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(Response from webform) 
Title: - 
First name: - 
Last name: Tesco Stores Ltd 
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?: Policies CR14x and 
WR3w 
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: Shannon McCluskey 













12 
 

Thames Valley Police Designing Out Crime Officer 
  





 

Policy CC7 is a strategic design policy within the Local Plan and should include clear and 
direct reference to the NPPF, and reference the role of design in both reducing crime, and 
reducing the fear of crime. 
 
In any case, where the wording “safe” has been used within the policy, it is considered that 
for clarity it would be more appropriate to include the words “safe and secure”. 
 
The above comments are made on behalf of Thames Valley Police and relate to designing 
out crime only.  
 
Yours Faithfully, 
 
 
Dan Washington | Designing Out Crime Officer 
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Thames Water 
  



Reg 18 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Reading Local Plan November 2019 Partial Update - Pre-
Submission Draft Partial Update – November 2024 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 

Thank you for allowing Thames Water Utilities Ltd (Thames Water) to comment upon the 
above. 
 
As you will be aware, Thames Water are the statutory water supply and sewerage 

undertaker for the Reading Borough and are hence a “specific consultation body” in 

accordance with the Town & Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012.   

Please find enclosed representation forms in relation to the following policies: 

1. Policy CC2 - Water Efficiency  
2. Policy EN16: Pollution and Water Resources  
3. Policy EN18: Flooding and Sustainable Drainage 
4. Policy SR1: Island Road Major Opportunity Area 
5. Allocations - Growth Options Comments  

 

We trust the above is satisfactory, but please do not hesitate to contact David Wilson on the above 

number if you have any queries. 

Yours faithfully, 

 

 

David Wilson 

Thames Water Property Town Planner 

 

David Wilson  

E: david.wilson@thamewater.co.uk  

M: +44 (0) 7747 647031 

 

1st Floor West 

Clearwater Court  

Vastern Road 

Reading  

RG1 8DB 

 
18 December 2024 

Reading Borough Council 

Issued via email: 

planningpolicy@reading.gov.uk 



Model Representation Form for Local Plans 

 Local Plan 

Publication Stage Representation Form 
 

Ref: 

 

 

(For 

official 

use only)  

 

Name of the Local Plan to which this representation 

relates: 

  

Reading Borough Council 

Local Plan Pre-Submission 

Draft Partial Update 

Regulation 19 
 

Please return to Reading Borough Council by 18th December 2024 at 5:00 p.m. 

Personal data is collected according to the Council’s Data Protection Policy. The Council 

will hold the personal information provided for the purpose of planning policy 

consultations and may be published at the end of the consultation.  

 

This form has two parts – 

Part A – Personal Details:  need only be completed once. 

Part B – Your representation(s).  Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation 

you wish to make. 

 

Part A 
 

1. Personal 

Details*      

2. Agent’s Details (if 

applicable) 
*If an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation (if applicable) 
boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.   
 

Title  Mr     

   

First Name  David     

   

Last Name  Wilson     

   

Job Title   Town Planner     
(where relevant)  

Organisation  Thames Water Utilities Limited     
(where relevant)  

Address Line 1  Clearwater Court     

   

Line 2  Vastern Road     

   

Line 3  Reading     

   

Line 4       

   

Post Code  RG1 8DB     

   



Telephone 

Number 
 07747 647031     

   

E-mail Address 
 david.wilson@thameswater.co.u

k 
    

(where relevant)  

 

  



 

  

 

Part B – Please use a separate sheet for each 

representation 
 

Name or Organisation: 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 
 

Paragraph  Policy CC2 Policies Map  

4. Do you consider the Local Plan is  : 

4.(1) Legally compliant 

 

4.(2) Sound 

Yes 

 

Yes  

 

 

 

No      

 

No 

 

X  

 

 

 

 

4 (3) Complies with the  

Duty to co-operate                     Yes                                         No                        
 

             
Please tick as appropriate 

 
5. 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.  
 

 

Policy CC2 - Water Efficiency  

 

We support the amendments to Policy CC2 in relation to water efficiency as they are 
in line with our previous response. 

 

The Environment Agency has designated the Thames Water region to be an area of  
“serious water stress” which reflects the extent to which available water resources are 
used. Future pressures on water resources will continue to increase and key factors 
are population growth and climate change. On average our customers each use 30% 
more water than they did 30 years ago. Therefore water efficiency measures employed 
in new development are an important tool to help us sustain water supplies for the long 
term. 

 

Water conservation and climate change is a vitally important issue to the water industry.  
Not only is it expected to have an impact on the availability of raw water for treatment 
but also the demand from customers for potable (drinking) water.  Therefore, Thames 

  



Water support the reference to the Building Regulations fittings approach to meet the  
110 litres/person/day level. 

 

Thames Water promote water efficiency and have a number of water efficiency 
campaigns which aim to encourage their customers to save water at local levels. 
Further details are available on our website via the following link: 

https://www.thameswater.co.uk/Be-water-smart 

 

It is our understanding that the water efficiency standards of 110 litres per person per 
day is only applied through the building regulations where there is a planning condition 
requiring this standard (as set out at paragraph 2.8 of Part G2 of the Building 
Regulations). As the Thames Water area is defined as water stressed it is considered 
that such a condition should be attached as standard to all planning approvals for new 
residential development in order to help ensure that the standard is effectively delivered 
through the building regulations.  

 

Within Part G of Building Regulations, the 110 litres/person/day level can be achieved 
through either the ‘Calculation Method’ or the ‘Fittings Approach’ (Table 2.2).  The 
Fittings Approach provides clear flow-rate and volume performance metrics for each 
water using device / fitting in new dwellings.  Thames Water considers the Fittings 
Approach, as outlined in Table 2.2 of Part G, increases the confidence that water 
efficient devices will be installed in the new dwelling.  Insight from our smart water 
metering programme shows that household built to the 110 litres/person/day level using 
the Calculation Method, did not achieve the intended water performance levels. 

 

We therefore support the amendments to Policy CC2 in relation to water efficiency as 
they are in line with our previous response. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary) 

6.  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 at 5 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 of 

any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 











A key sustainability objective for the preparation of Local Plans and Neighbourhood 
Plans should be for new development to be co-ordinated with the infrastructure it 
demands and to take into account the capacity of existing infrastructure. Paragraph 20 
of the revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), 2021, states: “Strategic 
policies should set out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and quality of 
development, and make sufficient provision for… infrastructure for waste management, 
water supply, wastewater…” 

 

Paragraph 11 states: “Plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of 
sustainable 

development. For plan-making this means that: 

a) All plans should promote a sustainable pattern of development that seeks to: meet 
the  

development needs of their area; align growth and infrastructure; improve the 
environment;  

mitigate climate change (including by making effective use of land in urban areas) and 
adapt to its effects” 

 

Paragraph 28 relates to non-strategic policies and states: “Non-strategic policies 
should be used by local planning authorities and communities to set out more detailed 
policies for specific areas, neighbourhoods or types of development. This can include 
allocating sites, the provision of infrastructure…” 

 

Paragraph 26 of the revised NPPF goes on to state: “Effective and on-going joint 
working between strategic policy-making authorities and relevant bodies is integral to 
the production of a positively prepared and justified strategy. In particular, joint working 
should help to determine where additional infrastructure is necessary….”  

 

The web based National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) includes a section on 
‘water supply, wastewater and water quality’ and sets out that Local Plans should be 
the focus for ensuring that investment plans of water and sewerage/wastewater 
companies align with development needs. The introduction to this section also sets out 
that “Adequate water and wastewater infrastructure is needed to support sustainable 
development” (Paragraph: 001, Reference ID: 34-001- 

20140306). 

 

It is important to consider the net increase in water and wastewater demand to serve 
the  

development and also any impact that developments may have off site, further down 
the network. The new Local Plan should therefore seek to ensure that there is adequate 
water and wastewater infrastructure to serve all new developments. Thames Water will 
work with developers and local authorities to ensure that any necessary infrastructure 
reinforcement is delivered ahead of the occupation of development. Where there are 
infrastructure constraints, it is important not to under estimate the time required to 



deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades take around 18 
months and Sewage Treatment & Water Treatment Works upgrades can take 3-5 
years.  

 

As from 1st April 2018, the way Thames Water and all other water and wastewater 
companies  

charge for new connections has changed. The changes mean that more of Thames 
Water’s  

charges will be fixed and published, rather than provided on application, enabling you 
to estimate your costs without needing to contact us. The services affected include new 
water connections, lateral drain connections, water mains and sewers (requisitions), 
traffic management costs, income offsetting and infrastructure charges. Paragraph 
10.70 should therefore be amended accordingly. 

 

Information on how off site network reinforcement is funded can be found here  

https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connection-charging 

 

Thames Water therefore recommends that developers engage with them at the earliest  

opportunity (in line with paragraph 26 of the revised NPPF) to establish the following: 
 

• The developments demand for water supply and network infrastructure both on 
and off site; 

• The developments demand for Sewage/Wastewater Treatment and network 
infrastructure both on and off site and can it be met; and 

• The surface water drainage requirements and flood risk of the development 
both on and off site and can it be met. 

 

Thames Water offer a free Pre-Planning service which confirms if capacity exists to 
serve the  

development or if upgrades are required for potable water, waste water and surface 
water  

requirements. Details on Thames Water’s free pre planning service are available at:  

https://www.thameswater.co.uk/developers/larger-scale-developments/planning-your-
development/water-and-wastewater-capacity 

 

Development within the vicinity of Sewage Treatment Works and Sewage 
Pumping Stations  

The new Local Plan should assess impact of any development within the vicinity of 
existing sewage works/sewage pumping stations in line with the Agent of Change 
principle set out in the NPPF, paragraph 187. 

 



Where development is being proposed within 800m of a sewage treatment works or 
15m of a sewage pumping station, the developer or local authority should liaise with 
Thames Water to consider whether an odour impact assessment is required as part of 
the promotion of the site and potential planning application submission. The odour 
impact assessment would determine whether the proposed development would result 
in adverse amenity impact for new occupiers, as those new occupiers would be located 
in closer proximity to a sewage treatment works/pumping station. 

 

Paragraph 174 of the NPPF, February 2021, sets out that: “Planning policies and 
decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by: ….e) 
preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being put at 
unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, 
water or noise pollution or land instability. Development should, wherever possible, 
help to improve local environmental conditions such as air and water quality, taking into 
account relevant information such as river basin management plans…” 

 

Paragraph 185 goes on to state: “Planning policies and decisions should also ensure 
that new development is appropriate for its location taking into account the likely effects 
(including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural 
environment, as well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts 
that could arise from the development….” 

 

The online PPG states at Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 34-005-20140306 that: “Plan-
making may need to consider: ….whether new development is appropriate near to sites 
used (or proposed) for water and wastewater infrastructure (for example, odour may 
be a concern)..” 

 

The odour impact study would  establish whether  new resident’s amenity  will be 
adversely affected by the sewage works and it would set the evidence to establish an 
appropriate amenity buffer. 
 

Specific Comments on Reading Sewage Treatment Works 

We plan to increase the capacity of Reading STW and to improve the performance of 
the treatment process as part of our business plan for the period 2025-2030. Our plan 
includes over £100 million worth of proposed investment across the main treatment 
stream as well as the sludge management stream. This proposed investment is subject 
to being awarded funding by our economic regulator, Ofwat. Our final funding 
determination for the next five-year period is due on 19th December. 

 

Where water and wastewater network constraints are identified upon receipt of 
planning applications, we will request appropriately worded planning conditions whilst 
we work with developers to find solutions to accommodate new developments. Any 
network upgrades required will be delivered through the Infrastructure Charge funding 
mechanism, funded by developers. 

 



Our response to this consultation, as part of the planning process, does not seek to 
address the compliance concerns raised by the Environment Agency during the Reg 
18 consultation on a line by line basis. In our view, the planning process is not the 
appropriate forum for regulatory concerns to be addressed, because the planning 
process should look at “preventing new and existing development from contributing to, 
being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable 
levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability” [Paragraph 187 NPPF, 
December 2024].  We are, and will, continue to address any regulatory concerns raised 
by the Environment Agency directly and within the appropriate forums. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary) 

6.  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 at 5 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 of 

any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 

In light of the above comments and Government guidance we consider that the New 
Local Plan should include a specific policy on the key issue of the provision of ‘Water 
Resources/Supply and Sewerage/Wastewater Infrastructure’ to service development. 
This is necessary because it will not be possible to identify all of the water/sewerage 
infrastructure required over the plan period due to the way water companies are 
regulated and plan in 5 year periods (Asset Management Plans or AMPs). We therefore 
recommend that there is a separate policy to cover both ‘Water Resources & 
Wastewater Infrastructure’.   

 

PROPOSED WATER SUPPLY/WASTEWATER INFRASTRUCTURE POLICY TEXT: 

“Where appropriate, planning permission for developments which result in the 
need for  

off-site upgrades, will be subject to conditions to ensure the occupation is 
aligned with the delivery of necessary infrastructure upgrades.”  

