependent upon the delivery of sites allocated for housing in the revised 

Local Plan 2019.  It will demonstrate that the Council is dependant on the delivery of 

allocation CR11g to meet its housing delivery obligations. 

 
 Reasons for Refusal (RfR) 
 

 R fR  1  -  Concern ing  the P roposed Nor th / Sou th  L ink  
 

 The proposed development fails to provide a high quality north-south link through the 
site by virtue of related public realm, safety and directness concerns, largely due to 
the alignment of the site and overprovision of proposed buildings, primarily contrary 
to Policies CR11ii and CR11g of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) and guidance 
within the adopted Reading Borough Supplementary Planning Document Reading 
Station Area Framework (2010), and also Policies EN11, CC7, CR2, CR3, TR3 and TR4 
of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019).  
 

The Council’s Case 

 

3.13 The Council’s concerns relate to whether the route as planned fulfils their policy 
aspirations for a high-quality route which provides a direct link from the station to the 

River Thames, that is safe for pedestrians and cyclists. 
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3.14 The north south link is identified within the Reading Station Area framework and is 
the priority in respect of allocated site CR11g (the appeal site).  The Council have 

concerns that the route is not sufficiently direct for a number of reasons:   

 

a. Not enough emphasis has been placed on the importance of achieving this 

high quality direct link; 

b. The proposed link is not the most direct link possible and the Goods Office 

building in its proposed location is not compatible with achieving the most 

direct link through the site.  The Goods Warehouse also accentuates this 
issue; 

c. A 3m width may fulfil technical specifications, but it does not reflect the 

vital, strategic nature of the route.  The narrowness will not help it to be a 

useable part of the public realm; 

d. A single visual link from the Station to the Thames would be very difficult to 

achieve, however efforts should be made to keep visual fragmentation of the 

route to an absolute minimum; 

e. The proposed switch backs at the northern end of the Site also contribute to 
the lack of directness, and will result in conflict between Pedestrians and 

cyclists; and  

f. The switch backs will result in a slower cycle route which will deter cyclists 

from using it. 

 

 Policy Background 

 

 National Planning Policy Framework 

 
3.15 Paragraph 91 sets out that decisions should aim to achieve healthy, inclusive and safe 

places which allow for easy pedestrian and cycle connections within and between 

neighbourhoods; and have active street frontages, and are safe and accessible, with 

clear and legible pedestrian routes and high quality public space to encourage the 

active and communal use of public areas for improved social interaction. 

 

3.16 Paragraph 98 explains that decisions should protect and enhance public rights of way 

and access, including taking opportunities to provide better facilities for users, for 
example by adding links to existing rights of way. 

 

 

 



55 Vastern Road, Reading 
Statement of Case  The Case for the Appellants 
 

28876/P5e/A5/CP/dw Page 11 May 2021 

3.17 Paragraph 102 outlines that transport issues should be considered from the earliest 
stages of development proposals so that opportunities to promote walking, cycling 

and public transport are identified and pursued and patterns of movement, streets, 

parking and other transport considerations are integral to the design of schemes, and 

contribute to making high quality places. 

 

3.18 Paragraph 108 states that in assessing applications for development it should be 

ensured that appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can 

be – or have been – taken up, given the type of development and its location and that 
safe and secure access to the site can be achieved for all users. 

 

3.19 Paragraph 110 sets out that applications for development should give first priority to 

pedestrian and cycle movements, both within the scheme and with neighbouring 

areas, and create places that are safe, secure and attractive – which minimise the 

scope for conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles, avoid unnecessary 

street clutter, address the needs of people with disabilities and respond to local 

character and design standards.  
 

3.20 Paragraph 120 notes that decisions need to reflect the changes in the demand for 

land, being informed by regular reviews of both the land allocated for development 

and of land availability.  

 

3.21 Paragraph 122 states that decisions should support development that makes efficient 

use of land, taking into account the need for different types of housing and other 

forms of development, local market conditions and viability and the scope to promote 

sustainable travel modes that limit future car use.  
 

3.22 Paragraph 127 outlines that decisions should ensure that developments will function 

well and add to the overall quality of the area, are visually attractive as a result of 

good architecture, layout and appropriate and effective landscaping and establish or 

maintain a strong sense of place, using the arrangement of streets, spaces, building 

types and materials to create attractive, welcoming and distinctive places to live, work 

and visit. Developments should optimise the potential of the site to accommodate and 

sustain an appropriate amount and mix of development (including green and other 
public space) and support local facilities and transport networks and create places 

that are safe, inclusive and accessible. 
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 Reading Borough Local Plan (adopted Nov 2019) 
 

 Policy CR11 - Station/River Major Opportunity Area 

 

3.23 Policy CR11 of the Local Plan is split into two sections: CR11i-ix concerns the overall 

objectives for the Station/River Major Opportunity Area, CR11a-i concerns the sub-

area strategies and associated site allocations.  In relation to RfR 1, policy CR11ii 

relates to pedestrian and cycle permeability and north-south links within the 

Station/River Major Opportunity Area.  Policy CR11g is the Site-specific policy relating 
to the allocation within the Local Plan.  The Local Plan excerpt providing the detailed 

wording of Policy CR11, in its entirety, can be found at Appendix D of the SoCG. 

 

CR11ii 

 

3.24 CR11ii states that development within the Station/River Major Opportunity Area will 

help facilitate greater pedestrian and cycle permeability, particularly on the key 

movement corridors; north-south links through the new station and across the IDR 
are noted as particularly important. 

 

CR11g 

 

3.25 CR11g provides objectives for the development of the ‘Riverside’ allocated site.  In 

relation to RfR 1 the most relevant objective is considered to be the requirement for 

the development to continue the high-quality route including green link from the north 

of the station to Christchurch Bridge, with potential for an area of open space at the 

riverside.  
 

 Policy EN11 - Waterspaces  

  

3.26 Policy EN11 relates to Reading’s waterspaces and their protection and enhancement.  

In terms of development within the vicinity of a watercourse EN11 lists 7 criteria; the 

Local Plan excerpt providing the detailed wording of this policy can be found at 

Appendix D of the SoCG.  Given that RfR 1 specifically refers to a route being 

provided of insufficient quality and relating to aspects of safety and directness 
associated with the north-south route, it is considered that the first bullet/criterion is 

applicable, which comments on spaces and routes to the watercourse.  The applicable 

criterion notes that development within the vicinity of watercourses will ‘provide 

appropriate, attractive uses and buildings that enhance the relationship of buildings, 

spaces and routes to the watercourse, and create a high-quality public realm’.   
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 Policy CC7 - Design and the Public Realm 
 

3.27 Policy CC7 relates to design and the public realm, covering the various components of 

development form such as layout, landscape, density/mix, scale/height/massing and 

architectural details; the Local Plan excerpt providing the detailed wording of this 

policy can be found at Appendix D of the SoCG.  Policy CC7 does not specifically 

reference the north-south link however: layout; ease of movement; permeability and 

accessibility; are all referenced and are relevant to RfR 1.  

 
 Policy CR2 - Design in Central Reading 

 

3.28 Policy CR2 relates to design in central Reading and requires new development to 

demonstrate 6 attributes (a-f); the Local Plan excerpt providing the detailed wording 

of this policy can be found at Appendix D of the SoCG.  Point ‘a’ of CR2 comments 

on continuity and ease of movement and is therefore considered the applicable 

element of CR2 in relation to RfR 1.  

 
 Policy CR3 - Public Realm in Central Reading 

 

3.29 Policy CR3 relates to the public realm in central Reading.  The policy lists 5 criteria (i-

v) against which development is to be assessed; the Local Plan excerpt providing the 

detailed wording of this policy can be found at Appendix D of the SoCG.   Insofar 

as it discusses continuous public access to and along the watercourses, it is considered 

that CR3ii & iii are most applicable to RfR 1 which relate to public realm and continuous 

public access to the watercourse.  

 
 Policy TR3 - Access, Traffic and Highway-Related Matters 

 

3.30 Policy TR3 relates to access, traffic and highway-related matters.  The policy lists 5 

criteria (i-v) against which development is to be assessed; the Local Plan excerpt 

providing the detailed wording of this policy can be found at Appendix D of the 
SoCG.  TR3 is concerned predominantly with new or altered access onto the transport 

network.  It is noted however that TR3iii refers to users of the transport network, 

including pedestrians and cyclists. 
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 Policy TR4 - Cycle Routes and Facilities 
 

3.31 Policy TR4 relates to cycle routes and facilities.  The policy comments on developments 

being expected to make use of opportunities to improve access for cyclists and 

integrate cycling via new facilities.  

 

Reading Station Area Framework (RSAF) 

 

3.32 The Reading Station Area Framework (RSAF) was adopted in December 2010, 
predating the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), Planning Practice Guidance 

(PPG) and the adopted Local Plan.   

 

3.33 As a starting point, the Council appear to be using the RSAF as a ‘blueprint’, where 

all plans shown are being taken as read.  The RSAF was created to provide objectives 

to inform the regeneration of the Station Area, following discussions which began in 

2004.  Paragraph 1.5 of the RSAF is therefore clear: 

 
 ‘The purpose of the framework is to outline broad 
development principles in a supplementary planning 
document to guide the planned redevelopment of the 
area, individual sites, the public realm, and new 
transport infrastructure.’  
 
 

3.34 In addition to the comments noted above, when discussing the degree of weight to 
be applied to the RSAF, it is noted that the document sits as a Supplementary Planning 

Document within the Development Plan and is therefore afforded less weight than the 

Local Plan (2019) or the NPPF (2019).  Fundamentally however, the RSAF is not an 

adopted masterplan for the north/south route, nor does it reflect the situation on the 

ground at the Appeal Site, which no longer reflects the sketch plans which were drawn 

up in 2010.  By way of explanation, the principal difference is that the appeal site 

does not include the area occupied by the SSE substation, and as such, it is not 

physically possible to provide a straight route through the site to the waterside and 

Christchurch Bridge, as the RSAF indicatively proposed.  It is therefore submitted that 
whilst the RSAF remains consistent with the Local Plan in respect of overarching 

objectives, it does not form a detailed blueprint for the site. 

 

3.35 Regarding RfR 1 the most relevant sections of the RSAF are considered to be:  
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• Chapter  5  -  P ub l i c  Rea lm : Paragraph 5.4 sets out the overall aim of the 

station area; creating, improving and connecting the public realm.  Paragraph 

5.5h recognises that these aims may be difficult to achieve as a whole; the 

many changes in level noted as a ‘challenging proposition’ but that aims should 
be achieved ‘as far as is possible’.  Paragraph 5.6 lists the ten key public realm 

priority projects of which, Kennet-Thames Spine (3) and Riverside open space 

(8) are of most relevance to the Site.  Paragraph 5.9 provides more detail in 

relation to the Kennet-Thames spine; noting that north of the railway it will 

incorporate a ‘green link’ towards the river and buildings will face onto it rather 

than away from it.  Paragraph 5.16 provides more detail in relation to the 

Riverside open space; noting that an area of high-quality public realm will be 

created where the north-south spine meets the Thames, that will be ‘not of a 

large size due to space constraints’.  (Appendix D of the SoCG) 
 

• Chapter  7  -  V iew s,: Paragraph 7.10 notes the new views to be created along 

the north-south link, ‘Station Square north looking north’ (62) and ‘New public 
space on Thames looking south’ (63); stating that there should be an unbroken 

line of sight between the Station and the Thames. (Appendix D of the SoCG) 

 

• Chapter  8  -  Urban  Des ign  Fram ew ork , Paragraph 8.3 notes the five key 

concepts of the framework; ‘establishing a layout that maximises the potential 

of sites compatible with the local context’, ‘creating permeable development 

that strengthens north-south links and improves connectivity across the area’ 

and ‘integrating public spaces and active frontages to establish vibrant, safe 

and enjoyable areas and create a focus to the sites’.  Paragraph 8.4 notes 

‘Figure 8.2 illustrates the broad urban design structure that will guide 

development’.  Paragraph 8.5 confirms that the framework had regard to land 

ownership at that time.  Paragraph 8.7 explains that the framework identifies 
the ‘approximate location, extent and inter-connectivity of the public realm’.  

At Paragraphs 8.11 – 8.15 the ‘northside’ overarching aspirations are 

summarised. (Appendix D of the SoCG) 

 

• Chapter  11  -  Transpor t , Paragraph 11.24  notes the aspiration to improve 

the north-south crossing of Vastern Road and the accompanying Figure 11.11 

shows existing and proposed cycle access. (Appendix D of the SoCG).  
  



55 Vastern Road, Reading 
Statement of Case  The Case for the Appellants 
 

28876/P5e/A5/CP/dw Page 16 May 2021 

 The Appellant’s Response 
 

 Proposed North-South Link and Associated Benefits 

 

3.36 Drawing no. 448.PL.SL.002 Rev E (Illustrative Masterplan), demonstrates the 

proposed north-south link through the Site (Appendix 8).   The Site is one of three 

allocated sites between the station and the River Thames/Christchurch Bridge, and 

forms the most northern link to the River Thames.  The importance of the route has 

been a key consideration during the preparation of the application.  
 

