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200188 – 55 Vastern Road, Reading 

Further comments from Darren Cook, Transport Development Control Manager 

 

Facilitating connectivity and permeability 

The applicant has stated that by providing a route through the development site and 

removing the existing barrier of the existing buildings that it is complying with Policy CR11g 

and the RSAF and continues at paragraph 4.3 to state: 

 

Wayfinding will be an important element to the strategic route as pedestrians and cyclist 

journey from the station to Christchurch Bridge. It is not possible to look down the entire 

route from the station given the urban form across the two development sites and such a 

route was not envisaged as part of the RSAF or Local Plan. Therefore, clear and visually 

legible wayfinding will be provided as a key element of the proposals, increasing 

permeability in the area. 

 

However, the Reading Station Area Framework includes numerous illustrative diagrams that 

clearly illustrate what can only be described as a straight visual link between the station 

and the river and I explicitly refer to paragraph 7.10 which states the following: 

 

The new development will result in new views being opened up within the Station Area 

itself.  Of particular significance are views along the direct north-south link, between 

the Station and the Thames, where there should be an unbroken line of sight. 

 

It is therefore clearly evident that the RSAF required a straight route to help facilitate clear 

and legible wayfinding to the Christchurch Bridge and beyond. 

 

Also, in relation to this Policy, and I appreciate that not all of the site is coming forward at 

this time, but the development proposals in isolation do not meet this Policy objective.  I 

highlight the visual taken form the Strategic Shared Cycle Footway document submitted by 

the applicant which identifies that from some way into the site you still cannot see the river 

with pedestrians / cyclists reliant on signage through the development for wayfinding. I 

would therefore suggest that the development would be contrary to Policy in this regard. 

 



 

 

Providing visual interest 

This is more of a planning matter as opposed to a transport concern. 

 

Safety 

The proposal fails to identify why the proposed layout would be any safer than a direct route 

through the site.  As previously stated the creation of a direct ramp to the bridge would 

reduce conflict with vehicles within the site and no evidence has been provided confirming 

that a straighter route would result in conflict between pedestrians and cyclists. I have 

confirmed in writing and at meetings with the applicant that Christchurch Bridge already 

includes straight ramps on either side and the Highway Authority have no knowledge of any 

speeding cyclists, conflicts or concerns along this existing route and therefore do not believe 

that any conflicts would arise from providing a direct / straighter route within the site.  

 

It has previously been stated by the applicant that the development will increase the density 

of pedestrian movements given residential flows attributed to the development.  However, 

Local Transport Note 1/20 Cycle Infrastructure Design states the following on shared use 

design:  

 

6.5.9 Research shows that cyclists alter their behaviour according to the density of 

pedestrians – as pedestrian flows rise, cyclists tend to ride more slowly and where they 

become very high cyclists typically dismount. It should therefore rarely be necessary to 

provide physical calming features to slow cyclists down on shared use routes, but further 

guidance on this, and reducing conflict more generally, is given in Chapter 8, section 8.2. 

 

As I alluded to within the meeting there could be other design features that could aid 

reducing speeds if this was necessary including the alignment of the route on the podium in 

the same way as the 90⁰ turn does on the southern side of the bridge and as was included 

within the initial designs at the pre-application stage. 



 

The Highway Authority are therefore not provided with any justification to suggest that the 

proposed route has any greater safety benefit than a more direct route. 

 

Directness 

The applicant has questioned the meaning of direct in the Policy context stating that the 

Policies do not specifically refer to direct meaning ‘straight’ and that the provision of the 

proposed new route would be direct when compared against the existing convoluted routes 

between the station and Christchurch Bridge.  

 

However, as is highlighted above and included at 7.10 of the Reading Station Area 

Framework the development must provide an unbroken line of sight along the direct north-

south link and as such is clearly stating that this must be as straight as possible.  I appreciate 

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

achievable but this should not alter the Policy requirement to provide a link that is as 

straight and direct as possible.    

 

I would also clarify that my latest comments have requested a straighter route than has 

been illustrated to date, it does not specifically request a straight route even though this is 

what the Policy stipulates.  The route is being diverted from the straight route identified in 

the Reading Station Area Framework due to the site layout but to compensate for this the 

pedestrian / cycle route must be as direct as possible within the site itself, as such the 

removal of the switchbacks and a direct ramp would be a Policy requirement.   

