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Qualifications, Experience and Declaration 

 

My name is Christopher Rumbold and I am the Corporate Asset Management Team Leader 

with Reading Borough Council and have been employed in various surveying roles for the 

Council for approximately 41 years.  Prior to that, I was employed within private 

architectural practice.  I hold no membership of any professional organisation.   

  



 

1. Introduction 

1.1 I have been asked by Mr. Edgar to provide surveying advice concerning this appeal.  

During my employment with Reading Borough Council, I have worked on designing 

projects involving many older buildings and structures under the Council’s 

ownership, including the Abbey Ruins (Scheduled Ancient Monument), Reading 

Town Hall (Grade II*), Battle Library (Grade II), Caversham Library (Grade II).  Some 

of these Heritage Assets are also Albury buildings and I am familiar with Albury, 

having also been involved in preparing the Heritage Statements for planning and 

Listed Building Consent applications in support of the schemes I was designing.   

1.2 The observations I supply below are on the basis of photographic evidence and 

planning information contained within the Appellant’s Design and Access Statement 

and the Appellant’s existing plans and topographic survey.   
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2. My surveying advice and opinions 

2.1 I supply advice firstly in respect of flooding aspects and my commentary on the 

surveys conducted by the Appellant on this heritage building.  I have examined the 

relevant section of the DAS document and in particular the section A-A of the DAS 

on page 41.  This I then examined against the existing survey plans supplied by the 

applicant/Appellant and photos of the front of the property.   

2.2 My first thoughts are that the buildings in the vicinity, for example the buildings on 

Vastern Road, are also likely to be in the flood zone and they appear to be in 

continued residential or commercial use.  I note the change in levels (pavement to 

finished floor level (FFL) and then the flood level in the flooding report) and I 

understand that the difference between the FFL and the flood level is around 

30cm. 

2.3 In my opinion and with my experience of adapting older buildings for new uses, I 

am confident that this building can still have a function.  As a designer, my 

preferred approach to the flooding issue would be using the area under the main 

arched entrance to deal with the levels change required, creating a lobby within 

this area, then adjusting the floor level and the door head heights. 

2.4 There are two main options when it comes to dealing with this flooding aspect and 

finding a new suitable use for the building: either to raise the floor levels to a 

point higher than the flood level; or else accept that the ground floor may be at a 

risk of flooding and find a use which would not be adversely affected in a flood 

situation. 

2.5 The sketch section in the DAS appears to be somewhat misleading and the response 

of the Appellant at Appendix 2 is that it is illustrative and not to scale.  The façade 

appears to have ‘slipped’ downwards, making the flood level appear as if it goes 

over the top of the ground floor window cill, which I do not believe is a correct 



representation of where the flood level would actually be.  The first floor in this 

section also appears to be taller than the ground floor.  The ceiling to ground 

floor/first floor void appears to intersect the mid-point between the ground and 

first floor bay windows, which may not be correct either.  The first floor window 

height to the bay also appears to be incorrectly surveyed, as the height indicated 

appears to indicate the transom level and not the full height of the window. 

2.6 I note other discrepancies on the plans, for instance while the first floor correctly 

includes steps at the internal change of levels, the ground floor does not.  

Accepted practice for measuring cill heights is the height is given from wherever 

the height number is.  This is not always consistent either.  Please see my Appendix 

2 for the Appellant’s explanation of these queries. 

2.7 In my opinion, before considering the future adjustments to make to this building 

and consideration for inclusion in any redevelopment scheme, it would be advisable 

for any inaccuracies to be resolved.  Helpfully, the Appellant’s responses at 

Appendix 2 have shed light on the majority of queries I had. 

2.8 I have viewed the survey of the locally listed building and I refer to the existing 

survey plan ref. RT/319/0463/P/0001 by Warner Surveys which states that the 

existing finished floor level (FFL) of the building is 38.34m AOD.  The corresponding 

first floor plan is /0002.  The more modern office buildings adjacent have a FFL of 

38.69m AOD (ie. they appear to have a ground floor which is 9mm above the flood 

level).  The current ground floor ceiling height (‘CL’ refers to Ceiling Level as 

marked on the plan would therefore refer to the underside soffit level) is stated on 

the existing plan as 41.54m AOD.  Currently then, the floor to ceiling height in the 

ground floor is 3.2m, which with the floor level raised 30cm would still allow 2.9m, 

well above the minimum 2.3-2.4m normally required by the Building Regulations 

and this would even allow for a further void for services if such were required.   



2.9 Artificially raising the floor levels in this building would appear to be relatively 

straightforward and would normally involve installing joist hangers using Rawlbolts 

on the peripheral walls to support new joists, possibly with brick piers to provide 

additional support as may be required, in order to support a false suspended floor.  

This measure would therefore appear to deal with the issue of raising the floor 

levels out of the flood zone.  A slight variation on this option would be a concrete 

‘beam and block’ structure, effectively a concrete version of a suspended timber 

floor.  In my view, this would be preferable as it would be more flood resilient. 

2.10 I note the archway entrance is a particular design feature and it would make sense 

to re-use this for its original purpose as an entrance, if at all possible.  Negotiating 

the levels (there may be a slight change in levels from the back of the pavement up 

to the FFL in this area) under the archway entrance – were that to be re-used – and 

then up to the suspended ground floor level would appear to be possible within this 

space.  An internal ramp would be impractical as this would take up too much 

space within the ground floor to achieve the desired gradient (for instance a 1:15 

gradient would need to be 4.5m in length).  It is assumed that the high ceiling level 

continues under the archway (unfortunately this ceiling height level does not 

appear to have been surveyed on the ground floor plan) and this area could 

function as a lobby.  To negotiate the levels differences, options such as a platform 

lift, or a stairs and stairlift could be considered, or use the building as part of a 

core to insert a lift shaft to the first floor of the locally listed building and 

potentially further floors beyond that, as may be required.   