3.37 The Design Addendum (see Appendix 9) submitted to RBC on 12th November 2020, 

details the approach that has been taken to provide the north/south connection, whilst 

working with the constraints of the site and other Local Plan policies which are 

applicable to it.  The Design Addendum demonstrates that due to the need to retain 

the SSE equipment, it is not possible to provide the north-south link exactly in 

accordance with that shown on the indicative plans within the RSAF and the Local 

Plan.  It is therefore suggested that RBC officers are taking too literal an interpretation 
of the indicative plans in the RSAF, which do not reflect the actual site-specific details 

and constraints.   

 

3.38 The north-south link proposed as part of this application enables a key and final link 

to the north-south spine, linking central Reading to the Christchurch Meadows; 

Caversham and beyond to the north.  This link has also been designed as a focal point 

to the site, enabling the creation of a well-designed, green and integrated public 

realm; a key element of its design being to ensure that the link did not bypass the 

site, but integrates with it.  Not only does this offer opportunities for social interaction, 
but active frontages are created through the site to aid in surveillance and security. 

 

3.39 From a user perspective, disabled, cycle and pedestrian access is provided through 

the site to Christchurch Bridge and the riverside.  In so doing the application provides 

a direct connection between Christchurch bridge and Central Reading that does not 

currently exist.  Moreover, at the riverside the application proposes a café and seating 

podium, providing an interactive public space and leisure offer that is a focal point 

and key element of the public realm.    
 

3.40 Regarding design, the proposed link has been carefully designed so that all user 

groups can use the space collectively and safely.  Ramp gradients are designed to 

ensure safe disabled access to all levels and the incorporated switch-backs address 

the changes in gradient and provide visual interest and an element of speed calming 
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for cyclists as they meet other user groups.  Steps are provided within the switch-
backs to enable ease of access for pedestrians.  In addition, a separate direct 

pedestrian route to the tow path is also provided which bypasses the ramp to the 

bridge.  

 

3.41 The route is set within a high-quality landscape context which changes as the site 

moves from the urban edge of Vastern Road to the south and to a new open, public 

space, with river side café, and bridge/two path link to the north.  

 
3.42 The proposed route is of particularly high-quality, and has, through a series of 

amendments throughout the pre application and determination process, sought to 

address the required characteristics of the route as set out in Policy and Guidance 

(above), whilst working within the physical constraints of the site which are principally 

the retention of the SSE equipment, and the gradients across the site.  

 

3.43 In providing a dedicated pedestrian and cycle link through the development, which 

aligns as far as technically possible with the indicative route shown within the RSAF 
and Local Plan, the proposed development accords with the strategic aims associated 

with the north-south link, and is further discussed in detail within the Statement of 

Mr Witchalls (Stantec) which is appended to this Statement of Case. 

 

Policy Analysis 

 

3.44 In relation to RfR 1, it is considered the applicable policies can be divided into the 

following 4 themes: 

 
• Station/River Major Opportunity Area - main objectives (Local Plan Policy CR11.  

RSAF Chapters 5, 7 and 8) 

• Waterspaces - protection and enhancement (Local Plan Policy EN11 and CR3) 

• Design/public realm - relating to North-south spine (Local Plan Policies CC7 

and CR2.  RSAF Chapters 5 and 8) 

• Access/Cycle Routes - improvement, integration and safety (Local Plan Policies 

TR3 and TR4.  RSAF Chapter 11) 

 

 Station/River Major Opportunity Area - Main Objectives 
 

3.45 Regarding the main objectives for the Station/River Major Opportunity Area, policy 

CR11ii is concerned with facilitating greater permeability from the new station and 

across the IDR.   
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3.46 Paragraph 5.4.6 of the Local Plan notes that ‘in terms of permeability, improving links 
for pedestrians and cyclists through the centre, particularly in a north south direction, 

is one of the key principles for the spatial strategy’.  When assessing the proposal 

against the requirements of Policy CR11ii, particularly when noting the lack of existing 

permeability, it is considered the proposals clearly facilitate greater permeability from 

the station and across the IDR; a point RBC agree with in their response of 22nd 

October 2020 (see Appendix 10): ‘it is recognised that the proposals represent an 

improvement over the current situation’.  The proposals are therefore considered to 

fully accord with this objective.  
 

3.47 Policy CR11g requires the continuation of the ‘high quality route’ from the north of 

the station to Christchurch Bridge.  Regarding the ‘continuation’ of the route it is noted 

that the north/south route does not currently exist and is being brought forward via  

two applications between the south of Vastern Road and the Station and the appeal 

Site.  At the time of writing the applications two the south of the appeal site are yet 

to be determined. 

 
3.48 Within RfR 1, RBC reference a perceived lack of ‘high-quality’.  It is submitted that a 

high-quality route is achieved, in terms of urban design considerations, detailed 

treatment and materials, landscaping, and relationship to the wider scheme and 

external routes.  Careful consideration has been given to all policy requirements 

including: Policy CR11iii, which requires developments to ‘front onto and provide visual 

interest to existing and future pedestrian routes and open spaces’.  The proposed 

development ensures that this is a key objective of the north/south route as it passes 

through and it integrates with the Site, as demonstrated by the perspective CGIs that 

were submitted within the Design and Access Statement (DAS) (see Appendix 11) 
and the most recent addendum submitted on 12th November 2020 (Appendix 9). 

 

3.49 Policy CR11v is also noted within RfR 1, which requires developments to ‘provide 

additional areas of open space where possible, with green infrastructure, including a 

direct landscaped link between the station and the River Thames’.  The proposed link 

that passes through the Site is to be well landscaped, as evidenced within the 

submitted (DAS) (Appendix 11).  At the northern end of the route there is also a 

café and seating podium, providing for more interaction and an element of informal 
open space.   

  



55 Vastern Road, Reading 
Statement of Case  The Case for the Appellants 
 

28876/P5e/A5/CP/dw Page 19 May 2021 

3.50 Concerns in relation to directness are considered to relate to the Council’s 
interpretation that ‘direct’ requires the route to be ‘straight’.  This is addressed within 

the associated North-South Route Policy Note (see Appendix 12).  It is submitted 

that directness relates to distance and time, particularly when considered against an 

existing and proposed situation.  Therefore, it is concluded that the policy requirement 

to provide ‘a direct landscaped link between the station and the River Thames’ (Policy 

CR11v) is met.  The proposed route offers a more direct route than currently exists 

and achieves the aspirations of the policy in terms of contributing to the ease of access 

into and out of the central area of Reading. 
 

3.51 Paragraph 8.7 of the RSAF importantly notes that ‘The Framework identifies the 

approximate location, extent and inter-connectivity of the public realm forming the 

context for all development’; thereby clearly suggesting it is not prescriptive.   

 

3.52 The Council’s transport and policy comments received on 22nd October (see Appendix 

13), states that ‘numerous illustrative diagrams’ within the RSAF illustrate a straight 

link and the response therefore suggests that a ‘straight’ link is a ‘policy requirement’.  
It is not accepted that the stipulation that the north-south route is to be ‘straight’ is 

a firm policy requirement.  It is accepted that there is a single reference to the ‘line 

of sight’ within paragraph 7.10 RSAF, however there is no further commentary either 

within the RSAF or within the Policy text of CR11.   

 

3.53 It is submitted that if the straightness of this route was a clear policy requirement, 

then this would have been clearly stated within both documents and captured within 

the wording of adopted policy; which in any event would have necessitated more site-

specific information to validate the position.  Imperatively however, the overriding 
factor is that a straight route is not physically possible and within RBC’s response of 

22nd October (Appendix 13), the Council note that they ‘appreciate that the 

application is not for the whole site and that this line of sight is not going to be 

achievable’.   

 

3.54 Within the Committee Report (Appendix 2) the Council contend that there are 

‘numerous illustrative diagrams’ within the RSAF that illustrate a straight link 

(4.13.45).  Mr Taylor explores this in detail within section 6 of his SoC (see Appendix 
14) and correctly identifies that, contrary to the Council’s comments, the RSAF 

actually shows a curved route at plan 4.1 and one with two changes of direct at plan 

11.11.   
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3.55 Notwithstanding this, the priority of the north-south link, the weight to be attributed 
to it and its directness, is clearly noted within policy, and it is considered that the pre-

eminence of the route within the site, and throughout the design process is consistent 

with these imperatives.  

 

3.56 From a design perspective, it has been demonstrated to the Council via the submitted 

Design Addendum (Appendix 9) that a straight route cannot be achieved given the 

retention of the SSE equipment. In addition, the switchback ramp is required to the 

north of the site to resolve the level differences from north to south whilst delivering 
high quality accessible development.  Without a switchback, a raised ramp, through 

the site would be required and would divorce the north-south link from the rest of the 

scheme, undermining the urban design and public realm principles that have been 

established and that the route successfully addresses.  The design decisions required 

therefore in order to achieve a straighter route, would not result in a ‘high quality 

route’ and would conflict with Policy CR11 in this regard.  

 

3.57 The Council note within the Committee Report, although not cited as a reason for 
refusal and indeed not a matter raised by RBC’s transport officer, their concern over 

the width of the route proposed.  Mr Witchalls within his Statement of Case at 6.4 

(Appendix 15), covers this specific point in detail.  Whilst the Committee Report 

notes at 4.48 that Christchurch Bridge is more than 4m wide, asserting therefore that 

the route would narrow as it enters the site, Mr Witchalls correctly notes that at either 

end Christchurch Bridge actually narrows to 3.0-3.6m wide.  Therefore, the width of 

the proposed link through the appeal site (4.0m at entry from the bridge) actually 

provides more space rather than a narrowing, and is in any event compliant with 

standards.   
 

3.58 Within the Committee Report (Appendix 2) at paragraph 4.42 the Council note that 

‘it is recognised that there is an issue with changes of level to land directly onto the 

footbridge, which is clearly a desirable outcome, and that an elevated walkway 

through much of the site would create issues in terms of relationship with building 

frontage’, which is a position the appellant has maintained throughout the 

determination of the application.  The Council then suggest that ‘a gentle, direct, DDA-

compliant slope through the site would be easier to achieve, once again, without the 
Goods Office building’.  A DDA-compliant slope would however still need to meet the 

height of the bridge at the northern end of the site and would accordingly still create 

the same issues in terms of the public realm. 
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3.59 Moreover, in terms of design, within his Statement of Case (Appendix 14) Mr Taylor 
notes that the resultant public space uses landscape features and a combination of 

direct pedestrian stepped routes and gently meandering ramped routes to negotiate 

the tensions between the level of Christchurch Bridge (40.8m AOD), the towpath 

(37.4m AOD) and the minimum finished floor levels of the residential accommodation 

as derived by the Flood Risk Assessment (38.6m AOD).    

 

3.60 It is submitted therefore that the Council are attributing an unjustifiable amount of 

weight to the illustrative plans shown within the RSAF and this is detracting from how 
the proposed development accords with policy objectives and aspirations.  In chapter 

5 of the RSAF the overall aims of the public realm within the station area are noted 

at paragraph 5.4, in summary these are: stitching together the various development 

sites within the area: unifying the area through a coordinated design approach: 

creating an environment that is busy, overlooked and safe; contributing to the 

character and identity of the town centre; and creating more opportunities for 

sustainable forms of transport, particularly walking and cycling, by enhancing the 

connectivity and legibility of the area.  Notwithstanding the fact that paragraph 5.5 
notes that ‘these aims may be difficult to achieve as a whole’ due to ‘negotiating the 

many changes in level’, it is considered that the proposed north-south route achieves 

these objectives, and will result in a high quality route through the site linking 

successfully to both the north and south.  

 

 Waterspaces - Protection and Enhancement 
  

3.61 Regarding Waterspaces and their protection and enhancement, bullet point 1 of policy 

EN11 states that development will provide ‘appropriate, attractive uses and buildings 
that enhance the relationship of buildings, space and route to the watercourse and 

create a high quality public realm’.  With regard to the submitted DAS (Appendix 11) 

and specifically pages 90-91, which demonstrate the proposed design along the 

riverside, it is submitted that the proposals accord with the requirements of this policy.  

Moreover, EN11 requires development to be set back by ten metres, which is achieved 

and also notes opportunities for biodiversity enhancement.  In this regard it is noted 

that mitigation is offered as part of the application, to improve the planting along the 

riverside and is addressed further in consideration of RfR3.      
 

3.62 The proposed development is considered to increase pedestrian and cycle permeability 

from the station to the River Thames; public access is therefore enhanced, in 
accordance with policy.  The submitted masterplan (Appendix 8) and Part 4.1 of the 

Design Addendum (Appendix 9) further demonstrates how the Site has been 
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designed to achieve a connection with Christchurch Bridge and a new connection with 
the existing towpath running along the riverside.   