“The Local Planning Authority will seek to ensure that there is adequate water 
and  

wastewater infrastructure to serve all new developments. Developers are 
encouraged to contact the water/waste water company as early as possible to 
discuss their development proposals and intended delivery programme to assist 
with identifying any potential water and wastewater network reinforcement 
requirements. Where there is a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority 
will, where appropriate, apply phasing conditions to any approval to ensure that 
any necessary infrastructure upgrades are delivered ahead of the occupation of 
the relevant phase of development.” 

 



Local Authorities should also consider both the requirements of the utilities for land to 
enable them to meet the demands that will be placed upon them. This is necessary 
because it will not be possible to identify all the water and wastewater/sewerage 
infrastructure required over the plan period due to the way water companies are 
regulated and plan in 5 year periods (AMPs). Thames Water are currently in AMP7 
which covers the period from 1st April 2020 to 31st March 2025. AMP8 will cover the 
period from 1st April 2025 to 31st March 2030. The Price Review, whereby the water 
companies’ AMP8 Business Plan will be agreed with Ofwat during 2024. 
 

Hence, a further text should be added to Policy as follows: 

“The development or expansion of water supply or waste water facilities will 
normally be permitted, either where needed to serve existing or proposed 
development in accordance with the provisions of the Development Plan, or in 
the interests of long term water supply and waste water management, provided 
that the need for such facilities outweighs any adverse land use or environmental 
impact that any such adverse impact is minimised.” 

 

In relation to the odour comments above and the ‘agent of change principle’,  text 
similar to the following should be incorporated into a policy of the Local Plan:  “When 
considering sensitive development, such as residential uses, close to the 
Sewage Treatment Works, a technical assessment should be undertaken by the 
developer or by the Council. The technical assessment should be undertaken in 
consultation with Thames Water.  The technical assessment should confirm that 
either: (a) there is no adverse amenity impact on future occupiers of the 
proposed development or;  (b) the development can be conditioned and 
mitigated to ensure that any potential for adverse amenity impact  is avoided.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary) 

 

Please note  In your representation you should provide succinctly all the 

evidence and supporting information necessary to support your representation 

and your suggested modification(s).  You should not assume that you will have a 

further opportunity to make submissions. 
After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the 

Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for 

examination. 

 

7. 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) 

X 

Yes, I wish to 

participate in  
hearing session(s) 



 

Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to 

participate in hearing session(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm 

your request to participate. 
 

 

8.  If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why you 

consider this to be necessary: 

 

 

 

 

As statutory water and sewerage undertaker 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to 

adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate in  
hearing session(s).  You may be asked to confirm your wish to participate when 

the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination. 

 



Model Representation Form for Local Plans 

 Local Plan 

Publication Stage Representation Form 
 

Ref: 

 

 

(For 

official 

use only)  

 

Name of the Local Plan to which this representation 

relates: 

  

Reading Borough Council 

Local Plan Pre-Submission 

Draft Partial Update 

Regulation 19 
 

Please return to Reading Borough Council by 18th December 2024 at 5:00 p.m. 

Personal data is collected according to the Council’s Data Protection Policy. The Council 

will hold the personal information provided for the purpose of planning policy 

consultations and may be published at the end of the consultation.  

 

This form has two parts – 

Part A – Personal Details:  need only be completed once. 

Part B – Your representation(s).  Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation 

you wish to make. 

 

Part A 
 

1. Personal 

Details*      

2. Agent’s Details (if 

applicable) 
*If an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation (if applicable) 
boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.   
 

Title  Mr     

   

First Name  David     

   

Last Name  Wilson     

   

Job Title   Town Planner     
(where relevant)  

Organisation  Thames Water Utilities Limited     
(where relevant)  

Address Line 1  Clearwater Court     

   

Line 2  Vastern Road     

   

Line 3  Reading     

   

Line 4       

   

Post Code  RG1 8DB     

   



Telephone 

Number 
 07747 647031     

   

E-mail Address 
 david.wilson@thameswater.co.u

k 
    

(where relevant)  

 

  



 

  

 

Part B – Please use a separate sheet for each 

representation 
 

Name or Organisation: 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 
 

Paragraph  Policy EN18 Policies Map  

4. Do you consider the Local Plan is  : 

4.(1) Legally compliant 

 

4.(2) Sound 

Yes 

 

Yes  

 

 

 

No      

 

No 

 

X  

 

 

 

 

4 (3) Complies with the  

Duty to co-operate                     Yes                                         No                        
 

             
Please tick as appropriate 

 
5. 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.  
 

 

Policy EN18: Flooding and Sustainable Drainage 

 

In relation to flood risk, the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that a 
sequential approach should be used by local planning authorities in areas known to be 
at risk from forms of flooding other than from river and sea, which includes "Flooding 
from Sewers".  

 

We therefore support the new reference to sewer flooding in Policy EN18 

 

When reviewing development and flood risk it is important to recognise that water 
and/or sewerage infrastructure may be required to be developed in flood risk areas. By 
their very nature water and sewage treatment works are located close or adjacent to 
rivers (to abstract water for treatment and supply or to discharge treated effluent). It is 
likely that these existing works will need to be upgraded or extended to provide the 
increase in treatment capacity required to service new development. Flood risk 

  



sustainability objectives should therefore accept that water and sewerage infrastructure 
development may be necessary in flood risk areas. 

 

Flood risk policies should also make reference to ‘sewer flooding’ and an acceptance 
that flooding can occur away from the flood plain as a result of development where off 
site sewerage infrastructure and capacity is not in place ahead of development. 

 

With regard to surface water drainage it is the responsibility of the developer to make 
proper provision for drainage to ground, watercourses or surface water sewer in 
accordance with the drainage hierarchy. It is important to reduce the quantity of surface 
water entering the sewerage system in order to maximize the capacity for foul sewage 
to reduce the risk of sewer flooding. 

 

Limiting the opportunity for surface water entering the foul and combined sewer 
networks is of critical importance to Thames Water. Thames Water have advocated an 
approach to SuDS that limits as far as possible the volume of and rate at which surface 
water enters the public sewer system. By doing this, SuDS have the potential to play 
an important role in helping to ensure the sewerage network has the capacity to cater 
for population growth and the effects of climate change. 

 

SuDS not only help to mitigate flooding, they can also help to: improve water quality; 
provide opportunities for water efficiency; provide enhanced landscape and visual 
features; support wildlife; and provide amenity and recreational benefits.  

 

With regard to surface water drainage, we support the addition that: “surface water 
must not be allowed to drain to the foul sewer, as this is the major contributor to 
sewer flooding.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary) 

6.  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 at 5 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 of 

any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 



 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary) 

 

Please note  In your representation you should provide succinctly all the 

evidence and supporting information necessary to support your representation 

and your suggested modification(s).  You should not assume that you will have a 

further opportunity to make submissions. 
After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the 

Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for 

examination. 

 

7. 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) 

 

Yes, I wish to 

participate in  
hearing session(s) 

 

Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to 

participate in hearing session(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm 

your request to participate. 
 

 

8.  If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why you 

consider this to be necessary: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to 

adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate in  
hearing session(s).  You may be asked to confirm your wish to participate when 

the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination. 

 



Model Representation Form for Local Plans 

 Local Plan 

Publication Stage Representation Form 
 

Ref: 

 

 

(For 

official 

use only)  

 

Name of the Local Plan to which this representation 

relates: 

  

Reading Borough Council 

Local Plan Pre-Submission 

Draft Partial Update 

Regulation 19 
 

Please return to Reading Borough Council by 18th December 2024 at 5:00 p.m. 

Personal data is collected according to the Council’s Data Protection Policy. The Council 

will hold the personal information provided for the purpose of planning policy 

consultations and may be published at the end of the consultation.  

 

This form has two parts – 

Part A – Personal Details:  need only be completed once. 

Part B – Your representation(s).  Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation 

you wish to make. 

 

Part A 
 

1. Personal 

Details*      

2. Agent’s Details (if 

applicable) 
*If an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation (if applicable) 
boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.   
 

Title  Mr     

   

First Name  David     

   

Last Name  Wilson     

   

Job Title   Town Planner     
(where relevant)  

Organisation  Thames Water Utilities Limited     
(where relevant)  

Address Line 1  Clearwater Court     

   

Line 2  Vastern Road     

   

Line 3  Reading     

   

Line 4       

   

Post Code  RG1 8DB     

   



Telephone 

Number 
 07747 647031     

   

E-mail Address 
 david.wilson@thameswater.co.u

k 
    

(where relevant)  

 

  



 

  

 

Part B – Please use a separate sheet for each 

representation 
 

Name or Organisation: 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 
 

Paragraph  Policy SR1 Policies Map  

4. Do you consider the Local Plan is  : 

4.(1) Legally compliant 

 

4.(2) Sound 

Yes 

 

Yes  

 

 

 

No      

 

No 

 

X  

 

 

 

 

4 (3) Complies with the  

Duty to co-operate                     Yes                                         No                        
 

             
Please tick as appropriate 

 
5. 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.  
 

 

Policy SR1: Island Road Major Opportunity Area 

 

In relation to the site currently allocated as SR1c, Island Road A33 Frontage Thames 
Water continues to support the flexible commercial uses proposed in this allocation. 
Since the allocation was made over five years ago the need for and importance of 
storage and distribution has increased. This was reflected in the Council's intention in 
its recent Call for Sites to review policies SR1 and EM1 responding to the NPPF para 
83 (now 87) requiring planning policy to consider the need 'for storage and 
distribution operations at a variety of scales and in suitably accessible locations'. The 
SR1c site is able to operate at a viable scale for a storage and distribution operation 
and is in a highly sustainable and accessible location adjacent to the A33.   

 

The addition of storage and distribution to the allocation is considered to be 
compatible to the neighbouring uses including the A33 and Sewage Treatment 
Works. The site remains deliverable in the Local Plan period with no known 
deliverability constraints. The extant allocation demonstrates the acceptability of 
employment uses including industrial and warehousing. Storage and distribution is 

  



considered to have similar impacts to general industrial uses so would therefore not 
require any further assessment.  Thames Water otherwise has no comments to make 
on the proposed changes and supports the continued allocation. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary) 

6.  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 at 5 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 of 

any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary) 

 

Please note  In your representation you should provide succinctly all the 

evidence and supporting information necessary to support your representation 

and your suggested modification(s).  You should not assume that you will have a 

further opportunity to make submissions. 
After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the 

Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for 

examination. 

 

7. 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) 

 

Yes, I wish to 

participate in  
hearing session(s) 

 

Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to 

participate in hearing session(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm 

your request to participate. 
 

 

8.  If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why you 

consider this to be necessary: 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to 

adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate in  
hearing session(s).  You may be asked to confirm your wish to participate when 

the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination. 

 



Model Representation Form for Local Plans 

 Local Plan 

Publication Stage Representation Form 
 

Ref: 

 

 

(For 

official 

use only)  

 

Name of the Local Plan to which this representation 

relates: 

  

Reading Borough Council 

Local Plan Pre-Submission 

Draft Partial Update 

Regulation 19 
 

Please return to Reading Borough Council by 18th December 2024 at 5:00 p.m. 

Personal data is collected according to the Council’s Data Protection Policy. The Council 

will hold the personal information provided for the purpose of planning policy 

consultations and may be published at the end of the consultation.  

 

This form has two parts – 

Part A – Personal Details:  need only be completed once. 

Part B – Your representation(s).  Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation 

you wish to make. 

 

Part A 
 

1. Personal 

Details*      

2. Agent’s Details (if 

applicable) 
*If an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation (if applicable) 
boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.   
 

Title  Mr     

   

First Name  David     

   

Last Name  Wilson     

   

Job Title   Town Planner     
(where relevant)  

Organisation  Thames Water Utilities Limited     
(where relevant)  

Address Line 1  Clearwater Court     

   

Line 2  Vastern Road     

   

Line 3  Reading     

   

Line 4       

   

Post Code  RG1 8DB     

   



Telephone 

Number 
 07747 647031     

   

E-mail Address 
 david.wilson@thameswater.co.u

k 
    

(where relevant)  

 

  



 

  

 

Part B – Please use a separate sheet for each 

representation 
 

Name or Organisation: 

 

3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 
 

Paragraph  Policy Allocations Policies Map  

4. Do you consider the Local Plan is  : 

4.(1) Legally compliant 

 

4.(2) Sound 

Yes 

 

Yes  

 

 

 

No      

 

No 

 

 X 

 

 

 

 

4 (3) Complies with the  

Duty to co-operate                     Yes                                         No                        
 

             
Please tick as appropriate 

 
5. 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 information contained within the new Local Plan will be of significant value to 
Thames Water as we prepare for the provision of future water supply/wastewater 
infrastructure. 

