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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

This Statement of Case (SoC) has been prepared by Stephen Jupp MRTPI. I am a 

self-employed planning consultant instructed by Reading Borough Council to act 

on their behalf in connection with the planning issues arising from this appeal.  

I am a member of the Royal Town Planning Institute. I hold an Upper Second 

Bachelor of Arts (Honours) Degree in Town and Country Planning and a Master of 

Laws with Merit in Environmental Law. 

I have been employed for some 34 years in town and country planning. I have 

been a self-employed planning consultant since April 2000. Previously, I was 

employed at Chichester District Council and Havant Borough Council. 

I handle planning policy and development control issues on a daily basis. I have 

extensive experience in dealing with such issues at planning application stage. I 

have also given planning evidence in the High Court and at public inquiries and 

hearings for both local authorities and developers.  

I have been involved in the scheme since January 2022 and am familiar with the 

appeal site, its surroundings, and its context within the Borough. I am familiar 

with planning policies at local and national level which are relevant to the 

consideration of this appeal. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 An Outline planning application was received by Reading Borough Council under 

reference 200328/OUT on 21 February 2020 for ‘Outline planning permission 

with the details of access, appearance, landscaping, layout and scale reserved 

for later determination. Demolition and redevelopment to comprise: up to 

115,000 sqm GEA in one or more land uses comprising: Residential (Class C3 and 

including PRS); Offices (Use Class B1(a); development in Use Classes A1, A2, A3 

(retail), A4 (public house), A5 (take away), C1 (hotel), D1 and D2 (community 

and leisure); car parking; provision of new plant and renewable energy 

equipment; creation of servicing areas and provision of associated services, 

including waste, refuse, cycle storage, and lighting; and for the laying out of 

the buildings; routes and open spaces within the development; and all 

associated works and operations including but not limited to: demolition; 

earthworks; provision of attenuation infrastructure; engineering operations. All 

development, works and operations to be in accordance with the approved 

Development Parameters Schedule and Plans.’ 

 
1.2 By way of letter dated 8th October 2021 a suit of amended documents were 

submitted by the agents which are summarised in their letter as being: 

• Reduction in overall maximum floorspace from 115,000 sqm to 90,850 sqm;  

• Removal of land use flexibility in relation to Plots A-C. These are now 

proposed for residential use with activating ground floor uses only. The Plot 

D land use remains flexible; and  

• Removal of proposed hotel use; and  

• Amended illustrative masterplans.  

1.3 They also made clear that the amended description of development was now as 

follows: ‘Outline planning permission with the details of access, appearance, 

landscaping, layout and scale reserved for later determination. A demolition 

phase and phased redevelopment (each phase being an independent act of 

development) comprising a flexible mix of the following uses: Residential (Class 

C3 and including PRS); Offices (Use Class B1(a); development in Use Classes A1, 

A2, A3 (retail), A4 (public house), A5 (take away), D1 and D2 (community and 
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leisure); car parking; provision of new plant and renewable energy equipment; 

creation of servicing areas and provision of associated services, including waste, 

refuse, cycle storage, and lighting; and for the laying out of the buildings; 

routes and open spaces within the development; and all associated works and 

operations including but not limited to: demolition; earthworks; provision of 

attenuation infrastructure; engineering operations.’ 

 
1.4 The Council were still awaiting responses from a number of consultees in respect 

of the amended application when on 23 December 2021 an appeal was lodged 

against the failure of the Council to determine the application within the 

prescribed period. The start date letter for the appeal is dated 14 January 2022 

and this requires the Council to submit its Statement of Case on the appeal by 

18 February 2022. Accordingly, a report was take to the Council’s Planning 

Applications Committee on 15th February 2022. That report [attached at 

Appendix 1] set out all the relevant planning policies and relevant material 

planning considerations and invited Members to confirm the decision they would 

have made if they had been able to determine the planning application. An 

Update Report was also provided to members on the day of the Committee 

Meeting and this is attached at Appendix 2. 

 
1.5 The Committee agreed with the recommendation of Officers that had they been 

able to determine the planning application they would have resolved to REFUSE 

Outline planning permission for the following reasons: 

 
1. Scale, height and massing 

 

The Applicant has failed to demonstrate how proposed plot heights in excess 

of Local Plan and RSAF height and massing guidance will not result in 

unacceptable detrimental effects on the townscape, the surrounding area 

and the setting of public spaces, especially when considered in the context 

of cumulative effects with adjoining allocated, emerging and existing sites 

contrary to NPPF Section 12., the National Design Guide, National Model 

Design Code Parts 1 and 2,  Reading Borough Local Plan Policies 

(2019) Policies CR2, CR3, CC7, H2, CR10 and CR10(a), CR11 and CR11e, 

the Reading Station Area Framework (2010). 
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2. Tall buildings 

 

The siting, height and likely massing of proposed Tall Buildings within Plots 

A, B, C and D are bulky, harmful to the setting and the character of the 

surrounding area and public spaces and fails to achieve the high standard of 

design expected of a Tall Building. This is contrary to contrary to NPPF 

Section 12, Reading Borough Local Plan Policies (2019) EN1, EN3, EN5, CR2, 

CC7, CR10, H2, CR11, The Reading Tall Buildings Strategy, The Reading Tall 

Buildings Strategy Update Note 2018, and the Reading Station Area 

Framework (2010). 

 

3. Views and townscape 

 

The proposed siting, maximum heights, and likely massing of tall buildings 

within Plots C and D will appear bulky and over-dominant resulting in a 

detrimental impact on the skyline and harm to short and medium distance 

views including along Station Road, the setting of Station Square (North and 

South) and surrounding buildings and structures.  

  

Therefore, the development is contrary to NPPF Section 12, Reading Borough 

Local Plan Policies (2019) Policies CC7, H2, EN1, EN3, EN5, EN6, CR2, CR3, 

CR10 and CR10e, CR11 and Section 12 and 16 of the NPPF, The Reading Tall 

Buildings Strategy, The Reading Tall Buildings Strategy Update Note 2018, 

and the Reading Station Area Framework (2010). 

 

4. North-South Link 

 

The development as proposed fails to demonstrate that satisfactory direct 

alignment and high-quality design and form of the north-south link can be 

provided in accordance with policy and guidance. Therefore, the 

development is contrary to NPPF section 12, The National Design 

Guide, National Model Design Code Parts 1 and 2,  Reading Borough Local 



         
RBC Statement of Case APP/E0345/W/21/32897486 

Plan Policies (2019) CC7, CR2, CR3, CR11, CR11e, CR11g, TR3 and TR4 and 

the Reading Station Area Framework (2010). 

 

5. Heritage 

 

By virtue of the proposed maximum height and siting of Blocks C and D the 

proposal would result in a detrimental effect on the setting of and 

therefore, the significance of the Grade II listed Main building of Reading 

General Station, the Market Place/London Street Conservation Area and the 

Grade II* Town Council Chamber. The public benefits of the proposals are 

not considered to outweigh the less than substantial harm caused to the 

significance of these designated heritage assets. Therefore, the 

development is contrary to Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) Policies EN1, 

EN3, EN5, EN6, The Reading Tall Buildings Strategy, The Reading Tall 

Buildings Strategy Update Note 2018, and the Reading Station Area 

Framework (2010) and Section 16 of the NPPF. 

 

6. Public Realm 

 

The proposed siting of development plots, the public realm and vehicular 

access arrangements at the interface of the Development with Vastern 

Road, Caversham Road, and the remainder of the CR11e Allocated Site 

Station, (including integration with the North Station Square, fail to 

maximise and secure high quality public realm, make the most efficient use 

of the site, achieve effective permeability, and fail to adopt a 

comprehensive approach to the development of the Allocated Site. 

Therefore, the development is contrary to NPPF Section 12, Reading 

Borough Local Plan (2019) Policies, CC7, CR2, CR3 CR11 and CR11e, TR3, 

TR4 and the Reading Station Area Framework (2010). 

 

7. Daylight/Sunlight (Existing and future residents) 

 

The proposed development would result in unacceptable loss of daylight to 

existing residents at 17-51 Vastern Road, and has not demonstrated whether 
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acceptable living conditions (daylight and sunlight) could be achieved for 

occupants in the new development. In addition, it has not been adequately 

demonstrated how an acceptable level and quality of private and communal 

amenity space could be achieved for all future occupiers, whilst meeting 

appropriate levels of daylight and sunlight penetration. The proposal 

submission does not also include an assessment of the cumulative impact on 

the adjoining RMG site and the loss of daylight sunlight to the SSE site. 

Therefore, the development would be contrary to NPPF, The National 

Design Guide, National Model Design Code Parts 1 and 2,  Reading Borough 

Local Plan Policies (2019) CC7, CC8, H10 and CR10. 

 

8. Wind 

 

It has not been demonstrated that the proposed development would result 

in an acceptable wind and microclimate environment, such that the 

mitigation measures as set out in the ES would not be sufficient to provide 

the required level of mitigation. This would create a harmful and 

unpleasant environment for users of the site. Therefore, the development 

would be contrary to NPPF, The National Design Guide, National Model 

Design Code Parts 1 and 2, Reading Borough Local Plan Policies (2019) CC7, 

CC8, CR2, CR10, The Reading Tall Buildings Strategy, The Reading Tall 

Buildings Strategy Update Note 2018, and the Reading Station Area 

Framework (2010). 

 

9. Landscape, trees and green network 

 

The proposed layout, scale and quantum of development fails to 

demonstrate the satisfactory delivery of required landscaping principles, 

appropriate protection and retention of protected trees, and consolidation, 

extension and/or enhancement of the ‘Green Network’.  Therefore, the 

development is contrary to NPPF 2021, The National Model Design Code (July 

2021), Policies EN12, EN14, EN15, EN18, CR3, CC7 of the Reading Borough 

Local Plan (2019), the Council’s Sustainable Design and Construction SPD 
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(2019), Reading Station Area Framework (2010), Reading’s Biodiversity 

Action Plan (2021) and the adopted Tree Strategy. 

 

10. Failure to provide appropriate public open spaces 

 

The proposed development fails to provide appropriate, well-designed 

public spaces of a flexible size and shape due to the location and alignment 

of development plots related to the Station Square North and the area of 

open space at the western end of the east-west link, and as a result fails to 

demonstrate that it is part of a comprehensive approach to its sub-area 

which contributes towards the provision of policy requirements for open 

space that benefit the whole area, contrary to policies CR2 b, CR3 ii, CR11 

viii and EN9 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) and the adopted 

Reading Borough Supplementary Planning Document Reading Station Area 

Framework (2010). 

 

11. Sustainability  

 

The application fails to demonstrate a sufficiently robust strategy in terms 

of minimising carbon dioxide emissions, meeting the predicted residential 

and commercial energy targets and selection of most appropriate on-site 

renewable energy technologies, contrary to policies H5, CR10, CC2, CC3, 

CC4 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) and the Council’s adopted SPD, 

Sustainable Design and Construction (2019). 

 

 

12. Failure to secure S106 

 

In the absence of a completed legal agreement to secure an acceptable 

contribution or mitigation plan, towards the provision of: 

(i) Employment, skills and training for the construction and end user phases 

of the development;   

(ii) Affordable Housing pre-implementation, mid-point and final outturn 

review mechanism; 
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(iii) Off-site open space, leisure and recreation facilities   

iv) Transport including: footpath/cycle way enhancements on Vastern Road 

and Caversham Road, provision of pedestrian/cycle route through the site 

before first occupation and associated infrastructure/signage, car parking 

management strategy, signalised crossing, underpass, car club, parking 

permits, travel plan; 

(v) Highway works – S278/38; 

(vi) Carbon offsetting; 

(vii) Public realm; 

(viii) Build to rent controls; 

(ix) Phasing; 

(x) Decentralised energy; 

(xii) Education; 

(xiii) Public art; 

(xiv) CCTV; 

(xv) Monitoring/Legal fees;  

 

 

Contrary to Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) Policies CC9, EN9, CR2, CR3, 

H3, H4, H5, TR1, TR3, TR5, Employment Skills and Training SPD (2013, 

Affordable Housing SPD (2021), Reading Borough Supplementary Planning 

Document Planning Obligations under Section 106 (2015). 

 
1.6 The Planning Applications Committee also confirmed that they gave delegated 

authority to the Assistant Director of Planning, Transport and Regulatory Services 

to make changes to add or to remove the above reasons for refusal. 

 

1.7 Following the Committee meeting further discussion were held between Officers 

of the Council and the following amended wording of RfR 9 related to trees and 

landscaping was agreed.  In line with the agreed committee resolution, approval 

from the chair of Planning Applications Committee and the Lead Member for 

Strategic Environment, Planning and Transport, has been agreed for this change, 

so that amended RfR 9 now reads:  
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“The proposed layout, scale and quantum of development fails to 

demonstrate the satisfactory delivery of required landscaping principles, 

appropriate protection and retention of protected trees, and hence fails to 

demonstrate it will maximise opportunities to enhance the Green 

Network consolidation, extension and/or enhancement of the ‘Green 

Network’. Therefore, the development is contrary to NPPF 2021, The 

National Model Design Code (July 2021), Policies EN12, EN14, EN15, EN18, 

CR3, CC7 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019), the Council’s 

Sustainable Design and Construction SPD (2019), Reading Station Area 

Framework (2010), Reading’s Biodiversity Action Plan (2021) and the 

adopted Tree Strategy 
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2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 

 

2.1 This is detailed at section 1 [paragraphs 1.8 to 1.14] of the planning officer’s 

committee report. In line with section J.3.2 of the Planning Inspectorate’s 

Procedure Guide, it is not repeated here. 
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3.0 PLANNING HISTORY 

 

3.1  This is detailed at section 3 of the planning officer’s committee report. In line 

with section J.3.2 of the Planning Inspectorate’s Procedure Guide, it is not 

repeated here.  

 
3.2  In addition to the relevant planning history, several sites adjoin the appeal site 

within the Station/River Major Opportunity Area (Local Plan policy CR11) and 

Sub Area E (North of Station (CR11e) and these are: 

• Royal Mail Group Site (‘RMG site’) to the south of the Appeal Site. 

• Northern Station Entrance and the North Station Square to the south of the 

Appeal Site. 

• Northern Station Area Bus Interchange and Network Rail Car Park to the east 

of the Appeal Site. 