 

3.63 With regard to policy CR3, specifically policy CR3iii it is noted that development 

proposals adjacent to or in close proximity to a watercourse, are required to provide 

legible continuous public access to and along the watercourse where this does not 

currently exist.  The proposed development provides a new access from the proposed 

north-south route onto the towpath of the Thames, whilst also incorporating a 

noticeable area of public open space in order to aid legibility from the river to the 
south.  Public access to the riverside is therefore also enhanced. 

 

 Design/Public Realm - North-South Spine 
  

3.64 Regarding design and the public realm of the north-south link, the submitted DAS 

demonstrates that the ‘landscape context’ for each character area; the landscaping of 

the route; and the site as a whole, has been a key consideration throughout; further 

evidenced by the perspective images shown on pages 77 and 78 of the DAS 
(Appendix 11).  Section 3.6.9 of the submitted DAS details the landscape concept at 

the riverside and, as above, demonstrates that an area of public open space has been 

provided, comprising a café and podium seating area.  The design of this area is better 

appreciated from the perspective images shown on pages 90 and 91 of the DAS, whilst 

also showing the landscape focus and riverside frontage of the north-south route.  

Although an area of open space was listed as a ‘potential’ inclusion by policy CR11g, 

the applicant has incorporated this feature, in addition to addressing all policy 

objectives. 

 
3.65 Paragraph 5.9 of the RSAF requires buildings to ‘face onto the spine rather than away 

from it’.  Paragraph 5.16 of the RSAF states that ‘an area of high-quality public realm 

will be created where the north-south spine meets the south bank of the Thames’.  

The proposed north-south route achieves these objectives, as evidenced within the 

submitted Design and Access Statement (Appendix 11).  The buildings have been 

designed to ensure that they face onto the north-south spine, providing natural 

surveillance and incorporating it into the development.  Entrances/exits of the 

proposed buildings also open onto the route, creating a public realm that will be well 
utilised, surveyed and maintained.  This also further accords with the objectives of 

the RSAF at paragraph 9.6 and Figure 9.3, where active frontages are an objective in 

this location (see Appendix D of the SoCG). 

 



55 Vastern Road, Reading 
Statement of Case  The Case for the Appellants 
 

28876/P5e/A5/CP/dw Page 23 May 2021 

3.66 Paragraph 8.3 of the RSAF lists the five key concepts of the urban design framework, 
in summary these are: Establishing a layout that maximises the potential of sites; 

Creating permeable development that strengthens north-south links; Integrating 

public spaces and active frontages to establish vibrant, safe and enjoyable areas; 

Complementing the character and historical context of the Central Area.  It is 

considered the proposed north-south route achieves these objectives.  

 

3.67 Policy CC7 specifically notes that development will be assessed based on: Character; 

Continuity and enclosure; Quality of the public realm and provision of green 
infrastructure and landscaping; Ease of movement and permeability; Legibility; 

Adaptability; and Diversity.  Regarding character, the submitted DAS (Appendix 11) 

specifically divides each section of the site into character areas and provides detailed 

commentary in relation to the design rationale, noting specifically how the Site intends 

to respond to its historic use.  Regarding continuity and enclosure, the proposed 

development has been designed to frame the north-south route that dissects the Site 

and encourages the free flowing use of this route.  Regarding the quality of the public 

realm and provision of green infrastructure, ease of movement, permeability and 
legibility; the submitted DAS (Appendix 11) pays specific attention to the north-

south route (‘central street’) in this regard at page 75, detailing how it is clearly 

defined, framed with trees and vegetation, a direct non-vehicular movement and is 

proposed with distinctive paving material to define movement zones.   

 

3.68 The proposed north-south route has also been designed to ensure that pedestrians, 

cyclists and wheelchair and other users are able to utilise the route, without 

preference or hierarchy.  Whilst this is required in terms of traversing the route 

through the Site, the movements of future residents have also been considered to 
ensure they are not required to walk back on themselves before being able to use the 

route – specifically referring to those residents that will reside in Christchurch Wharf 

or The Coal Drop Building (see masterplan at Appendix 8).  The proposed 

development is therefore considered to accord with the requirements of policy CC7.  

 

3.69 Policy CR2 notes that development should demonstrate: respect for the existing grid 

layout, providing continuity and enclosure and frontages that engage with the street 

at lower levels and contribute towards an enhanced ease of movement.  For the 
attributes already noted above in this Statement of Case, it is not considered that a 

conflict with this policy is present.  
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 Access/Cycle Routes - Improvement and Integration 
 

3.70 Regarding access and cycle routes, as rehearsed above in this section both are clearly 

a key component of the proposed north-south route and the proposed development 

significantly improves access for all users to cycle routes, to and from central Reading. 

 

3.71 Policies TR3 and TR4 are considered to relate to the ‘safety concerns’ noted within 

RfR1 and it is noted that there is not a separate transport related reason for refusal.  

In his statement at Appendix 15 at 6.6, Mr Witchalls establishes that the proposed 
southern towpath access is an appropriate design as a footpath.  Moreover, Mr 

Witchalls also notes that the proposed maximum gradient of between 1:15 to 1:21 is 

therefore appropriate.  It is also considered that all service vehicle movements can be 

safely accommodated within the turning areas designed, without the need to reverse 

across the cycle route.  Finally, it is considered that the development will deliver a 

new, safe pedestrian and cycle crossing on Vastern Road significantly enhancing 

accessibility to/from Reading station/town centre and Caversham.   
 

3.72 For the avoidance of doubt the appended transport Statement of Case (see Appendix 

15), addresses the safety and suitability of the proposed north/south route and 

confirms there is no policy conflict with polices TR3 and TR4 in relation to RfR1. 

 

3.73 Policy TR3 relates to access, traffic and highway-related matters.  TR3 states that in 

determining proposals where either a new or altered access onto the transport 

network, the creation of new transport infrastructure or the generation of additional 

trips on to the transport network are proposed, consideration will be given to the 

effect on safety, congestion and the environment.  It sets out a list of criteria which 

must be met in order for permission to be granted.  

 

3.74 It is considered that the following criteria are of particular relevance: 
 

iii) which relates to the safety of users of the transport network, including 

pedestrians and cyclists; and 

iv)  relating to the generation of the regular movement of heavy good vehicles on 

unsuitable roads. 
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3.75 Policy TR4 relates to cycle routes and facilities with a focus on making full use of 
opportunities to improve access for cyclists to, from and within the development and 

to integrate cycling through the provision of new facilities. Cycle routes which are 

identified in the most up to date Cycling Strategy will be maintained, enhanced and 

added to or extended.  Development will not detrimentally affect an identified route. 

 

3.76 For the purposes of this appeal, the Cycling Strategy is set out at Appendix 23.  

 

3.77 Revised plans and an accompanying Transport Note (see Appendix 24) were 
submitted on 17th September 2020 to address the concerns of the Council regarding 

reversing vehicle movements across the shared pedestrian cycle route.  Upon receipt 

of the Committee Report (Appendix 2) a number of transport related errors were 

noted and communicated in a letter from Barton Willmore to RBC (Appendix 3).  RBC 

transport officers responded to comments made within the update to Committee 

(Appendix 4).    

 

3.78 Notwithstanding the revised submissions, the Council have maintained their objections 
and the areas of difference are centred around the HGV movements. 

 

3.79 It should be noted that in their response dated 22nd October the Council confirmed 

that they accept the assessment provided by the applicant relating to the Waste 

Collection Strategy.   

 

3.80 The technical considerations relating to this RfR are addressed by Mr Witchalls 

(Stantec) in his Statement of Case (Appendix 15).  

 
3.81 In relation to Policy TR3, while the appeal scheme will result in proposals with either 

a new or altered access onto the transport network; the creation of new transport 

infrastructure and the generation of additional trips on to the transport network, none 

of these points relate to RfR2.  Therefore, considerations linked to this policy relating 

to the effect on safety, congestion and the environment do not specifically apply given 

the policy focus on the strategic network.  Notwithstanding this, Mr Witchalls 

concludes that the HGV movements are infrequent, and can be accommodated safely 

within the scheme, without detriment to pedestrian or cyclist safety. 
 

3.82 In relation to TR4, the proposals have been carefully considered to ensure that all of 

the objectives of the RSAF and Core Strategy Policies CR11 and CR11g are met, 

including providing a direct and safe north south link from the Christchurch Bridge to 

the next linkage point on the south of the Vastern Road. This is addressed by Mr 
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Witchalls at Appendix 15, and in the Cycle Design booklet which was updated and 
submitted to the Council on 28th May 2020 (see Appendix 25).  It is therefore 

considered that full use has been made of the opportunity to improve access for 

cyclists to, from and within the development and to integrate cycling through the 

provision of new facilities.  

 

3.83 Mr Witchalls concludes that the vehicle movements can be safely accommodated 

within the site and that there will be no detrimental impacts on the identified cycle 

route.  It is therefore concluded that in so far as policies TR3 and TR4 are relevant to 
RfR1, the proposals are in full compliance with them and that the proposals are safe. 

 

Summary 
 

3.84 In summary, it is concluded that the north /south route accords with all relevant 

adopted policies, and the RSAF.  Notwithstanding the fact that the RSAF is not as 

prescriptive as the Council suggest, it is also submitted that the Council have not 

accounted for the site ownership constraints that are present, and have not weighed 
all policy aspirations and objectives, but instead have applied too much weight to the 

‘straightness’ of the route.  

 

 R fR  2  -  Concern ing the Set t ing  and Charact er  o f  t he Tham es P ath  and  R iver  
Tham es   

  

 The combination of the proposed height and proximity of the proposed Blocks D & E 
to the Thames Path will harm the setting and character of the path and The River 
Thames and thus harm the quality of the public realm in this area to the detriment of 
the value of this part of the Thames, an identified Major Landscape feature and leisure 
and tourism destination. The proposal is therefore primarily contrary to Policies CR4, 
CR11v) and CR11g of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) and guidance within the 
adopted Reading Borough Supplementary Planning Document Reading Station Area 
Framework (2010), and also Policies CC7, CR2, CR3 and EN11 of the Reading Borough 
Local Plan (2019). 

 

 The Council’s Case 
 

3.85 The Council’s contends that the buildings proposed (specifically Blocks D & E) 

negatively impact the appearance and character of the riverside in this location.  The 

Council suggest that from either direction passers-by enjoy low level buildings or 
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buildings set so far back from the path that they do not compete with the character 
and appearance being dominated by the river.    

 

 Policy Background  

 

 National Planning Policy Framework 

 

3.86 Paragraph 124 states that good design is a key aspect of sustainable development 

and creates better places in which to live and work.  Paragraph 124 also states that 
being clear about design expectations and how these will be tested, is essential for 

achieving this, along with effective engagement between applicants, communities, 

local planning authorities and other interests throughout the process.   

 

3.87 Paragraph 125 states that plans should set out a clear design vision and expectations 

so that applicants have as much certainty as possible about what is likely to be 

acceptable. 

 
3.88 Paragraph 126 states that to provide maximum clarity about design expectations at 

an early stage, plans or supplementary planning documents should use visual tools.  

 

3.89 Paragraph 127  sets out design guidance. Paragraph 127 (c) states that planning 

policies and decisions should ensure that developments are sympathetic to local 

character and history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape 

setting, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation or change (such 

as increased densities). 

 
3.90 Paragraph 128 states that design quality should be considered throughout the 

evolution and assessment of individual proposals.  Early discussion between 

applicants, the local planning authority and local community about the design and 

style of emerging schemes is important for clarifying expectations and reconciling local 

and commercial interests.  This is also reiterated in the National Design Guide at 

section 14 where it is noted that at an early stage of the design process, the relative 

priority for different characteristics may be discussed and agreed.   
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 Reading Borough Local Plan (adopted Nov 2019) 
 

 Policy CR4 - Leisure, Culture and Tourism in Central Reading 

 

3.91 Policy CR4 (see Appendix D of the SoCG) relates to leisure and tourism and 

references the River Thames as a prime location for new or improved tourist 

attractions.  In relation to RfR 2, the policy states that development or improvements 

in this area will be expected to add to or maintain the setting and character of the 

Thames and to conserve and enhance ecological value.  
 

 Policy CR11v) - Station/River Major Opportunity Area 

 

3.92 Policy CR11v) (see Appendix D of the SoCG) is part of the main overarching policy 

for the Station/River Major Opportunity Area and states that development within the 

area will provide additional areas of open space where possible, with green 

infrastructure, including a direct landscaped link between the station and the River 

Thames.  In relation to RfR 2 it is considered the reference to additional areas of open 
space is most relevant.   

 

Policy CR11g - Station/River Major Opportunity Area - Riverside 

 

3.93 CR11g (see Appendix D of the SoCG) provides objectives for the development of 

the ‘Riverside’ allocated site.  In relation to RfR 2 the most relevant objective is 

considered to be the requirement for the development to be set back at least ten 

metres from the top of the bank of the river. 