 

The attached table provides Thames Water’s site specific comments from desktop 
assessments on water supply, sewerage/waste water network and waste water 
treatment infrastructure in relation to the proposed sites, but more detailed modelling 
may be required to refine the requirements.   

 

Early engagement between the developers and Thames Water would be beneficial to 
understand:  

  

• What drainage requirements are required on and off site   

• Clarity on what loading/flow from the development is anticipated  

• Water supply requirements on and off site 

  



 

The time to deliver water/wastewater infrastructure should not be underestimated. It 

can take 18 months – 3 years for local upgrades and 3 – 5 years plus for more 

strategic solutions to be delivered. It is therefore vital that the Council and Developers 

work alongside Thames Water so that we can build up a detailed picture what is 

being built where, get confidence of when that development is going to start and what 

the phasing of that development will be. 

To support this Thames Water offers a Free pre planning service where developer 

can engage Thames water to understand what if any upgrades will be needed to 

serve the development where and when.  

Link here > https://www.thameswater.co.uk/developers/larger-scale-

developments/planning-your-development/water-and-wastewater-capacity 

We recommend developers attach the information we provide to their planning 

applications so that the Council and the wider public are assured water and waste 

matters for the development are being addressed.  

Where developers do not engage with Thames Water prior to submitting their 

application, this will more likely lead to the recommendation that a Grampian 

condition is attached to any planning permission to resolve any infrastructure issues. 

Specific Comments on Reading Sewage Treatment Works 

We plan to increase the capacity of Reading STW and to improve the performance of 
the treatment process as part of our business plan for the period 2025-2030. Our plan 
includes over £100 million worth of proposed investment across the main treatment 
stream as well as the sludge management stream. This proposed investment is subject 
to being awarded funding by our economic regulator, Ofwat. Our final funding 
determination for the next five-year period is due on 19th December. 

 

Where water and wastewater network constraints are identified upon receipt of 
planning applications, we will request appropriately worded planning conditions whilst 
we work with developers to find solutions to accommodate new developments. Any 
network upgrades required will be delivered through the Infrastructure Charge funding 
mechanism, funded by developers. 

 

Our response to this consultation, as part of the planning process, does not seek to 
address the compliance concerns raised by the Environment Agency during the Reg 
18 consultation on a line by line basis. In our view, the planning process is not the 
appropriate forum for regulatory concerns to be addressed, because the planning 
process should look at “preventing new and existing development from contributing to, 
being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable 
levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability” [Paragraph 187 NPPF, 
December 2024].  We are, and will, continue to address any regulatory concerns raised 
by the Environment Agency directly and within the appropriate forums. 

 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 

(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary) 

6.  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 at 5 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 of 

any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

 
 

Include reference to specific concerns regarding waste water/water supply network capacity 

and the need to  liaise with Thames Water to determine whether a detailed drainage/water 

infrastructure strategy informing what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be 

delivered is required. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary) 

 

Please note  In your representation you should provide succinctly all the 

evidence and supporting information necessary to support your representation 

and your suggested modification(s).  You should not assume that you will have a 

further opportunity to make submissions. 
After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the 

Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for 

examination. 

 

7. If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it 

necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)? 

 

 X 

No, I do not wish to  
participate in  

hearing session(s) 

 

Yes, I wish to 

participate in  
hearing session(s) 

 

Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to 

participate in hearing session(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm 

your request to participate. 
 

 

8.  If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why you 

consider this to be necessary: 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to 

adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate in  
hearing session(s).  You may be asked to confirm your wish to participate when 

the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 These representations are prepared by Turley on behalf of Hammerson acting for The 

Oracle Limited Partnership in response to the Reading Borough Council Local Plan 

Update (“LPU”) Regulation 19 consultation with respect of their existing interest at The 

Oracle, Reading. 

1.2 The Oracle Limited Partnership is a joint venture entity between Hammerson and ADIA. 

Hammerson lead on the asset management and long-term strategic planning of the 

centre, including the development proposals currently subject to two separate 

planning applications, known as Yield Hall Place 1 and Yield Hall Place 2 at the eastern 

end of the centre.  

1.3 Hammerson are committed to positive intervention in their assets and to ensure they 

proactively manage and plan for their centres to create thriving destinations – both 

within their assets but also within the town and city centres in which they are located. 

They aspire to deliver developments which create a positive and sustainable impact for 

generations to come and implement development proposals with longevity and which 

embed successfully within the locality. 

1.4 These representations primarily relate to the eastern part of The Oracle, referred to as 

Yield Hall Place.  This part of The Oracle is identified within the LPU as proposed 

strategic mixed-use allocation CR14g ‘The Oracle’. 

1.5 This representation supports the emerging allocation CR14g, as well as considering 

other relevant matters within the Regulation 19 consultation documentation pertinent 

to Hammerson’s aspirations for the centre. 

Background / Site Context 

1.6 Yield Hall Place is located within central Reading, forming part of the Oracle. The Oracle 

is an anchor asset within the Reading Town Centre, comprising a range of retail, food & 

drink and leisure uses set alongside the River Kennett. 

Yield Hall Place 1 (YHP1) 

1.7 The site is located within centre of Reading, bound by Yield Hall Place to the east and 

attached to The Oracle to the north and west. The site comprises a vacant Debenhams 

department store, which closed in 2020.  The unit was temporarily partially occupied by 

Next Home and Beauty and two restaurant units operating from riverside level, however, 

following the cessation of those units, it is currently vacant. The frontage onto the 

riverside and Yield Hall Place is therefore currently inactive. 

1.8 Immediately to the west of the site are a variety of bars, restaurants and hot food 

takeaways that comprise The Oracle Riverside. The site is bound to the south by the 

Riverside walkway and River Kennet and directly faces the Yield Hall Place 2 site. 

1.9 Vehicular access to the site is achieved from Yield Hall Place running adjacent to the 

east of the site. Pedestrian access through to the site can be achieved directly via the 



 

 

Oracle, as well as Yield Hall Place, with connections from Minster Street and the Oracle 

Riverside, owing to its central location at the heart of Reading town centre. 

Yield Hall Place 2  

1.10 Yield Hall Place 2 (YHP 2) comprises a 4 storey cinema complex, housing a Vue multiplex 

cinema, with further restaurant and bar units housed at ground floor level. To the east 

and south, the site borders Yield Hall Place / London Street, and A329 (Queens Road) 

that forms part of the Internal Distributor Road (IDR) that facilitates traffic through and 

across Central Reading.  

1.11 Located immediately to the west, is the Oracle multi-storey car park. The multi-storey 

car park comprises over 1,600 car parking spaces located over 7 floors. Restaurants and 

hot-food takeaways are situated on the ground floor level to the south side of the Kennet 

and Avon Canal, forming a retail and leisure frontage to the Oracle Riverside experience. 

Designations  

1.12 The adopted Reading Local Plan Policies map shows that the Site is currently located 

within a designated primary frontage in Central Reading, whilst also being within the 

primary shopping area and Central Core of Reading. The Site currently sits adjacent to 

existing cycle routes that traverse through and across Reading. Yield Hall Place 1 

adjoins the Market Place / London Street Conservation area (and is subsequently in 

close proximity to certain listed heritage assets).  

1.13 The whole site is located within a Flood Zone 1, but it is acknowledged that the site 

boundaries fall and within very close proximity of Flood Zone 2 and 3, by virtue of its 

location adjacent to the Kennet and Avon Canal. 

Surrounding Area 

1.14 Central Reading is a focus within the adopted Development Plan for considerable 

regeneration, with a particular focus on delivering mixed use development and tall 

buildings through the redevelopment of a number of separate land parcels, such as the 

Station Hill development. In this context, accounting for real-time development ‘on the 

ground’ within Reading there is recognition that there is a changing townscape within 

Reading to raise its profile commensurate with its role as an exemplar economic, social, 

and cultural hub within the Thames Valley. 

1.15 Reading is widely recognised as the principal regional and commercial centre of the 

Thames Valley and recognised as a strategic regional growth hub. One of the reasons for 

Reading’s continued success is its excellent regional and national connectivity 

1.16 The town is a major transport interchange, continuing to benefit from Reading Station 

and its strategic location on the M4 corridor and proximity to Heathrow Airport and 

London. 

1.17 Reading railway station is located within walking distance to the site and is one of the 

most important hub railway stations in the UK at the convergence of 4 national lines for 

both passengers, freight, and the Trans European Network. It provides a range of direct 

national, regional and local services to key economic centres including London, 

Birmingham, Bristol, Manchester and Cardiff. 



 

 

1.18 Reading is located immediately north of the M4 and can be easily accessed from 3 

junctions (10 to 12) to provide strategic road access west towards Bristol and Wales and 

wider southwest, as well as facilitating connections eastward towards Heathrow, 

Gatwick and towards London and the M25. 

Proposed Development Opportunity 

1.19 As explained above, the Yield Hall Place development opportunity comprises two 

elements at YHP1, and YHP2.  It is identified that both of these sites are proposed to be 

allocated for development within the Local Plan Update. 

1.20 These sites have the potential to deliver a sustainable and healthy, townscape-led 

development with high-quality homes.  These would be supported by a mix of uses, 

including retail, leisure and co-working floorspace, befitting of its town centre location 

and cognisant of Hammerson’s ambition for the Oracle to be a place to shop, work, 

play and live supported by significant public realm movements to raise the profile of 

the area and promote active travel modes. 

1.21 The sites are currently subject to two separate planning applications pending 

determination by Reading Borough Council (ref. 221916 (YHP1) and 221917 (YHP2)).  

The proposed developments aspire to reimagine the eastern end of The Oracle to 

reinvigorate the town centre offer, introduce a residential quarter and create a high-

quality gateway to the southern end of Reading. The proposals for a mixed-use scheme 

delivering new homes, shops, employment, leisure facilities including an enhanced 

cinema provide an opportunity to reinvigorate the town centre offer in response to 

current market conditions and seek to ‘future-proof’ The Oracle as an anchor asset in 

the Reading Town Centre.  

1.22 In In summary the proposed developments, taken together, comprise the following: 

• 436 new build-to-rent units; 

• Mix of 1,2,3 bed apartments and wheelchair accessible dwellings; 

• Repurposing of existing retail space to accommodate new leisure uses and retail 

floorspace; 

• Provision of cinema to align with consumer demand; 

• Provision of new commercial floorspace at riverside level, including restaurants 

and /or bars, co-working space; 

• New entrance at riverside level creating the potential for connectivity through to 

the town centre; and 

• Enhanced public realm throughout the site, Kennet and Avon Canal riverside 

corridor, and Yield Hall Place. 

1.23 The applications are supported by a full suite of technical evidence and Environmental 

Statement which confirm that no significant environmental or technical constraints exist 



 

 

to impact on the delivery of the proposed scheme in a sustainable manner. The 

proposals are currently awaiting determination from Reading Borough Council. 

1.24 In turn, the proposals positively contribute to a genuine neighbourhood within Reading 

Town Centre, reducing reliance upon and the need to travel by private car with a 

plethora of town centre uses alongside employment opportunities and education / 

leisure services and amenities within comfortable distances where active travel modes 

are a genuine choice. 

1.25 The submitted illustrative viewpoints for the sites are shown below in Figure 1 and 2. 

 

Figure 1 Illustrative view of the east facing elevation onto Yield Hall Place 



 

 

 

Figure 2 Illustrative view of the west facing elevation onto the Oracle 

1.26 The Oracle Limited Partnership have undertaken successful and collaborative 

engagement with Reading Council during their preparation of the applications and 

continue to work with the authority to support the allocation and delivery of the Sites. 



 

 

2. The Oracle – Site Assessment and Response to 
the Evidence Base  

2.1 This section provides an assessment of the key considerations of the subject YHP sites.  

This assessment takes into account the documentation within the Council’s evidence 

base, along with the separate environmental and technical assessments submitted to 

the Council through the respective planning applications ref. 221916 and 221917. 

Principle of the proposed development 

2.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024) is clear that in order to 

support the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes, it is 

important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where it is 

needed, that the needs of groups with specific housing requirements are addressed 

and that land with permission is developed without unnecessary delay (Paragraph 61).  

2.3 In this context, planning policies and decisions should support the role that town 

centres play at the heart of local communities, by taking a positive approach to their 

growth, management and adaptation (Paragraph 90). In this context, Paragraph 90 

goes on to explain that planning policies should 

“d) allocate a range of suitable sites in town centres to meet the scale and type of 

development likely to be needed, looking at least ten years ahead. Meeting anticipated 

needs for retail, leisure, office and other main town centre uses over this period should 

not be compromised by limited site availability” 

2.4 Chapter 11 of the Framework also seeks to make effective use of land by giving 

substantial weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land within settlements for 

homes and other identified needs, including the promotion and support of the 

development of under-utilised land and buildings, especially if this would help to meet 

identified needs for housing where land supply is constrained and available sites could 

be used more effectively (Paragraph 125). All of the above is vital to support strong, 

vibrant and healthy communities and by fostering well-designed places. 

