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(Response from webform) 
Title: Mr 
First name: Henry 
Last name: Hatcher 
Would you like to include the contact details of an agent(s)?: No 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: Policy TR4 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: 
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?: 
Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate?: 
Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is 
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan 
or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.  
Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan 
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters 
you have identified above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each 
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if 
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording or any policy or text. 
Please be as precise as possible.  
Whilst the promotion of cycling is laudable, we have concerns relating to the safety of 
pedestrians, particularly in relation to the Thames Path where the status appears to be 
confused. It's formal classification is a "Footpath" yet it is used extensively by cyclists. We 
have commented on this at length in the past especially in regard to the Council's former 
proposal to convert it to a joint use path. If the current situation is to continue we request that 
Notices similar to those displayed by Remenham Parish Council are erected at intervals 
along the Thames Path within RBC area. A photograph of such a notice is attached. 
Please upload any supporting information (if necessary). 
https://reading.govocal.com/uploads/f737bddd-6c0f-4be6-a1e3-
c28dfb45dbf4/idea_file/file/d3475fc2-30c8-4a8b-b3b6-
d867d0083952/IMG_20241108_114439675_BURST000_COVER.jpg  
Do you wish to make further comments concerning another paragraph, policy or area 
of the policies map?: No 
If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s) please outline why you consider 
this to be necessary:  
If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it 
necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?: No, I do not wish to 
participate in hearing session(s) 
Author name: Henry Hatcher 
  

https://reading.govocal.com/uploads/f737bddd-6c0f-4be6-a1e3-c28dfb45dbf4/idea_file/file/d3475fc2-30c8-4a8b-b3b6-d867d0083952/IMG_20241108_114439675_BURST000_COVER.jpg
https://reading.govocal.com/uploads/f737bddd-6c0f-4be6-a1e3-c28dfb45dbf4/idea_file/file/d3475fc2-30c8-4a8b-b3b6-d867d0083952/IMG_20241108_114439675_BURST000_COVER.jpg
https://reading.govocal.com/uploads/f737bddd-6c0f-4be6-a1e3-c28dfb45dbf4/idea_file/file/d3475fc2-30c8-4a8b-b3b6-d867d0083952/IMG_20241108_114439675_BURST000_COVER.jpg
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Reading Heights Ltd and MYCO Ltd 
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Ribbons, Carolyn 
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(Response from webform) 
Title: Mrs 
First name: Carolyn 
Last name: Ribbons 
Would you like to include the contact details of an agent(s)?: No 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: Kentwood Hill (WR3s)/  
Armour Hill (WR3t) 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?:  
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?:  
Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate?:  
Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is 
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan 
or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.  
As a local resident, I feel strongly that the designation of only part of the land at Kentwood 
Hill /Armour Hill as Local Green Space is unsound.  I feel all of it should be included. If The 
Local 'so called ' charity are allowed to build on this land, we will lose the allotments and 
parking in Armour Hill , as recently illustrated when Dudley Close was closed, will be an 
absolute nightmare. The road  is too narrow . In addition, the wildlife will be lost ( the charity 
at present refuse access for a survey but as an allotment holder, I see and have evidence of 
much wildlife in this area. It would be lost forever. 
Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan 
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters 
you have identified above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each 
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if 
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording or any policy or text. 
Please be as precise as possible.  
Please upload any supporting information (if necessary).  
Do you wish to make further comments concerning another paragraph, policy or area 
of the policies map?: No 
If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s) please outline why you consider 
this to be necessary:  
If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it 
necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?: No, I do not wish to 
participate in hearing session(s) 
Author name: Carolyn Ribbons 
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Ridgepoint Homes 
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(Response from webform) 
Title: Miss 
First name: Emma 
Last name: Runesson 
Would you like to include the contact details of an agent(s)?: No 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: Site Allocation WR3w - 
specific comments on the draft allocation 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: 
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?: 
Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate?: 
Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is 
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan 
or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.  
Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan 
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters 
you have identified above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each 
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if 
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording or any policy or text. 
Please be as precise as possible.  
Please upload any supporting information (if necessary). See separate representation 
Do you wish to make further comments concerning another paragraph, policy or area 
of the policies map?: No 
If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s) please outline why you consider 
this to be necessary: To provide comment on the draft allocation at WR3w - Part of Tesco 
car park, Portman Road 
If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it 
necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?: Yes, I wish to participate in 
hearing session(s) 
Author name: Emma M Runesson 
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Rodda, Matt (MP) 
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Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead 
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Samuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) 
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(Response from webform) 
Title: - 
First name: - 
Last name: Samuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) 
Would you like to include the contact details of an agent(s)?: Yes 
Agent's Title (if applicable): Mr 
Agent's First Name (if applicable): Craig 
Agent's Last Name (if applicable): Stewart 
Agent's Job Title (if applicable):  
Agent's Organisation (if applicable): MRPP 
Agent's Address Line 1 (if applicable):  
Agent's Address Line 2 (if applicable):  
Agent's Address Line 3 (if applicable):  
Agent's Address Line 4 (if applicable):  
Agent's Telephone Number (if applicable): 
Agent's Post Code (if applicable): 
Agent's E-mail Address (if applicable): craigstewart@mrpp.co.uk 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: CR14s 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: 
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?: 
Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate?: 
Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is 
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan 
or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.  
Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan 
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters 
you have identified above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each 
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if 
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording or any policy or text. 
Please be as precise as possible.  
Please upload any supporting information (if necessary). See separate representation 
Do you wish to make further comments concerning another paragraph, policy or area 
of the policies map?: No 
If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s) please outline why you consider 
this to be necessary:  
If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it 
necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?: Yes, I wish to participate in 
hearing session(s) 
Author name: Craig Stewart  
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SEGRO plc 
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SH Reading Master LLP 
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Sharpe, John 
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Sims, Hazel 
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(Response from webform) 
Title: Mrs 
First name: Hazel 
Last name: Sims 
Would you like to include the contact details of an agent(s)?: No 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: Kentwood Hill tilehurst 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?:  
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?: No 
Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate?: No 
Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is 
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan 
or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.  
The LGS status should be given to all of the land as requested and not just the small change 
to site WR3s. All of the space meets the LGS criteria (in reasonably close proximity to the 
community it serves; is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular 
local significance because of the richness of its wildlife; and is local in character and is not 
an extensive tract of land) 
It is unsound of RBC Officers to take the view of the landlord TPLC and their agents who 
want to develop the land when LGS is about allowing local communities to protect green 
space that’s important to them 
It ignores all the evidence submitted of the variety of wildlife found across all of the land 
(over a 100 different species) and expert opinions from CPRE England, BBOWT, Badgers 
Trust and Rural England 
All of the land is vital to support the wildlife for hunting, breeding, foraging and refuge so it’s 
flawed environmental reasoning to suggest that small areas of land of 'greatest importance 
for wildlife' would not be adversely affected by development of broader hunting, foraging 
grounds. Some species - bats and birds - identified predominantly in skies around the 
builders yard and on Armour Hill  
There is also a stark contrast between what is expected to be provided for granting LGS 
designation to these sites compared to that of previous designations (like the Victoria Rec 
and the allotments) and the new additional proposed LGS in this partial plan update of the 
Ibis Sports Club (a private club with playing fields adjacent to RBC owned Rivermead centre) 
Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan 
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters 
you have identified above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each 
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if 
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording or any policy or text. 
Please be as precise as possible.  
Please upload any supporting information (if necessary).  
Do you wish to make further comments concerning another paragraph, policy or area 
of the policies map?: No 
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If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s) please outline why you consider 
this to be necessary:  
If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it 
necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?: No, I do not wish to 
participate in hearing session(s) 
Author name: Hazel Sims 
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Solly, George and Katherine 
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Sorbon Estates Ltd 
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The Site’s development form and landscape-led 
approach allows for a diverse variety of public, semi-
private and private open spaces and play spaces. 