 
 Policy CC7 - Design and the Public Realm 

 

3.94 Policy CC7 (see Appendix D of the SoCG) relates to design and the public realm, 

covering the various components of development form such as layout, landscape, 

density/mix, scale/height/massing and architectural details; the Local Plan excerpt 

providing the detailed wording of this policy can be found at Appendix D of the 

SoCG.  In relation to RfR 2 it is considered scale, height and massing is the most 

relevant part of this policy.  
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 Policy CR2 - Design in Central Reading 
 

3.95 Policy CR2 relates to design in central Reading and requires new development to 

demonstrate 6 attributes (a-f); the Local Plan excerpt providing the detailed wording 

of this policy can be found at Appendix D of the SoCG.  Point ‘b’ of CR2 comments 

on public spaces and other public realm, including squares, open spaces and 

streetscape, and is therefore considered the applicable element of CR2 in relation to 

RfR 2.  

 
 Policy CR3 - Public Realm in Central Reading 

 

3.96 Policy CR3 relates to the public realm in central Reading.  The policy lists 5 criteria (i-

v) against which development is to be assessed; the Local Plan excerpt providing the 

detailed wording of this policy can be found at Appendix D of the SoCG.  CR3iv 

discusses the design of developments adjacent to a watercourse and is therefore 

considered the most applicable to RfR 2.  

 
 Policy EN11 - Waterspaces 

 

3.97 Policy EN11 relates to Reading’s waterspaces and their protection and enhancement.  

In terms of development within the vicinity of a watercourse EN11 lists 7 criteria; the 

Local Plan excerpt providing the detailed wording of this policy can be found at 

Appendix D of the SoCG.  Given that RfR 1 refers to proximity, it is considered that 

the fifth bullet/criterion is applicable, which comments on development being set back 

at least ten meters from the watercourse wherever practicable and appropriate.   

 
 Reading Station Area Framework (RSAF) 

 

3.98 Regarding RfR2 the most relevant sections of the RSAF are considered to be: 

 

• Chapter  6  –  dens i t y , m ass  and he igh t : Figure 6.7 provides a density 

guidance table, referring to the plan shown at figure 6.6.  Paragraph 6.18 

lists what densities equate to in terms of plot ratios.    

 

 The Appellant’s Response  

 

3.99 As a starting point, during both the pre-application discussions and the 12 months 
that the application has been before the Council, the impact of the proposals on the 

character of the Thames Path and River Thames has not been called into question.  
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This includes various and detailed design discussions with Council officers and the 
Design Review Panel.  The full chronology of these discussions can be found at 

paragraphs 5.2 and 5.4-5.12 of the SoCG.  

 

3.100 The Case Officer confirmed acceptance to the height and design of the proposed 

development in a meeting on 14th September 2020 (see 2.18 of Appendix 26.1).  

Following this, the Case Officer provided two detailed emails, dated 22nd October 2020 

(see Appendix 26.2) and 27th November 2020 (see Appendix 26.3), where the 

Council’s remaining concerns with the application were noted; notably and as per the 
meeting on 14th September, no mention is made of height and design, save for in 

relation to ecology mitigation.  Accordingly, the first time the appellant was aware 

that the Council’s position had changed in relation to the height and design of the 

proposed development, was following the publication of the Committee Report.  This 

is not considered consistent with collaborative and constructive working and is 

therefore considered to conflict with paragraphs 124-128 of the National Planning 

Policy Framework, as set out above. 

 
3.101 Finally, as Mr Clark notes within his Statement of Case (see Appendix 16) at 4.16, 

the Committee Report presented to members did not reference the submitted 

Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (TVIA) (see Appendix 27), nor provide 

any commentary that suggested professional advice had been sought regarding the 

submitted TVIA.  The submitted TVIA concluded that there would be beneficial effects 

on townscape character in relation to the townscape adjoining the riverside. 
 

3.102 For the reasons set out below, Council officers were right not to object to the design 

of the proposals.  

 

Policy Analysis 

 

3.103 In relation to RfR 2, it is considered the applicable policies can be divided into the 

following themes: 

 
• Setting and Character of the Thames (Local Plan Policy CR4) 

• Design/public realm - relating to scale, layout and massing (Local Plan Policies 

CR11, CC7, CR2, CR3 and EN11.  RSAF Chapter 6) 

• Waterspaces - protection and enhancement (Local Plan Policy EN11 and CR3) 

 

 Setting and Character of the Thames  
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3.104 Regarding the setting and character of the River Thames policy CR4 states that 
development or improvements in this area will be expected to add to or maintain the 

setting and character of the Thames and to conserve and enhance ecological value.  

Firstly, it is considered important to establish, with regard to the Site as existing, what 

the setting and character of it and the Thames Path and River Thames is in this 

locality.  

 

3.105 Regarding the Appeal Site, within his Statement of Case (see Appendix 16) Mr Clark 

notes at 2.28 that in appraising the character of the vicinity, it is noted a number of 
taller buildings are present in the town centre and a number of others are under 

construction or planned.  Moreover, Mr Clark notes at 3.1 that the Appeal Site is a 

utilitarian void in the townscape, detracting from the sense of place in the vicinity, 

including the riverside.  It should also be noted for the avoidance of doubt that none 

of the proposed buildings are ‘tall buildings’ as defined by RBC’s tall buildings policy 

CR10.  It is noted that the Council do not argue that the proposals are in conflict with 

this policy.  

 
3.106 Regarding the River Thames, Mr Clark notes at 3.3 that where visible beyond riverside 

vegetation and built form, the Appeal Site is seen in the context of the built form that 

extends along the southern bank of the River Thames, both large-scale office and 

residential buildings.   

 

3.107 Secondly, it is considered important to establish what changes to the character and 

setting of the Appeal Site, Thames Path and the River Thames the proposed 

development will cause and whether these changes are positive or negative. 

 
3.108 Regarding the Appeal Site, within his Statement of Case (Appendix 16) Mr Clark 

notes at 6.2 in terms of townscape features, that there would be major beneficial 

effects from the introduction of a comprehensive, legible and visually interesting range 

of hard surface materials and from the introduction of semi-mature trees and shrub 

planting.  In terms of views, Mr Clark notes that there would be beneficial effects on 

nearly all visual receptor groups.  

 

3.109 Regarding the Thames Path and the riverside, Mr Clark notes that the proposed 
development would create a strong reinforcement of sense of place and introduce a 

positive townscape frontage, affirming the closer relationship of Christchurch 

Meadows with the town centre (6.4). 
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3.110 Mr Clark concludes at 6.6 that the beneficial impacts at year 1 would range from minor 
to moderate significance and at year 15, with the maturing planting proposed, the 

beneficial impacts would range from minor to moderate-major significance.  

 

3.111 Regarding the theme of leisure and tourism, to which Local Plan Policy CR4 is 

concerned, there is currently no purposeful opportunity for the public to enjoy and 

experience the Thames in this location from the southern tow path.  However, the 

proposed development includes significant areas of landscaping, ecological planting 

and a café with a seating podium looking towards the Thames – all of which greatly 
improved the ability to experience the Thames in this location.  

 

3.112 Mr Clark notes at 6.9 of his Statement of Case (Appendix 16) that the proposed 

development would celebrate the presence of the Thames waterside in the expanding 

Reading town centre, where it is otherwise currently perceived as distant.  Mr Clark 

also notes that the proposed development would replace the utilitarian townscape of 

the Appeal site, with a strong sense of place at the point where at a human, pedestrian 

level the evolving town centre meets the Thames. 
 

3.113 Regarding built form, Mr Clark notes at 6.18 that the proposed development would 

echo the role of substantial built forms in signalling the presence of river crossings 

typical in Reading, which is particularly important given the visionary new route set 

out in policy aspirations.   

 

3.114 In conclusion therefore it is clear that the character and setting of the immediate 

Appeal Site will be greatly enhanced as a result of the proposed development and 

from a wider perspective, the Appeal Site contributes positively to the character of 
the River Thames, whilst aiding the legibility of the changing town centre and 

providing opportunities for the public to enjoy the riverside.   

 

3.115 It is therefore considered that the proposals are fully consistent with the requirements 

of Local Plan Policy CR4 in this regard.  

 

 Design/Public Realm - relating to Scale, Layout and Massing 
 

3.116 Regarding scale, layout and massing, little is noted by the Council within the 

Committee Report regarding the changes that the town centre is currently 

experiencing and are planned to experience through the regeneration policy 

aspirations.  In terms of scale, it is important to consider the context within which a 

proposed development will sit, whilst also considering the current context.  As Mr 
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Clark notes at 7.22 the proposed development provides a transition between the taller 
built forms adjacent to the river further south-east and the scale of the emerging town 

centre and it is considered that this has not been adequately considered by officers.  

 

3.117 In terms of height and whether the development of certain building heights are 

acceptable to the Council, it is noted that within the RSAF the benchmark heights for 

indicative buildings N1 and N2 are listed as 4 and 6 storeys respectively in figure 6.9.   

 

3.118 However, figure 6.4 of the RSAF also states that ‘benchmark heights are not absolute 
limits and may be modified upwards in certain circumstances’.  

 

3.119 As confirmed by both Mr Taylor in the Design SoC (Appendix 14) and Mr Clark within 

the Townscape and Visual SoC (Appendix 16), Design South East (D:SE) were 

content with the scale height and massing proposed.  As Mr Taylor notes at 6.39, both 

officers and the design review panel were in agreement.  

 

3.120 Notwithstanding this, both Mr Taylor and Mr Clark are aligned in their conclusions that 
the proposed development must be assessed in terms of the current and emerging 

context.  With this in mind, again both Mr Taylor and Mr Clark agree that the scale, 

height and massing of the proposed development befits its role as one of the future 

gateways into central Reading.   

 

3.121 In conclusion therefore the Appellant has sought to design a scheme that achieves 

the policy requirements and expectation, whilst also ensuring that the final form helps 

to deliver the role the Appeal Site will play in the wider context.  In doing so, the 

Appellant sought extensive consultation with the design review panel and Council 
officers, where issues ultimately noted within this RfR were not noted.   

 
3.122 It is therefore considered that the proposals are fully consistent with the requirements 

of Local Plan Policies CR11, CC7, CR2, CR3, EN11 and Chapter 6 of the RSAF. 
 

 Waterspaces - Protection and Enhancement 
 

3.123 Regarding the protection and enhancement of waterspaces, detail in relation to 
ecology is set out within RfR3 below.  Notwithstanding this Local Plan Policy EN11 

requires that development is set back from the river bank by ten metres.  As explained 

by Mr Taylor within the Design Statement of Case (Appendix 14) at 4.18 the buildings 

are set back by between 10.0m and 11.9m, therefore this has been achieved and was 
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a key aspect of the design process.  It is therefore considered that the proposals are 
fully consistent with Local Plan Policy EN11 in this regard. 

 

 

3.124 Local Plan Policy CR3iii requires that development proposals adjacent to a watercourse 

will retain existing continuous public access to and along the watercourse and will 

provide legible continuous public access where this does not exist.  Whilst this section 

of policy CR3 relates primarily to access, it is considered that the development fully 

accords with this requirement by providing direct access to the riverside that does not 
currently exist.  By virtue of this it is considered that the proposals contribute 

positively to the character of the River Thame in this location and the appreciation of 

it.  

 

3.125 Local Plan Policy CR3iv concerns the design of developments adjacent to a 

watercourse, requiring such developments to enhance the appearance of the 

watercourse and provide active elevations facing the watercourse.  Comments by Mr 

Clark in relation to the positive effects the proposed development will have on the 
character of these area of the Thames are noted above and for brevity are not 

repeated here.  Mr Taylor also notes that a purposeful centrepiece of this part of the 

Site was purposefully introduced; a new single-storey café alongside a projecting 

terrace overlooking the River Thames.  Coupled with the soft and hard landscaped 

areas between the ‘Turbine Hall’ (Block D) and ‘Christchurch Wharf’ (Block E), and the 

generous tapering soft landscaping along the river and towpath edge, this area is 

intended to create a new and exciting destination on the southern side of the river for 

all to enjoy. 

 
It is therefore submitted that the requirements of Local Plan Policy CR3 have been 

taken fully into account and the development accords with them.  

 

 R fR  3  -  Concern ing  Eco logy  and  Shad ing  o f  t he  Tham es  
 

 By virtue of its height, massing and proximity to the river, the development will shade 
the River Thames and impact on its marginal habitats with a lack of appropriate 
mitigation being demonstrated. There would also not be sufficient space within the 
riverside buffer for a sustainable long-term relationship between the riverside 
buildings and the required large canopy trees. The proposed development is therefore 
contrary to Policy EN11 in particular, and also Policies EN12, EN13, EN14, CC7, CR2, 
CR3, CR4 and CR11 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019), paragraph 175 of the 
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National Planning Policy Framework (2019) and objectives of the adopted Reading 
Borough Council Tree Strategy (2021) and Reading Biodiversity Action Plan (2021). 