• The Southern Electric Site (‘The SSE site’) - Station/River Opportunity Area 

Sub Area G (CR11g). Proposed redevelopment of the western half of the Sub 

Area - ‘55 Vastern Road’ is the subject of an Appeal. 
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4.0 DRAWINGS AND DOCUMENTS THE DECISION RELATED TO 

 

4.1 As set out in the application amended letter of 8th October 2021 the scheme was 

amended with the following documentation: 

• Revised Planning Application Booklet comprising:  

• Amended Description of Development (as above);  
• Original Application Form  
• Application Form addenda sheet  
• Revised ownership and agricultural certificate;  
• Residential unit supplementary information form;  
• Original CIL additional information form  
• CIL additional information form addenda sheet;  
• Site Location Plan Drawing Ref: 17043-P0-000_P1;  
• Site Block Plan Drawing Ref: 17043-P0-001_P1;  
• Existing Site Elevations Sheet 1 Drawing Ref: 17043-P0-003_P1;  
• Existing Site Elevations Sheet 2 Drawing Ref: 17043-P0-004_P1;  

• Amended Development Parameters Schedule and Plans  
o Footprint Drawing Ref: PP-100_P1 
o Site Access & Egress Drawing Ref: PP-101_P1 o Building Plots 

Drawing Ref: PP-102_P2 
o Plot Heights Drawing Ref: PP-103_P2 
o Basement Footprint Drawing Ref: PP-104_P2  

• Phasing Plans 
o Phasing Overview Plan Drawing Ref: PP-105_P1(illustrative) 
o Phase 0 Drawing Ref: PP-110_P1 
o Phase 1 Drawing Ref: PP-111_P1 
o Phase 2 Drawing Ref: PP-112_P1 
o Phase 3 Drawing Ref: PP-113_P1 
o Phase 4 Drawing Ref: PP-114_P1  

• Supporting Documentation  
• Revised Design & Access Statement (including illustrative masterplan 

and landscape principles) 
• Revised Design Code  
• Revised Economic Benefits Statement  
• Revised Transport Assessment  
• Revised Interim Travel Plan  
• Environmental Statement Compliance Letter  
• Environmental Statement Revised Townscape and Visual Impact 

Chapter and Appendices 1.1a- 1.6a  
• Environmental Statement Revised Heritage Chapter and Appendix 2.1a 

Heritage Statement  
• Internal Daylight Review  
• Financial Viability Report  
• Draft S106 Heads of Terms  
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5.0 LEGAL AND PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT 

 
5.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that 

proposals be determined in accordance with the development plan, unless 

material considerations indicate otherwise. Material considerations include 

relevant policies in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), among them 

the 'presumption in favour of sustainable development'. However, the NPPF does 

not change the statutory status of the development plan as the starting point for 

decision-making (NPPF 2021 paragraph 12). 

 
5.2 The relevant Reading Borough Local Plan (November 2019) policies and 

associated supplementary planning documents (SPD) and other material 

documents are listed at section 5 of the officer committee report. In particular, 

the Council has referenced Policy CR10 (Tall Buildings); The Reading Tall Building 

Strategy 2008 (a background evidence technical report to inform Policy and SPD); 

and, The Reading Tall Buildings Strategy Update Note 2018 in its Urban Design 

Statement of Case. Accordingly, The Reading Tall Building Strategy 2008 is 

included in full as Appendix C and The Reading Tall Buildings Strategy Update 

Note 2018 as Appendix D. 

 
5.3 The Site is included as an allocation under Policy CR11 ‘Station/River Major 

Opportunity Area’, specifically part of CR11e ‘North of Station’. The policy 

promotes mixed-use redevelopment, to include ground floor uses such as retail 

and leisure in order to ‘activate’ streets and the new northern station square. 

The policy states that upper floors should include uses such as offices and 

residential. Key aspects of the redevelopment should be to enable a high-quality 

design with good pedestrian links. Moreover, the Council have a duty under the 

T&CP Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 1990, as amended, to ensure 

the setting of listed buildings and conservation areas are not adversely affected 

by new development, unless the public benefits of such development outweigh 

the level of harm identified – provided that such harm falls within the ‘less than 

substantial’ scale. 
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5.4 Various other more specific references are made elsewhere within the 

committee report and specialist officers also refer to relevant policies within 

appendices to this SoC. In line with section J.3.2 of the Planning Inspectorate’s 

Procedure Guide, these are not repeated here, although references are also 

noted in the subsequent section. 
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6.0 THE COUNCIL’S CASE AND RESPONSES TO THE APPELLANT’S STATEMENT OF 

CASE 

 
6.1 For ease of reference each reason for refusal is considered in turn. Prior to this, 

aligning with the format of the Appellant’s SoC (paragraphs 5.6 – 5.15), initial 

comments concerning Housing Need within Reading Borough and the likelihood 

of Affordable Housing Provision on the appeal site are made. 

 
Housing Need  

 
6.2 Policy H1 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (adopted November 2019) sets the 

housing requirement for Reading up to 2036.  An objectively assessed need of 

699 dwellings per year is identified, based on the Berkshire Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment.  The H1 requirement is at least 689 per year, or a total of 

15,847 over the plan period 2013-2036, based on the results of housing land 

availability work, with a shortfall of 230 dwellings in total over the plan period.  

A Memorandum of Understanding was signed by the four authorities within the 

Western Berkshire Housing Market Area (Reading, West Berkshire, Wokingham 

and Bracknell Forest) that agreed that Reading’s unmet needs would be met 

within that area. 

 

6.3 In paragraph 5.10 of the Statement of Case, the Appellant outlines the intention 

to interrogate the Council’s housing land supply position.  The most recent 

position was set out in the Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) 2020-21, published 

in December 2021, and this shows that the Council had 6.95 years’ supply at 31st 

March 2021.  An extract is included as Appendix E.  This supersedes the 

information referred to in paragraph 5.7 of the Appellant’s SoC, which is derived 

from the AMR 2019-20.  The most recent assessment does not assume any 

delivery on the appeal site within the five years.  The Council is therefore able 

to comfortably demonstrate a five years’ supply without the appeal site.  The 

Appellants’ SoC states in 5.10 that this is in large part dependent on delivery of 

Local Plan sites, but this is only true insofar as those sites have planning 

permission or a resolution to grant permission subject to Section 106.  The 
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identified five-year supply in the AMR 20-21 does not include any Local Plan 

allocations unless there is a planning permission or a resolution to grant 

permission. 

 
6.4 The AMR 20-21 also includes a revised version of the Housing Trajectory, which 

sets out longer-term anticipated supply up to the end of the plan period in 2036.  

An extract is included as Appendix F.  This shows expected total delivery of 

17,473 over the entire plan period compared to the Local Plan requirement of 

16,224.  The target of 16,224 homes is higher than the H1 target of 15,847 

because it also factors in need for residential care identified in policy H6 and 

student accommodation in relation to policy H12, using a methodology described 

in Appendix 1 of the Local Plan.  This therefore shows that the Council is 

expecting to exceed total Local Plan requirements by 1,249 dwellings by the end 

of the plan period.  This is sufficient to cover the shortfall in meeting identified 

needs of 230 dwellings and still result in an exceedance of over 1,000 dwellings.  

It assumes a contribution of 507 homes across the CR11e allocation within the 

plan period (634 dwellings, discounted by a lapse rate of 20%).  It is worth noting 

in this context that the outstanding application on the former Royal Mail site 

(reference 182252), also within the CR11e allocation, would deliver 620 homes. 

 

6.5 In addition, a considerable number of new permissions for residential 

development have been granted since 1st April 2021 (the end date for the housing 

land supply and Housing Trajectory information in the AMR) that are not 

accounted for in the most recent published information.  In total, 670 additional 

dwellings have received planning permission or a resolution to grant permission 

on sites of 10 or more dwellings since 1st April 2021.  Applying relevant lapse 

rates (10% for planning permissions, 20% for prior approvals), this would mean 

an additional 569 dwellings over and above the exceedance identified in the 

Housing Trajectory.  Details of these permissions are set out in Appendix G. 

 
6.6 Paragraph 5.9 of the Appellant’s SoC refers to the revised standard methodology 

for assessing housing need, set out in Planning Practice Guidance, which in 

particular applies an uplift to authorities making up the main part of the 20 

largest urban areas in England, including Reading.  According to the Council’s 

calculations, this would result in a need for Reading of 872 dwellings per year 
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based on current figures.  The Appellant correctly identifies that this will not 

apply in Reading until November 2024, five years after the adoption of the Local 

Plan.  In the Council’s view, it is therefore clear that it is not of particular 

significance for this appeal.  Not only does it not apply until November 2024, but 

the input figures will have changed by that point anyway, and there is also 

considerable uncertainty around whether the methodology will change in that 

time, in particular with Census results due to start to emerge shortly. 

 
6.7 The Council of course treats policy housing targets as a minimum, and welcomes 

developments that can contribute to boosting housing supply over and above that 

minimum as long as it accords with other plan policies and other material 

considerations.  This is an allocated site in the Local Plan, and its redevelopment 

for a mix of uses including residential would help to meet a number of aspirations 

for the centre.  However, based on the latest figures, it is not the case that the 

level of housing proposed in this application is required to meet housing 

requirements either over five years or in the longer term. 

 

Affordable Housing Provision 

 

6.8 The appellants set out in 5.13 to 5.16 of their Statement of case that the 

Financial Viability Assessment shows that the scheme is currently unable to 

support an affordable housing contribution base on viability.  

 

6.9 The Council have instructed BPS Chartered Surveyors to undertake an 

Independent Review of the appellants assessment and their report is attached at 

Appendix H. 

 
6.10 Chapter 2 of their report sets out their conclusions and recommendations and at 

2.2 they note that Savills’ analysis reflects a developer profit of 3.30%, which is 

somewhat below the Savills’ target developer profit of 19.72% and that the 

developer proposes to proceed on this basis.  

 
6.11 At 2.3 and 2.4 they conclude on the Benchmark Land Value and on the basis of 

the limited information they have conclude that the BLV should be £21,357,600 

which is lower than Savills BLV of £35.7m. 
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6.12 In 2.5 to 2.9 they consider the issue of Development Value and at 2.9 conclude 

on this issue as follows:   

“We have reviewed the proposed value for the commercial space and we find the 

values and yield levels proposed by Savills, of £25 psf with 5.5% yield for retail with 

yield and £35 psf with 7% yield for office space, to be reasonable. The GDV of the 

commercial space for the first and second scenarios equates to £17,176,997 and 

£139,625,460 respectively. “ 

6.13 At 2.12 on the issue of Development Costs BSP make clear that their Cost 

Consultant has been unable to review the costs presented for the Parameter 

scheme due to the lack of cost and scheme information. Accordingly they have 

adopted costs used for Scenario 1 for interim analysis of the Parameter scheme, 

although they make clear that their figures are subject to a full cost review.  

 

6.14 In paragraphs 2.12 to 2,18 BS set out their recommendations which are 

reproduced in full below: 

 

2.12 We have been provided with a live version of the Argus appraisals 

included in Savills report to which we have applied our amendments 

which include:  

• Assessment of the proposals by means of a single Argus appraisal for 

each of the three scenarios.  

• Amendment of the appraisals to reflect our opinion of BLV.  

• The Benchmark Land Value has been inputted as a fixed land value so 

that land interest charges are not over or understated. Profit has 

been included as a development cost timed to the end of 

development. This results in the appraisal outputting a profit above 

profit targets representing either the development surplus or deficit.  

• Residential GDV has been increased to reflect our analysis below.  

• Finance costs have been reduced to 6.50%.  

• Build costs have been amended to reflect the Cast reports provided 

and costs have been increased on a psf GIA basis from Scenario 1 for 

the Parameter scheme.  

• Residential sales agent fees and sales legal fees have been adjusted 

to reflect our comments below.  

• We have allowed a longer average sales period for the Parameter 

Scenario.  
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2.13   We conclude that at a target profit of 19.75%, Scenario 1 results in a 

deficit of £38,915,531. We therefore conclude that the scheme would not 

be able to contribute towards or provide some affordable housing.  

2.14   Scenario 2 and the Parameter Scenario result in reduced levels of deficit, 

but still return deficits of £8,234,864 and £11,820,806 respectively and 

are therefore also unviable.  

2.15   We have undertaken sensitivity analysis to test the impact of changes to 

Residential GDV and build costs. We include our sensitivity analysis in 

Appendix 2. Our analysis shows that the scheme would need to see both 

a decrease in costs of 5.00% and an increase in revenue of 5.00% in order 

to return a surplus. We therefore recommend that the scheme is subject 

to review.  

2.16   We note that the Savills analysis of Scenario 1 calculates an actual net 

profit of £11,054,384 (3.30%), which is significantly below their target 

profit of 19.72%, although we note that the Applicant still wishes to 

proceed with the scheme.  

2.17   We consider the value and continued trading potential of the existing 

retail based development on site is open to question. It is however 

apparent that a number of lease terms are relatively close to expiry and 

there is a void unit. We consider it likely that a prudent land owner would 

wish to consider all their options as part of an approach to maintain and 

maximise the value of their investment.  

6.15 In the light of their findings, as set out above, BSP make clear at 2.18 that they: 

“consider that the timing and nature of any development which may come 

forward on this site to be subject to significant scope for further 

refinement. Given this considerable ambiguity and the scale of the apparent 
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deficit we consider that any consent should be subject to further reviews of 

viability.  More specifically: 

A)  a pre-implementation review triggered by the submission of Reserved 

Matter Approval. This point would provide clarity as to the form of 

development thereby its costs and values. Furthermore it would also assist 

in narrowing the timing considerations. This review should be informed by 

a relevant benchmark land value assessment, noting we are unable to 

confirm a definitive figure at this point in time together with a clear profit 

target. Any surplus identified by this review should be applied 100% to the 

delivery of on site affordable housing. This is consistent with practices 

undertaken by other LPA’s ,most notably the GLA.  

B)  Noting that the development has been identified in substantial phases it 

may be appropriate to consider a mid point review when actual costs and 

values are potentially available from phase 1 but before the RMA later 

phases have been determined. This would allow further scope for assessing 

scheme viability and provide a further opportunity for onsite affordable 

delivery. Typically we would expect a 50/50 division of any surplus 

identified at this stage.  

C)  Consistent with the Council’s normal practices we would expect a final 

outturn review to be undertaken which reviews the costs and largely 

achieved values generated by the scheme. the trigger for this review would 

typically be at a point where the unsold balance of the scheme exceeds the 

scale of any deferred contribution. There are available mechanisms for a 

quick review to allow more of the development to be completed and sold 

before this review is formally undertaken which should also be considered. 

Division of any surplus under these arrangement would again normally be 

around a 50/50 split but with any surplus being provided in the form a a 

payment in lieu  

All three reviews should be undertaken on an open book basis.” 

6.16 In BPS’s covering email dated 17 February 2022 [Appendix I] they provide details 

of the information shortfalls in the application and the likely consequences of 

receiving full information, and confirm that from a viability standpoint they still 

require: 

• Confirmation of full heads of terms and current passing rents for the existing 

tenants. 

• Details of the Heads of Terms of the previous lease and rents passing for the 

empty unit. 
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• Confirmation of current operating costs for the existing investment, 

including specifically the empty property costs associated with the vacant 

unit. 

• Budget structural and services cost information, more developed design 

information. 

• A more detailed budget estimate of costs for the car parking. 

• Full budget costings and scheme information for the Parameter Scheme. 

• Details of timescales and phasing beyond the ‘independent and concurrent’ 

phasing assumed at present. 

  

6.17 BPS indicate that all of the above items have the potential to increase or reduce 

the deficit currently put forward and therefore potentially the amount of 

affordable housing which the scheme will support in addition to the deliverability 

of the scheme. They also note that the timescales and phasing, together with 

the deliverability carry substantial risk beyond the viability issues. Therefore, 

they make clear that a robust 3 stage open book review process will be a key 

requirement in addition to the above. 