1.	 Landscape Led Streets
Drawing the major blue and green networks through the 
streetscape and public spaces allows for high-quality 
shared open space and play spaces.  

2.	 Semi-Private Courtyards
A courtyard based design approach allows for shared 
semi-private residential podium gardens which promote 
community interaction. 

3.	 Shared Streets and Spaces
Opportunity for shared spaces and streets in which 
vehicles are able to pass and move but do not dictate 
the movement hierarchy or dominate the space. Such an 
approach provides an opportunity for the streetscape to 
be landscape and community-led. 
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THE MASTERPLANTHE MASTERPLAN
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2

6

The Concept Masterplan demonstrates one option 
how The Site is suitable for the delivery of a sustainable 
gateway development. It demonstrates the capacity 
for at least 240 high-quality new homes, including 
approximately 50% family homes (3 Bed +) in the form of 
maisonettes. 

The Concept Masterplan delivers the following features:

1. Holy Brook landscape corridor which connects 
Holy Brook Meadow to Rose Kiln Lane and the wider 
connectivity network. Development fronting this corridor 
fluctuates in distance but maintains a formal frontage to 
ensure activation and safe use of the space. 

2. Informal western frontage facing Holy Brook 
Meadow. The varied facade angle and lower scale 
development form respects and softens views of the 
development when viewed from Holy Brook Meadow. 

3. Landscape fingers draw the high-quality blue 
and green networks surrounding The Site into the 
development and its open spaces. These landscape-led 
spaces are pedestrian and cycle priority and can contain 
SuDs features where necessary. 

4. Shared open space to the south of the development 
allows vehicular and cycle movement to access the 
parking podium. 

5. Podium level residential courtyards within each 
development plot provides the opportunity for private 
and semi-private community open space and play space.

6. Potential Footpath connections within Sorbon 
Estates’ wider ownership would allow the development 
to connect into the existing footpath network and the 
community to benefit from this feature. 

General:
Development orientation layout, scale and form 
has been designed in such a way to ensure high-quality 
climatic conditions within the units, within residential 
courtyards and public open spaces.