2.5 Para 123 makes clear that planning policies should promote an effective use of land in 

meeting the needs of homes and other uses. Strategic policies should set out a clear 

strategy for accommodating objectively assessed needs, in a way that makes as much 

use as possible of previously development or ‘brownfield’ land.   Para 124 follows that 

planning policies should give substantial weight to the value of using suitable 

brownfield land within settlements for homes.  

2.6 The allocation of the sites at The Oracle therefore conforms with the NPPF, as does the 

Council’s chosen strategy for growth 

Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (November 2024) 

2.7 Within the Council’s Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (November 

2024) the sites were assessed under ref. AB097 (YHP1) and ref. AB055 (YHP2).  



 

 

 

Figure 3 RBC HELAA Map Extract 

2.8 The HELAA identified both Site ref. AB055 and Site ref. ref. AB97 as “potentially 

suitable”, “available”, “potentially achievable” and “developable within 6-10 years”. 

2.9 The HELAA assessed the overall Site Capacity of ref. AB055 as 120 and 190 for ref. 

AB097 respectively.  

2.10 The sites comprise brownfield land within the town centre boundary of Reading, where 

the principle of redevelopment is supported and that proposals should make efficient 

use of land in accordance with the Framework. As demonstrated through the 

application material submitted to the Local Planning Authority in December 2022, and 

updated in April 2024, the positive intervention for residential-led mixed use 

development at the Oracle is in recognition of its suitability for development, with 

minimal constraints that can be suitably overcome through sensitive design and 

mitigation. The live planning applications ref. 221916 and 221917 are representative of 

the site’s achievability and deliverability early within the Plan period, with Hammerson 

committed to the regeneration and reinvigoration of this area of Reading Town Centre.  

Reading Local Plan Update: Sustainability Appraisal  

2.11 The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) the Local Plan Partial Update Reg. 19 version 

(November 2024) includes a scoring of each of the proposed Oracle site CR14g 

allocation against a series of SA objectives.    

2.12 The options assessed include ‘proposed approach option’ and ‘business as usual’ 

option.  



 

 

2.13 As the site is currently unallocated, the summary justification for the ‘business as usual’ 

option states “The land currently comprises commercial space (restaurants and 

cinema). Retaining the existing use could risk residential development coming forwards 

elsewhere, i.e. on land that is not previously developed (4). It could also result in a 

negative effect in respect of housing delivery (13) as it would not help to meet any of 

the borough’s housing needs”. 

2.14 In this scenario, the SA scores the site as “Neutral impact” across all SA Objectives with 

the exception of SA4 (Minimise the consumption of, and reduce damage to, 

undeveloped land) where it scored “unknown” and SA13 (Ensure high quality housing 

of a type and cost appropriate to the needs of the area) where the site scored 

unknown “tendency to a negative impact on sustainability objective”. 

2.15 The ‘Proposed Approach Option’ assessed for each of the sites includes the 

redevelopment for mixed residential and commercial, including retail and/or leisure at 

the ground floor. 

2.16 It is concluded in respect of this Option as follows: 

“This option would result in both positive and negative effects in respect of the 

environment (1, 2, 3, 5, 6). Any redevelopment may have environmental costs, but 

these would hopefully be mitigated thought adherence to other updated policies that 

seek to address the impact on climate change. In addition, it would ensure the long-

term longevity of the site. It would have significant positive impacts on undeveloped 

land (4) as some of the borough’s housing needs would be situated on previously 

developed land. In relation to the impact on townscape (9) and the historic environment 

(10) there is also a risk that it may harm the existing townscape and historic character 

given the potential height and nearby heritage assets, include its siting within a 

conservation area. 

It would have significant positive effects on encouraging sustainable travel (14) given 

its proximity to nearby transport links and significant positive effects on meeting 

housing needs (13). In addition, significant positives would still be felt in terms of 

economic employment as commercial development would be retained at ground floor 

level at the site (18). A mixed-use development that is within a prime town centre 

location may result in benefits to well-being and health, however, it may result in 

adverse effects to health due to poor air quality, contamination and noise (11), as well 

as place stress on existing school places and GP surgeries (15, 20).” 

2.17 The matrix is referenced below.  We have provided our comments in response to the 

assessment with reference to relevant supporting documents and technical work 

submitted within the pending planning applications.  We have provided a suggested 

updated ‘scoring’ which we consider provides a more robust assessment of these sites 

against the specified criteria.  



 

 

SA Obj Objective  RBC 

Score 

Oracle Limited Partnership 

response  

Updated Colour Code  

1 To address the climate emergency and its impact by minimising CO2 emissions 

and other greenhouse gases, through ensuring that development adheres to the 

specific policies set out in the Local Plan 

✓X Supporting technical 

information submitted 

alongside the application 

confirms the building 

sustainability measures will 

be significantly higher than 

current. 

✓ Positive impact 

2 Adapt to inevitable climate change in terms of preparedness for extreme 

weather events, including avoiding and managing the risk of flooding, heat wave, 

drought and storm damage 

✓X The development, in liaison 

with the EA and LLFA can 

suitably mitigate against 

climate change 

✓ Positive impact 

3  Ensure appropriate, efficient, reliable and careful use and supply of energy, 

water, minerals, food and other natural resources. 

✓X Appropriate provision can 

be made to ensure the 

sustainable construction and 

operation of the 

development can be 

adhered too. 

✓ Positive impact 

4 Minimise the consumption of, and reduce damage to, undeveloped land ✓✓ The Oracle Limited 

Partnership agrees with the 

Council commentary on this 

matter.  

 

✓✓ 

Significant positive 

effect 

5 Minimise the generation of waste and promote more sustainable approaches to 

waste management 

✓X Appropriate provision will be 
made to facilitate refuse and 

✓ Positive impact 



 

 

recycling collections within 
the development.  

 

6 Minimise air, water, soil/ ground and noise pollution, and improve existing areas 

of contaminated land and poor air and water quality. 

✓X Appropriate provision can 

be made through the 

application to ensure the 

remediation of degraded 

land and maximise 

opportunities to improve air 

and water quality.  

✓ Positive impact 

7 Value, protect and enhance the amount and diversity of wildlife, habitat and 

geology, and other contributors to natural diversity, including 

establishing/enhancing ecological networks, including watercourses and 

surrounding corridors 

 Supporting technical 

information submitted 

alongside the application 

confirms a gain in 

biodiversity can be achieved 

and no significant adverse 

impact upon watercourse or 

any ecological features 

   Neutral impact on 

the sustainability 

objective 

8 Avoid contributing towards a likely significant effect, either alone or in 

combination with other plans and projects, that could lead to an adverse effect 

on the integrity of internationally-designated wildlife sites 

 The Oracle Limited 

Partnership agrees with the 

Council commentary on this 

matter. 

   Neutral impact on 

the sustainability 

objective 

9 Create, enhance and maintain attractive and clean environments including 

protecting and, where appropriate, enhancing landscape and townscape 

character. 

? The application has 

undergone an extensive 

design process with the LPA 

to ensure the proposals 

enhance the profile of the 

site and wider area 

✓ Positive impact 



 

 

10 Value, protect and, where possible, enhance the historic environment and the 

heritage assets therein and the contribution that they make to society, the 

environment and the economy 

? The application material 

identifies less than 

substantial harm (on the 

lower end of this scale) 

balanced against significant 

public benefits arising from 

the scheme 

✓X Both positive and 

negative impacts on 

the sustainability 

objective 

11 Protect, promote and improve human health, safety and well-being including 

through healthy lifestyles. 

?X The development has had 

significant consideration to 

the 20minute 

neighbourhood, providing a 

genuine choice of 

sustainable transport modes 

and access to healthy foods 

✓ Positive impact 

12 Promote strong and vibrant communities through reduction in crime, and the 

fear of crime and enhanced community cohesion. 
 The development has been 

designed to be high quality, 

legible with high quality 

public spaces in the 

immediate vicinity and 

increased overlooking of 

public spaces 

✓ Positive impact 

13 Ensure high quality, sustainable housing of a type and cost appropriate to the 

needs of the area 
✓✓ The Oracle Limited 

Partnership agrees with the 

Council commentary on this 

matter.  

✓✓ Significant 

positive effect 

14 Reduce the need for travel and transport particularly by car or lorry, facilitate 

and encourage sustainable and active travel choices. 
✓✓ The Oracle Limited 

Partnership agrees with the 

✓✓ Significant 

positive effect 



 

 

Council commentary on this 

matter.  

15 Ensure all essential services and facilities, including healthcare, is physically 

accessible and adequate for all 

?X The site will re-provide retail 

services and amenities 

including co-working and 

enhanced leisure offer in 

line with market conditions  

✓ Positive impact 

16 Avoid significant negative effects on groups or individuals with regard to race, 

age, disability, gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, religion or belief, 

sex or sexual orientation 

 The Oracle Limited 

Partnership agrees with the 

Council commentary on this 

matter. 

 Neutral impact on 

the sustainability 

objective 

17 Value, protect and enhance opportunities for all to engage in culture, leisure, 

and physical and recreational activity, particularly in areas of open space and 

waterspace. 

 The development will 

enhance the public realm 

with positive intervention in 

to reinvigorate this area of 

the Oracle and create an 

attractive space for people 

to work, play, live. 

✓ Positive impact 

18 Facilitate sustainable economic growth and regeneration that provides 

employment opportunities for all and supports a successful, competitive, 

inclusive and balanced local economy that meets the needs of the area and helps 

to enable the transition to a low carbon economy 

✓✓ The Oracle Limited 

Partnership agrees with the 

Council commentary on this 

matter.  

✓✓ Significant 

positive effect 

19 Reduce deprivation and inequality within and between communities  It is unclear how the Council 
have reached the conclusion 
that the development of the 
Site would result in a neutral 
impact when it makes 
provision for affordable and 

✓ Positive impact 



 

 

accessible dwellings, will 
enhance the public realm and 
make requisite contributions 

 

20 Maximise access for all to the necessary education, skills and knowledge to play 

a full role in society and support the sustainable growth of the local economy. 

?X The development would not 

provide direct education 

skills however the site is in a 

sustainable location in 

respect of education 

facilities and financial 

contributions necessary for 

the development will be 

provided. 

 Neutral impact on 

the sustainability 

objective 



 

 



 

 

3. Local Plan Update – Pre-submission Draft 
(Regulation 19) 

Context  

3.1 This section sets out the relevant national policy context and The Oracle Limited 

Partnership representations on the Local Plan Update Pre-submission publication 

version (Regulation 19) document.  

3.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (“the Framework”) was published in December 

2024, and emphasises that the purpose of the planning system is “to contribute to the 

achievement of sustainable development” (Paragraph 7). For ‘plan-making’, Paragraph 

11 of the Framework sets out that: 

Plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable development. 

For plan-making this means that: 

(a) all plans should promote a sustainable pattern of development that seeks to: meet 

the development needs of their area; align growth and infrastructure; improve the 

environment; mitigate climate change (including by making effective use of land 

in urban areas) and adapt to its effects; 

(b) strategic policies should, as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs for 

housing and other uses, as well as any needs that cannot be met within 

neighbouring areas, unless: 

(i) the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of 

particular importance provides a strong reason for restricting the overall 

scale, type or distribution of development in the plan area; or 

(ii) any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework 

taken as a whole. 

3.3 The Framework at Paragraph 15 underlines the importance of the planning system being 

genuinely plan-led, with up-to-date plans providing a positive vision and a framework 

for meeting housing needs and addressing other economic, social and environmental 

priorities.  

3.4 Paragraph 36 of the Framework requires Local Plans to be sound, meaning they must be: 

(a) Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the 

area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other 

authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where 

it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development; 



 

 

(b) Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable 

alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence; 

(c) Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working 

on cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than 

deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and 

(d) Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable 

development in accordance with the policies in this Framework and other 

statements of national planning policy, where relevant. 

3.5 The comments below set out representations in respect of proposed site allocation 

Policy CR14g The Oracle, before the following section goes on to consider more general 

policies.  



 

 

4. Representations to Policy CR14g The Oracle 

4.1 The Oracle Limited Partnership support the proposed allocation and the principle of 

the draft wording of Policy GS14 which allocates the Site for development.   

4.2 In respect of detailed points on the proposed allocation wording, specific comments 

and suggested amendments to the policy wording are provided.  These are set out 

below with a subsequent tracked change version of the policy provided for ease.   

4.3 Specific comments on the policy, drawing from the technical work undertaken, are as 

follows: 

• Amend the boundary for the Site to be consistent with the red line plan 

submitted as part of this representation (Appendix 1). Currently the Council 

mapping includes the River Kennet that is not within the control of The Oracle 

Limited Partnership. 

• There should be recognition that the scale of development proposed within the 

current planning applications ref. 221916 and 22917 demonstrate that the Site 

can accommodate 436 build to rent units (Class C3), which is higher than the 

quantum of development noted within the policy wording outlined below.  