 

It has also been stated by the applicant at Paragraph 4.17 of the Policy Assessment Note: 

North/South Shared Pedestrian Cycle Route that: 

 

In the context of technical design a single ramped section to provide a straight route for 

cyclists would be inappropriate. Policy conflicts of this approach notwithstanding, this 

route would lead onto Vastern Road and it would not be possible to achieve a shallow 

enough gradient and a maximum ramp length of less than 30m, to avoid speeding/safety 

concerns which would conflict with the interchange with Vastern Road. 

 

However, if this were the case then technical drawings should be provided that confirm this 

to be the case, from the initial pre-app discussions and submitted plans the ramp would not 

extend anywhere near Vastern Road.  As part of the previous meeting with the developer 

planning officer Jonathan Markwell mentioned to the developer that it would be worth 

providing a comparison between the application proposal as is against a more direct route 

through the site, this is so that the Council can assess the visual relationship with the rest 

of the development.  This is something that the developer does not appear to have 

undertaken.  However, if the developer is stating that a direct route would not be able to 

be achieved it is imperative that this be provided for the Highway Authority to 



review.  Please note that my brief assessment of this appears to establish that the route 

would not extend any further than that illustrated at the pre-app stage and therefore would 

be contained within the site.   

 

 

Overall I am not convinced that the proposed scheme fully complies with Policy by which it 

does not provides a direct line of sight route through the development and no evidence has 

been provided to suggest that a straighter direct route be detrimental to the safety of 

pedestrians and cyclists. It should also be stated that paragraph 5.4.6 of the Local Plan 

states: 

 

In particular, on the Riverside site (CR11g), achieving this north-south link is the main 

priority for the site, and this should be given substantial weight in development 

management. 

 

The development should therefore be designed around the footway / cycle route instead of 

the footway / cycle route having to fit around the development. 

 

Comments on Stantec Technical Note TN006 

 

Internal Vehicle Access Arrangements 

Although movements by delivery vehicles may be low on a daily basis they are still of a 

frequent regularity.  The applicant has stated that this would be between 0 and 1 HGVs per 

day, including refuse collection and this would equate to between 3 and 4 per week 

including refuse collection.  It has been stated that delivery vehicles can drive over the 

footway / cycleway in forward gear and reverse from a position that would not require a 

full reversing movement over the pedestrian / cycle route.  However, this is requiring all 

drivers to undertake this manoeuvre and depending on where they are delivering to they 

may undertake the opposite manoeuvre resulting in a delivery vehicle reversing over this 

route.  The Highway Authority still therefore have concerns regarding the servicing of this 

site and reversing movements over this proposed pedestrian and cycle route. 

 

Design of Access to Southern Towpath 

The proposal for the alteration in designation to include cycling along the towpath is at an 

advanced stage with public consultation already taking place and adjustments being made 

to the statement of case ready for submission.  The provision of cycling along the towpath 

is also included as a proposal within the Local Cycling and Walking Improvement Plan 

(LCWIP).  The route through the site will be the main north south link to / from the towpath 

and the north via the bridge and therefore the development must provide both links so that 

a comprehensive strategic cycle routing network be provided and not a case of providing 

completely separate links depending on where you are travelling to or from.  The cycle 



route should travel through the site and then spur off at a point within the site to facilitate 

an east or west movement along the towpath, although links to the towpath are available 

this should not be a reason for the developer to not provide a comprehensive cycle route 

through the site linking to the towpath. 

 

Waste Collection Strategy 

I am happy with the assessment provided by the applicant. 

 

Disabled Parking Bays 

As part of my previous comments I had asked the applicant to include locations where 

pedestrians can access the surrounding footways and requested that these be included on 

revised plans.   

 

The submitted information now includes areas of hardstanding to the west of the bays which 

replace the existing landscaped areas.  Although these areas will be of benefit to the users 

of these bays this does not address the previous query as to how pedestrians (although not 

explicitly stated previously included those with disabilities) will access the footways to the 

east, south and north i.e. will pedestrian dropped kerbs be provided? 

 

Cycle Store Design 

A section drawing has been provided for Block D (448.PL.D.300A) to demonstrate the 

required headroom of 2.6m for josta stands is achieved and is therefore is acceptable. 