Reading Link Gateway Boundary Sorbon Estates Wider Ownership

1

F igure 7 :  Concept Masterplan
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Sorbon Estates Wider Ownership
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ILLUSTRATIVE 
VIEWS 

COLEY 

RECREATION 

GROUND

ROSE KILN

 LANE

HOLY BROOK 

MEADOW

RIVERSIDE VIEW

RIVER KENNET

The Concept Illustrations demonstrates one option 
how The Site is suitable for the delivery of a sustainable 
gateway development. It demonstrates how the following 
features could be integrated:

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6Holy Brook landscape corridor 

Informal western frontage 

Landscape fingers 

Shared open space 

Podium level residential 
courtyard

Potential footpath connections 

Gateway buildings within the 
silhouette of Reading

F igure 8 :  Concept Illustration 1

F igure 9 :  Concept Illustration 2
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South Oxfordshire District Council and Vale of White 
Horse District Council 
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(Response from webform) 
Title: Mrs 
First name: Emma 
Last name: Baker 
Would you like to include the contact details of an agent(s)?: No 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: Multiple policies 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: Yes 
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?:  
Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate?: Yes 
Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is 
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan 
or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.  
Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan 
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters 
you have identified above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each 
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if 
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording or any policy or text. 
Please be as precise as possible.  
Please upload any supporting information (if necessary). See separate representation 
Do you wish to make further comments concerning another paragraph, policy or area 
of the policies map?: No 
If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s) please outline why you consider 
this to be necessary: 
If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it 
necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?:  
Author name: Emma Baker 
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Policy and Programmes 
HEAD OF SERVICE: Tim Oruye 

 

                                                                                                                  

Planning Policy Team 
Reading Borough Council 
Civic Offices 
Bridge Street 
RG1 2LU 

    

CONTACT OFFICER: Emma Baker 

emma.baker@southandvale.gov.uk 
Tel: 01235 422422  

Textphone: 18001 01235 422422 
 

Abbey House, Abbey Close, Abingdon, 
OXON, OX14 3JE 

 

  

 
          
17 December 2024 

         
 Dear Planning Policy Team 
  

 
We're grateful for the opportunity to participate in the Regulation 19 Consultation for the 
Reading Local Plan partial update. 
 
We note that you are partially updating the December 2019 Reading Local Plan, which 
will soon be over five years old. The plan's end date will be extended from 2036 to 2041. 
We see the partial update affects approximately half of the policies within the 2019 Local 
Plan, and that other policies are to be carried forward. 
 
Vision and Strategic Objectives 
 

We generally believe the proposed themes and the Reading Local Plan vision are sound. 
The updated policies' ambitious climate and environmental vision, aiming for net-zero 
carbon emissions in Reading by 2030 to combat the climate emergency, has our support. 

 
Spatial Strategy 
 
We support the proposed spatial strategy updates, which remain focused on Central 
Reading and remain an appropriate sound strategy for Reading. Likewise, the South and 
Vale spatial strategy in our emerging Local Plan does not focus development near 
Reading.  
 

Climate Change 

A new objective targeting climate change issues has been added to the local plan's partial 
update: ‘Respond to the climate emergency by contributing to achieving a net zero carbon 
Reading by 2030’.  

Policies in the Plan are then enhanced to help achieve this objective. 
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We support the focus in the cross cutting policies on seeking to achieve the net zero 
carbon Reading by 2030 objective.  

However, policies CC2 and H5 require all new build housing to be built to the optional 
water efficiency standard (under Regulation 36(3) of the Building Regulations) to achieve 
water neutrality ‘where possible’. We think you would be justified in going further and 
making your policies more effective, given the area is under serious water stress as per 
the Environment Agency classification, and the general population growth that remains 
higher than the national average. By way of example, in our Joint Local Plan which we 
recently submitted for examination, we have proposed a higher water efficiency standard 
in JLP Policy CE7 of water use not exceeding 100 litres per person per day, or any future 
tighter standard that may replace this. We have also produced a Water Efficiency Topic 
Paper, available here.  

Housing Need and Requirements 

The Government sets out in the NPPF/PPG that it expects all authorities to follow the 
standard method to determine the number of homes needed, unless exceptional 
circumstances justify an alternative approach, which also reflects current and future 
demographic trends and market signals (December 2023 National Planning Policy 
Framework paragraph 61).  

We support Reading’s proposed housing requirement and believe it to be sound. Reading 
Borough Council has a revised Housing Needs Assessment (July 2024) which has 
identified a local housing need of 735 homes per year to 2041, which is lower than the 
standard method. We support the exceptional circumstances that justify the alternative 
approach to the standard method proposed by the Council in the Housing Provision 
Background Paper (November 2024).  

Reading has a Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment confirming the ability 
to meet needs in full to 2041, delivering 825 homes per year. This means that there is no 
expectation of unmet housing need needing to be planned for by neighbouring local 
authorities. 