• Reflecting the introduction of Class E and the recognition of a wider range of 

uses within town centre locations, the text should not just reference retail or 

leisure uses and allow for footfall generating town centre uses which will 

contribute equally to the vitality and viability of The Oracle and wider town 

centre.   

4.4 Subsequently, a tracked change version of the draft policy is shown below 

CR14g The Oracle  

Development of the eastern end of the Oracle Riverside for residential 

development with commercial development including retail and/or leisure 

or appropriate footfall generating town centre uses at the ground floor. 

Development should:  

‒ Retain and increase tree planting along the Kennet and Avon Canal to 

enhance the tree corridor;  

‒ Address flood risk issues, including avoiding development in the part of 

the site within Flood Zone 3;  

‒ Avoid detrimental effects on the significance of listed buildings and the 

Conservation Area and their settings; 

‒ Take account of potential archaeological significance; and  

‒ Address noise impacts on residential use;  



 

 

‒ Address air quality impacts on residential use;  

‒ Address any contamination on site.  

Site size: 1.26 ha 250-370 dwellings 440, retention of retail or leisure or footfall 

generating town centre uses on key frontages on ground floor 



 

 

5. Representations to Local Plan Update Policies 

5.1 Within this section, comments are provided by The Oracle Limited Partnership to other 

policies within the Local Plan Update.  

5.2 To highlight, The Oracle Limited Partnership are supportive of the ambition and 

objectives of the Local Plan Update, particularly the drive towards ambitious growth to 

support prosperity, quality of life and wellbeing.  

The Plan-Period 

5.3 We have reservations about the proposed plan-period being consistent with national 

policy and consider it should be extended for the reasons set out below.  

5.4 Paragraph 22 of the NPPF states:  

“Strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15 year period from adoption, to 

anticipate and respond to long-term requirements and opportunities, such as those 

arising from major improvements in infrastructure.” (our emphasis) 

5.5 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) reiterates this, stating:  

“The National Planning Policy Framework is clear that strategic policies should be 

prepared over a minimum 15 year period and a local planning authority should be 

planning for the full plan period.” (our emphasis) 

5.6 Reading Borough Council’s Local Development Scheme anticipates that the LPU would 

be adopted in October 2025, with the stated plan period up to 2041.  This is an ambitious 

timescale for adoption of the Local Plan, and would fail to provide for a full 15 year period 

post-adoption, in the scenario where adoption is delayed (beyond 1st April 2026).    

5.7 We therefore recommend the authority extend the Plan period in order to ensure that 

it incorporates sufficient flexibility to provides for the necessary timeframe post-

adoption, should adoption go beyond April 2026. 

CR10 – Tall Buildings 

5.8 Policy CR10 (point v)) identifies a new designation with the Local Plan in respect of tall 

building.  An additional designation of ‘areas of less suitability for tall buildings’ are 

identified on the Proposals Map. This element of the policy states that  

“within [these areas] tall buildings will not be suitable unless a clear case can be made 

that the cluster approach would not be undermined when all significant views are taken 

into account and that all of the other aspects of this policy are complied with”. 

5.9 This designation is interpreted as being a potential alternative location for tall buildings 

within the urban area, in addition to the existing ‘areas of potential for tall buildings’. 

subject to appropriate technical assessment and adhering to other policies within the 

plan.   



 

 

5.10 The Oracle Limited Partnership support the addition of these areas and welcome the 

recognition that tall buildings can be appropriate across additional locations within the 

town centre, and the role tall buildings can play in providing higher density, sustainable 

development whilst contributing positively to the townscape.  They do however have 

concerns regarding the wording adopted. It is suggested that the wording be revised to 

avoid mis interpretation of the terminology ‘areas of less suitability for tall buildings’ as 

a restrictive policy, instead of a facilitatory as it is proposed. Accordingly, the policy 

should include a hierarchy of ‘suitable’ areas for tall buildings, to those with the “most 

suitable” (to include the existing area clusters) followed by those with “potential for 

tall buildings as newly proposed on the LPU proposals map.  The remaining areas 

would need by default not be considered as suitable areas for tall buildings. 

5.11 It is therefore, requested that the proposed amended wording for Policy CR11 is 

reviewed to provide create clarity on the ‘tall building suitability’ designations.  It is 

suggested that the proposed terminology ‘areas of less suitability for tall buildings’ is 

replaces with ‘additional area(s) with potential for tall buildings’. 

H1: Provision of Housing  

5.12 Policy H1 seeks the provision of at least an additional 14,850 homes (averaging 825 

homes per annum) in Reading Borough for the period 2023 to 2041.  We note that the 

Housing Provision Background paper identifies a need for 878 dwellings per annum for 

Reading Borough, accounting for standard methodology.  

5.13 The Housing Provision Background Paper sets out the case for exceptional 

circumstances applying in Reading that justify an alternative approach to assessing 

housing need (in line with Paragraph 61 of the Framework) is based on the following:  

• Demographic issues stemming from the high level of Unattributable Population 

Change in Reading; and  

• The circumstances of Reading in relation to the other urban uplift authorities in 

terms of population, geographical area and extent of the urban area outside the 

authority. 

The Oracle Limited Partnership wish to reiterate that the Council should use the 

standard method as a starting point to calculate the minimum housing requirement. 

The Government has confirmed that boosting the supply of housing is a clear priority. 

In December 2024, the Government published the updated National Planning Policy 

Framework, which introduces a revised standard methodology for calculating Local 

Housing Need. In addition, a Written Ministerial Statement (WMS) was made on 30 

July 2024. The updated methodology, the NPPF and the WMS, are all material 

considerations when determining the soundness of the emerging Plan. 

5.14 The standard method derived Local Housing Need figure for Reading published in 

December 2024 is 1,028, raising from 878 dpa.  This is an increase of 150 dwellings per 

annum or 17% increase which needs to be reflected within the emerging Local Plan 

Update.  At present, the draft Local Plan update is failing to meet the existing housing 

needs of the district, and this will be further exacerbated by a failure to address the 

future housing needs. 



 

 

5.15 The housing requirements should be expressed as minimum figures, and contingency 

needs to be built into the LPU to enable adequate sites to be identified to ensure the 

minimum requirement is met, and to ensure that an adequate five year supply of 

deliverable homes is maintained over the plan period. It is well established, that 

Reading is of critical importance to the economy and as a consequence we raise 

fundamental concern with the Councils’ approach of pursuing a level of growth which 

is significantly at odds with that which continues to support economic growth. 

5.16 Clearly these shortfalls are very significant and should be taken into account as a 

material consideration as a matter of soundness.  Opportunities to meet some of this 

identified shortfall against Local Housing Need on brownfield sites and through 

increased density of development should be actively considered.  

EN19 Urban Green Factor  

5.17 Whilst in principle The Oracle Limited Partnership support the aspirations of this policy, 

it is felt that further clarification and guidance is necessary around the requirements 

the policy.  There is concern regarding the justification for 25% increase for major 

developments that are predominantly residential / commercial, or in scenarios where 

more than 60% of the land is hard surfacing. As such, we object to the drafting in the 

current form. These are onerous requirements that will impact on development 

densities and viability and, at this time, do not appear evidence based and justified.  

5.18 Flexibility and clarification is therefore required, particularly noting that other 

authorities, such as Wycombe District Council, adopted similar requitements in their 

local plans and they have had significant negative implications on deliverability and 

viability. 

H3: AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

5.19 Policy H3 is revised to include a ‘deferred contribution’ clause in the event that a policy-

compliant affordable housing contribution cannot be secured at application stage. The 

proposed provisions would be based on the conclusion of a later viability review, which 

secures an appropriate proportion of any increased profits over and above those 

identified at application stage as a financial contribution towards affordable housing. 

5.20 The Oracle Limited Partnership consider it appropriate that the requirement for a 

deferred contribution sought through this policy should also be applied in cases where 

there is a forecast ‘decrease’ in estimate profit margin arising from the proposed 

development prior to construction, and that any subsequent financial contribution 

would significantly hinder the successful delivery of the site. In any event, it is critical to 

ensure that, in accordance with Paragraph 61 of the Framework, that “land with 

permission is developed without unnecessary delay”, and that viable development that 

has been subject to review and agreed affordable housing contribution comes forward 

soon after securing planning permission in order to avoid unnecessary delay in delivery 

rates through the development and construction process.  

Viability Evidence 

5.21 As an overarching comment on the Local Plan Update, The Oracle Limited Partnership 

have concerns regarding the robustness of the Local Plan Update and the lack of 

viability evidence that supports the proposed changes sought to planning policies.  In 

particular, the subsequent impact this is likely to have on already constrained town 



 

 

centre sites, in particular with regard to energy efficiency standards through 

redevelopment and gains in biodiversity. The difficulties of viability and the 

redevelopment of brownfield sites is well-versed. It is important that the Council do 

not further restrict the deliverability of sites with such a restrictive approach to 

development management, including the impact on the delivery of much needed 

affordable housing in the Borough. 

5.22 The Oracle Limited Partnership reserve the right to respond to viability evidence as and 

when it becomes available. 



 

 

6. Summary 

6.1 This representation has been prepared by Turley on The Oracle Limited Partnership 

and is provided in response to the Council’s consultation on Local Plan Update 

(Regulation 19) in support of the proposed allocation under Policy CR14g The Oracle as 

well as providing overall comments on the consultation documentation.  

6.2 The proposed site allocation CR14g is considered to provide a fantastic opportunity to 

support the sustainable growth of central Reading.  The allocation reflects the current 

direction of development on this site at the Oracle and the Partnership’s commitment 

to delivering transformational change at the eastern end of the Oracle. 

6.3 It is requested that amendments are made to the policy wording to ensure the site’s 

full potential is realised in terms of site capacity and mix of uses, as well as ensuring 

that the allocation boundary accurately reflects site ownership.  Amendments should 

be made to increase the development capacity of the site to 440 and recognise the 

appropriateness of footfall generating town centre uses as part of any redevelopment 

proposals.  

6.4 This representation confirms that in accordance with the NPPF the Site is deliverable, 

being suitable, available and achievable for allocation in the emerging Local Plan 

Update. In summary:  

• Available – The Oracle Limited Partnership control the Site and the land is 

immediately available for development, being actively promoted to the Local 

Plan Update. 

• Suitable – The Site is suitable for residential-led development because it:  

‒ Is located in a sustainable location and in close proximity to existing and 

committed development with capacity for additional growth  

‒ Has no identified environmental constraints that, subject to appropriate 

mitigation, would prevent or otherwise restrict development; 

‒ Will deliver high-quality market housing and much need affordable 

housing;  

‒ Will provide sustained investment into the town centre with active 

frontages, increased footfall and enhanced leisure offer; 

‒ Offers the opportunity to provide a wide range of public benefits including 

supporting infrastructure, public open space, and net gains in biodiversity  

‒ Will improve sustainable transport links and wider pedestrian and cycle 

connectivity  

‒ Is in an area identified as a preferred location for the future growth of 

Reading in the Local Plan Update  



 

 

• Achievable - the Site would make a significant contribution towards meeting the 

housing needs of Reading, alongside supporting strategic infrastructure 

including public open spaces, community infrastructure, co-working spaces, and 

leisure and retail supporting vibrant communities.  

6.5 In addition, amendments are also sought in relation to the following policies: 

• Policy CR11 – The introduction of additional areas with potential for tall 

buildings is supported but consideration should be given to the terminology 

used in the policy to avoid misinterpretation  

• Policy H1 – the plan does not reflect the updated local housing need figure 

derived from the standard methodology, published within the NPPF in 

December 2024.  Additional site allocations, or increased capacity of proposed 

allocations should be considered to ensure Readings housing land requirement 

is sufficient met over the plan period.  

• EN19 – it is requested that Policy EN19 Urban Green Factor is reviewed to 

ensure the requirements are not unduly onerous upon large scale and 

brownfield / urban development, thereby rendering them undeliverability in 

already challenging viability climate.    

6.6 In view of the above, it is noted that, at the time of writing and The Oracle Limited 

Partnership do not consider the plan to be sound as measured against the tests of 

soundness set out in the Framework at Paragraph 36. We can confirm that The Oracle 

Limited Partnership would like to reserve the opportunity to participate in any hearing 

sessions held at the examination in public on the matters raised in our representations 

and that we would like to be kept informed of the submission and examination of the 

local plan. 

6.7 The Oracle Limited Partnership be very happy to discuss these representations further 

with the Council and provide any additional detail that may be helpful, as part of 

ongoing engagement.  