 

The cycle store positions/access points have been revised for blocks B, C and D following 

previous comments and these are illustrated on drawings 448.PL.BC.100C and 

448.PL.D.100B.  Having reviewed these drawings it is noted that access to these stores is 

through the bin store and would not be desirable and therefore dedicated external access 

doors should be provided.   

 

In relation to Block C in particular the proposal now includes an increase in cycle parking to 

22 cycle spaces when this block only requires a provision of 6 cycle spaces.  This layout 

should be altered to reduce the cycle parking numbers and provide a dedicated access route.  

 

Block D should also be altered as per Block C to provide a dedicated access route and I would 

propose this should be to within the internal car park.  It is also noted that the cycle store 

provision is now 56 cycle spaces which is well in excess of the required number of 34 spaces 

and is accepted. 

 



The changes to the bin and cycle stores for Block D does however have implications for the 

car parking layout and overall reduces the number of spaces to 30 from 31 to which the 

Highway Authority have no concerns.  However, it is the car park layout that the Highway 

Authority has concerns about and in particular the two bays closest to the car park entrance 

which are likely to result in conflicting movements at this entrance as they will require more 

complex manoeuvres to access / egress them.  These bays should be removed or the 

configuration altered to reduce the potential for conflict at this point.  In addition, it is 

noted that the bay in the north east corner of the site although angled would appear to be 

provided with a restricted access due to the two adjacent bays, to ensure this bay is 

accessible tracking diagrams should be provided to confirm that a vehicle can access and 

egress the bay. 

 

Vastern Road Crossing 

The applicant has provided a proposed design for the signalised crossing on Vastern Road 

which I have not assessed in any detail to date given that the location would need to be 

agreed with the developers of the Aviva site opposite to ensure that this crossing does not 

prejudice the delivery of that scheme. 

 

I would also question whether the location of the entrance to the development is then 

appropriately placed given that it is located west of the proposed crossing facility.  Given 

the requirement for sight lines through the development to the river this would at least 

require a view of the river from the point of landing on the northern side of Vastern Road 

at the very least.  

 

The applicant has acknowledged that a new crossing in this location may deliver some 

benefits to the development, but in the main, this crossing would be used by existing people 

travelling between Caversham and Reading station/town centre. In addition, occupiers of 

the planned new developments immediately north of Reading station would also benefit 

significantly from such a crossing.  Following discussions with the applicant and 

acknowledging that it is not solely the trips generated by the development that would 

require the provision of this crossing I am happy to accept a contribution towards it instead 

of it being delivered through a S278 Highways Agreement. 

 

The applicant has provided an estimated cost for the crossing shown on drawing 

47500/5500/SK030 as being between £100,000 to £150,000 and the applicant has proposed 

£50,000 contribution towards this facility.  However, in a separate letter from Berkeley 

Homes received on 14/10/2020 the applicant has stated that they “would also like to offer 

an increased financial contribution of £200,000 to deliver the new pedestrian crossing on 

Vastern Road”. It is therefore unclear how/why the cost / contribution has changed so 

significantly in the intervening period? 

 
 
 
 



 
 
 
55 Vastern Rd, Reading (200188) 
Planning Policy comments on link through site 
 
These comments from the Planning Policy team on application 200188 at 55 Vastern Road 
relate wholly to the north-south pedestrian and cycle link through the site, and respond in 
particular to the Policy Assessment Note from Barton Willmore dated 24th September 2020.  
No comments are provided relating to any of the other planning policy aspects of the 
proposal. 
 
Relevant Local Policy 
 
The key local policy documents relevant to the link are the Reading Borough Local Plan 
(adopted November 2019) and Reading Station Area Framework (adopted December 2010). 
 
Reading Borough Local Plan 
 
Design 
 
Policy CC7 of the Local Plan provides general design policy across the Borough (including in 
the centre), and states that five components of development form, including “layout: urban 
structure and urban grain” should be assessed to ensure that a positive contribution is made 
to urban design objectives including “Quality of the public realm and provision of green 
infrastructure and landscaping”, “Quality of the public realm and provision of green 
infrastructure and landscaping” and “Legibility - clear image and easy to understand”. 
 