Employment Need and Supply 

 
Reading Borough Council identifies the need for additional office and industrial floorspace. 
Existing allocations and as yet un-implemented permissions, plus windfall employment 
sites will contribute towards meeting this employment need. We believe the employment 
strategy to be sound.  
 

Infrastructure 

The strategy outlined in the Plan for the provision of strategic infrastructure to facilitate the 
proposed development is detailed in section 10.3 of the Plan, along with the corresponding 
Table 10.2. This table summarises the Council’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and 
the necessary components to support anticipated growth.  
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Table 10.2 identifies the Third Thames Crossing as a north-south route across the River 
Thames via a new road, public transport and active travel bridge and associated mitigation 
measures on the road network. You will be aware that there has not been enough work 
undertaken on the impact that this new road bridge would have on the Oxfordshire road 
network or the necessary mitigation measures needed. It is also not clear how the bridge 
and suitable road connections would be funded.  

Table 10.2 also identifies a series of Park and Ride Mobility Hubs, and corridors where 
these hubs would be proposed - including three routes crossing the boundary with South 
Oxfordshire, although no sites are identified. Further work is needed to understand how 
these hubs could reduce car dependency and effective use of land.  

Figure 8.1 in the Plan contains an Emmer Green area strategy, showing route arrows and 
park and ride symbols inside South Oxfordshire. This is not appropriate, given our 
adjoining district is not covered in the scope of Reading’s Local Plan, and we ask that you 
amend the diagram. There is no evidence of the financially viability of these proposals and 
further work would be needed on the impacts on surrounding areas.  

For these reasons we believe Section 10 currently to be unsound because it is not justified, 
not consistent with national policy, nor is it effective. 

Duty to Co-operate 

On 23 August 2024 Reading Borough Council communicated with local planning 
authorities within a 10km radius regarding housing need. The purpose of this 
communication was not to announce an unmet housing need, but rather to explore the 
potential for accommodating any unmet need should the Partial Update be informed by 
an alternative (the standard method). This unmet need was projected to total 954 homes 
to 2041.  
 
Out of the nine authorities contacted, eight provided responses, with most indicating an 
inability to meet the identified need. Furthermore, the majority expressed that addressing 
this need at this stage was premature, as the standard method does not reflect the 
evidenced housing demand.  
 
South and Vale consider that: 

• The policies on housing need and employment need in the Reading Local Plan 
update have met the Duty to Cooperate legal test; 

• Reading has collaborated closely throughout the process with South Oxfordshire and 
Vale of White Horse on potential strategic planning matters during the preparation of 
the Local Plan partial update and the Joint Local Plan for South and Vale; 

• There are cross-boundary matters and ‘live’ issues that require continuous 
engagement with Reading Borough Council. 

 
Yours sincerely 
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Emma Baker 
Planning Policy Team leader 
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Sport England 
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Rejwerska, Marcelina

From: Bob Sharples <Bob.Sharples@sportengland.org>
Sent: 11 December 2024 07:36
To: Planning Policy
Cc: Stanesby, Ben
Subject: Reading Local Plan - Partial Update - Sport England ref: SP/23/00005849

 Warning! This mail is from an external sender - please do not click any links or open any 
attachments unless you trust this sender, and know the content is safe  For the attention of  

RBC, BFfC Staff and Councillors 

Good morning, 
 
Thank you for inviting Sport England to comment on the Reading Local Plan – Partial Update.  
 
The following our comments on the plan: 
 
4.1.32 We are disappointed that the reference to Active Design has been struck out.  There are 
other local plans where Active Design is referenced.  We would be grateful if it could be explained 
why it has been removed. 

 

4..30 – the link to the Council’s open spaces strategy does not work.  However, the playing pitch 
strategy, which is dated November 2021, is considered by Sport England to be coming to the end 
of its life as it has not been kept up to date.  

 

OU1: NEW AND EXISTING COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Sport England is supportive of this policy as it aligns with the National Planning Policy Framework 
Paragraph 103 and our own planning policies to protect playing fields. 

However, should the bullet points not be a, b, and c which are struck through and not b, c and 
d.  there is no a. 

 

WR1: DEE PARK – Sport England is supportive of this policy however the requirement any new 
sports facilities need to be based on a robust evidence base e.g an up to date robust built facility 
strategy, (BSF)  and playing pitch strategy, (PPS).  The current Reading PPS is coming to the end 
of its life, whereas there is no BFS. 

 

WR2: PARK LANE PRIMARY SCHOOL, THE LAURELS AND DOWNING ROAD 

This policy is weak and could be considered to be contrary to National Planning Policy 
Framework.  The current PPS is coming to the end of its life, and we do not think it justifies the 
loss of the playing fields. Secondly the NPPF does not allow for  Improvements to pitches 
elsewhere will be necessary to help to offset the loss of playing fields.  This should be omitted and 
replaced by the loss of playing field should be replaced to bring into line with the NPPF paragraph 
103. 

 



2

ER2: WHITEKNIGHTS CAMPUS, UNIVERSITY OF READING – Sport England is supportive of 
the principles of this policy but would seek to have clear justification for any new sports facilities 
and would seek to have them accessible by the local community, via a community use condition. 