 

 

Appendix 1: Site Location Plan 
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Theatres Trust 
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(Response from webform) 
Title: Mr 
First name: Tom 
Last name: Clarke MRTPI 
Would you like to include the contact details of an agent(s)?: No 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: CC9: SECURING 
INFRASTRUCTURE (Strategic policy) 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: Yes 
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?: Yes 
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.  
We support this policy as it better articulates that funding will be sought for theatres within 
cultural infrastructure, and that cultural infrastructure is rightly considered as important in 
contributing to sustainable development. 
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?: Yes 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: CR12e, HOSIER 
STREET 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: Yes 
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?: Yes 
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.  
We support revision to this policy reflecting investment into the expansion of the Hexagon, 
and removing potential for the venue's loss. 
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 
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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?: Yes 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: CR12e, HOSIER 
STREET 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: Yes 
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?: Yes 
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.  
We welcome that this allocation directs retention of servicing access and parking for the 
Rep, and also includes the need to address noise impacts on residential use. It is essential 
new homes on the site are sensitively located and designed so as not compromise the 
theatre's future operations, and to provide acceptable living standards for future occupants. 
This will ensure compliance with the principles of 'agent of change' set out in paragraph 200 
of the NPPF (2024). 
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: Tom Clarke MRTPI 
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Tilehurst People’s Local Charity 
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(Response from webform) 
Title: c/o Mr 
First name: Nick 
Last name: Kirby 
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): Nick 
Agent's Last Name (if applicable): Kirby 
Agent's Job Title (if applicable): Planning Director 
Agent's Organisation (if applicable): Lichfields 
Agent's Address Line 1 (if applicable): Lichfields 
Agent's Address Line 2 (if applicable): Apex Plaza 
Agent's Address Line 3 (if applicable): Forbury Road 
Agent's Address Line 4 (if applicable): Reading 
Agent's Telephone Number (if applicable): 0118 334 1920 
Agent's Post Code (if applicable): RG1 1AX 
Agent's E-mail Address (if applicable): nick.kirby@lichfields.uk 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: Policy H1: Provision of 
Housing 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: No 
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 LPPU19 proposes a number of changes to the existing allocation at Land at Kentwood 
Hill (Policy WR3s). As indicated on the Pre-Submission Draft Proposals Map (November 
2024), the LPPU19 proposes to designate part of the site as Local Green Space (LGS), and 
part of the site as an area of ‘identified biodiversity interest’ (which is protected via Policy 
EN12).  
According to footnote 1 of the Pre-Submission Draft Proposals Map, an “area of identified 
biodiversity interest” encompasses a range of habitats, including “Local Wildlife Sites, Local 
Nature Reserves, Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, protected and priority species and their 
habitats, Priority and Biodiversity Action Plan habitats, the River Thames and its tributaries 
(including the River Kennet and the Kennet & Avon Canal)”. It is currently unclear which of 
the listed habitats within policy H12 the site is considered to comprise.   
With regard to the policy text of the site allocation at Land at Kentwood Hill (Policy WR3s), 
the LPPU19 proposes to:  
1 Reduce the site size from 1.43ha to 0.97ha and the quantum of development from 
41-62 dwellings to 32-48 dwellings 
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2 Amend the policy text to state a requirement to “Retain and avoid detrimental impacts 
on important areas of biodiversity” 
3 Make the allocation “subject to the site not being identified as a Local Wildlife Site” 
4 Add provision which states the requirement to “Ensure that development will not have 
a detrimental effect on land stability on the site and nearby” 
We provide our comments below on the proposed amendments. In summary our client does 
not contest the proposed changes to Policy WR3s as summarised in point (1) above, but 
objects to the proposed changes summarised in point (2), (3) and (4) above for the reasons 
set out below.  
Policy Amendment (1): LPPU19’s proposed amendments to the spatial extent and quantum 
of development of Policy WR3s 
As noted above, the LPPU19 proposes to designate part of the site at Kentwood Hill (Policy 
WR3s) as LGS and as an area of identified biodiversity interest. This leads to the proposed 
reduction of site size and quantum of development allocated to Policy WR3s in line with the 
proposed change (point (2)) noted above.  
Our client’s development partner has carried out a suite of ecology surveys, undertaken by 
professional accredited ecologists, and therefore has an up-to-date understanding of the 
ecological characteristics of the site. The surveys identified that the ecological characteristics 
vary across different parts of the site(s). The part of the site proposed to be designated as an 
area of identified biodiversity interest and LGS is based on the information provided by our 
client’s development partner. Hence the omission of this part of the site from the residential 
development area within policy WR3s is consistent with the masterplanning proposals for the 
site and would not preclude or prevent development of the residual parts of the site which 
remain subject to allocation for residential development via Policy WR3s (as well as Policy 
WR3s in the adopted Local Plan).  
Our client recognises the need to balance managing ecological impacts alongside the 
importance of delivering much needed housing (including family housing). On this basis, our 
client does not contest the proposed designation of the specified part of site as LGS and an 
area of identified biodiversity interest (subject to clarification regarding the basis for the latter 
designation as noted in our representations above).  
This is on the understanding that the proposed designation of the specified part of the site at 
Kentwood Hill (Policy WR3s) as LGS and area of identified biodiversity interest relates to the 
0.46ha reduction in size of the development area of the site allocation (Policy WR3s) from 
1.43ha to 0.97ha. As stated our client is confident that proposals could be developed for the 
remainder of the site which manage and mitigate any impacts.  
Policy amendment (2): Insertion of wording “Retain and avoid detrimental impacts on 
important areas of biodiversity” 
Our client disagrees with the proposed amendments to the policy text of Policy WR3s as 
above. The policy wording does not provide sufficient flexibility to manage and mitigate 
impacts of residential development in accordance with the approach outlined within national 
planning policy.  
NPPF (December 2023) para. 186 states that “When determining planning applications, 
local planning authorities should apply the following principles:  
a) if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through 
locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last 
resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused…” 
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It is evident from NPPF (December 2023) para. 186(a) that when determining planning 
applications in the development management process that would have significant harm to 
biodiversity (which our client does not accept would be the case in relation to the site), local 
planning authorities should consider avoidance, mitigation of, and compensation for 
ecological impacts.  
The current wording of Policy WR3s does not reflect this approach, setting a much higher 
and potentially prohibitive stance to the delivery of development at the site.  
Additionally the policy wording seeks to retain and avoid any detrimental impacts on 
important areas of biodiversity which imposes a blanket approach, which fails to recognise 
any difference in the degree of site’s ecological importance. The policy should be amended 
to reflect the reality that not all areas of importance for biodiversity will have equal 
importance, as the NPPF (December 2023) recognises. Additionally, the policy should not 
simply seek the retention of areas of biodiversity importance, and complete avoidance of 
detrimental impacts. This approach is inconsistent with the NPPF’s (December 2023) 
approach outlined within para. 186. 
Policy Amendment (3): LPPU19’s proposed insertion of the wording “subject to the site not 
being identified as a Local Wildlife Site” to Policy WR3s 
The LPPU19 proposes to amend the existing allocation of our client’s site at Kentwood Hill 
(Policy WR3s) to predicate the entire allocation of the site on it “not being identified as a 
Local Wildlife Site”.  
It is our client’s position, based on the ecological survey data and ecological advice, that 
whilst part of the site has been identified as having ecological interest, the entire site does 
not reflect the characteristics of a Local Wildlife Site (LWS) and thus does not warrant such 
designation.  
The key fact is that the site is not currently designated as an LWS and has not been through 
any assessment by RBC or a qualifying body that has indicated it warrants such designation. 
The site remains part of that allocated for residential development in the adopted local plan, 
and this allocation was fully scrutinised through the Local Plan process.  Since this allocation 
was first proposed, and then confirmed through the Local Plan process, no material 
differences in the site’s status or condition have occurred. 
Our client considers that the LPPU19’s proposed approach to predicate the site’s 
allocation(s) on it not being designated as an LWS could pose significant risk to the delivery 
of development at the site and is inconsistent with national policies.  
NPPF (December 2023) para. 11(b) states that “strategic policies should, as a minimum, 
provide for objectively assessed needs for housing and other uses, as well as any needs 
that cannot be met within neighbouring areas, unless: 
i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular 
importance provides a strong reason for restricting the overall scale, type or distribution of 
development in the plan area [footnote 7]…”  
Footnote 7 to this provision sets out the policies in the framework that would protect areas or 
assets of particular importance. LWSs are not listed in footnote 7 (or by its reference to sites 
listed in paragraph 187, or via the glossary). Therefore in the context of paragraph 11(b) the 
framework, the presence of LWS’s would not provide a reason for strategic policies to not ‘as 
a minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs for housing’ as para. 11(b) requires.  
The Council acknowledge the site would provide “much needed housing, including likely 
family housing” as a contribution to meeting the Council’s objectively assessed needs 
(Regulation 18 LPPU November 2023, para. 12.66). The amended allocation currently 