Policy CC7 also states that developments will be assessed against other criteria including 
that they: 

• “Create safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder or fear of crime 
does not undermine quality of life or community cohesion; 

• Address the needs of all in society and are accessible, usable and easy to understand 
by them, including providing suitable access to, into and within, its facilities, for 
all potential users, including disabled people, so that they can use them safely and 
easily; 

• Are visually attractive as a result of good high quality built forms and spaces, the 
inclusion of public art and appropriate materials and landscaping.” 

 
Policy CR2 includes additional policy for design of schemes in central Reading, which should 
be considered in addition to CC7.  This emphasises the importance of the grid structure and 
ease of movement in criterion a, well designed public realm and convenient linkages in 
criterion b and the incorporation of green infrastructure in criterion c. 
 
Open space and public realm 
 
The town centre is a high-density area with an increasing residential population and limited 
open space within its core.  The site represents an opportunity to improve access to the 
riverside open spaces for those living in, working in or visiting the centre.  Policy EN10 deals 
with the issue of access to open space, and states that: 
 

“In areas with relatively poor access to open space facilities (including as a result of 
severance lines), new development should make provision for, or contribute to, 



improvements to road and other crossings to improve access to green space and/or 
facilitate the creation or linking of safe off-road routes to parks.” 

 
Policy EN11 deals specifically with waterspaces, and highlights that developments in the 
vicinity of watercourses will: 
 

“Provide appropriate, attractive uses and buildings that enhance the relationship of 
buildings, spaces and routes to the watercourse, including through creating or enhancing 
views of the watercourse, and create a high quality public realm;” 

 
Policy CR3 specifically relates to public realm in central Reading.  It states that all sites of 
1 ha will be expected to incorporate new public open space or civic squares.  Criterion iii is 
also particularly relevant to this site, because it highlights the vital nature of legible links 
to the watercourses: 
 

“Development proposals adjacent to or in close proximity to a watercourse will retain 
and not impede existing continuous public access to and along the watercourses, and 
will provide legible continuous public access to and along the watercourses where this 
does not currently exist;” 

 
Cycling 
 
Policy TR4 deals with cycling, and expects that “Developments will be expected to make 
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.” 
 
Central Reading Strategy 
 
The importance of north-south links through the centre, of which this site is an absolutely 
vital part, are clear in the strategy for central Reading.  Among the key principles referenced 
in 5.2.1 are: 
 

“f.  Access to the centre by foot, cycle and public transport will be improved. 
g.  Access within the centre by foot and cycle will be improved and barriers to this 

improved access will be overcome, particularly in a north-south direction through 
the core.” 

 
Paragraph 5.2.3 develops this further, identifying the need to overcome barriers to 
movement, particularly a need to emphasise a north-south link through the centre, linking 
to the Thames and adjacent parks, and Caversham.  Figure 5.1 shows the strategy, and 
shows a clear, strategic north-south improved pedestrian and cycle movement through the 
middle of the site. 
 
Site-Specific Policy 
 
This site is identified as part of CR11, the Station/River Major Opportunity Area.  The vision 
for this area includes that “it will integrate the transport links and areas northwards to-
wards the River Thames and into the heart of the centre.” 
 
The overall policy criteria for the whole area provide further emphasis of this point, stating 
that development in the area will: 
 



“ii.  Help facilitate greater pedestrian and cycle permeability, particularly on the key 
movement corridors. North-south links through the area centred on the new station, 
including across the IDR, are of particular importance;” 

 … 
v.  Provide additional areas of open space where possible, with green infrastructure, 

including a direct landscaped link between the station and the River Thames;” 
 
The site forms sub-area CR11g, and specific policy for the site includes that  
 

“Development should maintain and enhance public access along and to the Thames, and 
should be set back at least ten metres from the top of the bank of the river.  
Development should continue the high quality route including a green link from the 
north of the station to the Christchurch Bridge, with potential for an area of open space 
at the riverside.” 

 
The supporting text includes additional wording that is relevant, in particular when 
considering how a link should appear.  
 

“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 of the centre, along with removing barriers to access within the centre. If visual 
links are also provided, this will help change the perception of the area north of the 
station as a separate entity.” (paragraph 5.4.6) 

 
Paragraph 5.4.6 also gives clear instruction on how the link should be weighed in 
determining applications on this site:  
 

“In particular, on the Riverside site (CR11g), achieving this north-south link is the main 
priority for the site, and this should be given substantial weight in development 
management.” 

 
Reading Station Area Framework 
 
The Reading Station Area Framework was adopted in 2010, and applies to the wider station 
area including this site.   
 