 

 

i) Reason for refusal 1  

RR1. Scale, height, and massing 

The Applicant has failed to demonstrate how proposed plot heights in excess 

of Local Plan and RSAF height and massing guidance will not result in 

unacceptable detrimental effects on the townscape, the surrounding area 

and the setting of public spaces, especially when considered in the context 

of cumulative effects with adjoining allocated, emerging and existing sites 

contrary to NPPF Section 12., the National Design Guide, National Model 

Design Code Parts 1 and 2,  Reading Borough Local Plan Policies (2019) 

Policies CR2, CR3, CC7, H2, CR10 and CR10(a), CR11 and CR11e, the Reading 

Station Area Framework (2010). 

 

6.18 From an urban design perspective, Chapter 2 of the Urban Design SoC (Appendix 

J) by Michael Doyle of Doyle Design LLP [dealing with both RfR 1 and 2], 
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methodically considers the background and policy context before analysing the 

proposal, identifying and detailing a series of shortcomings which when 

combined provide a robust evidence base for this reason for refusal. 

 

6.19 In summary, reasons for refusal 1 details how the proposed heights exceed Local 

Plan and RSAF height and massing guidance. In the Councils view, this will result 

in unacceptable detrimental effects on the townscape, the surrounding area and 

the setting of adjacent public spaces. Michael Doyle’s conclusions on this matter 

are set out at paragraphs 2.20.1 to 2.20.6 which are summarised below. 

 

6.20 The RSAF sets out a ‘three-fold approach to controlling density, height and 

massing. This includes benchmark heights on a plot-by-plot basis ranging from 6 

storeys in the north-western corner to at least ten storeys in the south-eastern 

corner (RSAF Fig. 6.9). The ‘three-fold approach’ to density, height and massing 

in the RSAF has not been followed. It is considered that the Appellant’s approach 

is founded on a fundamental misunderstanding that the maximum possible scale 

is generally supported - rather than conditional. The resulting building heights 

therefore contradict RSAF guidance.  

 
6.21 The proposed heights in the Illustrative Scheme and height Parameter Plan raise 

significant concerns that the development will harm the townscape and views. 

The shifts in height from north and east to the south east corner of the Appeal 

site are cliff-faces, not a progression. Building heights on Caversham and Vastern 

Road, the starting point for the increasing heights, are too great and harm the 

setting of adjacent residential properties. Moreover, it is considered that the 

Appeal Proposals results in sharp increases in height rather than a gradual and 

sympathetic progression. 

 
6.22 It is also considered that the setting of listed buildings and structures forming 

the setting of Station Square (South) will be harmed by over-scaled 

development- notably proposed tall buildings.  

 
6.23 It is also considered that the Parameter Plans and Design Code do not offer 

sufficient control at the Reserve Matter stage to ensure building heights and 

massing will be proportionate to the setting. 
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6.24 The RSAF requires that a ‘Transition Zone’ (or ‘buffer zone’) is formed towards 

adjacent areas where heights should step down to relate appropriately to 

surrounding development and residential areas. RSAF Figure 6.10 defines areas 

with ‘particular sensitivity’ to the effects of tall buildings and areas where listed 

buildings and public spaces combine to create places where special control 

should be exercised. The guidance on scale and height along the northern, 

western, and south eastern site boundaries, adjacent to low-rise residential 

areas, has not been followed. The development does not respond in terms of 

height and scale, and the resulting scale of development will harm the setting 

and amenity of these areas. 

 
6.25 For these reasons, the development is considered to contrary to NPPF Section 

12., the National Design Guide, National Model Design Code Parts 1 and 2, 

Reading Borough Local Plan Policies (2019) Policies CR2, CR3, CC7, H2, CR10 and 

CR10(a), CR11 and CR11e, the Reading Station Area Framework (2010). 

 
 

ii) Reason for refusal 2  

 
2. Tall buildings 

 
The siting, height and likely massing of proposed Tall Buildings within Plots 
A, B, C and D are bulky, harmful to the setting and the character of the 
surrounding area and public spaces and fails to achieve the high standard of 
design expected of a Tall Building. This is contrary to contrary to NPPF 
Section 12, Reading Borough Local Plan Policies (2019) EN1, EN3, EN5, CR2, 
CR3 CC7, CR10, H2, CR11, The Reading Tall Buildings Strategy, The Reading 
Tall Buildings Strategy Update Note 2018, and the Reading Station Area 
Framework (2010). 

 

 
6.26 As set out in 6.18 above, Michael Doyle of Doyle Design LLP [dealing with both 

RfR 1 and 2] methodically considers the background and policy context before 

analysing the proposal, identifying and detailing a series of shortcomings which 

when combined provide a robust evidence base for this reason for refusal. 

 

6.27 In summary, reasons for refusal 2 details how the siting, height and likely massing 

of proposed tall buildings fail to meet Tall Building design standards and will be 
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harmful to the setting and the character of the surrounding area and public 

spaces. Michael Doyle’s conclusions on this matter are set out at paragraphs 

2.20.7 to 2.20.16 which are summarised below. 

 
6.28 Mr Boyle will be demonstrated that the location, height, and form of tall 

buildings do not fully account for the guidance set out within the National Design 

Guide, LP Policy CR10, the RSAF, RTBS, and Historic England Guidance. 

 
6.29 It is his view that the proposed tall buildings will harm and adversely impact 

elements that contribute to the setting of buildings and structures of special 

architectural and historic interest. They will disrupt the sense of continuity of 

the townscape and create a harmful sense of enclosure. They will appear out of 

scale and poorly frame the surrounding public realm. 

 
6.30 The Appeal Proposals fail to adhere to best practice principles of design in RTBS 

section 6.2 Principles, 6.3 general Principles, and 6.4 Site Specific Principles. 

 
6.31 The RTBS (2018) requires that tall structures are located to the south of the 

Station/River MOA adjacent to the railway. The Appeal Scheme proposes tall 

buildings across all four proposed plots. The definition of ‘adjacent to the 

railway’ is stretched to include the greater part of the Appeal Site. 

 
6.32 The Appeal proposals erode legibility by scattering tall buildings across the site 

rather than contributing to a distinct cluster of tall buildings in the vicinity of 

the Station to signal the status of the station area. The visual relationship of 

buildings with those to the north side of the railway line is insufficiently 

subservient. Distances between tall buildings and building massing result in an 

overly dense townscape in which individual buildings are insufficiently distinct. 

Tall buildings will read as a single slab of towers with routes through the area 

unmarked on the skyline.  

 
6.33 The development fails to achieve the high standard of design expected of tall 

buildings near historic buildings and areas and public spaces, which 

fundamentally conflicts with policy and guidance. 
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6.34 Moreover it is considered that the appellant has failed to demonstrate that the 

proposed maximum height parameters are appropriate to the site context and 

relevant planning policy.  

 
6.35 Evidence will demonstrate that examples of tall buildings in Reading Town 

Centre, including those under construction, do not support the case for the 

Appeal Scheme and the proposed siting, height, massing, and form of tall 

buildings. 

 
6.36 Finally, it is considered that the Parameter Plans Design Code will be ineffective 

in controlling height and massing at the Reserve Matters stage. 

 
6.37 For these reasons the development is contrary to NPPF Section 12, Reading 

Borough Local Plan Policies (2019) EN1, EN3, EN5, CR2, CR3 CC7, CR10, H2, CR11, 

The Reading Tall Buildings Strategy, The Reading Tall Buildings Strategy Update 

Note 2018, and the Reading Station Area Framework (2010). 

 
 

iii) Reason for refusal 3  

 
Views and townscape 

 
The proposed siting, maximum heights, and likely massing of tall buildings 
within Plots C and D will appear bulky and over-dominant resulting in a 
detrimental impact on the skyline and harm to short and medium distance 
views including along Station Road, the setting of Station Square (North and 
South) and surrounding buildings and structures. Therefore, the 
development is contrary to NPPF Section 12, Reading Borough Local Plan 
Policies (2019) Policies CC7, H2, EN1, EN3, EN5, EN6, CR2, CR3, CR10 and 
CR10e, CR11 and Section 12 and 16 of the NPPF, The Reading Tall Buildings 
Strategy, The Reading Tall Buildings Strategy Update Note 2018, and the 
Reading Station Area Framework (2010). 

 
 
6.38 As with RfR 1 and 2, from an urban design perspective, Chapter 3 of the Urban 

Design SoC (Appendix J) by Michael Doyle of Doyle Design LLP [dealing with both 

RfR 3 and 4], methodically considers the background and policy context before 

analysing the proposal, identifying and detailing a series of shortcomings which 

when combined provide a robust evidence base for those reasons for refusal. In 

paragraphs 3.15.1 to 3.15.9 Mr Boyle sets out his summary and conclusions on 

how two of the four proposed tall buildings will have a detrimental impact on 
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the skyline and harm to short and medium distance views. These are summarised 

below. 

 
6.39 It is considered that the height, massing and the likely appearance of Plots C and 

D will harm the view from Station Road and Square (South), the setting of 

surrounding buildings and structures (including listed buildings) and the Reading 

skyline. They will therefore appear bulky and over-dominant in key views. 

 
6.40 The Council consider that the station square (south) and the framing of the 

historic station entrance and clock tower are key visual components of a legible 

town centre environment. The Appeal Proposals damage the quality, character, 

and visual amenity of the public realm, particularly Station Road, Station Square 

(South) and Station Square (North). 

 
6.41 It is considered that the proposals fail to create a coherent and attractive cluster 

of tall buildings framing the public realm. They do not, therefore, accord with 

LP CR10. Inadequate gaps between buildings result in overly dense townscape, 

eroding the possibility that buildings may be viewed as individual forms framing 

views and public space. 

 
6.42 In addition, it will be demonstrated that policy and guidance provide no 

presumption favouring tall buildings intruding into sensitive views: This is 

conditional.  

 
6.43 The Appeal Proposals fail to take account of the RTBS findings and guidance- 

including 6.3 bullets 2 (skyline) and 4 (views) and more detailed guidance on 

Skyline and views (RTBS page 42) Public Realm (also page 42) RTBS Section 6.4 - 

site-specific principles for the Station Area Cluster. 

 
6.44 In circumstances where a building is permitted to intrude into the view, the 

many design requirements (National Design Guidance, CR10, ENV1, EN3, EN5, 

RTBS, RSAF etc.) need to be met. Evidence will demonstrate how the Appeal 

Proposals fail to meet these requirements and therefore the intrusion of 

buildings into views should not be permitted. 
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6.45 Mr Boyle also considers that the Appellant’s LVIA (EA Vol. 2 Part 1A Townscape 

and Visual) provides an unsatisfactory basis for adequately assessing the likely 

impact of the development on views. Whilst he notes that the Appellant has 

provided ‘preliminary alignments’ for some selected views, the ‘photowire’ 

views are unsuitable for the most demanding and sensitive contexts. 

 
6.46 Finally, Mr Boyle considers that the Appellant ‘Design Code controls omit any 

reference to protecting views. The various controls offered will be ineffectual 

in exercising control over and protecting views at the Reserve Matters stage. The 

Parameter Plans and the Design Code secured through a planning condition- are 

inadequate and will severely limit the LPA’s discretion to exercise full control 

over serious shortcomings in the Appeal Scheme at the Reserve Matters stage. 

 
6.47 For these reasons, the development is contrary to NPPF Section 12, Reading 

Borough Local Plan Policies (2019) Policies CC7, H2, EN1, EN3, EN5, EN6, CR2, 

CR3, CR10 and CR10e, CR11 and Section 12 and 16 of the NPPF, The Reading Tall 

Buildings Strategy, The Reading Tall Buildings Strategy Update Note 2018, and 

the Reading Station Area Framework (2010). 

 

iv) Reason for refusal 4  

 
North-South Link 
 
The development as proposed fails to demonstrate that satisfactory direct 
alignment and high-quality design and form of the north-south link can be 
provided in accordance with policy and guidance. Therefore, the 
development is contrary to NPPF section 12, The National Design 
Guide, National Model Design Code Parts 1 and 2, Reading Borough Local 
Plan Policies (2019) CC7, CR2, CR3, CR11, CR11e, CR11g, TR3 and TR4 and 
the Reading Station Area Framework (2010). 

 

 
6.48 As with RfR 1 to 3 above, from an urban design perspective, Chapter 4 of the 

Urban Design SoC (Appendix J) by Michael Doyle of Doyle Design LLP deals with 

the North-South Link. From 4.2 to 4.5.2 Michael Doyle methodically considers 

the background and policy context before analysing the proposal, identifying and 

detailing a series of shortcomings which when combined provide a robust 

evidence base for the reason for refusal. 
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6.49 In section 4.15 Mr Boyle sets out his summary and conclusions on how the appeal 

proposals may not provide a direct alignment and high-quality design for the 

North-South Link from the Station to the River. His findings are summarised 

below. 

 

6.50 The RSAF recognises the importance of north-south connections. The ‘Kennet-

Thames spine’ is identified as a ‘major city spine’ and a public realm priority. 

The link is of strategic importance and high priority. The future alignment and 

form of the North-South Link are not matters of detailed design. Therefore, the 

fundamental characteristics of the strategically crucial North-South Link must 

be sufficiently resolved at the outline application stage - commensurate with its 

strategic important and high priority. 

 

6.51 Providing a high-quality north-south link for pedestrians and cyclists across the 

Appeal Site is crucial to the successful development of this site and the wider 

RSAF area. Paragraphs 5.4.2 and 3 of the Local Plan makes clear that the 

development of the wider station area will allow significant improvements of 

north-south links through the centre, stretching up to the River Thames. 

Achieving this high quality north - south link is one of the main priority for the 

wider CR11e site, and this should be given substantial weight in development 

management. 

 

6.52 It will be demonstrated that the development as proposed fails to guarantee that 

a satisfactory direct alignment can be provided in accordance with policy and 

guidance. The Appellant has not fully identified all land needed to provide the 

link. The proposed building plots directly conflict with several possible direct 

alignments for the link. These fundamental matters require resolution at the 

outline application stage. 

 
6.53 Should the SSE site development fail to accord with Local Plan and RSAF guidance 

(as demonstrated by the current Appeal Scheme for that site), the direct route 

with a direct line of sight will be severely compromised. The strategic 

significance of the North-South Link is such that it must be secured at this outline 

application stage, taking account of several scenarios for the development of 

the SSE site. 
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6.54 Legibility and wayfinding will be undermined by a failure to secure a direct 

North-South Link and alignment of the Reading grid across the MOA. The 

potential misalignment of the North-South Link offers a complicated and unclear 

path that will be difficult to comprehend and, therefore, less attractive. The 

continuity of the link will be interrupted by changes in alignment and shortened 

forward sightlines. Overall, the route will be unclear and illegible.  

 
6.55 Moreover, the alignment is likely to diverge from the ‘Reading Grid’ structure 

and inhibit movement along the link.  