87 
 

proposed in the LPPU19 via Policy WR3s is therefore inconsistent with the principle outlined 
by NPPF (December 2023) para. 11b, given the potential designation of the site as an LWS 
would not provide a reason to remove the site’s allocation, which makes a valuable 
contribution to meeting RBC’s objectively assessed needs.   
The impact of LWS on residential development potential 
Additionally, the LPPU19’s proposed approach to predicate the entire allocation of Policy 
WR3s on it not being designated as an LWS represents another failure to recognise that 
parts of the site may have differing ecological characteristics.  
NPPF (December 2023) para. 185 notes that “To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: 
a) Identify, map and safeguard components of local wildlife-rich habitats and wider 
ecological networks, including the hierarchy of international, national and locally designated 
sites of importance for biodiversity; wildlife corridors and stepping stones that connect them; 
and areas identified by national and local partnerships for habitat management, 
enhancement, restoration or creation…”  
LWS’s represent “locally designated sites of importance for biodiversity” and therefore NPPF 
(December 2023) para. 185 requires plans to “identify, map and safeguard components of 
local wildlife-rich habitats and wider ecological networks”. The need to map and safeguard 
components of LWS’s highlights that not all areas of LWS will have equal ecological value. 
The approach of the NPPF (December 2023) outlined above highlights that a LWS 
designation should not represent an embargo on development as the wording of Policy 
WR3s treats it.  
We have previously highlighted that paragraph 186 of the NPPF (December 2023) sets out 
the relevant principles for considering avoiding, mitigating and compensating for significant 
harm to biodiversity, and notably LPPU19 Policy EN12 contains provisions to protect and 
enhance LWS’s among other things. There are clearly policy provisions that would allow for 
assessment of the impacts on ecology of developing the site, within the development 
management process even if the site was wholly designated as an LWS in the future.  
However the wording of the allocation relating to Policy WR3s means that the allocation for 
residential development would be completely removed, should any part of the site be 
designated as an LWS. This fails to recognise that any future LWS could cover a different 
geographical extent than the allocation and areas with varying ecological value. 
Therefore even if all or part of the allocation was subsequently determined to be an LWS this 
is not an embargo on development. The wording of the policy is compounded by the failure 
to consider the prospect of avoiding, mitigating and compensating as required by the NPPF 
(December 2023).  
Our client considers that there is no policy basis for removing (or caveating) the site’s 
residential allocation on a future potential designation as an LWS. The current approach 
regarding Policy WR3s is inconsistent with the NPPF (December 2023) and would 
unnecessarily prejudice the delivery of much needed family housing.  
The site is not currently designated as an LWS.  Should it be in the future (notwithstanding 
our clients position on this – summarised above) there are sufficient policy provisions within 
the NPPF (December 2023) and emerging LPPU19 that provide a basis for assessing and 
balancing detailed ecological impacts. On this basis it is unnecessary and unjustified to fetter 
the allocation of Policy WR3s through the proposed wording of ‘the site not being identified 
as a Local Wildlife Site’. 
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Policy Amendment (4): LPPU19’s proposed insertion of wording “Ensure that development 
will not have a detrimental effect on land stability on the site and nearby” 
With regard to ground conditions, NPPF (December 2023) para. 189 states that: 
“Planning policies and decisions should ensure that:  
a) a site is suitable for its proposed use taking account of ground conditions and any risks 
arising from land instability and contamination. This includes risks arising from natural 
hazards or former activities such as mining, and any proposals for mitigation including land 
remediation (as well as potential impacts on the natural environment arising from that 
remediation)…” 
Our client recognises the need for any development proposals to ensure that they will not 
have an unacceptable detrimental effect on land stability on the site and nearby. However, 
the above wording that the LPPU19 proposes to insert does not accommodate explicit 
recognition that mitigation may be required to avoid unacceptable detrimental impacts which 
is consistent with the NPPF (December 2023). We suggest the wording should be amended 
such the following:   
‘Ensure that development will not have an unacceptable detrimental effect on land stability 
on the site and nearby, [Insertion: …taking into account available mitigation measures] ’  
Test of Soundness 
For the reasons outlined, our client considers that the LPPU19 is unsound for the following 
key reasons: 
• RBC’s proposed changes to existing allocation at our client’s site at Kentwood Hill 
(Policy WR3s) could prejudice much needed development at the site. This would undermine 
the LPPU19’s ability to meet its aims “to continue to address the housing crisis and to reflect 
national policy” (para. 4.4.4). This is also inconsistent with the NPPF (December 2023) 
requirement to “meet as much of an area’s identified housing need as possible” (para. 60) 
and to ensure that “a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided to meet the 
needs of present and future generations” (para. 11b). The proposed strategy relating to our 
client’s site is not appropriate, therefore is not justified and the LPPU19 thus is not 
considered sound. 
• RBC’s proposed approach to Policy WR3s would constrain RBC’s ability to provide 
family housing within the borough. This is inconsistent with the NPPF (December 2023) 
which sets out the requirement “to meet as much of an area’s identified housing need as 
possible, including with an appropriate mix of housing types for the local community” (para. 
60). The LPPU19 is not consistent with national policy and therefore not considered sound.  
• RBC’s proposed approach to predicate the allocation of Policy WR3s on it not being 
designated as an LWS, and the failure to introduce flexibility to the policy text of WR3s to 
allow for the implementation of mitigation measures is inconsistent with NPPF (December 
2023) para. 11b, 185 and 186. The LPPU19 is inconsistent with national policy, therefore is 
not considered sound.  
• RBC’s proposed approach to land stability which does not accommodate reference to 
mitigation measures is inconsistent with NPPF para. 189 and is therefore not sound. 
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 
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you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording or any policy or text. 
Please be as precise as possible.  
The allocation of Policy WR3s should not be predicated on it not being designated as an 
LWS. Policy WR3s should be updated to remove the wording “subject to the site not being 
identified as a Local Wildlife Site” for the reasons outlined above.  
The policy text of Policy WR3s should include flexibility to allow for the implementation of 
mitigation measures as alternatives to the retention of important areas of biodiversity.  
The policy text of Policy WR3s should also include flexibility to allow for the implementation 
of mitigation measures to be carried out to ensure land stability.  
Further clarity should be provided by RBC in the LPPU19 as to the basis for our client’s site 
at Kentwood Hill (Policy WR3s) to be identified as an “area of identified biodiversity interest” 
on the LPPU 19 Pre-Submission Draft Proposals Map. 
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?: Policy WR3t (Land at 
Armour Hill) 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: No 
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 LPPU19 proposes changes to Policy WR3t (Land at Armour Hill) which are similar to 
those amendments proposed to Policy WR3s (Land at Kentwood Hill discussed previously). 
We note LPPU19 Policy WR3t requires no “reduction of the allotments themselves as a 
result of the development” and our client does not raise any concerns with this.  
The key difference within LPPU19 Policy WR3t is that the LPPU19 reduces the quantum of 
development to 10-14 dwellings, from 12-18 dwellings (as per the adopted local plan). The 
LPPU19 Policy WR3t states a site area of 0.45ha which is the same as that in the adopted 
local plan. The HELAA informs the proposed quantum of development stated in the LPPU19 
Policy WR3t and explains that the reduced quantum of development results from 
consideration of perceived constraints at the site, including those related to ecology. 
However the HELAA applies its consideration of constraints to a site area of 0.41 ha, without 
explaining why a smaller area is used to that in the adopted plan, and stated within LPPU19 
Policy WR3t. It is possible that using a greater site area of 0.45 ha would allow the assumed 
quantum of development to be higher.  
Our client considers that the potential quantum of residential capacity should be reassessed 
on the basis of the 0.45 site area – although ultimately the appropriate capacity of the site 
will evolve through the planning application process.  
Our responses to Policy WR3s, apart from those relating to “area of identified biodiversity 
interest” and LGS designation, are equally applicable to Policy WR3t. Please refer to our 
response to Policy WR3t for our detailed analysis of the reasons the policy is not sound.  
Test of Soundness 
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For the reasons outlined above and also in our response to Policy WR3s (Land at Kentwood 
Hill), our client considers that the LPPU19 is unsound for the following key reasons: 
• RBC’s proposed changes to existing allocation at our clients’ site at Armour Hill 
(Policy WR3t) could pose significant risk to the delivery of development at the site. This 
would undermine the LPPU19’s ability to meet its aims “to continue to address the housing 
crisis and to reflect national policy” (para. 4.4.4). This is also inconsistent with the NPPF’s 
(December 2023) requirement to “meet as much of an area’s identified housing need as 
possible” (para. 60) and to ensure that “a sufficient number and range of homes can be 
provided to meet the needs of present and future generations” (para. 11b). The proposed 
strategy to our client’s sites is not appropriate, therefore is not justified and the LPPU19 thus 
is not considered sound. 
• RBC’s proposed approach to Policy WR3t would undermine RBC’s ability to provide 
family housing within the borough. This is inconsistent with the NPPF (December 2023) 
which sets out the requirement “to meet as much of an area’s identified housing need as 
possible, including with an appropriate mix of housing types for the local community” (para. 
60). The LPPU19 is not consistent with national policy and therefore not considered sound.  
• RBC’s proposed approach to predicate the allocation of Policy WR3t on it not being 
designated as a LWS, and the failure to introduce flexibility to the policy text of WR3s to 
allow for the implementation of mitigation measures is inconsistent with NPPF (December 
2023) para. 11b, 185 and 186. The LPPU19 is inconsistent with the NPPF (December 2023), 
therefore is not considered sound.  
• RBC’s proposed approach to land stability which does not accommodate reference to 
mitigation measures is inconsistent with NPPF para. 189 and is therefore not sound.  
• The proposed reduction to quantum of development of Policy WR3t does not reflect 
the site area available for development. The proposed approach to Policy WR3t is not an 
appropriate strategy, it is not justified and therefore the LPPU19 is not considered sound. 
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.  
The allocation of Policy WR3t should not be predicated on it not being designated as a LWS. 
Policy WR3t should be updated to remove the wording “subject to the site not being 
identified as a Local Wildlife Site”.  
The policy text of Policy WR3t should include flexibility to allow for the implementation of 
mitigation measures as alternatives to the retention of important areas of biodiversity.  
The policy text of Policy WR3s should also include flexibility to allow for the implementation 
of mitigation measures to be carried out to ensure land stability.  
The quantum of development should be reassessed on the basis of the site area available. 
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: Yes. Tilehurst People’s Local Charity (also known as Tilehurst Poor’s 
Land Charity) requests the opportunity to either directly appear, or appoint a consultant 
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acting on their behalf to appear, at any future hearing session(s). This is necessary to orally 
explain why the LPPU19 is unsound and participate in discussions as 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: Daniel Lampard 
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1.0 Introduction 
1.1 These representations have been prepared by Lichfields on behalf of our client, Tilehurst 

People’s Local Charity (also known as Tilehurst Poor’s Land Charity) (hereafter “TPLC”), in 
relation to the two sites at Land at Kentwood Hill (Policy WR3s) and Land at Armour Hill 
(Policy WR3t).  

1.2 These representations are submitted in response to the consultation on the Reading 
Borough Council Local Plan Partial Update Pre-Submission Draft (Regulation 19). The 
representations respond to the following key policies and question of Regulation 19 
consultation: 

• Policy H1: Provision of Housing 

• Policy H2: Density and Mix 

• Policy WR3s: Land at Kentwood Hill 

• Policy WR3t: Land at Armour Hill 

• Participating in the Examination 
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2.0 Policy H1: Provision of Housing 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Please state specific paragraph, policy and/or section of the policies map. 

• Policy H1 (Provision of Housing) 

Agent's E-mail Address (if applicable) (optional) 

• nick.kirby@lichfields.uk 

Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant? (optional) 

• No 

Do you consider the Local Plan is sound? (optional) 

• No 

Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate? 
(optional) 

• 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. (optional) 

Planning Policy Context 

2.1 There is a clear priority within the NPPF (December 2023) (which Reading BC anticipate 
that this Local Plan update will be progressed under) to use the Standard Method (SM) “to 
determine the minimum number of homes needed” (NPPF (December 2023) para. 61) 
unless Exceptional Circumstances (ECs) can be demonstrated. For the 20 largest cities and 
urban centres in England, including Reading, an urban uplift of 35% is incorporated in the 
SM (as per NPPF (December 2023) para. 62) and the Planning Policy Guidance (PPG)).  

2.2 The NPPF (December 2023) requires that, in order to justify the deviation from the SM, 
ECs including those “relating to the particular demographic characteristics of an area”. 
(NPPF (December 2023), para. 61), need to be demonstrated. NPPF (December 2023). 
Footnote 25 supplements this by stating that “such particular demographic characteristics 
could, for example, include areas that are islands with no land bridge that have a 
significant proportion of elderly residents”. It is clear from this example and the wording 
of the NPPF (December 2023) that circumstances will need to be exceptional and distinct, 
setting a high bar to avoid unnecessary deviation from use of the SM.  

2.3 Notwithstanding this, the Local Plan Partial Update Pre-Submission Draft (Regulation 19) 
(November 2024) (hereafter “LPPU19”) proposes to deviate from the SM (as per NPPF 
December 2023) and to plan for a level of housing notably lower than the Standard Method 
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housing need figure (SM figure) (as per NPPF December 2023), i.e. 878 dwellings per 
annum (dpa).   

2.4 RBC commissioned their own Local Housing Need Assessment (LHNA) and considered 
that the Local Housing Need figure (LHN figure) for Reading is 735 dpa.  

2.5 The LPPU19 proposes to exceed the LHN figure to plan for 825 dpa (LPPU19 figure), which 
is RBC’s anticipated capacity based on the Borough’s own assessment of its housing 
capacity, in recognition of their ability to do so, and to “continue to address the housing 
crisis and to reflect national policy” (LPPU19, para. 4.4.4).  

Absence of ECs to justify deviation from the Standard Method in Reading 

2.6 The LPPU19 contends that ECs exist to deviate from the SM (as per NPPF December 2023) 
in assessing need on the basis of:  

1 “Demographic issues stemming from the high level of Unattributable Population 
Change in Reading; and  

2 The circumstances of Reading in relation to the other urban uplift authorities in terms 
of population, geographical area and extent of the urban area outside the authority.” 
(Reading Borough Local Plan Partial Update – Housing Provision Background Paper 
November 2024, para. 3.2) 

2.7 In summary, our clients consider the list of reasons given by RBC within the Housing 
Provision Background Paper (November 2024) does not in any way demonstrate that there 
are “ECs” that justify deviating from the SM (as per NPPF December 2023) for the purposes 
of assessing housing need in Reading. RBC’s key issue with the SM (as per NPPF December 
2023) appears to be an “in principle” objection to the urban uplift on the basis of whether it 
can realistically be achieved, but its evidence does not support this case. A simple 
comparative analysis shows the rate of growth in Reading under the SM (as per NPPF 
December 2023) is 1.2%, which is entirely reasonable (in the context of historic delivery in 
Reading itself and other similar urban areas), and this sits comfortably amongst the 
‘average’ rate of growth for the other top 20 urban areas.  

2.8 Our client’s position is that ECs have not been demonstrated, and the LPPU19 should plan 
for at least a housing need aligned with the SM (as per the NPPP December 2023). This 
creates the need to identify further sites to meet this shortfall across the plan period (954 
homes). It also increases the importance of ensuring that the delivery of residential 
development at site allocations such as our client’s sites at Land at Kentwood Hill (Policy 
WR3s) and Land at Armour Hill (Policy WR3t) is not unduly fettered.   

2.9 RBC has rightly acknowledged in the earlier iteration of the LPPU (Regulation 18 LPPU, 
November 2023) that the existing allocation at our client’s sites at Kentwood Hill (Policy 
WR3s) and Armour Hill (Policy WR3t) “would provide much needed housing, including 
likely family housing, to help to meet Reading’s needs……the Local Plan is not in a position 
where it can generally afford to lose existing allocated housing sites, particularly in 
relation to the standard methodology” (para. 12.66). Our client agrees with this statement, 
and nothing has changed the suitability of the sites to accommodate residential 
development since then. 
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2.10 Our client considers that the LPPU19’s proposed changes to Policy WR3s and WR3t to 
make the allocations “subject to the site not being identified as a Local Wildlife Site” are 
wholly unjustified and inconsistent with the NPPF (December 2023) for the reasons set out 
in these representations – specifically in response to these policies.   

2.11 The wording within the proposed allocation, as drafted in the LPPU19 could constrain or 
prevent delivery of much needed residential development (including family housing) at 
sustainable site(s) unnecessarily which is inconsistent with the NPPF (December 2023). 
This serious concern is compounded by the wider context of the LPPU19 failing to plan for 
its objectively assessed need.  

2.12 This increases the importance of not unnecessarily prejudicing development of the 
Kentwood Hill (Policy WR3s) and Armour Hill (Policy WR3t) sites which are already 
considered suitable, and allocated for residential development within the adopted local 
plan.  

Test of Soundness  

2.13 For the reasons outlined, our client considers that the LPPU19 is unsound for the following 
key reasons:  

• RBC has not demonstrated any ECs to justify deviating from the SM (as per NPPF 
December 2023) in determining its housing need. The proposed approach to plan for a 
level of housing lower than the SM figure is inconsistent with NPPF (December 2023) 
para. 8b, 11a, 11b, 61 and 62. The LPPU19 does not provide a strategy which, as a 
minimum, seeks to meet the area’s objectively assessed needs, therefore is not 
positively prepared and thus not sound. The LPPU19 is also inconsistent with national 
policy and thus not considered sound.   