Status of the Framework 
 
The Local Plan makes clear that the Reading Station Area Framework (adopted 2010) 
continues to carry weight.  It states in paragraph 5.4.9 that: 
 

“A Station Area Development Framework was prepared for most of this area in 2010 to 
provide more detailed guidance, and a Station Hill South Planning and Urban Design Brief 
covering sites CR11a, b and c dates from 2007. These documents continue to apply, 
alongside any future Supplementary Planning Documents.” 
 

The Policy Assessment Note, albeit acknowledging that the RSAF is afforded ‘some’ weight 
by the Local Plan, suggests in paragraph 2.1 that it has been ‘superseded’ by the NPPF and 
Local Plan, and also refer in paragraph 2.10 to it being based on an outdated policy context.  
For clarity, I would reject any assertion that the weight of the RSAF has in any way decreased 
since its adoption.  There is nothing specifically in the NPPF that I would identify as having 
rendered its contents out of date, and, as discussed, the Local Plan makes absolutely clear 
that it will continue to apply.  Most of the most relevant policies to this issue are 
continuations of previous policy in the Reading Central Area Action Plan. For instance, 



relevant criteria (ii) and (v) of policy CR11 are slightly amended versions of (ii) and (v) of 
RC1 of the RCAAP, whilst the description of sub-area CR11g is clearly derived from the 
corresponding RC1g of the RCAAP. 
 
In her Report on the Examination of the Reading Local Plan (September 2019), the planning 
inspector referenced that there was clearly a continuation of the overall strategy for central 
Reading in paragraph 86: 
 

“The strategy is a continuation of the partly implemented Central Reading Area Action 
Plan, and the overall approach for the Central Reading strategy is justified.” 

 
Overall priorities 
 
The RSAF recognises the importance of north-south connections from the outset of the 
document.  In paragraph 2.18, it is recognised as one of the key challenges: 
 

“The major barriers to pedestrian movement include the rail tracks and the limited 
number of rail crossings, the Station Hill site, the large retail and post office sheds to 
the north of the tracks, the significant level differences across the area, and the 
enclosed electricity board site which blocks direct access from the Station to the 
riverside footpath and cycle way.” 

 
This is further emphasised within the Principles section, in paragraph 3.6: 
 

“The redevelopment of large sites provides the opportunity to secure landscaped public 
space and to extend public access. The layout of these will incorporate east-west and 
north-south routes to enhance movement and linkages across the area, whilst the 
construction of a pedestrian/cycle bridge linking the Area to Christchurch Meadows will 
further integrate and ensure good accessibility to adjoining open spaces.” 

 
Public realm 
 
Chapter 5 on Public Realm deals with the issue of north-south connections across the site.  
The aims of the section include “‘Stitching’ together the various development sites within 
the Area both visually and physically” and “Creating more opportunities for sustainable 
forms of transport, particularly walking and cycling, by enhancing the connectivity and 
legibility of the area” (paragraph 5.4). 
 
Paragraph 5.5. recognises the challenges of enhancing connectivity due to changes in level 
across the area, but nevertheless states that it should be achieved insofar as is possible. 
 
Paragraph 5.6 (and Figure 5.1) identify the Kennet-Thames spine as being one of the public 
realm priorities.  Specific guidance on this spine is set out in paragraph 5.9: 
 

“A major ‘city spine’ – a direct pedestrian route – is proposed through the historic core, 
the Station Area and through to the Thames. This spine is based on the north-south link 
which is the most significant movement corridor in the RCAAP, and is vital to the success 
of development in this area. The spine will extend across the Thames with a new 
footbridge(s) and new riverside parks, which can act as amenity space for new residents. 
The spine will include enhancements including wider pavements and greater pedestrian 
priority in Station Road. North of the railway, the spine will incorporate a ‘green link’ 
towards the river. Buildings will face onto the spine rather than away from it, and, on 
all parts of the spine south of Vastern Road, the frontages will be enlivened with active 
uses including retail and leisure.” 



 
Chapter 5 also deals with the pedestrian grid, and, in paragraph 5.17, once again refers to 
the importance of the north-south connections.  Figure 5.5 shows the proposed pedestrian 
grid, and shows a direct link through this site from the station to Christchurch Bridge.  
Paragraph 5.20 states that the Riverside site should be a location for pedestrian priority 
measures. 
 