  

 

 

 The Council’s Case 

 

3.126 The Council’s concerns relate to two matters. 

 
3.127 The first matter is the impact of the proposed height of the buildings fronting the river 

on the riverside and marginal planting by way of overshadowing.  This matter was 

also raised by the EA, who in seeking to facilitate a solution sought to apply the 

mitigation hierarchy as set out in paragraph 175 of the NPPF.   

 

3.128 The second matter relates to the perceived conflict between the Policy aspirations for 

substantial tree planting between the scheme and the river, and whether the 

environment and space in which they are proposed to be planted can support this 
aspiration.  The Council are of the view that there is insufficient space between the 

building and the tow path to enable the proposed trees to thrive and for their canopies 

to reach their full potential. 

 

 Policy Background 

 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

 

3.129 Paragraph 170 of the NPPF outlines that decisions should contribute to and enhance 
the natural and local environment, including by minimising impacts on and providing 

net gains for biodiversity. Development should, wherever possible, help to improve 

local environmental conditions such as air and water quality.  

 

3.130 Paragraph 175 sets out the ecological mitigation hierarchy, namely that if significant 

harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating 

on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or as a last 

resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused.  
 

 Reading Borough Local Plan (adopted Nov 2019) 

  

Policy EN11 - Waterspaces 
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3.131 Policy EN11 relates to waterspaces and seeks to ensure that Reading’s waterspaces 
are protected and enhanced, so that they continue to contribute to local and regional 

biodiversity and ecology, flood mitigation, local character, heritage and visual 

amenity, the provision of accessible leisure and recreational opportunities and, where 

appropriate, navigation.  There should be no adverse impact on the functions and 

setting of any watercourse and its associated corridor.  Policy EN11 goes on to set out 

a list of seven criteria. For the purposes of RfR4 it is considered that criteria (bullet 

points) 1; 2; 3; 5; and 6 are of relevance.  See the detailed policy extract at SoCG; 

Appendix D. 
 

 Policy EN12 - Biodiversity and the Green Network 

 

3.132 Policy EN12 relates to Biodiversity and the Green Network, confirming that the Green 

Network includes sites with identified biodiversity interest, which specifically includes 

the River Thames.  The Green Network will be maintained, protected, consolidated, 

extended and enhanced, and proposals that will negatively affect the sites within the 

Green Network will be resisted. Proposals should demonstrate how the location and 
type of green space, landscaping or water feature have been arranged to maintain 

links into the existing Green Network and contribute to its consolidation.  Features 

should be designed to maximise the opportunities of enhancing the network. 

 

3.133 Policy EN12 further requires that development should not result in a net loss of 

biodiversity and should provide net gain wherever possible.  Developments should: 

 

• Protect and wherever possible enhance features of biodiversity interest on 

and adjacent to the application site, incorporating and integrating them into 

development proposals wherever practicable; and 

• Provide new tree planting, wildlife friendly landscaping and ecological 

enhancements wherever practicable. 

 

 Policy EN13 - Major Landscape Features and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty 

 
3.134 Policy EN13 relates to Major Landscape Features and Areas of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty, citing the Thames Valley as a major landscape feature.  It states that planning 

permission will not be granted for proposals that would detract from a Major 

Landscape Feature. 

 

 Policy EN14 - Trees, Hedges and Woodlands 
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3.135 Policy EN14 relates to trees, hedges and woodlands.  It specifies that individual trees, 
groups of trees, hedges and woodlands will be protected from damage or removal 

where they are of importance.  In addition, the quality of waterside vegetation will be 

maintained or enhanced.   New development should make provision for tree retention 

and planting both on site, and off site in appropriate situations in order to maintain 

and enhance the character and appearance of the area.   

 

 Policy CC7 - Design and the Public Realm 

 
3.136 Policy CC7 (Design and the Public Realm) requires that all development should be of 

a high quality that maintains and enhances the character and appearance of the area 

of Reading in which it is located.  The proposals will be assessed to ensure that they 

make a positive contribution to a range of stated urban design objectives which 

include: Character; Continuity and enclosure; Quality of public realm and provision of 

green infrastructure and landscaping; ease of movement and permeability; Legibility; 

Adaptability; and Diversity.  For the purposes of RfR4, it is considered that the 

pertinent criterion is Quality of Public Realm and provision of green infrastructure and 
landscaping. 

 

3.137 Policy CC7 also requires that any major development schemes be accompanied by a 

Design and Access Statement that deals with the matters covered above.   

 

Policy CR2 - Design in Central Reading 

 

3.138 Policy CR2 (Design in Central Reading) identifies a series of ‘attributes’ that 

development within the Central area should demonstrate.  The appeal site falls within 
the Central Reading Area and therefore these requirements apply.  The full list can be 

found in the CR2 extract at Appendix D of the SoCG.  For the purposes of this RfR, 

it is considered that the relevant criterion is: 

 

b.  Development will provide appropriate, well designed public spaces and other 

public ream, including squares, open spaces, streetscape, utilising high quality 

and well maintained hard and soft landscaping areas; and public art, that 

provide suitable functions and interest, sense of place and safe and convenient 
linkages to adjoining areas. 

 

 Policy CR3 - Public Realm in Central Reading 
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3.139 Policy CR3 (Public Realm in Central Reading) identifies a list of criteria against which 
the contribution of new developments towards the public realm of the central area 

will be assessed.  As above the site falls within the Central Reading Area and therefore 

these criteria apply.  The full list can be found in the CR3 extract at Appendix D of 

the SoCG.  For the purposes of this RfR, it is considered the relevant criterion is: 

 ii.  Imaginative uses of open space and the public realm, which contribute to the 

offer of the centre, will be encouraged, and new open spaces should be of a 

size and shape to be flexible enough to accommodate such uses. The provision 

of water features, trees (including street trees) and other planting, as well as 
hard landscaping, to create high quality spaces, will be expected, where 

appropriate;   

 

 Policy CR4 - Leisure, Culture and Tourism in Central Reading 

 

3.140 Policy CR4 (Leisure, Culture and Tourism in Central Reading) notes that the River 

Thames is a prime location for new or improved tourist attractions.  Development or 

improvements in this area will be expected to add or maintain the setting and 
character of the Thames and to conserve and enhance ecological value.  

 

 Policy CR11 - Station/River Major Opportunity Area 

 

3.141 Policy CR11 (Station/River Major Opportunity Area) lists 9 criteria which development 

in the Station/River Major Opportunity Area is required to accord with.  The full list 

can be found in the CR11 extract at Appendix D of the SoCG.  For the purposes of 

this RfR, it is considered the relevant criterion is: 

 
 vi)  Give careful consideration to the areas of transition to low and medium density 

 residential and conserve and, where possible, enhance listed buildings, 

conservation areas and historic gardens and their settings;   

 

3.142 In summary, the key themes within RfR3 are as follows: 

 

• Application of the mitigation hierarchy 

• biodiversity net gain  

• protecting and enhancing watercourses 

• maintaining and enhancing green infrastructure networks and their quality 

including by retaining trees and adding new planting 

 

 The Appellant’s Response 
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3.143 The Council’s concerns are addressed separately below.  

 

 

 Shad ing I m pact  o f  t he P roposed  B u i l t  Form  on  the r iv er  Tham es and  i t s  
M arg ina l  Hab i t a t s :  

 
3.144 The application was accompanied by an Ecological assessment and an Ecological 

Survey Report by prepared by Eco-Consult (Mr Iain Corbyn).  In addition, hard and 

soft landscape proposals were submitted (see Appendix 28), and the landscape 

strategy was explained in the Design and Access statement as required by Policy CC7. 

 

3.145 During the course of the application, changes have been made to the proposed species 

planting throughout the scheme in consultation with the Council’s Natural Environment 

Officer.  In addition, The Environment Agency (EA) objected on the grounds that the 
by virtue of the height of the riverside buildings, overshadowing of the River Thames 

would result in loss of vigour to marginal planting and potential loss of species. 

 

3.146 Having received further clarification relating to the extent of any overshadowing 

throughout the year, the EA helpfully set out two proposed options which followed the 

mitigation hierarchy as set out in paragraph 175 of the NPPF, namely: avoid; mitigate; 

compensate.   

 
 Option 1 sought to avoid harm by suggesting setting back or setting down the 

buildings to remove the shadow from the River; 

 

 Option 2 suggested marginal planting to be installed as a combination of offsite 

compensation and mitigation, and ecological enhancement in recognition of the impact 

of shading.  They also requested shade tolerant plants to be added to the footbridge 

planting area.  The EA indicated that there are a number of locations that could be 

explored for this additional marginal planting on either side of the river (see full 
response at Appendix 29). 

 

3.147 Having regard to paragraph 175 of the NPPF, looking first at whether there is 

significant harm to biodiversity; Mr Corbyn addresses this point in his Statement of 

Case which is appended to this document (see Appendix 19).  Mr Corbyn classifies 

the affected planting area as being of neighbourhood significance only and says that 

in any event the proposals may not have a material effect. He also concludes that 
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there is an opportunity to increase and enhance biodiversity on both banks of the 
River. 

 

 

3.148 Turning to the mitigation hierarchy set out in paragraph 175.  In the first instance, it 

requires exploration of whether any harm can be avoided through locating on an 

alternative site with less harmful impacts.  The appeal site is an allocated site for 250 

to 370 dwellings.  Even with the wider site allocation at 1.24 hectares this would have 

equated to between 201 and 300 dwellings per hectare (dph).  It is reasonable to 
conclude that a density of this nature would involve comprehensive site coverage and 

relatively high buildings.  The proposed density for the reduced site area is 301 

dwellings per hectare, and due to the retention of the SSE equipment will be arranged 

with concentrations at the north and south ends of the site, with limited development 

in the centre.  The site allocation is one of many across the Borough, and one of 12 

in the Station Major Opportunities Area.  The Council are relying on all allocated sites 

to achieve the required level of housing delivery. On that basis, it can be concluded 

that there is no suitable alternative to developing the appeal site as proposed.  
Furthermore, as explained in the submitted design and townscape evidence, setting 

back further or reducing the height of the proposed buildings would be undesirable in 

design terms.  

 

3.149 The Council have, through Policy H1, reduced their housing target by 230 (compared 

with the need) to reflect the shortfall of identified housing sites.  Allocation CR11g 

forms part of the trajectory from 2025 to 2031 and is already due to underdeliver by 

46 units (the Council has 255 in their trajectory).  The loss of units from the proposals 

would further undermine the pipeline.  This impact on housing supply is considered 
significantly more adverse than the impact on a small area of marginal planting, where 

a suitable mitigation and enhancement scheme can be secured.  

 

3.150 It is therefore considered that the scale of the Riverside buildings cannot be reduced 

to the extent that would be necessary.  On that basis, it is a reasonable step to move 

onto considering mitigation planting, as advocated by the EA.  Policy EN12 and para 

175 of the NPPF make provision for off-site compensation where appropriate, and this 

is a reasonable approach to take, where avoidance, or onsite mitigation/compensation 
cannot be achieved.  The impact cannot be avoided, mitigated or compensated for on 

site without lowering the height of the buildings and/or setting them further back from 

the river.  However, the impact can be compensated for off-site which is an acceptable 

approach advocated by the Environment Agency and included as a preferred option 

(Option 2) within their formal response of 16/10/2020.   
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3.151 Mr Corbyn, in his Statement (Appendix 19), sets out the proposed planting mitigation 

and compensation at paragraph 3.39 onwards. The proposed marginal planting, plus 

the planting mix within the 10 metre buffer to the river will result in an enhancement 

of the features of biodiversity interest both within and adjacent to the appeal site, as 

discussed by Mr Corbyn within his conclusion. 

 
3.152 The EA planning and biodiversity specialists have been clear in their consultation 

responses that they consider mitigation through a carefully considered marginal 

planting scheme to be an appropriate and acceptable response in relation to any 

potential impact from the scheme.    Therefore, the significance of impact is open to 

debate.  It is considered that an appropriate planting scheme from both a location 

and species perspective can be arrived at which will improve the quality of the 

watercourse environment and mitigate any impacts which may occur. 

 
3.153 In conclusion, for the reasons set out above, it is argued that paragraph 175 can be 

complied with when working through the mitigation hierarchy.  While avoidance is not 

possible, off-site compensation in the form of enhanced riverside planting is 

achievable, and would represent a biodiversity enhancement. In any event therefore, 

the requirements of paragraph 175 of the NPPF can be met. Also, as Mr Corbyn 

suggests, the importance of the affected riverside planting is limited and the proposals 

may not have a material impact on the existing planting. The Appellant will continue 

to enter into dialogue with the LPA with a view to resolving this matter. 