 
6.56 The Appeal Proposals do not support a comprehensive approach and result in a 

less coherent and legible public realm with direct access obstructed by a 

tortuous route. The Parameter Plans and Design Code do not satisfactorily 

resolve the form and alignment across the MOA.  

 

6.57 For these reasons the development is contrary to NPPF section 12, The National 

Design Guide, National Model Design Code Parts 1 and 2, Reading Borough Local 

Plan Policies (2019) CC7, CR2, CR3, CR11, CR11e, CR11g, TR3 and TR4 and the 

Reading Station Area Framework (2010). 

 

v) Reason for refusal 5 

 

Heritage 

 

By virtue of the proposed maximum height and siting of Blocks C and D the 

proposal would result in a detrimental effect on the setting of and 

therefore, the significance of the Grade II listed Main building of Reading 

General Station, the Market Place/London Street Conservation Area and the 

Grade II* Town Council Chamber. The public benefits of the proposals are 

not considered to outweigh the less than substantial harm caused to the 

significance of these designated heritage assets. Therefore, the 

development is contrary to Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) Policies EN1, 

EN3, EN5, EN6, The Reading Tall Buildings Strategy, The Reading Tall 
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Buildings Strategy Update Note 2018, and the Reading Station Area 

Framework (2010) and Section 16 of the NPPF. 

 

6.58 Reason for refusal 5 relates to the impact of Blocks C and D on a number of 

heritage assets. This reason for refusal is partly detailed within the Design and 

Townscape SoC by Michael Doyle of Doyle Design LLP (included as Appendix J) 

and mainly within the Heritage SoC by Nick Bridgeland (included as Appendix K). 

Matters relating to the benefits of the proposals, in the context of whether these 

outweigh the harm caused to the assets identified significance, are detailed 

within this SoC. Michael Doyle in his Design and Townscape SoC (Appendix J) 

concludes on heritage impact matters at 3.15.10 to 3.15.16 which are 

summarised below. 

 

• Two of four proposed tall buildings [C and D] will negatively impact the 

setting of nearby listed buildings. 

• The proposals do not follow from an understanding of the visual qualities of 

the view of the historic station entrance building, which can be characterised 

as a significant view or vista. The proposals fail to protect important views 

with heritage interest. The setting of listed buildings and structures forming 

the setting of Station Square (South) will be harmed. 

• The Scheme will be visible from the Market Place Conservation and the 

Appellant has not examined RSAF View 56 Duke Street and Market Place 

because it falls outside the Appellant’s selection criteria. The setting of the 

conservation area will be harmed by the intrusion of bulky tall buildings in 

views along Duke Street. 

• The siting, heights, and likely massing of tall buildings within Plots C and D 

will harm the setting of Station Square (North and South) and surrounding 

buildings and structures -and townscape as a whole - because they strike the 

wrong balance between continuity and enclosure of views. 

• Evidence will support and reinforce Historic England’s concern that long-

range views of blocks C and D are not sufficiently explored with regards to 

their relationship and impact on the view of the listed station building. 
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• It will be demonstrated that the Appeal Proposals fail to accord with HE 

guidance on tall buildings and his design and townscape evidence will refer 

to the LPA’s heritage evidence as necessary. 

 

6.59 The Council’s Heritage SoC (Appendix K) identifies the relevant national and 

local policy and guidance before setting out the methodology for the assessment 

of heritage impact.  Nick Bridgland then sets out in Chapter 5 the issues that he 

has with the applicant’s heritage appraisal which he summarises in paragraphs 

5.14 to 5.16  

 

6.60 At 5.14 Nick Bridgland makes clear that he considers that the applicant’s 

heritage appraisal has failed to follow the guidance which its claims to follow. 

In particular: 

• The scoping of the assets is based on an arbitrary 500m buffer rather than a 

tool such as a Zone of Theoretical Visibility which might have identified the 

need to look further afield (such as up Duke Street/High Street). 

• The shortlisting of 12 heritage assets (and the exclusion of 31) may be 

reasonable but no reasoning has been provided to explain this. 

• The assessment of significance of the 12 assets within scope fails to explain 

what is significant about them; what matters and why. 

• The assessment of impact provides little explanation for its conclusions and, 

being based on an inadequate assessment of significance, cannot be relied 

upon. 

 

6.61 Taken at face value, the applicant’s own assessment [Table 5.1] has identified 

minor harm to a non-designated heritage asset, minor/medium harm to a Grade 

II listed building and negligible harm to a further 10 listed buildings (one of them 

Grade II*). 

 

6.62 Since negligible harm is still a degree of harm which needs to be considered in 

the light of Paragraph 202 of the NPPF, all these harms to designated heritage 

assets would need to be considered in the planning balance.  This would allow 
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the accumulation of low levels of harm to numerous designated assets to be 

given appropriate weighting.  

 

6.63 In Chapter 6 of his SoC, Nick Bridgland set out a summary of the impact of the 

proposals referring back to the committee report that the appeal proposals will 

cause: 

• a moderate degree of less than substantial harm to the Main Building of 

Reading General Station (Grade II) 

• a low degree of less than substantial harm to the Market Square/London 

Street Conservation Area 

• a very low degree of less than substantial harm to the Town Council Chamber 

(Grade II*) 

 

6.64 At 6.2 he confirms that his evidence will expand on the information provided in 

that Committee Report to provide a dependable and transparent understanding 

of the impact of the proposals on Reading’s historic environment.  It will 

establish the scope of assets for assessment with greater clarity. It will assess 

the significance of those assets in line with Historic England guidance and will 

identify the impact of the proposals on that significance.  By doing so this process 

and the conclusions it reaches will permit a reliable assessment of the heritage 

arguments against policy.  

 

6.65 As set out in the committee report at 18.32, the cause of harm to the Main 

Building of Reading General Station, the Market Square/London Street 

Conservation Area and the Town Council Chamber derives from the scale and 

massing of the proposals and how this affects the appreciation of designated 

heritage assets.  The appeal site is identified in both the Reading Station Area 

Framework and the Reading Tall Buildings Strategy as a suitable location for tall 

buildings.  Notwithstanding this, the RSAF requires that proposals have no 

adverse impact on historic assets and their settings (policy CS33).  Similarly, the 

Reading Tall Buildings Strategy requires that “All tall buildings proposals should 
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… avoid detrimental impacts upon conservation area and listed buildings” (S 6.3 

General Principles). 

 

6.66 In the case of the Main Building of Reading General Station, the Market 

Place/High Street Conservation Area and the Town Council Chamber the 

proposals will create a degree of less than substantial harm (moderate, low and 

very low respectively) to their significance.  As set out in the applicant’s own 

Heritage Statement, Historic England recommends that where harm is identified, 

consideration should be given to options that might reduce or mitigate that 

harm.  Even though the applicant’s own assessment has concluded a degree of 

harm to a number of heritage assets no evidence has been provided to indicate 

that attempts have been made to reduce the harm.   

 

6.67 Finally, he concludes at 7.3 that the proposals will cause harm to a number of 

designated heritage assets and that this harm should be accorded great weight 

in determining this application. 

 

6.68 Mindful that the identified harms to a number of heritage assets, as set out in 

the committee report, and repeated in the Planning Balance section of this SoC, 

the benefits identified by the Appellant are not considered to significantly 

outweigh this harm, contrary to Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) Policies EN1, 

EN3, EN5, EN6, The Reading Tall Buildings Strategy, The Reading Tall Buildings 

Strategy Update Note 2018, and the Reading Station Area Framework (2010) and 

Section 16 of the NPPF. This conclusion is reached when applying a critical 

planning balance of the competing matters. As such, reason for refusal 5 is 

maintained and the appeal should be dismissed on this basis. 

 
vi) Reason for refusal 6 

 

Public Realm 

 

The proposed siting of development plots, the public realm and vehicular 

access arrangements at the interface of the Development with Vastern 

Road, Caversham Road, and the remainder of the CR11e Allocated Site 
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Station, (including integration with the North Station Square, fail to 

maximise and secure high quality public realm, make the most efficient use 

of the site, achieve effective permeability, and fail to adopt a 

comprehensive approach to the development of the Allocated Site. 

Therefore, the development is contrary to NPPF Section 12, Reading 

Borough Local Plan (2019) Policies, CC7, CR2, CR3 CR11 and CR11e, TR3, 

TR4 and the Reading Station Area Framework (2010). 

 

6.69 As with RfR 1 to 4 above, from an urban design perspective, Chapter 4 of the 

Urban Design SoC (Appendix J) by Michael Doyle of Doyle Design LLP deals with 

the concerns that the Council has with the public realm. From 5.2 to 5.5 Michael 

Doyle methodically considers the background and policy context before  setting 

out at 5.6.1 that the siting of development plots, the public realm and vehicular 

access arrangements at the interface of the Development fail to maximise and 

secure high-quality public realm, make the most efficient use of the site, achieve 

effective permeability, and fail to adopt a comprehensive approach to the 

development. 

 

6.70 At 5.6.2 he makes clear that he has concerns with regard to the following four 

interfaces: 

▪ Vastern Road. 

▪ Caversham Road. 

▪ The remainder of the CR11e Allocated Site (RMG). 

▪ North Station Square (north). 

At  5.7 to 5.10 he explains his concerns with each of these interfaces. 

 

6.71 In section 5.11 Mr Boyle sets out his summary and conclusions on how the appeal 

proposals fail to provide a high-quality public realm where the appeal site 

boundaries meet the surrounding areas – the four ‘interfaces’ set out above.  

 

6.72 At 5.11.3 Mr Boyle sets uot that Policy RR6 details specific design quality 

concerns with the siting of development plots, the public realm, vehicular access 
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arrangements. The Proposals fail to maximise and secure a high-quality public 

realm, make the most efficient use of the site, achieve effective permeability. 

They fail to adopt a comprehensive approach to development. He continues at 

5.11.4 that the characteristics of well-designed places are set out in the NDG 

and NMDC 1 and 2 and reflected in LP and RSAF policies. Developments should 

integrate with and respond to their setting, provide an integrated movement 

network, and high-quality public spaces. Based upon this policy background he 

sets out that it will be demonstrated that the public realm interfaces of the 

Appeal Proposals fail to accord with policy and guidance including the NPPF and 

National Design Guidance. 

 

6.73 The Council consider that the Appeal Scheme inadequately responds to the site's 

local context and immediate public realm setting. The potential quality of the 

public realm at the interface with adjacent streets, public spaces and 

development sites is unsatisfactory and unresolved. The Proposals have not been 

designed with full consideration of neighbouring places and will prevent or cause 

unreasonable burdens on the future development of those sites. New public open 

space has not been satisfactorily integrated with surrounding development. 

 

6.74 The Appeal Proposals lack sufficient detail about the future relationship with 

neighbouring sites' potential or planned development. A comprehensive 

approach to the rest of the sub-area has not been employed, including 

transitional spaces to low and medium density residential areas to the north and 

west. 

 
6.75 The RSAF recognises that the redevelopment of large sites (such as the Appeal 

Site) provides the opportunity to secure landscape public space and extend 

public access. The Appeal proposal fails to reflect guidance for Station Square 

North (para. 5.7-8- a high-quality, multi-functional public square, a new ‘town 

square’ with public space and pedestrian movement prioritised) and Vastern 

Road (para. 5.12 - a tree-lined avenue with planted verges). Further guidance 

(para.8.12) on a high-quality public realm link to Caversham Road - the east-

west spine has not been followed. 
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6.76 The RSAF lists Vastern Road as a Public Realm Priority. The aim is to create a 

tree-lined avenue with sufficient planting margins to enable tree-planting of 

scale necessary to frame views along the very-wide avenue and soften the harsh 

dual carriageway environment. The Appellant’s Parameter Plans show a 5m 

minimum setback (PP100) and suggest that the development plots extend up to 

this limit. This sets the edges of development plots too close to the existing back 

of pavement, leaving insufficient planting margins.  

 
6.77 Parameter Plan Plot A is set immediately at the back of the pavement adjacent 

to the Caversham Road/Vastern Road roundabout. This severely limits the ability 

to form a sufficiently generous planted margin to allow tree-planting to create 

the tree-lined avenues envisaged in the RSAF. 

 
6.78 The East-West link, western public space, and interface with the RMG site show 

an unusual dual road configuration that serves the Application Site and the 

adjacent RMG site separately. This arrangement amounts to poor urban design. 

Two parallel roads will mean a vast area given over to vehicle circulation that 

will act as a barrier to pedestrians crossing from one side of the street to the 

other and a general dominance of vehicle movements over pedestrians.   

 
6.79 The Appellants state that Development Parameters require the inclusion of an 

open square between Plots A and B, in the western part of the Application Site 

referred to as (‘Hotel Plaza’). The location and form do not conform either with 

Local Plan Fig 5.3 Station River Major Opportunity Area Strategy or the RSAF Fig 

8.2 - Framework Structure. The proposed public space will not mark the gateway 

of the meeting of the east-west spine road with Caversham Road. 

 
6.80 The Appeal Proposals will frame the northern edge of the Station Square (North), 

which is listed as a public realm priority in the RSAF. This should be high-quality 

public spaces - new ‘town squares’ (RSAF 5.8). It will be demonstrated that the 

proposed arrangement of buildings and vehicle circulation will harm the square's 

setting. The Parameter Plans, DAS, and Design Code contain little or no guidance 

on how the Development will integrate with or help frame, protect, and enhance 

the setting of the Square and the start of the North-South Route.  
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6.81 For these reasons it is considered that the development is contrary to NPPF 

Section 12, Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) Policies, CC7, CR2, CR3 CR11 and 

CR11e, TR3, TR4 and the Reading Station Area Framework (2010). 

 

vii) Refusal reason 7 

 
Daylight/Sunlight (Existing and future residents) 
 
The proposed development would result in unacceptable loss of daylight to 
existing residents at 17-51 Vastern Road and has not demonstrated whether 
acceptable living conditions (daylight and sunlight) could be achieved for 
occupants in the new development. In addition, it has not been adequately 
demonstrated how an acceptable level and quality of private and communal 
amenity space could be achieved for all future occupiers, whilst meeting 
appropriate levels of daylight and sunlight penetration. The proposal 
submission does not also include an assessment of the cumulative impact on 
the adjoining RMG site and the loss of daylight sunlight to the SSE site. 
Therefore, the development would be contrary to NPPF, The National 
Design Guide, National Model Design Code Parts 1 and 2, Reading Borough 
Local Plan Policies (2019) CC7, CC8, H10, and CR10. 

 

 

6.82 Although the proposal is in outline form the Appellant is seeking approval for a 

series of development parameters, which would result in setting various aspects 

such as minimum floorspace, development within specified footprints, min 

distances between blocks and maximum heights.  Therefore, the suitability of 

the effects on daylight and sunlight within the context need to be properly 

considered to ensure that retained and proposed levels would be satisfactorily 

achieved. 

 

6.83 At 5.35-4-5.36 of the Appellant’s SoC it is clear they consider that there is no 

dispute with respect to daylight and sunlight.  However, following an 

independent review of the information they provided as part fo the application 

documentation by BRE, this is not considered to be the case, as set out as 

follows, and ratified by councillors at Committee on 15th February 2022.   