 

Table 10.2 Summary Infrastructure Delivery Schedule 

Sport England is very supportive of RBC’s desire for the updating and improving Reading’s indoor 
and outdoor sports provision.  However, this need to be done by having a robust evidence basis 
such as a built facilities strategy, (BFS) and playing pitch strategy, (PPS).  The current Reading 
PPS is coming to the end of its life, whereas there is no BFS.   

Once these strategies are in place they need to be kept up to date, unlike what has happened 
with the current PPS. 

Please feel free to contact me if you require any clarification. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Bob 
 

Bob Sharples RIBA ARB MRTPI  Principal Planning Manager - South Team Planning & Active Environments 

M: 07830315030  

We have updated our Privacy Statement to reflect the recent changes to data protection law but rest assured, we will 
continue looking after your personal data just as carefully as we always have. Our Privacy Statement is published on 
our website, and our Data Protection Officer can be contacted by emailing Gaile Walters  

 
The information contained in this e-mail may be subject to public disclosure under the Freedom of 
Information Act 2000. Additionally, this email and any attachment are confidential and intended 
solely for the use of the individual to whom they are addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, 
be advised that you have received this email and any attachment in error, and that any use, 
dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying, is strictly prohibited. If you voluntarily provide 
personal data by email, Sport England will handle the data in accordance with its Privacy Statement. 
Sport England’s Privacy Statement may be found here https://www.sportengland.org/privacy-
statement/ If you have any queries about Sport England’s handling of personal data you can contact 
Gaile Walters, Sport England’s Data Protection Officer directly by emailing DPO@sportengland.org  
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Stantec UK Limited 
The Blade 

Abbey Square 
Reading  

RG1 3BE 
UNITED KINGDOM 

16th December 2024 

Our Ref: 333100737/A3/EE/KC 

Planning Policy Team 
Reading Borough Council 
Civic Offices 
READING 
RG1 2LU 

Dear Sir/Madam 

LOCAL PLAN PARTIAL UPDATE: PRE-SUBMISSION DRAFT CONSULTATION  
REPRESENTATIONS SUBMITTED ON BEHALF OF ST EDWARD HOMES LIMITED 

We write on behalf of our client, St Edward Homes Limited (St Edward), in response to Reading Borough 
Council’s consultation on Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan Partial Update.  

As background, St Edward own land at Green Park Village which is promoted for residential development 
as set out in the representations below.   

These representations comment on the proposed Local Plan Partial Update and its associated evidence 
base, focusing upon the Council’s proposed approach to addressing housing needs in the Borough and 
responding to the risks posed by hazardous installations.  

Spatial Strategy 

We support the continued reference within the Spatial Strategy to South Reading as a location for meeting 
much of the development needs other than those provided for in Central Reading, as set out at paragraph 
3.2.1 of the consultation document. South Reading presents opportunities for highly sustainable 
development which benefits from connectivity to Central Reading and the wider area via a range of 
sustainable modes including train and bus.  

As detailed further below, land at Green Park Village in South Reading presents an opportunity for 
sustainable development which would contribute towards meeting housing needs in a manner consistent 
with the proposed spatial strategy.  

Policy EN19: Urban Greening Factor 

We support the Council in seeking to achieve green coverage in the Borough, however it will be important 
that Policy EN19 does not unnecessarily inhibit development, especially when considered alongside 
biodiversity net gain requirements.  

The provision of a 10% biodiversity net gain will result in additional green coverage, unless a site is 
exempt. The evidential basis for imposing, as opposed to encouraging, additional provision is therefore 
unclear. We therefore do not consider the policy to be sound. 

If a policy requiring urban greening is considered necessary, to ensure that the policy does not inhibit 
development, it will be important that the score required is based on a realistic understanding of what can 
feasibly be delivered by development. We consider that additional work is necessary to establish scores 
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that can feasibly be provided (on all potential types of development) before a policy requirement is 
imposed. In the absence of sufficient evidence, the soundness of the policy as drafted is questioned.  
 
Policy should also recognise that there will be some circumstances where the provision of a sizeable 
quantum of additional green coverage may be unachievable, for example on small, high-density 
developments. In the context of the development needs of the Borough, there is therefore a need for 
flexibility so that the land available for development can be used efficiently. Such flexibility is afforded in 
respect of biodiversity net gain, for example by enabling off-site provision where necessary, and so not 
having any flexibility in Policy EN19 could lead to development being inhibited.  
 
Policy H1: Provision of Housing 
 
We note that Policy H1 proposes the provision of 825 dwellings per annum. Whilst we welcome the 
increase in proposed housing provision compared to that proposed at Regulation 18 stage (800dpa), we 
question whether this figure is based on robust evidence and therefore sound.  
 
Paragraph 4.4.2 outlines that the current standard methodology calculates a need of 878 homes, stating 
that ‘the methodology includes a 35% uplift which makes a significant difference to the level of homes 
proposed, but which is not based on actual levels of local need’.  
 