 
3.154 In relation to any impacts on the water course itself, Mr Corbyn concludes at his 

paragraph 3.35 (Appendix 19) that shading of a water course is not inherently 

negative.  Rivers are naturally shaded by trees and valley sides and this is important 

for river biodiversity.  Shading also helps to cool river temperatures which will be 

increasingly important as our climate changes.  This is particularly true for open 

stretches of river which lack shade including much of the Thames in Reading.  The 

Council do not suggest any detrimental impact to the water course itself, however 

they do suggest that river side planting would impede views from riverbank to 
riverbank.  To be clear, the river at this point is substantially lower than the top of 

the bank.  The marginal planting that is proposed will not significantly exceed the 

height of the riverbank, so as to cause harm to the enjoyment of the river setting. 
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3.155 In respect of Policy CC7, the scheme provides high quality public realm throughout 

the scheme, which responds and transitions from the urban entrance to the scheme 

from Vastern Road through to the new public space and riverside setting. The hard 

and soft landscaping scheme will enhance existing features, including the towpath and 

specifically the integration of the Christchurch bridge access into the north/south link 

within the appeal scheme.    

 
3.156 In respect of the impact on riverside planting and habitats, the proposals comply with 

paragraph 175 of the NPPF, and Local Plan policies EN11, EN12, CC7,CR2 and CR11. 

 

The he igh t  and prox im i t y  o f  t he bu i l d ings  to  the r iv er  w i l l  not  a l l ow  su f f i c ien t  
space fo r  a  success fu l  long- t erm  re la t i on sh ip  w i t h  la rge canopy  t rees  w i th in  
the  r i ve rs ide  bu f fer  
 

3.157 The proposals set the buildings back into the site by 10m from the watercourse.  The 
10 metre buffer will be planted with trees, shrubs, bulb and wildflower/grass mixes 

as requested by the EA. The landscaping transitions into the site where an attractive 

hard and soft landscaping scheme has been developed which includes a new public 

open space and associated Riverside café with an outdoor seating area. This allows 

the proposed development to blend with the towpath and bridge, transitioning from 

more formal public space, into the riverside / towpath setting, creating an attractive 

area which enhances the relationship between the site and the watercourse.  These 

measures will strengthen the role of the river at this location as an important 

landscape feature and wildlife corridor, and make a positive contribution to the distinct 
character, landscape and amenity of the watercourse. 

 

3.158 It is noted that an alternative planting scheme along the buffer strip between the river 

side buildings and the tow path, (drawing no 448.LA.102) was submitted to the Council 

on date which address the concerns raised.  Details are provided by Greengage at 

Appendix 20  

 

3.159 In their update report to the Planning Applications Committee on 31st March 2021, 
officers indicated that they would seek the advice of appropriate officers as to the 

suitability of the alternative planting scheme.  To date no response has been forth 

coming.  The Appellant will continue to seek dialogue with a view to resolving this 

matter. 
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 It is however considered that the proposals include appropriate tree species which 

allow for a sustainable long-term relationship to exist between the trees and the 

riverside buildings.  The proposals therefore comply with policies EN13, EN14, CR3, 
CR4  

  
 R fR  4  -  Concern ing  N o ise  I m pact s   
 

 The proposed development has failed to demonstrate that a suitable quality of 
accommodation can be provided for all future occupiers as the mitigation measures 
submitted would not be sufficient to minimise the impact of nearby noise pollution 
thereby contrary to Policies CC8, EN16 and CR6 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 
(2019). 

 

 The Council’s Case 

 

3.160 The Council contends that the Appellant has failed to demonstrate that a suitable 
quality of accommodation will be provided for future occupiers due to inadequate 

mitigation of noise pollution. 

 

3.161 The primary issue identified by the Council in relation to the proposed development is 

the proximity of the SSE substation on the adjacent part of the Site and the resultant 

noise impacts on the proposed residential units, in the eastern area of the Site.   

 

 Policy Background 

 
 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

 

3.162 Paragraph 170 of the NPPF sets out that decisions should prevent new and existing 

developments from contributing to, being put at unacceptable risk from, or being 

adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land 

instability.  

 

3.163 Paragraph 182 sets out that where the operation of an existing business or community 
facility could have a significant adverse effect on new development in its vicinity, the 

applicant (or agent of change) should be required to provide suitable mitigation before 

the development has been completed. 
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 Reading Borough Local Plan (adopted Nov 2019) 
 

 Policy CC8 - Safeguarding Amenity 

 

3.164 Policy CC8 relates to impacts on the living environment of existing properties or living 

conditions of new properties. The policy lists 11 amenity areas that the policy is 

concerned with, however only ‘noise and disturbance’ is considered to be relevant to 

RfR 7.  The policy’s supporting text does not contain any further advice in relation to 

noise. 
 

 Policy EN16 - Pollution and Water Resources 

 

3.165 Policy EN16 relates to impacts concerning land, noise or light pollution;  regarding 

RfR 7, it is considered only the elements of the policy relating to noise are relevant. 

The policy states that proposals for development sensitive to the effects of noise 

pollution will only be permitted where adequate mitigation measures are provided. 

 
 Policy CR6 - Living in Central Reading    

 

3.166 Policy CR6 provides 4 criteria (i-iv) against which proposals for residential 

development will be assessed.  Regarding RfR 7, it is considered only criterion ii is 

applicable, where issues concerning ‘noise disturbance from neighbouring land uses’ 

are discussed. The policy states that proposals for new residential development will 

be required to demonstrate how the issue of potential noise disturbance from 

neighbouring land uses has been considered and mitigated.   

 
 The Appellant’s Response  

 

This Statement of Case is supported by a statement prepared by appointed noise 

consultants 24 Acoustics (Appendix 17).  The report explains within section 3 that 

the noise levels from the SSE operational equipment emanate from two sources; low 

frequency tonal noise from the transformers and intermittent broadband noise from 

the transformer cooling fans.  As a result, the report further explains that the proposed 

layouts were optimised with this noise source in mind and to ensure any impacts were 
acceptable.  
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3.167 Within the statement 24 Acoustics therefore confirm that the noise climate for the 
new residential development will be acceptable. The report confirms that the layout 

and supporting infrastructure has been designed to ensure that residents will have 

free choice to occupy their dwellings with windows open or closed.  Background and 

purge ventilation will be provided so that windows do not need to be opened for 

ventilation or cooling purposes. In their statement 24 Acoustics consider external 

areas, and conclude that the noise to external areas is acceptable.  

 

3.168 In accordance with the comments above and the related confirmation provided in the 
accompanying statement from the appointed noise consultants, the proposed 

mitigation measures address the effects of the noise source, being the SSE equipment, 

on future occupants of the appeal proposals, and it is concluded that they are effective 

and adequate.  As result, it is considered that the scheme complies with policies CC8, 

EN16 and CR6.     

 

 R fR  5  -  Concern ing  the Loca l l y  L i s t ed  B u i ld ing  
 
 The proposal would result in the complete loss of 55 Vastern Road, a Non-Designated 

Heritage Asset and building of local significance. The proposal has failed to 
demonstrate adequately that retention and reuse of the building has been explored 
fully. In this regard, the benefits of the proposal are not considered to significantly 
outweigh the harm caused to the asset’s identified significance. Therefore, the 
development is contrary to Policies EN1 and EN4 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 
(2019) and Section 16 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2019). 

 

 The Council’s Case 
 

3.169 It is considered that the Council’s case can be split into two points:  

 

 i.  Whether the proposals have adequately explored the retention and reuse of 

the locally listed building; and 
 ii. Whether the benefits of the proposal significantly outweigh the harm caused 

by the demolition of the locally listed building. 

 

3.170 These points will be addressed in turn below.   
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 Policy Background 
 

 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

 

3.171 Paragraph 192 of the NPPF sets out that the desirability of sustaining and enhancing 

the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with 

their conservation, the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can 

make to sustainable communities including their economic viability and the desirability 

of new development making a positive contribution to local character and 
distinctiveness should be taken account of in determining planning applications.  

 

3.172 Paragraph 197 outlines that the effect of an application on the significance of a non-

designated heritage asset should be taken into account in determining the application. 

A balanced judgement is required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and 

the significance of the heritage asset.  

 

 Reading Borough Local Plan (adopted Nov 2019) 
 

 Policy EN4 - Locally Import Heritage Assets  

 

3.173 Policy EN4 is concerned with proposals that affect locally important heritage assets 

and requires them to conserve their significance.  However, the policy also states that 

‘planning permission may be granted in cases where a proposal could result in harm 

to or loss of a locally important heritage asset only where it can be demonstrated that 

the benefits of the development significantly outweigh the asset’s significance’. 

 
 The Appellant’s Response  

  

Whether the proposals have adequately explored the retention and reuse of the locally 

listed building 

 

3.174 RfR 5 quotes a ‘locally listed building’, however in the context of this Appeal it is 

considered helpful to establish a baseline regarding the heritage significance of the 

building.  Mr Weeks in his Heritage SoC (see Appendix 18) at 4.2 notes that the 
building has a relatively low level of significance, reduced through various detracting 

alterations over time and the loss of its historic setting, including the main power 

station buildings to which it was ancillary.  Mr Weeks therefore subsequently notes 

that the Council’s conservation officer said  during the pre-application stage that the 

remaining heritage value the building possesses relates mainly to its front façade.  
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3.175 Regarding the retention or reuse of the locally listed building, Mr Weeks notes at 3.1 
that following the conclusion of the pre-application discussions, this was not raised 

and therefore the only consideration was whether the public benefits of the scheme 

outweighed the limited harm.  In evidence of this point, Mr Weeks notes at 3.4 that 

the Council’s conservation officer within the Committee Report (Appendix 2) at 

4.1.29 is quoted as explaining that a range of options were discussed but we 

discounted due to the constraints of the site.  Furthermore, within the Update to 

Committee (Appendix 4) at 1.16 it is noted that the Civic Society were also content 

that the reuse of the locally listed building was not practical despite options being 
explored extensively and repeatedly.  Mr Taylor also confirms this position at his 6.59 

(Appendix 14) further adding that the proposals were deemed to be a good quality 

bespoke response.  

 

3.176 Mr Taylor at 6.62 lists the work which was done to ascertain whether or not the locally 

listed building could be retained as part of the development proposals.  This included 

retaining the full street scene, integrating the building within the proposals, retaining 

the building as a stand-alone structure and retaining the façade only, with multiple 
proposals/options for each.    

 

3.177 Mr Taylor also highlights that Local Plan policy CR11g notes the need for proposals to 

take account of flood mitigation.  However, the existing finished floor level of the 

locally listed building is 300mm below the required level advised by the Flood Risk 

Assessment.  Nevertheless, this was also explored within the design and access 

statement and ultimately discounted, due to the need to make significant elevational 

adjustments.  

 
3.178 In conclusion therefore, it is not accepted that the retention of the locally listed 

building has not been adequately explored.  However, from a design perspective and 

due to physical alterations needed to the existing building, the retention of the locally 

listed building is unviable..  

 

3.179 It should be noted that whilst the above conclusion is reached, the Appellants 

incorporated design features of the locally listed building within the proposed 

development at Block B – see 6.65 and 6.66 of Mr Taylor’s SoC (Appendix 14).   
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 Whether the benefits of the proposal significantly outweigh the harm caused by the 
demolition of the locally listed building 

 

3.180 As noted above Mr Weeks notes the agreed position that the listed building is of low 

significance.  Accordingly at 4.2 he notes that the harm caused to heritage is 

fundamentally limited.  

 

3.181 A key consideration therefore for assessing the proposal against policies EN1 and EN4 

should be the Site’s allocation under policy CR11g.  The principle of the effect on, or 
potential loss of, the locally listed building was clearly anticipated as part of the site 

allocation process.  

 

3.182 Nevertheless, the scheme has been designed to incorporate a series of heritage 

benefits as Mr Weeks discusses at 4.3, these include: 

 

• the scheme’s use of a distinctly industrial aesthetic in various parts of the 

new development, such as brickwork inspired by the stock brick of the 

original Electric Works buildings and the red brick of 55 Vastern Road, as 

well as by other industrial architecture of the period;  

• The considered inclusion of giant pilasters on the facades, metal cantilevered 

balconies, ‘industrial’ window forms and proportions; and  

• the interpretative role of the signage and public realm features, which 

convey a sense of the site’s unique role in Reading’s history to a much better 

degree than the current buildings and features on the site.  

 

3.183 In noting the above, Mr Weeks also refers to the positive response of the Council’s 

conservation officer and Reading Civic Society to, inter alia, these inclusions.  

 
3.184 Beyond the heritage benefits of the scheme it is important to consider the wider 

planning merits and benefits resulting from the proposed development, when weighing 

the heritage balance of a non-designated heritage asset, as prescribed by paragraph 

197 of the NPPF.  

 

3.185 As noted by Mr Weeks within his SoC little further guidance was provided by the 

Council in relation to the weight of harm to be attributed or the public benefits 

considered acceptable.   
 