 
6.84 The wording of RfR 7 has been reached following a review of the submitted 

information and of the professional opinion of the BRE.  The BRE has advised 
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that some data is missing and that there are some inaccuracies in the way 

information has been presented. 

 
6.85 Their review of the submitted information concludes that in terms of daylight 

and sunlight the most significant impacts on existing residents would be: 

 

• Major adverse impact for loss of daylight for nos. 21-49 Vastern Road as all 

the windows at the front of the houses would be affected including main 

living rooms, and the loss of light would be well outside the guidelines. 

Although the submitted CHP report does not include an assessment of 

number 51, the BRE considered that there would be a similar loss of light as 

for number 49.   

• Moderate impact for loss of daylight for nos. 17 & 19; and, 

• The submitted cumulative assessment has not considered loss of daylight to 

the 80 Caversham Road proposed scheme, or the loss of daylight and sunlight 

to the proposed SSE site at 55 Vastern Road. These should have been 

addressed in the Environmental Statement. 

 
6.86 In terms of the impact on future residents the BRE concludes that: 

 

• A large number of living rooms in the proposed development are predicted 

to have limited daylight with the submitted CHP report having analysed the 

worst-case rooms on the lower floors of Blocks B and C. This would worsen 

with the 80 Caversham Road scheme in place with 44% of living rooms not 

meeting the minimum recommendation for daylight provision.   

• The sunlight provision in these rooms on the lower floors would be poor, with 

just 12% of living rooms and studios analysed meeting the BRE/BS sunlight 

recommendations with the 80 Caversham Road scheme in place. 

• Sunlight provision in open spaces in the proposed scheme varies, with most 

of the roof terraces and the courtyard to Block B appearing to meet the 

recommendation, while the courtyard to Block C would not. Results are not 

clearly labelled, and it is surprising that the results for Blocks B and C are so 

different when they have a similar design.  

• With the existing surroundings, the Environmental Statement indicates that 

sunlight in the open spaces between Blocks A and B and between Blocks C 
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and D would meet the recommendation, while the space between Blocks B 

and C would not. A cumulative assessment of these spaces with the 80 

Caversham Road scheme in place should have been included in the 

Environmental Statement. 

 
6.87 Following receipt of BRE’s assessment, Officers sought clarification from the BRE 

on a number of matters and BRE confirmed that: 

• Whilst the appellants could improve daylight provision to the proposed 

development at the reserved matters stage, it has not been demonstrated 

how this would be done.  

• Removal of balconies would be required for some of the more obstructed 

living rooms, and this would result in those residential units not having 

enough private amenity space.  

• The appellant has not demonstrated how mitigation measures could improve 

the daylight and sunlight in the scheme. 

• Mitigation is unlikely to make much difference to the loss of light to existing 

residents in Vastern Road, unless the maximum parameters were reduced 

significantly.  

• They disagree with the statement that all neighbouring properties would 

retain appropriate access to daylight. 

• Some windows have not been assessed. 

 
 

6.88 The site currently has limited effects on the daylight and sunlight at neighbouring 

properties, because of the low-rise scale of the retail park and the large area of 

open parking.  Contrary to the view of the appellants, the Council do not accept 

that the outline proposal would retain reasonable levels of daylight and sunlight 

for existing and future residents appropriate for this context.  It is considered 

that the scheme envisaged within the RSAF would have a lower impact on 

daylight and sunlight than that which would arise from the appeal proposals, 

based upon the parameters plans.  

 

6.89 Having reviewed the BRE report and submitted information Officers conclude, as 

ratified by Councillors at the Reading Borough Council’s Planning Applications 

Committee on 15th February 2022, that in terms of daylight and sunlight effects, 
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on both existing and proposed residents, the proposed scheme would be 

unacceptable. 

 

6.90 The proposal is therefore contrary to NPPF, The National Design Guide, National 

Model Design Code Parts 1 and 2, Reading Borough Local Plan Policies (2019) CC7, 

CC8, H10, and CR10. 

 
 

viii) Reason for Refusal 8 

 

Wind 

 

It has not been demonstrated that the proposed development would result 

in an acceptable wind and microclimate environment, such that the 

mitigation measures as set out in the ES would not be sufficient to provide 

the required level of mitigation. This would create a harmful and 

unpleasant environment for users of the site. Therefore, the development 

would be contrary to NPPF, The National Design Guide, National Model 

Design Code Parts 1 and 2, Reading Borough Local Plan Policies (2019) CC7, 

CC8, CR2, CR10, The Reading Tall Buildings Strategy, The Reading Tall 

Buildings Strategy Update Note 2018, and the Reading Station Area 

Framework (2010). 

 
6.91 The Appellant’s SoC assumes that this is not a matter in dispute.  However, this 

is not correct and the application has been reported to the Council’s Planning 

Applications Committee on 15 February 2022 where the Committee resolved to 

agree to 13 reasons for refusal of the proposal, were they in a position to 

determine the outline application.   

 

6.92 Policy CC3 states: “Wherever possible, new buildings shall be orientated to 

maximise the opportunities for both natural heating and ventilation and 

reducing exposure to wind and other elements.” 

 
6.93 This is reinforced by paragraph 4.1.36 to Policy CC8 which states: “One of the 

key concerns of planning is to ensure that new development does not reduce the 



         
RBC Statement of Case APP/E0345/W/21/328974842 

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

residential properties. At the same time, ensuring that new development 

creates a quality living environment for future residents is also critical. The 

policy aims to ensure that existing and additional residential properties provide 

an acceptable living environment, which is a key element of a high quality of 

life. It is applicable to any type of development.” 

 

6.94 In paragraph 5.65 under the heading ‘other matters’, the draft SoCG by Barton 

Willmore incorrectly assumes that, “it is agreed that the Council raise no 

objection to the scheme in relation to Air Quality, Noise and Vibration and 

Wind”.  This is an unsubstantiated assumption, when at the time this was written 

(December 2021), the Appellant was aware that the BRE’s comments on the 

amended scheme were awaited.  Further in paragraph 5.66 it is stated that, “It 

is agreed that any post completion mitigation measures relating to Noise and 

Vibration and Wind, can be secured by appropriately worded planning 

conditions.”  Again, as explained below, this is an unsubstantiated and incorrect 

assumption. 

 
6.95 The Council has used the Building Research Establishment (BRE) on a number of 

occasions as the Council’s expert advisor on wind/microclimate matters for tall 

building schemes in the Borough, for instance, nearby at Station Hill.  BRE’s 

report/advice was received in January 2022.  This section of the statement will 

discuss the proposals and why in the opinion of the BRE and the Council, the 

outline planning application is contrary to policy and harmful, and would produce 

a poor and unacceptable urban environment.   

 
6.96 Policy CR2 requires ‘well designed public spaces’ and CC7 requires places where 

there is ease of movement and accessibility for all.  This includes those who are 

elderly or infirm, those in wheelchairs or with pushchairs.   

 
6.97 The Lawson Comfort Criteria are widely used to determine the suitability of 

urban environments such as this at all times of the year and the BRE has concerns 

with how the study has been presented, which gives an incomplete picture of 

the suitability of the environment, as the Appellant’s consultants have adapted 

their own comfort criteria and the BRE identifies inconsistencies with the criteria 



         
RBC Statement of Case APP/E0345/W/21/328974843 

used appearing to be ‘unusually lenient for some activities’.  For instance, gust 

wind speeds are considered to have been mis-presented.  The figures appear to 

be suggesting that some zones are suitable pedestrian strolling and pedestrian 

sitting, yet others show these areas to have unsafe wind conditions.  The BRE’s 

conclusion on this is that there is something wrong with the approach being used. 

 
6.98 The BRE advises that the level and nature of information submitted in the 

Technical Appendix is not considered to be sufficient or robust.  There are 

several omissions and/or clarifications required in the Technical Appendix, in 

particular with regards to whether the effects of gust wind speed has been 

considered. Section 5.3.47 of the Reading Borough Council Local Plan states that 

‘Wind should be assessed against the Lawson Criteria’, the assessment as 

presented does not fully implement the Lawson methodology because a seasonal 

analysis of wind conditions has not been presented.  Seasonal target wind 

conditions have not been assessed, when only annual data are presented.   

 
6.99 The BRE confirms that the Document Summary to Technical Appendix 9.1 says it 

contains additional discussion on the method, results and mitigation as well as 

further technical details.  The BRE says it does not.  The BRE’s very clear 

instruction to the Council is that, “Given the significant areas of unsafe wind 

speeds predicted to occur on and around this proposed development, it is 

essential that, as a minimum, a discussion of potential or outline mitigation 

measures is included”.  In all, 12 separate areas of clarification/omission are 

outlined from the Technical Appendix. 

 
6.100 The BRE has questioned the level of detail of modelling surrounding 

developments which appear to have over-simplified development blocks.  The 

BRE comments that it does not, in their view, believe that the 

wind/microclimatic conditions will in fact be as bad as presented, but as that is 

what is presented by the Appellant’s scheme, then that is what needs to be 

addressed. 

 
6.101 The BRE advises that at some locations, the predicted wind safety conditions are 

‘not credible’.  However, notwithstanding, the analysis and conclusions reached 
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within the wind microclimate chapter of the ES (Chapter 9) are generally 

considered reasonable and robust, based on the results presented.   

 
6.102 The BRE notes that the Appellant’s wind microclimate assessment predicts that 

there will be several areas around the proposed scheme where the wind 

conditions will be either uncomfortable or unsafe.  Such locations, BRE advises, 

would therefore be unacceptable.  The Appellant suggests the use of mitigation 

measures which could be conditioned and implemented at the detailed design 

stage.  BRE agrees to the Appellant’s suggestion that the efficacy of these 

measures should be established via a wind tunnel assessment.  However, no such 

acceptable mitigation is presented. 

 
6.103 The BRE notes that Policy CR10 (Tall Buildings) does not appear to have been 

specifically cited and therefore considered in the Appellant’s wind study.  This 

may explain why the policy’s requirement for wind mitigation has not been 

presented. 

 
Areas of unsafe wind conditions 

 
6.104 The BRE raises particular concerns for the wind conditions at the ends of and in 

the thoroughfares between the four proposed new buildings.  Areas particularly 

affected are the gaps between the four new buildings, at the northern corner of 

Building A, at the southern corner of Building D and the north-east corner of 

Building D.  In the wind study, these are being a shown as being suitable for 

‘walking’ but according to the Lawson DDC criteria these areas are actually only 

suitable for ‘business walking’.  This is fast, purposeful walking, going from one 

place to another; but such wind conditions are not desirable in this location, and 

the new development would be unlikely to meet the criteria of Policy CR10, in 

the BRE’s view.  The BRE does not see this as an issue of semantics, but of core 

acceptability: it is not acceptable to have a street suitable for purposeful 

business walking, when the predominant use of that street will be residential 

(which is likely to be the predominant use in this redevelopment).  Such streets 

should also be suitable for standing strolling, or sitting. 
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6.105 The BRE considers that the rooftop amenity areas are going to be generally 

unsuitable for the intended pedestrian activity which is stated as being ‘amenity 

use’.  In the BRE’s view, the areas which would be suitable are so small that they 

are unlikely that they could be practically used for their intended purpose. 

 
6.106 The BRE also comments that it appears that the proposed development will 

increase wind speeds in some areas off-site (compared to the existing situation), 

for example the existing building entrances on Caversham Road and the bus stop 

outside the Reading Station Northern Entrance (the Northern Station Square).  

The wind situation could worsen and become unsuitable for the intended 

pedestrian activities, and this effect on the surrounding area should be assessed 

and has not been.  All areas where unsafe wind conditions are expected to occur 

have been assessed as having a ‘major adverse impact’. 
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Could planning conditions be safely used for the scheme proposed? 

 
6.107 The Appellant’s Statement of Case (SoC) states that there are some suggested 

conditions for wind. They state, “In relation to the completed development 

phase, the mitigation measures relating to Noise and Vibration and Wind, as set 

out in the ES can be secured by appropriately worded planning condition and 

are included in the draft planning conditions set out in the Statement of 

Common Ground.”   However, as described above, no such conditions are set out 

in these documents. 

 

6.108 The BRE’s advice was specifically sought that in the absence of having such 

conditions within the appeal submission, could planning conditions (in some form 

of wording) be imposed on the development to address those concerns identified 

in the BRE review?  If not, were these concerns more fundamental and would 

they constitute an objection in terms of wind and microclimatic conditions, 

which are a result of the fundamentals of the scheme as proposed by the 

parameters controlling Layout and Scale (height and massing)?  BRE responded 

by email on 2 February 2022, stating that this was a difficult question to answer 

based on the evidence presented, however: 

 
“Given the height, massing and location of the proposed development, BRE 

agree that in principle, it is likely that a properly conducted wind tunnel 

study would address our concerns regarding the wind microclimate and 

appropriate mitigation measures. 

 
However, the wind microclimate assessment, as submitted by the Applicant, 

predicts such onerous (unsafe) ground level wind conditions between and 

around the proposed buildings and at roof terrace level that in our opinion 

it would be more-or-less impossible to provide the required level of 

mitigation without very significant changes to the massing of the scheme or 

the addition of such extensive barriers and/or canopies, etc. that the 

character of the scheme would be fundamentally changed. 

 
We believe that the wind microclimate assessment as presented by the 

Applicant is flawed and significantly over estimates the extent and 
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magnitude of the unsafe wind speeds around the site. However, this is what 

the Applicant has presented and based on this (and assuming it is correct, 

unless they present evidence to the contrary) then we would have to 

conclude that because the wind conditions are predicted to be so bad then 

the mitigation measures as set out in the ES would not be sufficient to 

provide the required level of mitigation”. 

 
6.109 The appeal scheme appears to have been subject to a computer (desk-top) wind 

simulation study and not tested via placing a scale model in a wind tunnel and 

analysing the effects observed.  The planning application has been submitted in 

outline form and all matters are reserved for subsequent approval.  

Notwithstanding this, the Appellant is seeking to fix a series of maximum 

development parameters via a planning permission and it is therefore considered 

necessary at this outline stage for the decision-maker to be satisfied that a 

comfortable and safe wind environment is capable of being achieved. 

 

6.110 The National Design Guide advises that issues such as wind effects need to be 

resolved satisfactorily and in relation to tall buildings, Policy CR10 states that 

mitigation of effects must be mitigated. 

 
6.111 As set out in other parts of the Council’s Case, the draft conditions (draft SoCG, 

Appendix B) are extremely brief/cursory for this major urban regeneration 

proposal and wholly inadequate. 