Views 
 
Chapter 7 on Views is not referred to in the Policy Assessment Note, but is nevertheless 
significant for consideration of the North-South route.  In the section on shorter-distance 
views, paragraph 7.10 states that: 
 

“The new development will result in new views being opened up within the Station Area 
itself. Of particular significance are views along the direct north-south link, between 
the Station and the Thames, where there should be an unbroken line of sight.” 

 
Two specific views are identified, and shown on Figure 7.2 as follows: 

• 62 - Station Square north looking north 

• 63 - New public space on Thames looking south 
 
The RSAF therefore clearly anticipates that there will be a high-quality visual link between 
the station and Thames, crossing this site. 
 
Urban Design Framework 
 
In setting out an overall urban design framework, the RSAF identifies five key concepts, and 
once again the north-south connections are emphasised: “Creating permeable development 
that strengthens north-south links and improves connectivity across the area” (paragraph 
8.3). 
 
Figure 8.5, the Framework structure, shows the north-south link as the only ‘major 
path/pedestrian link’, and shows a direct link across this site linking two public spaces or 
important intersections at either end of the site, and then beyond across the Thames to the 
north and south to the station.  This high-quality direct link is further developed in Figure 
8.6, the Framework diagram. 
 
In dealing with the Northside area in more depth, the three key elements of the public realm 
are identified as being the “north-south spine between the station and Thames (and across 
the river), and two public spaces along the spine – a new Station entrance square, and a 
public space on the southern bank of the Thames” (paragraph 8.16). 
 
In paragraph 8.21, the Riverside site is identified as one of seven key sites in achieving the 
urban design framework. 
 
Transport 
 
Chapter 11 deals with Transport, and this further emphasises the importance of the north-
south connections, in this case for cycling.  Paragraph 11.24 states that: 
 

“In particular, the development of the Northside area can provide new cycle links 
approaching the northern Station entrance, potentially separated where necessary. 
These should link in with the route network shown on the map accompanying the Cycling 
Strategy, and improve north-south crossing of Vastern Road.” 



 
Figure 11.11 shows that a new cycle route along this north-south axis directly through the 
site is expected.  
 
Summary 
 
In summary, the following are the clear takeaways from local policy relating to the north-
south link within the site: 
 

• That the link is essential to the wider strategy and is the main priority for this site 

(LP CR11 ii, CR11g, paras 5.2.1, 5.2.3, 5.4.6, Figures 5.1, 5.2; RSAF paras 2.18, 3.6, 

5.6, 5.9, 5.17, Figures 8.5, 8.6) 

• That it should be high-quality (LP EN11, CR11g) 

• That it forms an important part of overall public realm (CR3, CR11 v, paras 5.6, 5.9, 

Figure 5.1) 

• That it is direct and legible (LP CC7, CR3, CR11 v, Figure 5.1; RSAF paras 5.9, 7.10, 

Figures 5.5, 8.5. 8.6),  

• That it provides visual links (LP para 5.4.6; RSAF para 7.10) 

• That it is landscaped (LP CR2, CR11 v, CR11g; RSAF para 5.6) 

• That it provides enhanced cycling through the site (LP TR4, CR11 ii, paras 5.2.1, 

5.4.6, Figure 5.1; RSAP para 11.24, Figure 11.11) 

 
Proposed link in context of local policy 
 
It is recognised that the proposals represent an improvement over the current situation, 
where there is no access through the site at all.  However, the development of this site is a 
one-off opportunity to secure a truly high-quality link through the site that must be seized.  
It is important to state that the quality of this link is not simply one of a number of 
competing priorities that must be weighed on this site, but, as Local Plan paragraph 5.4.6 
makes clear, the main priority for the site, and must be considered accordingly. 
 
The artificial division of the site into two ownerships and the retention of the electricity 
equipment clearly compromises the ability of the site to meet these priorities.  However, 
even within the proposed site boundary, it is my view that not enough emphasis has been 
placed on the importance of achieving this high-quality direct link to reflect local policy, 
and this element of the proposal does not therefore comply with the policy on this link. 
 
Directness 
 
The proposed link is not the most direct link possible, even when accounting for the shape 
of the application site.   
 