3.186 However, in addition to the heritage benefits noted, it is considered that the public 

benefits of the scheme include but are not necessarily limited to: 
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• The delivery of an allocated site within the Local Plan 

• The contribution of the proposal towards alleviating Reading’s housing need 

• The delivery of a crucial element of the north-south route from the Station to 

the River 

• The provision of a leisure use and public open space at the waterfront 

• The enhancement of the biodiversity on site and the proposed ecological 

improvements to the waterfront 

• The facilitation of a crossing on Vastern Road to further enable cyclists and 

pedestrians to traverse from north to south across central Reading and 

beyond.  

 

3.187 In conclusion, the above represents the strategic aims of the Local Plan and Reading 

Station Area Framework, which without the delivery of the Site would be significantly 
impacted.  These benefits are therefore attributed a high degree of weight.  

 

3.188 In addition, the scheme also contains design elements that relate to the Site’s historic 

use, both through the design of the buildings and their naming.  Architectural detail 

has also been included to represent the locally listed building, following pre-

application discussions with the Council.  These are  important benefits of the scheme 

which ensure that the relevant heritage is not simply overlooked.  

 
3.189 With this the case and using the low degree of harm as the starting point, given the 

weight attached to the various public benefits of the scheme, it is considered that 

there is no basis in local or national planning policy relating to locally listed buildings 

to refuse permission for the proposed development. 

 

 R fR  6  -  Concern ing  Com prehens i veness  
  

 The proposed development, by virtue of its proposed layout, massing and detailed 
design, has failed to adequately demonstrate that it is part of a comprehensive 
approach, i.e. how it would enable the remainder of the sub-area site allocation to 
come forward in accordance with the policy expectations of CR11g and would not 
cause unreasonable burdens on its future development, contrary to Policies CR2, 
CR11viii and CR11g of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) and guidance within 
the adopted Reading Borough Supplementary Planning Document Reading Station 
Area Framework (2010).  
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 The Council’s Case 

 

3.190 The appeal site represents 0.76 hectares of a 1.24 hectare allocation.  As previously 

discussed, SSE have retained part of the site allocation due to the requirement to 
retain their equipment on site for operational purposes.  It is however anticipated that 

the SSE retained land will potentially be available for residential development in the 

future, however there is no indication of when this may be.  As such the Council have 

indicated that it has not been demonstrated that the Appeal Site proposals would not 

prejudice the delivery of the SSE site in the future.  

 

3.191 The above however is contrary to comments received from the design review panel 

on 20th November 2019, where consideration of how the scheme relates to the 
remainder of the SSE site was welcomed, and commentary within the Update Report 

to Committee at 7.2 (Appendix 4) which concludes that the applicant has adequately 

demonstrated that the proposed development would not prevent the remainder of the 

sub-area from fulfilling the CR11 aspirations.  

 

3.192 Moreover, 7.2 of the Update Report to Committee specifically confirms the following: 

 

…it is clarified that whilst there is concern in this regard, this is not to an extent 
whereby the proposals are being recommended to be refused on this basis. Policy 
CR11viii) specifically requires developments to show that they are part of a 
comprehensive approach to its sub-area, which does not prevent neighbouring sites 
from fulfilling the aspirations of the policy (amongst other matters). In the specific 
regard of the development not preventing neighbouring sites, mindful that the 
application site is only part of the CR11g allocation, section 3.9 of the Design and 
Access Statement indicatively demonstrates how the remaining part of the SSE site 
could come forward should the opportunity arise in the future. This includes a 
pedestrian link between the two sites and a combination of interlocking and linear 
blocks to provide generous on-site open space and north-south linkages. 
 

3.193 Despite the commentary quoted above, RfR 6 was introduced by Members of the 

Planning Application Committee and included on the decision notice, and would 

therefore seem to be in direct contradiction with the Officer’s own comments, 

specifically “…this is not to an extent whereby the proposals are being recommended 
to be refused on this basis”.  
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 Policy Background 
 

 Reading Borough Local Plan (adopted Nov 2019) 

 

Policy CR11g - Riverside 

 

3.194 Policy CR11g (see Appendix D of the SoCG) provides objectives for the development 

of the ‘Riverside’ allocated site.  In relation to RfR 6 CR11g does not refer explicitly 

to comprehensiveness.  
 

 Policy CR11viii 

 

3.195 Policy CR11viii requires development within the Station/River Major Opportunity Area 

to demonstrate that it is part of a comprehensive approach to its sub-area, which does 

not prevent neighbouring sites from fulfilling the aspirations of this policy, and which 

contributes towards the provision of policy requirements that benefit the whole area, 

such as open space. 
 

 Policy CR2 - Design in Central Reading 

 

3.196 Policy CR2 (Design in Central Reading) identifies a series of ‘attributes’ that 

development within the Central area should demonstrate.  The appeal site falls within 

the Central Reading Area and therefore these requirements apply.  The full list can be 

found in the CR2 extract at Appendix D of the SoCG.  For the purposes of this RfR, 

it is considered that the relevant criterion is: 

 
 f.  Development should be designed with consideration of adjacent development 

sites, and should not prevent or cause unreasonable burdens on the future 

development of those sites. 

  

 The Appellant’s Response 

 

3.197 For brevity the policy analysis for this RfR is not rehearsed, particularly given the 

quotation above from the Council.  However, for the avoidance of doubt, Mr Taylor 
provides a detailed design response within his SoC (Appendix 14) at 6.74-6.87, 

regarding the approach taken in relation to comprehensive development and the 

delivery of the SSE site at a future date.  In particular, Mr Taylor’s Fig. 6.4 visually 

demonstrates a successful indicative site plan for the SSE site, which integrates with 

the proposed development on the Appeal Site.  
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3.198 It is therefore submitted that RfR 6 is unfounded and the proposals comply with the 
policy expectations of Local Plan polices CR11g, CR2, CR11viii, and the aspirations of 

the RSAF.  

 

 R fR  7  -  Concern ing  a  S106  Lega l  Agreem en t   
 

 In the absence of a completed legal agreement to secure an appropriate contribution 
towards the provision of Affordable Housing, an Employment and Skills Plan 
(construction phase only; employment and skills plan, or financial contribution), open 
space financial contribution, carbon offsetting financial contribution, various transport 
related works (see informative 5 for details) and ecological mitigation, the proposal 
fails to make an appropriate contribution to the housing needs of the Borough, fails 
to mitigate its impact on the social and economic infrastructure of the Borough, fails 
to make an appropriate contribution to the provision and improvement of existing 
open space in the borough, fail to acceptably adapt to climate change, achieve zero 
carbon homes standards and not provide appropriately towards energy infrastructure, 
fails to implement measures to improve sustainable transport facilities and meet the 
objectives of the Local Transport Plan, and fails to mitigate and compensate the 
ecological impacts of the development. In overall terms the proposal will not mitigate 
its impact on the social, economic and environmental infrastructure of the Borough, 
failing to deliver sustainable development, contrary to Policies CC3, CC4, CC9, EN9, 
EN11, EN12, H3, H5, TR1, TR3, TR5 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019), the 
National Planning Policy Framework (2019) and the following adopted Reading 
Borough Supplementary Planning Documents: Affordable Housing (March 2021); 
Employment, Skills and Training (2013); Revised Parking Standards and Design 
(2011); Planning Obligations under Section 106 (2015); Sustainable Design and 
Construction (2019).  

 
 The Council’s Case  

 

3.199 The Council concerns relate to the lack of an agreed Section 106 legal agreement to 

secure the provision of an Employment and Skills Plan, transport infrastructure, 

affordable housing and financial contributions towards open space and carbon 

offsetting.  
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Policy Background 
 

3.200 Policy CC9 outlines that proposals for development will not be permitted unless 

infrastructure, services, resources, amenities or other assets lost or impacted upon as 

a result of the development or made necessary by the development will be provided 

through direct provision or financial contributions at the appropriate time.  

 

The Appellant’s Response 

 
3.201 It has been agreed between the parties that a Legal Agreement will be entered into 

to secure the following: 

 

• Employment and skills plan (construction phase only; employment and skills 

plan, or financial contribution); 

• Open space financial contribution; 

• Affordable Housing review mechanism; 

• Carbon offsetting financial contribution; 

• Contribution towards the crossing on Vastern Road; 

• various transport related works;  

• and ecological mitigation (subject to agreement and addressed in relation to 

RfR 3 above) 

 

3.202 Mr Walker explains in his Affordable Housing Statement of Case (see Appendix 22) 

that the Appellant will include provision for a review mechanism in line with the 
Council’s adopted Affordable Housing SPD.  It is intended that discussions will be 

undertaken to agree the wording of the mechanism with the Council. 

 

3.203 It is the Appellant’s intention to provide a legal agreement, within 10 days of the 

commencement of the Inquiry which will secure a policy compliant approach in relation 

Policies CC3, CC4, CC9, EN9, EN11, EN12, H3, H5, TR1, TR3, TR5.   
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4.0 OTHER MATTERS RAISED BY INTERESTED PARTIES 
 

4.1 The following section addresses comments received from third parties. Those points 

which were raised within the RfRs have been addressed in Section 3 above and are 

not repeated.  

 

Assertions that the proposed buildings heights and scale of development is 

not in keeping with the surrounding character 

 

4.2 Policy CC6 requires scale and density to be related to accessibility by walking, cycling 

and public transport to services and facilities. The Site is located in a Town Centre 
location and therefore a minimum of 100dph should be applied in accordance with 

Policy H2. Site Allocation Policy CR11g identifies an indicative capacity of the wider 

site of 250-370 dwellings. Policy CR11 also states that sites in the Station/River Major 

Opportunity Area should contribute towards providing a high-density mix of uses.  

 

4.3 The Council’s anticipated capacity of the Site and policies regarding density and scale 

of development have informed the design of the scheme which seeks to make efficient 

use of the land available on a town centre site whilst also taking account of the existing 
and likely future character of the surrounding area.    

 

4.4 The appeal application was supported by a Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment 

prepared by appointed consultants Barton Willmore.  

 

4.5 As set out within the submitted Assessment, the character of the development would 

respond to its immediate setting near the centre of a large busy urban area which is 

a key communication and transport hub.  
 

4.6 The development would echo the role of substantial built forms in signalling the 

presence of river crossings at Caversham Bridge and Reading Bridge, albeit to a more 

accentuated degree as the Site is more closely linked to the heart of the town centre. 

In this way, the development would contribute to a rhythm of built form as it is 

perceived along the riverbank, where prominent buildings rise up above the adjoining 

forms at the points where crossings are obtained. 

 
4.7 The existing context surrounding the Site consists of two storey residential houses to 

the west and three to four storey commercial properties to the east. The proposed 

scheme responds to this context, being lower to the west and stepping up towards 

the east of the Site. Along the western boundary of the site, which backs on to the 
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gardens of houses on Lynmouth Road, the provision of landscaped parking areas with 
an adjacent 3 and 3.5 storey apartment building to the east aids the transition between 

two storey residential properties and the taller elements of the development. In 

addition, Blocks A and B are of a stepped nature, being lower towards the western 

boundary of the Site and stepping up in height towards the east of the Site.  

 
4.8 The development complements but remains subservient to taller buildings proposed 

to the south of the Site within Tall Buildings Clusters, notably the station area. The 

clear hierarchy between the proposals and will be evident from the river corridor and 

locations further to the north-east. There will be a progression between smaller scale 

built form at the riverside within the Site and the taller built forms nearer to the urban 

centre to the south. In this context, the development would mitigate the scale of 

development proposed to the south and provide a more relaxed smaller scale interface 

with the Thames corridor whilst also providing a positive townscape frontage befitting 

the meeting of the town centre and the river.  
 

Assertions that properties on Lynmouth Road will experience increased 

overlooking and loss of privacy as a result of development 

 

4.9 The potential impact of the development on neighbouring properties has been 

considered by the Appellant throughout the preparation of the appeal scheme.  

 

4.10 Policy CC8 aims to ensure that existing and additional residential properties provide 
an acceptable living environment. It is acknowledged within paragraph 4.1.37 of the 

supporting text that substantial levels of development are planned for Reading in 

coming years and the increasing concentration on different types of development may 

give rise to some tensions between uses.  

 
4.11 Policy CC8 states that a back-to-back distance of 20 metres between dwellings is 

usually appropriate, although the circumstances on individual sites may enable 

dwellings to be closer without a detrimental effect on privacy. The proposals adhere 

to this in the main, with one instance where there is a 14.9m distance between two 

flats within the proposed development. The flats have been designed to not directly 

look into one another, thereby resulting in no detrimental effect on privacy.  
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4.12 Buildings are located and orientated so as to minimise the potential for overlooking of 
existing properties, with reduced buildings heights and cutbacks incorporated into the 

scheme where appropriate. In addition, tree planting is proposed to screen existing 

properties and avoid loss of privacy. In this regard, it is considered that the proposal 

respects the aims of Policy CC8 whilst also ensuring that the development delivers the 

requirements of the site allocation (CR11g). 
 