 
6.112 The Appellant’s proposed Condition 14 (landscaping) is a very general condition 

which requires a landscaping scheme to be submitted and approved prior to 

occupation.  This proposed condition makes no mention of mitigation of wind 

effects or their necessary performance, retention, or anything else.  Given the 

depth of concerns from the BRE, there may be, as they allude to in their 

comments, the necessity for much more explicit physical structures in order to 

mitigate wind concerns which could include for instance spoilers, canopies, 

louvres et cetera (see example below).  It is unknown at this point what the size 

shape and location of any of these structures would look like and their effects 

on the public realm.  This is assuming that the effects could be mitigated in the 

first place by external means which again raises questions, as at the time of 
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writing there is a failure to demonstrate that the external massing and building 

forms and sighting are suitable.  The Appellant has provided a list of possible/ 

potential wind mitigation measures, however the BRE warns that none of these 

mitigation measures have been assessed, with the reason being given by the 

Appellant that this is an outline proposal.  In the BRE’s view, if the large areas 

of unsafe wind conditions predicted are correct, the possible potential mitigation 

measures are unlikely to be adequate to mitigate the wind speeds over such large 

areas anyway. 

 

6.113 The BRE’s view in para 6.106 above is that it would be ‘more-or-less impossible’ 

for this development to achieve a suitable external environment.  This would be 

a fundamental failing.  There are examples where a failure to correctly handle 

wind effects has unfortunately led to tragedy, for instance, several well-

publicised safety incidents at the Aedas Tower (Bridgewater Place) in Leeds, 

including one in 2011 where winds toppled a curtain-sided lorry, crushing a 

pedestrian to death.  There were recommendations from the inquest that 

surrounding roads were to be closed when wind speeds exceeded 45 mph.  

Following exhaustive investigation into trying to find a solution, giant wind 

baffles were eventually installed near the foot of the building in 2017, at a cost 

to the developer of over £900,000.  This demonstrates the importance of 

ensuring that the wind environment is fit for its intended purpose.  In the 

Council’s view, it would be unwise and unsafe to attempt to control any such 

unsafe situations with conditions, the effectiveness of which are currently 

unknown. 

 
6.114 The relevant policies require a comfortable and safe wind environment to be 

produced for residents and users/pedestrians of the development.  This should 

be a development of pleasant urban spaces, and not providing a series of no-go 

areas on windy days.  Planning permission should be refused on the basis of 

conflict with the above policies.  For these reasons, the demoting of this concern 

to be dealt with by planning condition(s) would not only be unsafe, it would also 

fail the tests for planning conditions (reasonable, achievable, etc).   
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Conclusions on WInd 

 
6.115 The wind study is not sufficient or robust.  Important issues such as comfort 

criteria and mean gust speeds have not been correctly presented.  The wind 

study indicates multiple areas of the site and beyond which are not proven to be 

acceptable for their intended purpose within the correct seasons for such uses.  

Although the predicted wind safety conditions are not considered by the 

Council’s advisors to be credible, it would not be acceptable, on the basis of the 

Appellant’s own evidence/studies, to assume that a more benign wind situation 

would in fact be created.   

 

6.116 It is not considered appropriate to attempt to address these serious safety 

failings with planning conditions. 

 
6.117 In conclusion, the submitted information indicates that wind conditions will 

either be uncomfortable or unsafe and compliance with the above planning 

policies has not been demonstrated. 

 
6.118 It is for these reasons that the Council considers the development to be contrary 

to NPPF 2021, The National Model Design Code (July 2021), Policies EN12, EN14, 

EN15, EN18, CR3, CC7 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019), the Council’s 

Sustainable Design and Construction SPD (2019), Reading Station Area Framework 

(2010), Reading’s Biodiversity Action Plan (2021) and the adopted Tree Strategy. 

 
 

ix) Reason for Refusal 9 

 

Landscape, trees and green network 

 

The proposed layout, scale and quantum of development fails to demonstrate 

the satisfactory delivery of required landscaping principles, appropriate 

protection and retention of protected trees, and hence fails to demonstrate it 

will maximise opportunities to enhance the Green Network. Therefore, the 

development is contrary to NPPF 2021, The National Model Design Code (July 

2021), Policies EN12, EN14, EN15, EN18, CR3, CC7 of the Reading Borough Local 

Plan (2019), the Council’s Sustainable Design and Construction SPD (2019), 
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Reading Station Area Framework (2010), Reading’s Biodiversity Action Plan 

(2021) and the adopted Tree Strategy 

 

6.119 Reason for refusal 9 relates to the impact of the proposed layout on landscape, 

trees and green network. This reason for refusal is detailed within the Natural 

Environment SoC by Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer at RBC, attached 

as Appendix L. In addition, the RfR Public Realm section SoC of Michael Doyle 

SoC also covers this issue as set out at his Section 5. 

 

6.120 It is the Councils position that the requirements for the site in terms of trees and 

landscaping were made clear by the Natural Environment Officer at the pre-

application stage.  Initial comments on the appeal scheme (Sarah Hanson memo 

of 27/04/20) made the concerns clear in relation to trees and landscaping; 

concerns which were not addressed in the October 2021 submissions.  The report 

to Planning Applications committee on 15 February details the concerns with the 

submissions provided. 

 
6.121 Planning Policy and the Tree Strategy make it clear that development should 

allow for successful tree retention and appropriate landscaping, which both 

contribute to maximising the Green Network.  The importance of successful 

integration of existing and new trees on the appeal site is evident from its 

location within a low canopy cover Ward, on a designated ‘treed corridor’ and 

within the Air Quality Management Area.  The successful integration of existing, 

protected trees and new large canopy trees relies on sufficient buffers to be 

provided between them and new building elevations in order to provide a long-

term sustainable relationship without the need to confine the size of trees, 

hence their visual and environmental benefits.  Development proposals must 

clearly demonstrate this ability for proposals to be deemed acceptable. 

 
6.122 The appeal scheme does not demonstrate that the maximum developable 

footprint, alongside the minimum floorspace, as detailed in the proposed 

Development Parameters, would leave the space required for successful tree 

retention and the required large canopy trees and would therefore maximise 

biodiversity opportunities.  Further to that, the lack of confirmation on how level 

changes will be incorporated, the inconsistencies between documents and non-
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committal nature of the landscape principles, as detailed in paragraphs 10.11-

10.23 of the report for Planning Applications Committee, do not demonstrate 

how conditions could reasonably deal with the significant unknowns. 

 
6.123 Therefore, the development is contrary to Policies EN12, EN14, EN15, EN18, CR3, 

CC7 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019), the Council’s Sustainable Design 

and Construction SPD (2019), Reading Station Area Framework (2010), Reading’s 

Biodiversity Action Plan (2021), the adopted Tree Strategy, the NPPF 2021, and 

The National Model Design Code (July 2021). 

 
 

x) Refusal reason 10 

 

Failure to provide appropriate public open spaces 
 
The proposed development fails to provide appropriate, well-designed 
public spaces of a flexible size and shape due to the location and alignment 
of development plots related to the Station Square North and the area of 
open space at the western end of the east-west link, and as a result fails to 
demonstrate that it is part of a comprehensive approach to its sub-area 
which contributes towards the provision of policy requirements for open 
space that benefit the whole area, contrary to policies CR2 b, CR3 ii, CR11 
viii and EN9 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) and the adopted 
Reading Borough Supplementary Planning Document Reading Station Area 
Framework (2010). 

 

6.124 Reason for refusal 10 relates to the impact of the proposed layout on landscape, 

trees and green network. This reason for refusal is detailed within the Natural 

Environment SoC by Dr Carolyn Jenkins, Assistant Streetscene Manager at RBC, 

attached as Appendix M and in Section 2 she sets out the relevant planning policy.  

 

6.125 As Section 3 of her Statement of Case she sets out the Councils case on this issue 

and at Section 5 concludes the following: 

 
• The proposal does not provide the appropriate, well-designed public spaces 

of a flexible size and shape required in terms of:  

a. the transition between the north-south spine and Station Square 

North;  

b. the relationship of Plot D with the east-west Avenue; 
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c. the extension of Plot D to over part of the square from second floor 

level upwards; and 

d. the adequacy and location of the pocket park along the east-west 

avenue. 

 

• The proposal therefore fails to provide appropriate, well-designed public 

spaces of a flexible size and shape due to the location and alignment of 

development plots related to the Station Square North and the area of open 

space at the western end of the east-west link, and as a result fails to 

demonstrate that it is part of a comprehensive approach to its sub-area 

which contributes towards the provision of policy requirements for open 

space that benefit the whole area. 

 

• The failure to make provision for appropriate open space based on the needs 

of the development means that the proposal makes an inadequate 

contribution to meeting the overall need of the occupants. 

 

6.126 It is for these reasons that the Council considers that, with regard to open space, 

the appeal development is contrary to policies CR2 b, CR3 ii, CR11 viii of the 

Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) and the adopted Reading Borough 

Supplementary Planning Document Reading Station Area Framework (2010). 

 

xi) Refusal Reason 11 

 

Sustainability 

 

The application fails to demonstrate a sufficiently robust strategy in terms 

of minimising carbon dioxide emissions, meeting the predicted residential 

and commercial energy targets and selection of most appropriate on-site 

renewable energy technologies, contrary to policies H5, CR10, CC2, CC3, 

CC4 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) and the Council’s adopted 

SPD, Sustainable Design and Construction (2019). 
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 Policy 

 

6.127 Policy H5 ‘Standards for New Housing’ seeks that all new-build housing is built 

to high design standards.  New housing should inter alia, adhere to water 

efficiency standards in excess of the Building Regulations and zero carbon homes 

standards (for major schemes).  All major non-residential developments are 

required to meet the most up-to-date BREEAM ‘Excellent’ standard, where 

possible.  Policy CC2 ‘Sustainable Design and Construction’ requires that all non-

residential development should incorporate water conservation measures so that 

predicted per capita consumption does not exceed the appropriate levels set out 

in the applicable BREEAM standard. Both residential and non-residential 

development should include recycling greywater and rainwater harvesting where 

systems are energy and cost effective.   

 

6.128 Policy CC3 ‘Adaption to Climate Change’ seeks that development proposals 

incorporate measures which take account of climate change.  Policy CC4 

(Decentralised Energy) seeks that developments of more than 20 dwellings should 

consider the inclusion of combined heat and power plant (CHP) or other form of 

decentralised energy provision, unless it can be demonstrated that the scheme 

is not suitable, feasible or viable for this form of energy provision.  Policy CR10(v) 

requires Tall Buildings to “Maximise the levels of energy efficiency in order to 

offset the generally energy intensive nature of such buildings…” These policies 

are supplemented by a detailed SPD, ‘Sustainable Design and Construction’ 

(2019).  Also of note is the Council’s work on the District Heating Network (see 

Appendix O). 

 
6.129 This Major mixed-use redevelopment is a key part of the regeneration required 

in the of the north of centre, north of Reading Station.  It must achieve the 

highest levels of sustainability and efficient use of energy.  These types of mixed-

use developments have inherent sustainability advantages due to their location, 

potentially very efficient use of energy resources and construction and their 

ability to join up with energy systems, either through other buildings/uses within 

the development or in the town centre area. 
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The Council’s Case 

 

6.130 The submitted energy strategy first uses ‘passive’ or a fabric-first (ie. non-active 

energy use) approach and low-energy design technologies to reduce base energy 

demand and CO2 emissions followed by the application of low and zero carbon 

technologies.  These aspirations are considered to be generally sound, but there 

are considered to be several areas of uncertainty and inconsistency at this time.  

  

6.131 The proposed energy (and sustainability) strategy is summarised in paragraph 5.7 

and 5.8 of the Appellant’s Environmental Statement Non-Technical Summary 

(NTS): 

“5.7 Proposed Development Heating  
Residential  
Each of the residential buildings would have their own centralised heating 
and cooling system located at roof level. The proposed system would use air 
to water based heat pumps to serve an energy loop passing throughout the 
building to serve each residential apartment. Within each apartment, an 
individual heat pump system would provide heating/cooling along with 
domestic hot water utilising the energy loop as the prime energy source. 
Final delivery of heating and cooling within each apartment would be by 
radiators and fan convectors.  
Non-residential  
A similar system would be adopted for the non-residential buildings, with 
the exception of using a fan coil unit as the emitter for the commercial 
areas to provide heating and cooling instead of a radiator.  
 
5.8 Proposed Development Cooling and Ventilation  
Residential  
Each of the residential apartments would be fitted with openable windows; 
the specification of which would be determined during detailed design and 
informed by the noise assessment within the ES. In addition, residential 
units would be designed to be dual aspect in nature and to allow through 
ventilation. The openable windows would enable the circulation of clean-
air though apartments.  
Non-residential  
In the event of a non-residential development, mechanical ventilation 
would be provided to the offices. A number of air handling units would be 
provided to serve each building independently. Each air handling unit would 
provide heat recovery and benefit from the free heat generated by the 
proposed development. The air handling units would be located at roof level 
and each building would have stand-alone units. The intake and exhaust 
ductwork would be suitably located to ensure there is no re-circulation or 
near external pollutants”. 
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Zero carbon 

 

6.132 The ‘zero carbon’ aspiration and offer of a carbon homes offset contribution is 

a suitable approach; the question is whether the measures to reduce carbon 

emissions in the first place are sufficiently ambitious.  Residential is likely to be 

the dominant land use and the residential should target ‘zero carbon’ or if that 

is not achievable, it must achieve a minimum of 35% improvement in regulated 

emissions over the target emissions rate (TER) in the Building Regulations 2013, 

plus a s106 contribution of £1800 per remaining tonne towards carbon offsetting 

within the Borough.  The strategy claims a 49.64% emissions reductions over the 

2013 Building Regulations; however, the Sustainability Manager advises that 

there is limited data supplied to support this contention.  Then a carbon offset 

is required by policy.  The target for carbon savings does not appear to be stated.  

Photovoltaic (PV) panels are proposed on the tallest block, but it is stated that 

based on ‘various site constraints’ a 30 sqm PV array is proposed.  The 

Sustainability Manager advises that its contribution to reducing carbon emissions 

would be minimal. 

 

6.133 The carbon savings element of the strategy is not considered to be clear or 

sufficiently robust and should be confirmed to be policy compliant, although 

providing that further calculations are supplied, this matter may be able to be 

agreed and then addressed by a suitable calculation built into the s106 

agreement for the carbon offset (RFR 12 refers) but at the time of writing, the 

lack of clear data means that it is not considered that the predicted energy 

targets for residential would be met.   
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Commitment to BREEAM Excellent 

 

6.134 The policy requirement is for the non-residential element of the development to 

achieve BREEAM ‘Excellent’ which is a BREEAM Score of 70 or above.  The 

Council’s Sustainability Manager is concerned by the lack of information provided 

and the considerable discrepancy between the BREEAM level for the commercial 

element to be committed to by the Appellant (70) and the BREEAM Score 

envisaged where it is claimed that the redevelopment could achieve a BREEAM 

Score of between 82-84.  There is concern as to the robustness of the 

commitment/aspiration, given the significant discrepancy and only pegging the 

development at the 70 level would allow for no slippage at all due to scheme 

design/evolution, which is a considerable risk with an Outline planning 

application.  The usual approach would be to apply a buffer of 2-3 points, but 

this would vary depending on the robustness of the overall approach and risk to 

any scheme alterations.  Whilst it is accepted that this could ultimately be dealt 

with by the imposition of a planning condition, it needs to be clear whether such 

a condition would be reasonable/achievable/meet the relevant tests and at this 

time, the Council consider that this matter needs to be discussed further with 

the Appellant, but providing the information is supplied, it is likely that a Score 

72 or 73 would be appropriate, supported by robust calculations, to demonstrate 

meeting predicted commercial energy targets. 