The main problem is the presence of the ‘Goods Office’ plot, and the need to bring the 
route around this building and then further bend round to meet the end of the Christchurch 
Bridge.  The northern end of this building protrudes into the proposed route, and creates 
additional deviation.  In my view, the presence of the Goods Office building in this location 
is not compatible with achieving the most direct link through the site possible. 
 
The extent of the Goods Warehouse also accentuates this issue, as it also extends westwards 
into the most direct route and presents a particular issue with directness for those crossing 
Vastern Road. 
 



The switchbacks at the northern end of the site also contribute to the lack of directness.  I 
am not best placed to comment on how this will work for cyclists from a technical point of 
view, but the presence of steps onto bends in the cycle route seem to lead to potential for 
pedestrian-cycle conflict.  Wheelchair users would also be required to use the less direct 
cycle route.  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, 
but a gentle, direct, DDA-compliant slope through the site would be easier to achieve, once 
again, without the Goods Office building. 
 
Paragraph 4.14 of the Policy Assessment Note makes the comparison to the northern end of 
Christchurch Bridge, and rightly points out that there are indirect routes as it lands on 
Christchurch Meadows.  However, there are important distinctions at this end of the bridge.  
Firstly, the Local Plan CR11 policies and RSAF do not apply here.  Secondly, once north of 
the Thames, the desired routes start to fragment – north towards Gosbrook Road, northwest 
towards Caversham centre and west and east along the riverside.   This compares to a single 
clear desire line on the south side of the bridge, towards the station and centre.  Finally, 
even if the paths on the northern side are not direct, they are at least clear visually due to 
the open nature of the meadows, and pedestrians would not be prevented from taking the 
most direct routes across the meadows if they choose.  This is not the case on the application 
site.   
 
Visual link 
 
Contrary to paragraph 4.3 of the Policy Assessment Note, a visual link through the site and 
beyond was indeed envisaged by the Local Plan and RSAF, as highlighted in Local Plan 
paragraph 5.4.6 and, in particular, RSAF paragraph 7.10.  The wider issue of legibility of the 
route is highlighted throughout both documents.   
 
A consequence of the subdivision of the site is that it appears that a single visual link from 
the Station to the Thames would be very difficult to achieve.  However, even if this is not 
achievable in full, efforts should certainly be made to keep visual fragmentation of the 
route to an absolute minimum.  On the basis of the current layout, there seems to be at 
least three visual ‘stages’ between the station and Thames – from the south side of Vastern 
Road it appears that a pedestrian would be able to see into the site about as far as the 
Goods Office; once entering the site, visual links would extend to the southern edge of the 
Coal Drop Building; and only when approaching the crossing of the vehicular route might the 
Thames start to become visible.  Once again, the main issue affecting visual links will be 
the Goods Office building, particularly its northwestern corner, although this also relates to 
the western extent of the Goods Warehouse. 
 
Regardless of signage and wayfaring, for the route to be successful, the visual links should 
be as clear and direct as possible.  Without such links, the route will be less attractive and 
therefore less successful. 
 
Quality 
 
The comments on directness and visual links above also relate to the quality of the route.  
However, there is one additional point I would wish to make on the quality of the link. 
 
My main concern is width.  The Policy Assessment Note emphasises that a minimum 3m 
width has been specified, and this appears to be the width through much of the site.  It is 
worth comparing the proposed link with other pedestrianised town centre streets.  Chain 
Street, for example, although 2.7m wide at its northern entrance, for most of its length 



exceeds 4m in width.  Most of Union Street is up to 4m wide.  Both of these streets have a 
distinct ‘alleyway’ feel, despite the buildings on either side being only 2-3 storeys, and 
cycling along them would be actively dangerous.  Other town centre shared 
pedestrian/cycle routes, such as Kennetside, are also wider than 3m.  None of these are 
regarded as key through routes in the town centre.  Christchurch Bridge itself is more than 
4m wide, so the route would narrow from that point as it enters the site.  A 3m width may 
fulfil technical specifications, but it does not recognise the vital, strategic nature of this 
route. 
 
The narrowness of the site also very much limits the potential of the route to be anything 
other than a through route, and will not help it to be a useable part of the public realm for, 
e,g, sitting. 
 
Summary 
 
The link as currently proposed in the application does not comply with the Local Plan (in 
particular policy CR11) or the Reading Station Area Framework. 

 

Mark Worringham – Area Planning Team Leader  


