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S. Executive Summary 

S.1 Reading Borough Council refused planning permission including reason for refusal 

number 5, as the Appellant had failed to adequately demonstrate that retention 

and reuse of the building (a Non-Designated Heritage Asset (NDHA)) had been 

explored fully, before proposing its complete loss in the redevelopment proposal.  

Reason for refusal 5 also states that the benefits of the proposal are not considered 

to significantly outweigh the harm caused to the asset’s identified significance. 

S.2 The Council submits that the NDHA has a high level of heritage significance, with 

reference to national and local policy and other relevant advice.  Its significance is 

comprised of a combination of various aspects. 

S.3 The building has historic and social/industrial importance due to its connections to 

the Reading Electric Supply Company, the Company’s importance for electrification 

of trams at that time and the Director was a renowned local architect, FW Albury.  

Albury designed the building in a blend of high-quality materials and styles, where 

it became the public face of this industrial works, enhancing the townscape of 

Vastern Road, as it continues to do today. 

S.4 Its total loss in the appeal scheme would therefore cause substantial harm to the 

Heritage Asset’s significance. 

S.5 The building has many positive attributes which would support reuse.  It is largely 

complete, solid and adaptable.  Further, it has stylistic qualities and inherent 

design features (for instance a wide arch, two-storey bay, high ceilings, flat roof) 

which would appear to be ideal for inclusion as a re-imagined entrance feature 

within a suitable redevelopment, but no clear design rationale for such assimilation 

is presented. 



S.6 The Council is not satisfied that the building cannot be re-used and has suggested 

alternative uses.  The Appellant’s case for discounting re-use on the basis of 

flooding is not sufficiently proven and in some instances, based on inaccurate 

material.   

S.7 A second and much less preferable option – and one which the Council has never 

suggested was more appropriate than outright or near-outright retention – is reuse 

of the façade of the building only.  The Council’s PoE confirms that this partial loss 

would constitute less than substantial harm, but still a medium to high level of 

harm would result. 

S.8 However, it has not been demonstrated that this option could not be pursued 

either.  This is due to the poor representation of the heritage building; the largely 

irrelevant façade examples; and the errors in the Appellant’s presentation material 

(inconsistent/inaccurate surveying and a generally poor scoping of the existing 

context showing correctly the Asset’s dimensions). 

S.9 Specialist surveying advice has been sought to check the contentions in the proof 

and that advice is that the flooding issue is not insurmountable and the principal 

issue appears to be the reluctance of the Appellant to design in the locally listed 

building, rather than any intrinsic constraints which would make inclusion/reuse 

unachievable.  The surveyor advises that the substantial elevational adjustments 

the Appellant says are required, would not be necessary. 

S.10 Whilst the scope of my evidence stops short of a discussion of heritage harm to be 

weighed against the overall benefits of the appeal scheme, it is not considered that 

the eradication of the NDHA and replacement with warehouse-themed blocks with 

its limited attempt at echoes of the heritage building in the appeal scheme, are of 

themselves, a significant heritage benefit.  Neither are they evidence of a 



conservation-led approach, with the locally listed building being conserved in a 

manner appropriate to its significance.   

Conclusion 

S.12 I am of the professional opinion that the building is capable of reuse in a suitable 

redevelopment scheme and the failure of the appeal scheme to do so would result 

in substantial harm. 