 

On-site renewable energy options and the district energy network (DEN) 

 

6.135 From paragraph 6.131 above, the strategy appears to promote a system based 

on ASHPs (Air-Source Heat Pumps).  The supporting text to Policy CC4 at para 
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4.1.15 explains that, “air-source or ground-source heat pumps should be 

considered in the first instance, as these methods are less carbon intensive than 

[fossil-fuel powered] Combined Heat and Power”.  The SPD explains in para. 8.5 

that, “the preference for air-source and ground-source heat pumps over CHP is 

set out in the Local Plan, but in general GSHPs should be investigated as a 

priority over ASHPs”. [emphasis added] This is because they enable greater 

seasonal efficiencies.”.   A sequential approach to selection of GSHP vs. ASHP is 

set out in para 8.6 of the SPD:  

 
“Evidence should be provided at the detailed planning application stage 

where GSHP systems are discounted, and ASHP systems selected, with 
the following technical analyses:  

• Calculated system seasonal efficiency comparison; 

• Evidence of any constraints on boreholes related to existing utilities 
or other sub-surface infrastructure; 

• Borehole spatial constraints; and  

• Any other technical reasons why GSHP cannot be progressed and ASHP 
must be taken forward as the primary heat technology.”  

 
6.136 Whilst this is not a Full or Reserved Matters application, it is considered that this 

question needs answering now, as at the moment, the Appellant’s strategy is not 

compliant with the SPD. 

  

6.137 The energy strategy appears to be promoting a ‘CCHP’ system (which is 

Combined Cooling, Heat and Power) for the simultaneous production of 

electricity, heat and cooling all from a single source.  The Council has sought 

further specialist advice on this approach from Martin Crane of Carbon 

Alternatives, who specialises in renewable energy and heat networks and is 

promoting the Reading Town Centre Heat Network for the Council.  A detailed 

technical response to the approach and efficiencies possible is summarised 

below. 

 

6.138 Mr Crane advises that what is described is really an ASHP but with any 

simultaneous heat demands balanced with waste heat from cooling and vice 

versa, before taking / rejecting the rest of the heat into the air.  This is the same 
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approach as used for Phase 2 of Station Hill.  This is an efficient system when 

there are simultaneous loads of equal size, but that is rare.  The cooling from 

the offices and retail could at least heat domestic hot water in to increase the 

amount of waste [note: the application floorspace parameters allow for 52%-88% 

of the floorspace to be residential, so it is likely to be the dominant use], heat 

from cooling being used, but to do this, a sizeable thermal store is needed, as 

the peak cooling loads are early afternoon but the domestic hot water loads early 

morning and evening.  If the heat loads are much larger than the cooling loads, 

there may still be an opportunity for the district heating network to supply the 

heat.  For example, if cooling peak 1MW, but heating peak 2 MW, then some of 

the plant will be for heat demand only, which a district heating connection would 

allow the installed plant size to just be required to meet the cooling load.  

 
6.139 Advice to the Council from Mr Crane is that for this to be a credible alternative 

to GSHP, we need to understand more on the areas of residential / non-

residential with cooling to understand the balance and to understand if it will 

need lots of small heat pumps (which would be harder to integrate with the 

district heating network) or fewer, larger heat pumps.  For example, having all 

the residential served by an LTHW (Low Temperature Hot Water) system supplied 

by one large heat pump would be easier to integrate into the energy network.  

Any reuse of cooling heat makes the system more efficient than standalone ASHP, 

so the approach is not a bad suggestion, but could be better depending upon the 

balance of heating and cooling load.  The aim to maximise efficiencies should be 

to get a district heating connection so some of the heat that cannot be met from 

the cooling loads are from district heating.  

 

6.140 In summary, the Council has been advised that this CCHP system may have 

benefits, but these are insufficiently clear at this time.  The claimed efficiency 

benefits may potentially outweigh the SPD’s approach of advocating GSHP; but 

until proven, the approach is contrary to policy.  At this point in time there is 

insufficient information to conclude that GSHPs should not be used or that the 

correct method of continuing through the correct cascade of options has been 

undertaken. 
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6.141 The SPD identifies this Local Plan allocation site (CR11e: North of Station) as a 

‘cluster’ which is potentially suitable location for a heat network scheme.  This 

has since progressed further and it should be noted that the Council is currently 

progressing the feasibility of a scheme which will centre on sites north and east 

of the station, including the application site, for a heat network, using the 

baseline heat in the River Thames.  This Major redevelopment site is therefore a 

key component of delivering this scheme, for providing table, lowest-cost 

heating across a series of major developments in the north-central area.  A key 

consideration for the Appellant appears to be looking towards the connection to 

the DEN and the most appropriate on-site system looking at that RBC would want 

to engage with alternative on-site technologies, to find the correct balance and 

to connect to the DEN.   

 

6.142 For the reasons above, the Appellant’s energy (and sustainability) strategy has 

not provided a clear and coherent strategy in respect of the necessary policy-led 

cascade of renewable and district energy options.   

 
Conclusion 
 

6.143 It is considered that there may be areas of the energy strategy which may need 

to be revisited as a result of the changes to the plans submitted in October 2021, 

but due to the submission of a large amount of amended material and shortly 

after the lodging of the appeal, there has not been an opportunity to discuss 

these matters with the applicant/appellant and this report must set out the 

issues identified at this time. 

 

6.144 The shortfalls identified in this SoC (questions as to carbon savings, achieving the 

BREEAM level unsupported renewable energy scheme cascade options) therefore 

need to be weighed against the wider benefits of the proposed development 

within the overall Planning balance.  However, it is considered that were there 

various appropriate clarifications which could be received from the Appellant to 
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respond to the queries above and it may be that these matters are able to be 

demonstrated to the Council’s satisfaction and this matter need not be the 

subject of specific examination at the Inquiry.   

 

xii) Refusal reason 12 

 

Failure to secure S106 
 

In the absence of a completed legal agreement to secure an acceptable 
contribution or mitigation plan, towards the provision of: 

 
(i) Employment, skills and training for the construction and end user phases 
of the development;   
(ii) Affordable Housing pre-implementation, mid-point and final outturn 
review mechanism; 
(iii) Off-site open space, leisure and recreation facilities; 
(iv) Transport including: footpath/cycle way enhancements on Vastern Road 

and Caversham Road, provision of pedestrian/cycle route through the site 

before first occupation and associated infrastructure/signage, car parking 

management strategy, signalised crossing, underpass, car club, parking 

permits, travel plan; 

(v) Highway works – S278/38; 
(vi) Carbon offsetting; 
(vii) Public realm; 
(viii) Build to rent controls; 
(ix) Phasing; 
(x) Decentralised energy; 
(xii) Education; 
(xiii) Public art; 
(xiv) CCTV; 
(xv) Monitoring/Legal fees;  

 
Contrary to Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) Policies CC4, CC8, CC9, EN9, 
CR2, CR3, CR11, H3, H4, H5, TR1, TR3, TR5, Employment Skills and Training 
SPD (2013, Affordable Housing SPD (2021), Reading Borough Supplementary 
Planning Document Planning Obligations under Section 106 (2015). 

 

6.145 Had the Council issued a formal refusal decision notice it would have been their 

established practice to attach an Informative on the decision notice identifying 

that this reason for refusal could be overcome by a suitable Section 106 legal 

agreement or unilateral undertaking, in the event of the proposals being 
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acceptable in all other respects. It is noted that the Appellant intends to provide 

a legal agreement within the required timeframes. The Council will be fully 

involved in discussions regarding all elements of the legal agreement with the 

Appellant in this regard. The comments made below are provided solely in case 

the appeal is subsequently allowed. For the avoidance of doubt, the Council 

considers the appeal should be dismissed, but will nevertheless liaise with the 

Appellant to progress a legal agreement in the event the appeal is allowed. 

 

6.146 In all instances it is considered that the above obligations would comply with the 

National Planning Policy Framework and Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) in 

that they would be: i) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning 

terms, ii) directly related to the development and iii) fairly and reasonably 

related in scale and kind to the development. The Council’s reason for refusal 

would remain if the anticipated forthcoming undertaking fails to secure the 

necessary obligations. This will only be able to be detailed once a final version 

of the agreement has been provided by the Appellant, but would relate back to 

the reasons and policies detailed within the reason for refusal. 

 
 

OTHER MATTERS 

 

Flood Risk 

 
6.147 Section 1 of the Committee Update Report makes clear that the Environment 

Agency (EA) have now reviewed the additional clarifications provided by the 

applicant in their submitted flood risk technical note. The EA have confirmed 

that the additional information provides the reassurance that, in principle, the 

required flood water storage compensation can be provided within the site. 

Therefore, the EA would have removed their current flood risk objection to the 

proposed development and requested planning conditions if the application had 

not been referred to the Planning Inspectorate. 

 

6.148 The Council received their formal comments dated 16 February 2022 and these 

are attached at Appendix N and include their conditions that would have been 

requested. 
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Highways 

 
6.149 Overall, the Highway Authority have no objections to the proposals with any 

issues / concerns identified able to be addressed through the reserved matters 

or dedicated planning conditions. 

 

6.150 It is considered that the transport and highway aspects of the proposal have been 

considered adequately by the applicant in accordance with Policies CR2, CR11, 

TR1, TR2, TR3, TR4 and TR5 and the policy guidance contained within the 

Reading Station Area Framework.  The proposal is likely to have a positive impact 

on the highway network because of a reduction in vehicular movements 

compared to the existing use, and the site would be in a very sustainable location 

with respect to its access to a range of modes of transport. 

 
6.151 However, in respect to the dual road arrangement on the southern boundary of 

the appeal site it is considered, by reference to the Appellants Transport SoC at 

5.10, that from a solely Highway safety aspect the Council would not disagree 

with this view, this does however, result in the provision of two roads running 

parallel of each other, one provided within each development site. This would 

likely result in an unacceptable design given the cumulative impacts of both 

developments but would not warrant a reason for refusal on transport grounds.  
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7.0 PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSION 

 

Introduction 

 

7.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 sets out the 

starting point for the determination of planning applications and appeals:  

 
"If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any 
determination to be made under the Planning Acts the determination must 
be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise".    
 

7.2 The Council is currently able to demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable 

housing sites, so the Framework indicates that decisions should apply a 

presumption in favour of sustainable development and, where the development 

accords with an up-to-date development plan it should be approved without 

delay. 

 

7.3 The 2021 version of the NPPF has substantially strengthened national policy on 

design with paragraph 134 stating that: “Development that is not well designed 

should be refused.”  

 

7.4 Whilst the application is in outline the proposals are explained in detail in the 

accompanying application documentation and the revised “Planning Application 

Booklet” (dated October 2021). The Booklet contains the completed application 

forms, certificates, description of development and “Development Parameter 

Schedule and Plans”. The Development Parameter Schedule and Plans set the 

maximum extent of development, the land uses and minimum and maximum 

floorspace proposed. This provides the base for the Environmental Impact 

Assessment (EIA). It is the applicants [now appellants] view that these provide a 

mechanism for the Council to control development by imposing a condition to 

ensure that reserved matters submissions will comply with the Development 

Parameters. Whist this is correct, the converse also applies, namely, if these 

documents indicate a form of the development that is likely to be unacceptable 
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at reserved matters submission then it cannot be satisfactorily controlled by 

condition at outline stage and therefore the only option is to refuse planning 

permission.  

 

7.5 The Site is included as an allocation under Policy CR11 ‘Station/River Major 

Opportunity Area’, specifically part of CR11e ‘North of Station’. The policy 

promotes mixed-use redevelopment, to include ground floor uses such as retail 

and leisure in order to ‘activate’ streets and the new northern station square. 

The policy states that upper floors should include uses such as offices and 

residential. Key aspects of the redevelopment should be to enable a high-quality 

design with good pedestrian links. Moreover, the Council have a duty under the 

T&CP Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 1990, as amended, to ensure 

the setting of listed buildings and conservation areas are not adversely affected 

by new development, unless the public benefits of such development outweigh 

the level of harm identified – provided that such harm falls within the ‘less than 

substantial’ scale. 

 

Benefits 

 

7.6 The appellants in their Appeal Statement of Case set out the economic, social 

and environmental benefits that they consider will arise and should be given 

considerable weight in support of the scheme. 

 

Economic & Social Benefits  

7.7 The scheme would provide up to 1,000 residential units which is a significant 

number. That said, the Borough has a five-year supply of housing and such a high 

quantum of housing is not essential to meet the future needs of the borough.  

 

7.8 The site is brownfield, allocated for redevelopment, and is located in a highly 

accessible and sustainable location immediately adjacent to Reading main line 

railway station and bus stops. It also has excellent access to local shops and 

services being part of the wider town centre.  
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7.9 The provision of housing would deliver a significant New Homes Bonus payments 

and Council Tax receipts. 

 

7.10 The applicants maintain that the inclusion of a review mechanism within the 

S106 Agreement to ensure that should viability improve, affordable housing will 

be delivered to the maximum reasonable amount would be a social benefit of 

the scheme. However, at the present time Officers are not in a position to accept 

their viability assessment. On this basis it is currently not possible to conclude 

on this matter. 

 

7.11 The provision of additional office accommodation and commercial uses will offer 

benefits to the wider town centre, re-enforcing and enhancing its location as the 

main commercial centre within the Borough. It will also create a significant 

number of new job opportunities.  

 

7.12 The proposed scheme will also deliver significant and direct investment into 

Reading Town Centre. The provision of office accommodation and associated 

commercial space will increase the attraction of the centre and encourage wider 

spin off benefits to the centre.  

 

7.13 The provision of residential accommodation will lead to an increase in available 

expenditure within the immediate area through new residents increasing spend 

which will benefit local businesses. The commercial/retail floorspace will ensure 

enhanced access to a range of facilities and services for local residents.  

 

7.14 It is accepted that the scheme will have a positive effect on employment. A 

range of jobs will be created as part of the construction phase of the proposed 

development, and operationally in the office and commercial floorspace upon 

completion. In addition, the S106 Agreement could secure a contribution towards 

a Construction Phase Employment Skills Programme and end user phase 

agreement. 
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Environmental Benefits  

 

7.15 The proposed re-development of this under-utilised brownfield site has the 

potential to enhance the overall attractiveness of Reading Town Centre and 

deliver significant environmental benefits to the local area including a high-

quality link from the north (Caversham) to the town centre as required by the 

Local Plan and the RSAF.  

 

7.16 However, for the reasons set out in the report earlier and summarised in the 

harms below, officers consider that the scheme, as presented, fails to achieve 

this potential, by failing to demonstrate the satisfactory delivery of 

environmental protection and enhancements. 

 

7.17 In summary, and contrary to the assertions of the applicants, Officers consider 

that the development parameters and conditions put forward will fail to deliver 

a modern, high-quality sustainable design and as a result it would be a harmful 

architectural addition to Reading. 