Paragraph 4.4.3 goes on to establish that the 2024 Housing Needs Assessment identifies a housing need 
of 735dpa and there are considered to be exceptional circumstances justifying using this assessment 
rather than the standard methodology. This is explained to be because ‘Reading is in the unusual situation 
that the standard methodology (if the urban uplift is excluded) would result in a housing need that is too 
low, whilst the inclusion of the urban uplift results in a housing need that is too high’ and Reading is the 
smallest of the authorities affected by the urban uplift ‘which makes the application of an arbitrary urban 
uplift that applies only to the biggest cities inappropriate’.  
 
In paragraph 4.4.4 it is explained that in the context of national policy supporting significant boosting of 
housing delivery, housing delivery has been considered and the assessed capacity of 825dpa is proposed 
to be used as the annual requirement.  
 
We welcome the consideration of available capacity within the Borough and decision to pursue a greater 
level of housing delivery that the local assessment of need has identified as required. However, it is 
considered that there are opportunities for additional housing delivery, as we discuss further below, which 
would support an increased housing requirement in Policy H1.  
 
Moreover, it is considered that housing need is greater than the Local Plan and its evidence base 
suggests. Changes to the standard methodology introduced on 12th December 2024 result in a 
substantially greater housing need figure for Reading of 1,028dpa.  
 
In our view, the Local Plan should reflect the latest understanding of housing need and plan to meet that 
need in its entirety if it is to be positively prepared and sound. Planning for the identified housing need in 
full now is the only way to ensure that needs will be properly addressed and a significant boost to the 
supply of homes achieved, in line with the Government’s objective as stated at paragraph 60 of the NPPF 
(December 2023). 
 
Additional sites are available which could support the provision of additional housing to meet needs, for 
example Land at Green Park Village, as we discuss further below. 
 
Policy H5: Standards for New Housing 
 
The Berkeley Group are highly sustainable in terms of the homes and places they create, the way they 
build, and the way they run their company. This is evident in their climate action and nature recovery 
programmes, which started many years before legislation required them to act.  
 
The Berkeley Group’s ‘Our Vision 2030’ is an integrated and holistic strategy to maximise their positive 
impact through 10 strategic priorities, including climate action and nature.  
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Within this context, St Edward welcome and support the Council’s efforts to promote high levels of 
sustainability.  
 
However, a statement given in the House of Commons (on 13th December 2023) has outlined that the 
Government does not expect plan-makers to set local energy efficiency standards for buildings that go 
beyond current or planned buildings regulations. Moreover, it has advised that any planning policies that 
propose local energy efficiency standards for buildings that go beyond current or planned buildings 
regulation should be rejected at examination if they do not have a well-reasoned and robustly costed 
rationale. It is unclear what evidence has been prepared to justify the proposed requirements within Policy 
H5. In this context, the soundness of the policy is questioned. 
 
Policy OU2: Hazardous Installations 
 
We note that changes are proposed to reflect the updated Detailed Emergency Planning Zone (DEPZ) 
prepared in 2020, including an additional clause which deals specifically with development in the DEPZ 
for AWE Burghfield. The proposed text makes it clear that proposals will be judged in terms of their impact 
on the security and future of AWE B and whether the impact of increases in population within the DEPZ 
can be accommodated within the Burghfield Off-Site Emergency Plan (or its successor).  
When applying the policy, it will be important that the scale of development proposed, its location, the 
population distribution of the area and the impact on public safety, including the impact of development 
on blue light services and the Off-Site Emergency Plan in the event of an emergency are considered. This 
will allow proper consideration of the risks posed.  
 
The recent decision in the redetermined appeal at The Hollies in West Berkshire1 has demonstrated that 
while there are very real risks, these are small, and development can also bring many benefits. This case 
proves that there are available sites which are capable of being developed safely with the DEPZ, 
delivering many benefits including the provision of housing. In this regard, if it is to be sound, it is vital that 
Policy OU2 takes account of the benefits that development could deliver as well as the risks that it could 
pose, allowing for an appropriate balance to be achieved.  
 
We welcome the reference to the Plan or its successor and consider reference to potential future 
alternative plans is important for soundness given the potential for future updates or changes.   
 
However, development sites may be able to demonstrate that any risks they generate are mitigated 
through other measures including sufficient alerting and shelter arrangements which will alleviate the 
potential impact on the authorities responding to the off-site consequences of an incident at AWE 
Burghfield.   
 
In this regard, by focusing only on the Off-Site Emergency Plan rather than also allowing for alternative 
routes to demonstrating safety, the proposed policy wording will potentially inhibit development which 
could otherwise be safely occupied. The benefits which could be delivered by development, including 
much needed homes, could be unnecessarily foregone as a result. In the context of an identified need for 
housing in the Borough, we do not therefore consider that the policy is positively prepared or sound.  
 