2.11 The second option would be to find a use for this building which would be 

acceptable in the event of a flood.  I am not familiar with the flood situation in this 

area myself, however, the Appellant’s reason for not retaining the building seems 

fairly weak, if their only reason is that the current finished floor levels in the 

property are not sufficient.  I am also no expert in flood matters, but I assume that 



there would be both opportunities for both non-habitable space and habitable 

space.  In considering a use where flood inundation would theoretically occur, the 

normal requirements for suitably adapting buildings to meet the Building 

Regulations would be required, for instance insuring all electrical systems are 

raised out of the flood level. 

2.12 I have no personal experience of façade retention schemes, however, from the 

details I have been shown I am confident that this could be done if that was the 

brief.  However, the surveying errors would need to be corrected before this can 

be considered in detail.   

  



3. Conclusion 

3.1 In my considered opinion and with my experience of older buildings, the flooding 

issues are not insurmountable, as is being presented by the Appellant and I am 

confident that the locally listed building could be put to a new use, were this the 

brief given to the designer.   

3.2 I am surprised by the errors in the DAS Section and the somewhat inconsistent 

attention to surveying conventions which appear to have been applied, but 

welcome the clarification which has been supplied at Appendix 2. 

3.3 The evidence which I have prepared and provide for this appeal reference 

APP/E0345/W/21/3276463 in this proof of evidence is true and I confirm that the 

opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions. 

Chris Rumbold, Corporate Asset Management Team Leader, Corporate Property 

Services, Reading Borough Council 

  



Appendix 1 Plan extracts referred to in this proof of evidence and photos taken during 

an external site inspection on 10 September 2021. 

Photo 1 Streetview image of the locally listed building (south elevation) 

 

 

Image 2 Extract from existing Side Elevation (east) plan RT/319/0463/P/0004 

 

 

  



Image 3 Extract from the Appellant’s DAS, page 41 (flooding cross-sectional sketch for the 

locally listed building), Section A-A 

 

 

 

Image 4 Extract from existing ground floor plan RT/319/0463/P/0001.   

 

 

Image 5 Extract from existing first floor plan RT/319/0463/P/0002.   

 



 

 

Image 6 Extract from existing front (south) elevation.  Plan RT/319/0463/P/004 

 

Image 7 Extract from topographic survey plan 448.PL.T.001.   

 



 

Photo 8 Close-up of the former opening within the ground floor bay.  Photo shows height 

of cill above pavement level as 0.97m.   



 



Appendix 2 response from the Appellant regarding plan queries 

Various survey queries were presented to the Appellant on 24 September 2021 and the 
Appellant provided a response on 27 September 2021: 
 
From: Emily Ford <Emily.Ford@bartonwillmore.co.uk>  

Sent: 27 September 2021 15:14 

To: Markwell, Jonathan <Jonathan.Markwell@reading.gov.uk> 

Cc: Kim Cohen <Kim.Cohen@bartonwillmore.co.uk> 

Subject: RE: APP/E0345/W/21/3276463 - 55 Vastern Road - SoCG Addendum re. Affordable Housing 

WITHOUT PREJUDICE 

 

Dear Mr Markwell 

 

Further to my earlier email, in the limited time available, my clients have reviewed the queries 

relating to the surveys and provide the following information. A number of points relate to several 

‘boxes’ and so a summary is provided rather than repeating information within various boxes.  

 

• The first point to note is that the diagram referenced from the DAS is illustrative and not 

to scale. This should only be used in the illustrative format it which it has been 
presented. Any commentary relating the accuracy of this sketch section should be 

dismissed as exact levels and survey information have been provided in detail and to 
scale as part of the planning application submission. 

• RBC’s surveyor has questioned the accuracy of the survey information by taking a site 

measure from cil level to external level as 970mm whereas the survey shows 887mm 
from internal cil to internal FFL. These measurements are taken from different reference 

points, one internal and one external. However, given that the external levels at the point 
the surveyor has taken his measurement is 36.23m AOD and the internal FFL is 36.34m 

AOD, the 0.11m (110mm) level difference accounts for the 103mm level difference the 
surveyor has noted. As such, we consider this is a non-issue. 

• The measurement on the plan survey information does show the height to the transom of 

the ground floor window. Again, a full measured elevational survey has been submitted 
with the application and is considered accurate. It is unclear why the change in levels at 

ground floor have not been noted as stepped or ramped, but the FFL is demonstrated 
accurately within each room / area. It is unclear why the ceiling height isn’t shown in the 

area behand the archway, but it is not inconceivable that the ceiling height is higher 

given the raised floor levels at first floor above.  
• The topographical survey is consistent with the building survey information. As 

demonstrated above, the FFL is ca. 100-110mm higher than the existing ground levels 
directly in front of the building. The lower external levels referred to have been taken 

several meters in front of the building, and this slope between the levels is notable in the 

photographs appended. As such, this point should be dismissed. 
 

A full set of existing and proposed drawings have been submitted as part of the planning application 

and my client is confident they are accurate and measured correctly. Moreover, no queries have ever 

been raised previously by RBC or consultees regarding the accuracy of drawings.  
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With respect to drawing conventions, Warner Surveys who undertook the surveys of the site are a full 

member of The Survey Association and our Directors are all Fellows or Members of the Chartered 

Institution of Civil Engineering Surveyors. Warner Surveys are certified by ISO9001, OHSAS 18001, 

RISQS and FPAL, which represents our pledge to deliver quality, consistency and integrity. See 

further details at About - Warner Surveys 

 

Kind regards,  
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