 

7.18 In respect of the transport and highway aspects of the proposal it is concluded 

that the proposal is likely to have a positive impact on the highway network 

because of a reduction in vehicular movements compared to the existing use, 

and the site would be in a very sustainable location with respect to its access to 

a range of modes of transport.   

 

Conclusion on Benefits  

7.19 Officers conclude that whilst there would be some economic and social benefits 

–there will be limited environmental benefits. In fact, the scheme as presented, 

will fail to meet the high-quality design aspects of environmental objectives and 

it is therefore inconsistent with meeting the three dimensions to sustainable 

development as set out at paragraph 8 of the NPPF and this is a matter that goes 

to the heart of ‘sustainable development’.  
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Harms 

 

Scale, height, and massing 
 

 

7.20 Whilst the proposed development has scale as a Reserved Matter, the Parameter 

Plans to be approved at this outline stage propose development plot dimensions, 

the maximum buildings heights for each plot (or part thereof) and the minimum 

distances between plots. Therefore, the Council must consider whether it is 

appropriate for development to rise to these heights on the parcels proposed. 

 

7.21 It is considered that the proposed heights contradict RSAF guidance and that the 

three-fold approach to density, height and mass set out in the RSAF has not been 

followed. Therefore, the combined effect of the proposed height, density and 

mass of the proposed scheme is considered unacceptable. 

 

7.22 The proposals fail to relate positively and appropriately to local character and 

the context of the Site to the detriment of the visual amenities of the area and 

fail to deliver a development of the highest quality in relation to its context. 

The Applicant has not justified these many exceptions to guidance. The 

illustrative scheme set out in the DAS is insufficiently convincing on these 

matters to offset the concerns raised. The proposed scope and depth of the 

Parameter Plans and the Design Code appear insufficient to exercise satisfactory 

control at the reserve matter stage.  

 

7.23 The northern and western benchmark heights of Plot A, B and C do not suitably 

reduce in height on the Vastern Road/Caversham Road frontage. They don’t 

relate well to the established heights of existing development to the west, 

thereby conflicting with the aim of Policy and guidance, which advises that 

development should carefully consider the interfaces and settings of smaller-

scale residential buildings. For Plot C and D, the mass and width - combined with 

the proposed oversailing of the adjacent public realm of Plot D - are likely to 

result in overly bulky buildings, eroding the visual gaps in between. Therefore, 
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it is unclear how the proposed height and massing of Plots C and D will 

successfully fit into the envisaged urban grain of this part of the RSAF area and 

the CR11E site allocation. 

 

7.24 In summary, the proposed heights of the development contradict RSAF guidance, 

and the three-fold approach to density, height and mass set out in the RSAF has 

not been followed. It is therefore concluded that the combined effect of the 

proposed height, density and mass of the proposed scheme is unacceptable. The 

reasons for any exceptions to this policy approach have not been fully justified, 

whilst the Illustrative Scheme (DAS Chapter 6) raises significant concerns that 

the development in accordance with the Framework and Design Code will result 

in harm. 

 

7.25 It is considered that the heights of Plots A, B and C fail to relate to 

the established heights of existing development to the west; and that for Plots 

C and D, their mass, width and height along with 

the proposed oversailing of Plot D over the public realm will harm the setting 

and character of the Station/River MOA. As such, the proposals fail to relate 

positively and appropriately to local character and the context of the site to the 

detriment of the visual amenities of the area and fail to deliver a development 

of the highest quality in relation to its context and therefore the identified 

harms arising from all 4 buildings will be contrary to Policies CR2, CR3, CC7, 

CR10(a), CR11 and CR11e, the RSAF and National Design Guide.  

 

Setting/Views 

 

7.26 In respect of the proposals it is considered that: 

• The view along Station Road towards the Station Square and its Clock tower 

is of strategic importance to the town's image.  

• They will harm this high-quality view and detract from Reading’s skyline by 

crowding views of the Station Clock Tower with detrimental impacts upon the 

existing public realm. 
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• They offer bulky and overly dominant massing with few visible gaps between 

buildings and a failure to offer a sympathetic composition of tall buildings 

gathered around views of the Station and clock tower. 

• The upper storeys will be bulky with no setbacks or modelling of the building 

silhouette (and few controls offered in the Design Code to limit this). 

7.27 The submitted ES (View 25) fails to appreciate the view's significance, mistakenly 

claims the view is not recognised in the RSAF and overlooks the height and 

massing controls in Chapter 6 that specifically reference the areas of special 

control over tall buildings in Figure 6.1. As a result, the ES fails to properly assess 

the scale of harm the development at its maximum height limits will cause. 

 

Layout, routes, and integration - the North-south link 

 

7.28 The site forms part of sub-area CR11e where policy requires explicitly that: “A 

high-quality route incorporating a green link should be provided through to the 

Thames”. The link is strategic and is essential to the broader strategy for the 

area. It is the main priority for this site and is, therefore, central to the success 

of the Local Plan as a whole, the Reading Central Area, the Station/ Riverside 

Area and the Riverside allocated site. 

 

7.29 The overall success of the north/south spine from the Town Centre to the River 

is dependent upon each section or link playing its full part, including the 

connection through the application site. This route should be direct, with a direct 

line of sight between the station square (north) and the River Thames. The 

proposed link is not fully fit for purpose because it does not allow for the route 

alignment to vary in response to the final form of the development of the SSE 

site to the north. The potential future alignments can be successfully 

accommodated within the confines of the site boundary but not within the 

Parameter Plans as currently drafted. 

 

7.30 It is accepted that the Parameter Plans broadly follow the orientation shown on 

diagrams in the RSAF and local plan. However, it does not, and possibly cannot 



         
RBC Statement of Case APP/E0345/W/21/328974870 

take account of the future development of the CR1g site. This would, in turn, 

lead to a heavily compromised north-south route through the area, which would 

fundamentally conflict with one of the overarching movement priorities. 

 

7.31 Therefore, the development as proposed may prevent the achievement of the 

high-quality north-south pedestrian and cycle link. Since the link is an essential 

requirement of policy for this area, a failure to provide a satisfactory alignment 

for the connection through the site such as that this compromises the route is 

contrary to policy.  

 

Heritage 

 

7.32 The cause of harm to the Main Building of Reading General Station, the Market 

Square/London Street Conservation Area and the Town Council Chamber derives 

from the scale and massing of the proposals and how this affects the appreciation 

of designated heritage assets.  The application site is identified in both the 

Reading Station Area Framework and the Reading Tall Buildings Strategy as a 

suitable location for tall buildings.  Notwithstanding this, the RSAF requires that 

proposals have no adverse impact on historic assets and their settings (policy 

CS33).  Similarly, the Reading Tall Buildings Strategy requires that “All tall 

buildings proposals should … avoid detrimental impacts upon conservation area 

and listed buildings” (S 6.3 General Principles). 

 

7.33 NPPF:  Paragraph 202 requires that “Where a development proposal will lead to 

less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, 

this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal 

including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use”.   

 

7.34 In the case of the Main Building of Reading General Station, the Market 

Place/High Street Conservation Area and the Town Council Chamber the 

proposals will create a degree of less than substantial harm (moderate, low and 

very low respectively) to their significance.  As set out in the applicant’s own 

Heritage Statement, Historic England recommends that where harm is identified, 

consideration should be given to options that might reduce or mitigate that 
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harm.  Even though the applicant’s own assessment has concluded a degree of 

harm to a number of heritage assets no evidence has been provided to indicate 

that attempts have been made to reduce the harm.   

 

7.35 Great weight should be applied to the harm to designation heritage assets and 

this balancing exercise is undertaken elsewhere in this report. 

 

7.36  Policy EN1 of the Local Plan is consistent with the NPPF, expecting developments 

to avoid harm to heritage assets in the first instance and requiring that any harm 

is justified, often in the form of public benefits.  No evidence has been provided 

to indicate that attempts have been made to reduce the harm.  Great weight 

should be applied to the harm to designation heritage assets and this balancing 

exercise is undertaken elsewhere in this report. 

 

7.37 Policy EN4 of the local plan requires development to conserver the significance 

of local important heritage assets.  Only one locally listed building, 55 Vastern 

Road, has the potential to be affected in this manner but it derives little value 

from its setting and its significance will be preserved. 

 

7.38 Policy EN5 states that new development should not harm and where possible 

should make a positive contribution to views of acknowledged historical 

significance and is explicit that the list of 9 views itemised in the policy is note 

exhaustive.  It makes particular mention of other views within conservation areas 

or the station area.  The proposals will harm views of the Main Building of Reading 

General Station and the view up Duke Street/High Street as set out above.  

 

7.39 Policy EN6:  This policy is focused on new development in a historic context.  The 

nature of the proposal site is such that this policy becomes relevant largely due 

to the scale of development: the scale of buildings means that the relevant 

context is far broader than site and its immediate neighbours.  No information 

has been provided to indicate how the proposals respond positively to the historic 

environment or how this has informed or shaped the new development.  The 

assessment above has demonstrated that the proposals do not make a positive 

contribution to the historic townscape.  



         
RBC Statement of Case APP/E0345/W/21/328974872 

 

7.40 Therefore, by virtue of the proposed maximum height and siting of Blocks C and 

D the proposal would result in a detrimental effect on the setting of and 

therefore, the significance of the Grade II listed Main building of Reading General 

Station, the Market Place/London Street Conservation Area and the Town Council 

Chamber. This harm caused to the significance of these designated heritage 

assets must now be weighed against the benefits of the proposal. 

 

7.41 As set out in the section titles ‘Benefits’ some limited economic, social and 

environmental benefits of the proposals have been identified but it is considered 

that the public benefits of the scheme are not of sufficient weight to outweigh 

the varying levels of less than substantial harm to a number of heritage assets.    

 

Public Realm 

 

7.42 The proposed siting of development plots, the public realm and vehicular access 

arrangements at the interface of the Development with Vastern Road, Caversham 

Road, and the remainder of the CR11e Allocated Site Station (including Square 

North) fail to maximise and secure high-quality public realm, make the most 

efficient use of the site, achieve effective permeability, and fail to adopt a 

comprehensive approach to the development of the Allocated Site as a whole. 

 

Trees, Landscaping and Ecology 

 

7.43 As set out in Chapter 10, the Natural Environment Officer has a number of 

concerns with respect of trees and the landscaping proposals. The conclusion is 

that based on the parameter plans and Design Code, that the landscaping principles 

sought for the site, as set out in para. 10.11 above, could not be achieved, along 

with the issues identified with regard to trees and landscaping set out at 10.17, that 

the proposal would not comply with the relevant national, local policies and 

guidance and this therefore, is an identified harm which justifies a reason for refusal. 
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7.44 In respect of ecology, officers consider that overall, biodiversity enhancements 

could potentially be satisfactorily achieved with conditions requiring submission 

and approval of details, relating to biodiversity enhancements, boundary 

treatments, lighting and a Construction Environmental Management Plan, 

appropriately worded for a phased development, at the reserved matters stage.  

 

Daylight and Sunlight 

 

7.45 It is the evidence of BRE that the loss of daylight to the front rooms of 17-51 

Caversham Road would be a major adverse impact.  The cumulative assessment 

has not considered loss of daylight to the RMG site and the scheme pending 

consideration, or loss of daylight and sunlight to the SSE site across Vastern Road. 

These should have been addressed in the Environmental Statement. A large 

number of living rooms in the proposed development are predicted to have 

limited daylight. CHP Surveyors have analysed worst case rooms on the lower 

floors of Blocks B and C. With the RMG scheme in place, 79 (44%) of these 177 

living rooms would not meet the minimum recommendation for daylight 

provision. For bedrooms, compliance rates are better with just 14 not meeting 

the recommended 1%. Sunlight provision in these rooms on the lower floors would 

be poor, with just 21 (12% of 180) living rooms and studios analysed meeting the 

BRE/BS sunlight recommendations with the RMG scheme in place. 

 

7.46 On this basis, Officers consider that harm arises on the grounds of loss of daylight 

to existing residents and also that the applicants have not demonstrated whether 

acceptable living conditions (daylight and sunlight) could be achieved in the new 

development. 

 

Wind 

 

7.47 Officers consider that the application has to be considered on the basis of the 

evidence provided to the Council. It is therefore considered that the predicted 

wind conditions would be so bad that the mitigation measures set out in the ES 

would not be sufficient to provide the required level of mitigation. Accordingly, 
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until these issues are adequately addressed, it is Officers view that planning 

permission should be refused on the basis of conflict with policies CC3 and CC8. 

 

Open Space 

 

7.48 It is considered that the proposal fails to deliver high quality open spaces on site 

through the layout of the development plots, specifically the North Station 

Square and the small area of open space at the western end of the east-west 

route, would constitute a reason for refusal, contrary to policy CR3 and the RSAF.  

Furthermore, it is also recommended that the failure to adequately mitigate the 

impacts of the development through the provision of sufficient open space and 

leisure facilities either on-site or off-site, contrary to policy CR3, EN9, CC9 and 

the Planning Obligations under S106 SPD would constitute a further reason for 

refusal. 

 

Sustainability 

 

7.49 Based on the information provided to date, Officers have some outstanding 

concerns in energy terms.  Whilst the energy strategy has benefits in looking 

beyond CHP (Combined Heat and Power technology) and linking in with an ASHP 

system which would appear to link well with the proposed Energy Network, it is 

not considered to be sufficiently robust enough to be able to be supported by 

officers.  At this stage, therefore, there has been a failure to demonstrate that 

the application material shows that the development is suitable in terms of 

sustainable energy and this should form a further reason for refusal.   

 

Conclusions 

 

7.50 The application is required to be determined in accordance with the 

development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. In this 
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instance the harmful impacts of the proposed development and the failures to 

meet all relevant policy requirements need to be weighed against the benefits 

of the proposed development.   

 

7.51 Whilst the development would therefore appear able to fulfil some aspects of 

the three dimensions to achieving sustainable development as set out within the 

NPPF, it is considered to result in very limited environmental benefits, with 

Officers identifying major concerns in respect of numerous design related issues. 

 

7.52 For the reasons set out in the detailed analysis of benefits and harms above, it 

is considered that in this particular instance, the identified material benefits of 

the proposal are not considered to be of such weight to outweigh the harms 

caused by the inherent conflicts with the policies of the development plan arising 

from the proposed development.  

 

7.53 In undertaking this detailed assessment of the proposals, based upon the 

documentation provided by the appellants, the Concil conclude that 

notwithstanding this is an outline application, the parameters plan and other 

documentation establish clear parameters for the proposed development, and 

based upon these it is not considered that any of the concerns arising from the 

main issues identified can be satisfactorily addressed through the imposition of 

conditions.  

 

7.54 After careful consideration of the Appellant’s grounds for appeal and information 

submitted as part of the Appellant’s SoC, the Council remain firmly of the view 

that, having regard to the provisions of the Development Plan and other material 

considerations, including the National Planning Policy Framework 2021 and 

associated guidance, the proposed development refused under reference 

200328/FUL remains unacceptable. 

 

7.55 The Inspector is therefore respectfully requested to dismiss the appeal for the 

reasons set out in this Statement of Case, its Appendices and the Committee 

Update Report. 
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