We therefore recommend that the policy is worded so as to allow for such circumstances by requiring that 
increases in population within the DEPZ will not be acceptable unless appropriate emergency plans are 
in place. The policy could also require pre-application engagement with Emergency Planners to ensure 
that safety measures are appropriately considered.  
 
St Edward are working with Emergency Plan specialists to ensure that development at land at Green Park 
Village could be supported by appropriate safety measures. This will ensure that measures are in place 
to secure the safety of residents of the site, without adversely affecting the safety of residents of other 
areas of the DEPZ. We note that the Statement of Consultation following the Regulation 18 consultation 

 
 
 
1 Appeal Ref: APP/W0340/W/22/3312261, allowed 18th November 2024 
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identifies that the site is located within the DEPZ and would lead to an increased population in this area 
which is not considered likely to be supportable by the Off-Site Emergency Plan. However, it may be 
possible to develop the site in a manner which can be accommodated within the Emergency Plan. 
Moreover, the provision of appropriate safety measures may mean that development can be provided 
without creating an undue safety risk.  
 
Policy SR4: Other Sites for Development in South Reading 
 
Further to our comments above in relation to the spatial strategy, we support South Reading being a focus 
for development. South Reading is well connected to the town centre and surrounding area, with 
connectivity enhanced through the opening of Green Park train station in 2023. The area offers an 
opportunity to provide for development needs in an accessible location. Land at Green Park Village is 
promoted by St Edward as a site suitable for residential development in this area for inclusion in Policy 
SR4. 
 
Land at Green Park Village, Flagstaff Road (Sou4) 
 
Land at Green Park Village is a 0.24ha site that has been promoted through the Council’s Call for Sites 
exercise. The site, shown on the submitted Location Plan (drawing reference 27429-Phase-003 Rev P1) 
forms part of Green Park Village located in South Reading for which planning consent was granted for a 
mixed-use development comprising housing, community uses, offices, retail, a primary school, health 
surgery, nursery, sports pitches, children’s play and associated infrastructure and engineering works in 
2009 (application reference 07/01275/OUT). A revised scheme was approved in 2011 (application 
reference 10/01461/OUT). The development is nearing completion.  
 
The land, in the south-west of Green Park Village, was originally permitted for a multi-storey car park use 
associated with the recently opened Green Park train station and interchange. It has recently been 
confirmed by the Council that the multi-storey car park use is no longer required. As such, alternative 
uses for the site have been considered.  
 
The enclosed plans (drawing references 27429-Phase-003 and 27429-Phase-003a) illustrate a 
residential development on the site comprising up to 50 new homes (including affordable homes), 
community space, open space and associated parking and infrastructure. The development will form an 
addition to the established and growing community at Green Park Village, benefitting from easy access 
to the amenities and facilities already in place as well as good transport connections to the wider area. 
  
St Edward will utilise their unique set of placemaking and placekeeping skills to deliver a high-quality 
development which will complement and enhance the wider Green Park Village, helping to cement the 
legacy of the development. 
 
The site is currently in use as construction compound. Development will enable a positive use of 
brownfield land, contributing to the wider Green Park Village and community as well as delivering much 
needed housing for Reading.  
 
The site is located within Flood Zone 2 and development proposals will be designed to address the risk 
of flooding on site.  
 
The site is located within the DEPZ. As noted above, St Edward are working with Emergency Plan 
specialists to ensure that any development would be supported by appropriate safety measures.  
 
We look forward to engaging further with the Council as the Local Plan Partial Update progresses, 
including through participating in the examination hearing sessions.  
 
We would be grateful for confirmation that these representations have been received and registered as 
having been duly made.  
 
If you require any additional information or have any queries please do not hesitate to contact me at 
emily.everitt@stantec.com. 
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Yours faithfully 

 
EMILY EVERITT 
Planning Associate 
STANTEC UK LIMITED  
 
 
Encs: Location Plan (drawing reference 27429-Phase-003 Rev P1) 
 Proposed Masterplan (drawing reference 27429-Phase-003) 
 Proposed Masterplan - Plot Detail (drawing reference 27429-Phase-003a) 
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Surrey County Council 
  



 
Tel: 03456 009 009 
Email: planning.consultations@surreycc.gov.uk  

Your Ref:  

 

 

 

Mr. James Crosbie 
Assistant Director – Planning, Transport and Regulatory Services 
Reading Borough Council  
Civic Offices 
Bridge Street 
Reading 
RG1 2LU 
 

 

By email only:  

planningpolicy@reading.gov.uk 

  
  

 18 December 2024 
 
Dear Mr. Crosbie, 
 
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990  
READING BOROUGH LOCAL PLAN: PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN DRAFT PARTIAL 
UPDATE (REGULATION 19) 
 
Thank you for consulting Surrey County Council as Minerals and Waste Planning Authority 
(MWPA) regarding the Pre-Submission Draft Partial Update to the Reading Borough Council 
Local Plan.  
 
The MWPA have no comments to make at this stage.  

I trust the above is self-explanatory and helpful. However, should you have any questions 

or require further information please do not hesitate to contact me.  