Assertions that properties on Lynmouth Road will experience loss of light 

as a result of development  

 
4.13 In respect of daylight and sunlight, appointed consultants EB7 prepared a Daylight 

and Sunlight Report which was submitted as part of the appeal application.  

 
4.14 It is noted within the report that the properties on Lynmouth Road currently benefit 

for unusually high daylight levels for an urban setting due to the limited built 

development on the Site.  A considered design response to the development, including 

limiting the height of Buildings F and G to 2-3 storeys where necessary to allow light 

to reach neighbouring properties, has enabled retained VSC which are considered 

reasonable within the urban context to be achieved.  Mr Barnes from EB7 confirms 

this position within his Statement of Case (see Appendix 21).  

 
4.15 In addition, a cutback to Block A to 2 storeys ensures that overshadowing is minimised 

and light to the gardens of properties on Lynmouth Road maximised.  
 

Assertions that the proposals represent an over development of the site 

 
4.16 Whilst not an explicit reason for refusal, third party objections have indicated that the 

proposals are an over development of the site.  This point is also expressed by the 

Case Officer in their Committee report at paragraph 6.39 (though not included as a 

reason for refusal), where they indicate that the design is not considered to be 
appropriate or sustainable as it is considered to be overdevelopment, causing harm to 

the character of the area. 

 

4.17 In reaching the above conclusion the officer references the following within the 

Committee Report: 

 

• Paragraph 179 of the NPPF and the Local Plan Heritage criteria - in 

understanding the general design merit of any redevelopment on site; 
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• Section 12 of the NPPF ‘Achieving well-designed places’ - reinforcing the 

importance of good design in achieving sustainable development, by ensuring 

the creation of inclusive and high-quality places; 

• Paragraph 127 of the NPPF - the need for new design to function well and add 

to the quality of the surrounding area, establish a strong sense of place, and 

respond to local character and history, including the surrounding built 

environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging 

appropriate innovation or change;  
• The Government’s National Design Guide 2019 (NDG) - well-designed places 

contribute to local distinctiveness.  Which the Council suggest may include 

introducing built form and appearance that adds new character and difference 
to places or reinforcing existing features to create a positive and coherent 

identity that residents and local communities can identify with; and  

• Policy CC7 ‘Design and the Public Realm’ - requiring all developments to be of 

a high design quality that maintains and enhances the character and 

appearance of the area in which it is located. 

 

4.18 A starting point in relation to the assertion that the proposed development represents 

‘overdevelopment’ is the relevant policy guidance in relation to density.  As Mr Taylor 

discusses in his SoC (Appendix 14), within his interrogation of design related policies 

at section 5, there is a continual reference to ‘high-density’ in relation to the appeal 

site and its locality.     

 
4.19 More specifically, the site allocation policy; Local Plan Policy CR11g (see Appendix D 

of the SoCG), notes that the site allocation could deliver 250-370 dwellings.  As we 

have explained in detail within section 3 of this Statement of Case and as Mr Taylor 

also discusses in his at section 5, the appeal site forms 61.3% of the allocation site.  

As Mr Taylor notes, this would equate to a pro-rata range of 153-227 dwellings from 

the identified potential noted in Policy CR11g.  The proposed development delivers 

209 dwellings and is therefore comfortably within the density envisaged for the 

allocated site.  It is therefore not accepted that the density proposed departs from 
that originally envisaged for the site by the Council.  

 
4.20 With the above established, and notwithstanding this, we now turn to the policies that 

were quoted within the Committee Report (see 4.2 above) that appear to be relevant 

to the officer’s s view that the site is considered to be an overdevelopment.  We 

address each in turn below. 
 

4.21 In general terms, the proposals provide for all policy requirements within the site, in 

keeping with its urban location.   



55 Vastern Road, Reading 
Statement of Case  Other Matters Raised by Interested Parties 
 

28876/P5e/A5/CP/dw Page 58 May 2021 

Paragraph 179 of the NPPF and Local Plan Heritage Criteria 
 

4.22 Paragraph 179 of the NPPF relates to ground conditions and contamination and 

comments on the responsibility of securing a safe development.  This is therefore 

considered an incorrect reference by the Council within the Committee Report and we 

offer no further comment.  Reference by the Council to the Local Plan Heritage Criteria 

is also unclear.  For the purposes of this response, it is assumed that the Council refer 

to their heritage policies within the Local Plan, so far as they are applicable to the 

Appeal Site.   
 

4.23 Regarding the ‘general design merit’ of the proposals in relation to heritage, we 

therefore refer to Mr Weeks’ Statement of Case (Appendix 18).  Mr Weeks concludes 

at 5.5 that due the benefits of the scheme and the relatively limited harm to heritage 

caused by the loss of the locally listed building, the proposed development would 

satisfy relevant local and national policy. 

 

4.24 Moreover, Mr Taylor within his Statement of Case also confirms the clear intent of the 
final scheme design in drawing reference from the historic use of the site as a power 

station.   

 

Section 12 of the NPPF 

 

4.25 Section 12 of the NPPF relates to achieving well-designed places.  In response to the 

Council’s concerns in relation to ‘reinforcing the importance of good design in 

achieving sustainable development, by ensuring the creation of inclusive and high-

quality places’, we refer to our detailed commentary with section 3 of this Statement 
of Case.  Within which it is confirmed with the aid of supporting Statements of Case 

from transport, townscape and design consultants, that the scheme is of high quality, 

by virtue of being of a bespoke design which provides attractive and well-proportioned 

spaces; enhances the character of the River Thames by providing a well-designed 

development that re-develops a brownfield site; and increases the level of inclusivity 

by providing an important gateway into Reading and improved access to the River 

Thames. 

 
Paragraph 127 of the NPPF 

 

4.26 Although referenced separately by the Council, paragraph 127 is contained within 

section 12 of the NPPF and therefore we add no further commentary to the above.     
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National Design Guide 2019 
 

4.27 The Council suggest that built form and appearance should add new character and 

difference to places or reinforcing existing features to create a positive and coherent 

identity that residents and local communities can identify with.  As discussed above 

and within Mr Taylor’s Statement of Case, the proposed development represents a 

bespoke design which reflects the site’s location at the riverside and its former use as 

a power station.  Moreover, both Mr Clark (Appendix 16) and Mr Taylor (Appendix 

14) note the role of the site in providing a gateway into Central Reading and this was 
designed to be specifically recognisable from Christchurch Bridge so the link towards 

the Town Centre is clear. 

 

Local Plan Policy CC7 

  

4.28 Policy CC7 is referenced consistently within section 3 of this Statement of Case where 

it is comprehensive detail is provided as to how the site responds to the policy 

requirements.  The proposed development offers a clear high-quality development 
that delivers high-quality and usable public realm that was a key aspiration of local 

policies.  As has been concluded within section 3, the site represents a vast 

improvement to this area of Reading in terms of design, public realm, transport and 

accessibility. 

 

Summary 

  

4.29 In summary therefore, it should be noted that neither the design review panel (D:SE) 

nor Reading Borough Council (in its reasons for refusal) have raised, a specific 
objection in relation to overdevelopment of the site.  Nevertheless, as we have detailed 

above, the site is in accordance with policy in terms of acceptable densities and 

robustly responds to all relevant design, heritage and sustainability policies.  The 

proposal is therefore considered to be appropriate, high-quality and sustainable.   
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5.0 PLANNING BALANCE 
 

5.1 The evidence presented in this Statement of Case and the accompanying specialist 

Statements of Case to which it refers, shows  how and why the development proposals 

for the Appeal Site are considered to accord with national and local policy 

requirements and aspirations.  It is also considered helpful to summarise how the 

proposed development achieves the three objectives of sustainable development, as 

listed at paragraph 8 of the NPPF, namely an economic objective, a social objective 

and an environmental objective.  This are discussed in turn below: 

 

Economic 
 

5.2 As part of the construction phase of the proposed development, construction jobs will 

be created within the locality.  Moreover, positive discussions have taken place 

between the Appellant and the Council in relation to a Construction Phase Employment 

Skills Programme and a contribution towards this has been agreed as part of the S106 

Heads of Terms discussions. 

 

5.3 The proposed development would bring the new residents of 209 dwellings to support 
Reading’s economy..  

 

5.4 The development proposals provide for a new café fronting the riverside, where 

currently there is not such an offer.  This is considered to provide both business 

benefits in terms of the operation of the café, but also other economic benefits 

associated with leisure and tourism, given the increase in footfall along the River 

Thames.  

 
5.5 Alongside the business benefits associated with the Café, part-time and full jobs will 

also be created. 

 

5.6 The development proposals therefore seek to improve the interaction between the 

site, the River Thames, the Thames Path and the town centre, thereby maximising the 

benefits and investment that has already taken place in relation to the construction of 

Christchurch Bridge.  
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Social 
 

5.7 Crucially the Appeal Site is an allocated site within the Reading Borough Local Plan 

(CR11g).  Allocated sites are formed in order to cater for the development needs of 

the borough, as assessed via a needs assessment (now standard method) during the 

preparations of the Local Plan.  Accordingly, the proposed delivery of 209 new homes 

makes a valuable contribution towards meeting the housing need within the Borough 

and helping to boost the supply of homes, as required by paragraph 59 of the NPPF.  

  
5.8 A key objective of the Reading Borough Local Plan and the Reading Station Area 

Framework which supports it, is facilitating a highquality link from the north 

(Caversham) to the town centre and along the River Thames.  The proposed 

development not only provides the desired link to Christchurch bridge enabling more 

direct connections to and from the town centre, but also access to the riverside along 

with attractive, usable public realm linked to a leisure offer.  The accessibility, usability 

and appreciation of the River Thames and Thames Path will therefore be greatly 

enhanced by the proposed development.  
 

5.9 Notwithstanding the above, Vastern Road, which borders the site to the south, 

separates the Appeal Site from the station area and town centre to the south.  

However, successful discussions have taken place in relation to the facilitation of a 

crossing over Vastern Road, directly through to the Station as part of the proposed 

development at the Appeal Site.  A commuted sum has been offered and agreed as 

part of S106 Heads of Term negotiations.  The proposed development therefore not 

only provides a link across the River Thames, but also continues this link across 

Vastern Road towards the town centre.   
 

5.10 The facilitation of this north/south link and the associated public realm within the site 

and at the riverside, also has significant health impacts by providing areas where 

people can meet, exercise and commute together.  In particular the café provides a 

meeting place where the River Thames and the newly created public realm can be 

appreciated. 

 

Environmental 
 

5.11 The existing site is a commercial site which consists largely of hardstanding and office 

buildings, with a very low ecological value.  The proposed development however 

incorporates new landscaping and planting, providing an overall biodiversity net gain.   
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5.12 The new landscaping and planting is also designed to create an improved aesthetic 
and compliment the north/south link which the proposals deliver.  This improved 

aesthetic is also carried through into the proposed development’s built form, which 

will bring substantial benefits to the townscape from the south, north, and within the 

site. .  The development proposals also introduce enhanced riverside marginal planting 

to improve the ecology of the River Thames and mitigate any potential shading effects.  

 

5.13 In terms of energy, Air Source Heat Pumps are proposed on site and following detailed 

discussions with the Council, the facilitation of a connection to a future district heat 
network. 

 

5.14 In terms of sustainable travel, the proposals will encourage modal shift with inclusion 

of ped cycle routes making travel between reading and Caversham more direct and 

improving permeability. 

 

Summary 

 
5.15 Accordingly, when seeking to achieve sustainable development as set out at paragraph 

8 of the NPPF, it is considered that the development proposals achieve the 

requirements of sustainable development as highlighted above and provides a net gain 

across each of the objectives, as paragraph 8 advocates.  

 

5.16 When applying the presumption in favour of sustainable development, as outlined at 

paragraph 11 of the NPPF, it is considered that the proposed development is 

sustainable and therefore the presumption should be applied.   
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6.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

 
6.1 The proposal represents the complete redevelopment of a sustainably located urban 

site, creating a significant quantum of new homes to assist Reading Borough Council 

in delivering enough housing to meet its objectively assessed housing need. 

6.2 The scheme represents a well-considered development of high quality architectural 

design, layout, detailing and materials which is mindful of the site’s former heritage 

as a power station, but also facilitates the important north-south link between 
Christchurch Bridge and Vastern Road, connecting the river/Caversham with Reading 

station and the town centre. The proposed development maintains and enhances the 

character and appearance of the area of Reading in which it is located.  

6.3 The Appellant has demonstrated that the proposed development aligns with site 

allocation CR11g, as well as meeting the various criteria of policy CR11 and complies 
with the other relevant policies within the Council’s Development Plan as well as 

national guidance. Accordingly, it is submitted that in accordance with paragraph 11.c) of 

the NPPF, the proposed development should be approved without delay. 
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