Yours sincerely, 

Dustin Lees 

Dustin Lees 
Minerals and Waste Policy Team Leader 
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(Response from webform) 
Title: Mr 
First name: Michael 
Last name: Priaulx 
Would you like to include the contact details of an agent(s)?: No 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: EN12 Biodiversity 
(Strategic Policy) 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: Yes 
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?: No 
Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate?: Yes 
Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is 
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan 
or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.  
Strategic Policy EN12 Biodiversity (c) (Wildlife Friendly Design - page 58) is very welcome to 
implement NPPG 2019 Natural Environment paragraph 023 which specifically highlights the 
importance of "swift bricks", and NPPF December 2024 Paragraph 187 (d) (page 54) which 
states: "planning policies should... incorporate features which support priority or threatened 
species such as swifts"; 
however, there are some typos which affect clarity, and also bat bricks are mentioned - a 
term usually used for bat access bricks for existing buildings (e.g. search on nhbs.com to 
see this) - rather than the much clearer "integrated bat boxes" for new build development;  
also it is not currently sound because there is insufficient detail about best-practice guidance 
to be effective and ensure suitable location and numbers of swift bricks. 
In more detail, further reasons for these changes are as follows: 
Swift bricks are a universal nest brick as already stated in the Local Plan but a little further 
information about that would help for clarity. 
Swift bricks are excluded from the DEFRA Biodiversity Net Gain metric so need a separate 
clear policy. 
Swift bricks are significantly more beneficial than external bird boxes as they are a 
permanent feature of the building, have zero maintenance requirements, are aesthetically 
integrated with the design of the building, and have improved thermal regulation with future 
climate change in mind. 
Therefore, swift bricks should be included in all developments following best-practice 
guidance (which is available in BS 42021:2022 and from CIEEM 
(https://cieem.net/resource/the-swift-a-bird-you-need-to-help/)). 
Many other local authorities are including detailed swift brick requirements in their Local 
Plan, such as the majority of London boroughs in their draft or adopted plans including 
Tower Hamlets Local Plan Regulation 19 stage (Policy B04 paragraph 18.72, 
https://talk.towerhamlets.gov.uk/local-plan ), 
which follows the exemplary swift brick guidance implemented by Brighton & Hove since 
2020, 
and Wiltshire Local Plan Regulation 19 stage, which requires an enhanced number of 2 swift 
bricks per dwelling (policy 88: Biodiversity in the built environment, page 246 - "As a 
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minimum, the following are required within new proposals: 1. integrate integral bird nest 
bricks (e.g., swift bricks) at a minimum of two per dwelling;" 
https://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/article/8048/Current-consultation-Reg-19 ), 
and Cotswold District Council are proposing three swift bricks per dwelling in their current 
Local Plan consultation (Policy EN8 item 6, and paragraph 0.8.4, 
https://www.cotswold.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/local-plan-update-and-
supporting-information/ ), 
so such an enhanced level should also be considered. 
Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan 
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters 
you have identified above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each 
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if 
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording or any policy or text. 
Please be as precise as possible.  
There is a typo in EN12 (c) with an extra bracket - please remove the extra bracket from 
"(such as wildlife ponds", 
and please add "and" to amend the wording to "ponds, and bird nesting and bat roosting" to 
make clear that the requirement to be integral within new buildings applies to bird nesting 
opportunities as well as bat roosting - I believe this is what it means, which would be 
consistent with NPPG 2019 and the reference to swift bricks, but it's currently unclear. 
Please amend "bat bricks" to the much clearer "integrated bat boxes". 
Please add to Strategic Policy EN12 (c): Swift bricks are a universal nest brick for small bird 
species and should be installed in new-build developments including extensions in 
accordance with best-practice guidance such as BS 42021 or CIEEM.  
Also please add for information: Swift bricks are a significantly better option than external 
nest boxes as they are a permanent feature of the building with no maintenance 
requirements, improved thermal regulation, and aesthetic integration with the design. 
Please upload any supporting information (if necessary).  
Do you wish to make further comments concerning another paragraph, policy or area 
of the policies map?: Yes 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: Paragraph 5.3.10. 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: Yes 
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?: No 
Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate?: Yes 
Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is 
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan 
or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.  
Paragraph 5.3.10. of section 5 General Policies for Central Reading (page 158) is not sound 
as the reference to swift boxes rather than swift bricks is inconsistent with policy EN12 (c) 
and also with NPPG 2019 Natural Environment paragraph 023. 
Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan 
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters 
you have identified above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-
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operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each 
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if 
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording or any policy or text. 
Please be as precise as possible.  
Please amend paragraph 5.3.10. of section 5 General Policies for Central Reading (page 
158) to refer to "swift bricks" rather than "swift boxes". 
Please upload any supporting information (if necessary).  
Do you wish to make further comments concerning another paragraph, policy or area 
of the policies map?: No 
If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s) please outline why you consider 
this to be necessary: To provide further information, if required. 
If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it 
necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?: Yes, I wish to participate in 
hearing session(s) 
Author name: Michael Priaulx 
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