• RBC’s proposed changes to existing allocations at sites at Kentwood Hill (Policy WR3s) 
and Armour Hill (WR3t) could unnecessarily prejudice development at the sites. This 
would severely undermine the LPPU19’s ability to meet its aims “to continue to address 
the housing crisis and to reflect national policy” (para. 4.4.4) not least because it is 
inconsistent with the NPPF (December 2023)’s requirement to “meet as much of an 
area’s identified housing need as possible” (para. 60) and to ensure that “a sufficient 
number and range of homes can be provided to meet the needs of present and future 
generations” (para. 11b).  

• The proposed strategy for our client’s sites is not appropriate, therefore is not justified 
and it is also inconsistent with the national policy. As such the LPPU19 is not 
considered sound.  
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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. (optional)  

Please note: In your representation you should provide succinctly 
all the evidence and supporting information necessary to support 
your representation and your suggested modifications (s). You 
should not assume that you will have a further opportunity to make 
submissions. At this stage, further submissions may only be made if 
invited by the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she 
identifies for examination. 

2.14 In the absence of ECs to justify deviating from the Standard Method (as per NPPF 
December 2023), RBC should adopt a housing requirement figure based on the SM figure 
(incorporating the 35% urban uplift) (as per NPPF December 2023) in Policy H1.  

2.15 Irrespective of the conclusion regarding ECs, Policy H1 should plan for a housing 
requirement higher than the currently assessed capacity figure of 825 dpa in order to realise 
the Council’s aims to “address the housing crisis and to reflect national policy” (LPPU19, 
para. 4.4.4). 

2.16 Our client considers that LPPU19’s proposed changes to Policy WR3s (Land at Kentwood 
Hill) and Policy WR3t (Land at Armour Hill) would undermine RBC’s ability to meet its 
growing housing needs, which is inconsistent with the NPPF (December 2023) and aims for 
the LPPU19. We expand on this further in our responses to Policy WR3s and Policy WR3t.  

Please upload any supporting information (if necessary). 
(optional) 

2.17 No supporting information will be uploaded. 
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3.0 Policy H2: Density and Mix 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Please state specific paragraph, policy and/or section of the policies map. 

• Policy H2 (Density and Mix) 

Agent's E-mail Address (if applicable) (optional) 

• nick.kirby@lichfields.uk 

Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant? (optional) 

• No 

Do you consider the Local Plan is sound? (optional) 

• No 

Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate? 
(optional) 

• 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. (optional) 

3.1 The NPPF (December 2023) sets out the Government’s clear objective of “significantly 
boosting the supply of homes” and to provide “an appropriate mix of housing types” 
(NPPF (December 2023) para 60). It states that: 

“To support the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes, it is 
important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where it is 
needed, that the needs of groups with specific housing requirements are addressed and 
that land with permission is developed without unnecessary delay. The overall aim should 
be to meet as much of an area’s identified housing need as possible, including with an 
appropriate mix of housing types for the local community.” 

3.2 Our client recognises the need for family housing in Reading and the acknowledges the 
aspiration of Policy H2 to achieve this. Reading has faced an ongoing challenge in 
delivering larger family homes, which is acknowledged by RBC’s most recent Annual 
Monitoring Report (AMR) 2022-2023 (December 2023).  

3.3 In terms of dwellings completed during 2022-23 from all sources (including conversions 
and changes of use), the AMR noted that “around 86% of completed dwellings were for 
one- or two bed dwellings, and around 87% were for flats rather than houses. The large 
majority of new accommodation therefore continues to be small and flatted, with family 
accommodation of three or more bedrooms being a small element of supply.” (para. 8.19).  
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3.4 Regarding the dwellings permitted during 2022-23 from all sources (including conversions 
and changes of use), the AMR noted that “the picture for new permissions is even more 
dominated by smaller units, with 96% being one- or two-bedroom properties, and 
virtually all dwellings were flats rather than houses” (para. 8.20) 

3.5 In terms of new build completions, the AMR noted that “20% of the total is for three-bed or 
more. This is some way below the policy target of 50% but is higher than the figure for all 
completions. This illustrates the difficulty of securing family housing in Reading and 
should continue to be carefully monitored” (para. 8.22).  

3.6 Regarding newly permitted new build dwellings, the AMR stated that “the proportion of 
newly-permitted new build dwellings that are three-bed or more is lower than 
completions, at 9%. This is in part due to the fact that new permissions this year have 
primarily been in the town centre. Once developments in centres are excluded, the 
proportion that are three-bed or more is 55%, which exceeds the policy target, albeit that 
this is only a small proportion of all new permissions for new build homes. This therefore 
emphasises the continued importance of securing larger family homes in future 
developments.” (para. 8.23) 

3.7 The AMR highlights the current and ongoing lack of supply of family housing in Reading. 
The LPPU19 recognises that “a very substantial amount of Reading’s housing need will 
need to be met in the town centre due to the availability of sites, and delivery of a high 
proportion of family housing on these sites will not be achievable. This places a particular 
onus on those sites outside the town centre to help to meet the needs for family homes.” 
(LPPU19, para. 4.4.12) 

3.8 Our client’s sites at Land at Kentwood Hill and Land at Armour Hill are allocated for 
residential development under policies WR3s and WR3t in the adopted Reading Borough 
Local Plan, and their key characteristics remain the same as the point of their previous 
assessment. They are outside of the town centre and have potential to make a significant 
contribution towards RBC’s increasing housing need, particularly the need for family 
housing.  

3.9 This was recognised in the earlier iteration of the LPPU (Regulation 18, November 2023) 
which stated that “the existing allocation would provide much needed housing, including 
likely family housing, to help to meet Reading’s needs. As discussed in section 8, the Local 
Plan is not in a position where it can generally afford to lose existing allocated housing 
sites, particularly in relation to the standard methodology” (Regulation 18 LPPU para 
12.66).  

3.10 It is clear that residential development of our client’s sites would make a valuable 
contribution towards much needed housing, including the mix of family housing. The 
proposed allocation(s) should not be prejudiced (as they currently are for the reasons 
outlined within these representations), without significant reasons for doing so, as this 
would be contrary to the requirement of policy H2 for residential development to 
‘contribute towards meeting the needs for the mix of housing… and in particular should 
maximise the provision of family homes’ (LPPU19, Policy H2, p.102). 
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Test of Soundness 

3.11 Our client supports the aim of the LPPU19 to provide more family housing in Reading and 
concurs that there is “a particular onus on those sites outside the town centre to help to 
meet the needs for family homes” (LPPU19, para. 4.4.12).  

3.12 However, this aim of the LPPU19 is not supported by the proposed strategy within the draft 
Plan. In particular, the LPPU19’s proposed changes to Policy WR3s (Land at Kentwood 
Hill) and WR3t (Land at Armour Hill) would undermine RBC’s ability to provide family 
housing within the borough. This is inconsistent with the aim of the LPPU19 including 
policy H2 and the NPPF’s (December 2023) requirement “to meet as much of an area’s 
identified housing need as possible, including with an appropriate mix of housing types 
for the local community” (para. 60) and to ensure that “a sufficient number and range of 
homes can be provided to meet the needs of present and future generations” (para. 11b). 
The LPPU19 is not consistent with national policy and therefore not considered sound.  

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. (optional)  

Please note: In your representation you should provide succinctly 
all the evidence and supporting information necessary to support 
your representation and your suggested modifications (s). You 
should not assume that you will have a further opportunity to make 
submissions. At this stage, further submissions may only be made if 
invited by the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she 
identifies for examination. 

3.13 Our client recognises the need for family housing in Reading and acknowledges the 
aspiration of Policy H2 to achieve this. However our client considers that LPPU19’s 
proposed changes to Policy WR3s (Land at Kentwood Hill) and Policy WR3t (Land at 
Armour Hill) would undermine RBC’s ability to provide for family housing, which is 
inconsistent with the NPPF (December 2023) and aims of the LPPU19.  

3.14 We expand further on this and our client’s proposed modifications to the LPPU19 in our 
responses to Policy WR3s and Policy WR3t.  

Please upload any supporting information (if necessary). 
(optional) 

3.15 No supporting information will be uploaded.  
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4.0 Policy WR3s: Land at Kentwood Hill 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Please state specific paragraph, policy and/or section of the policies map. 

• Policy WR3s (Land at Kentwood Hill) 

Agent's E-mail Address (if applicable) (optional) 

• nick.kirby@lichfields.uk 

Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant? (optional) 

• No 

Do you consider the Local Plan is sound? (optional) 

• No 

Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate? 
(optional) 

• 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. (optional) 

4.1 The LPPU19 proposes a number of changes to the existing allocation at Land at Kentwood 
Hill (Policy WR3s). As indicated on the Pre-Submission Draft Proposals Map (November 
2024), the LPPU19 proposes to designate part of the site as Local Green Space (LGS), and 
part of the site as an area of ‘identified biodiversity interest’ (which is protected via Policy 
EN12).  

4.2 According to footnote 1 of the Pre-Submission Draft Proposals Map, an “area of identified 
biodiversity interest” encompasses a range of habitats, including “Local Wildlife Sites, 
Local Nature Reserves, Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, protected and priority species 
and their habitats, Priority and Biodiversity Action Plan habitats, the River Thames and 
its tributaries (including the River Kennet and the Kennet & Avon Canal)”. It is currently 
unclear which of the listed habitats within policy H12 the site is considered to comprise.   

4.3 With regard to the policy text of the site allocation at Land at Kentwood Hill (Policy WR3s), 
the LPPU19 proposes to:  

1 Reduce the site size from 1.43ha to 0.97ha and the quantum of development from 41-62 
dwellings to 32-48 dwellings 

2 Amend the policy text to state a requirement to “Retain and avoid detrimental impacts 
on important areas of biodiversity” 

3 Make the allocation “subject to the site not being identified as a Local Wildlife Site” 
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4 Add provision which states the requirement to “Ensure that development will not have 
a detrimental effect on land stability on the site and nearby” 

4.4 We provide our comments below on the proposed amendments. In summary our client 
does not contest the proposed changes to Policy WR3s as summarised in point (1) above, 
but objects to the proposed changes summarised in point (2), (3) and (4) above for the 
reasons set out below.  

Policy Amendment (1): LPPU19’s proposed amendments to the spatial extent 
and quantum of development of Policy WR3s 

4.5 As noted above, the LPPU19 proposes to designate part of the site at Kentwood Hill (Policy 
WR3s) as LGS and as an area of identified biodiversity interest. This leads to the proposed 
reduction of site size and quantum of development allocated to Policy WR3s in line with the 
proposed change (point (2)) noted above.  

4.6 Our client’s development partner has carried out a suite of ecology surveys, undertaken by 
professional accredited ecologists, and therefore has an up-to-date understanding of the 
ecological characteristics of the site. The surveys identified that the ecological 
characteristics vary across different parts of the site(s). The part of the site proposed to be 
designated as an area of identified biodiversity interest and LGS is based on the 
information provided by our client’s development partner. Hence the omission of this part 
of the site from the residential development area within policy WR3s is consistent with the 
masterplanning proposals for the site and would not preclude or prevent development of 
the residual parts of the site which remain subject to allocation for residential development 
via Policy WR3s (as well as Policy WR3s in the adopted Local Plan).  

4.7 Our client recognises the need to balance managing ecological impacts alongside the 
importance of delivering much needed housing (including family housing). On this basis, 
our client does not contest the proposed designation of the specified part of site as LGS and 
an area of identified biodiversity interest (subject to clarification regarding the basis for the 
latter designation as noted in our representations above).  

4.8 This is on the understanding that the proposed designation of the specified part of the site 
at Kentwood Hill (Policy WR3s) as LGS and area of identified biodiversity interest relates to 
the 0.46ha reduction in size of the development area of the site allocation (Policy WR3s) 
from 1.43ha to 0.97ha. As stated our client is confident that proposals could be developed 
for the remainder of the site which manage and mitigate any impacts.  

4.9 Policy amendment (2): Insertion of wording “Retain and avoid detrimental 
impacts on important areas of biodiversity” 

4.10 Our client disagrees with the proposed amendments to the policy text of Policy WR3s as 
above. The policy wording does not provide sufficient flexibility to manage and mitigate 
impacts of residential development in accordance with the approach outlined within 
national planning policy.  

4.11 NPPF (December 2023) para. 186 states that “When determining planning applications, 
local planning authorities should apply the following principles:  
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a) if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided 
(through locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, 
or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused…” 

4.12 It is evident from NPPF (December 2023) para. 186(a) that when determining planning 
applications in the development management process that would have significant harm to 
biodiversity (which our client does not accept would be the case in relation to the site), local 
planning authorities should consider avoidance, mitigation of, and compensation for 
ecological impacts.  

4.13 The current wording of Policy WR3s does not reflect this approach, setting a much higher 
and potentially prohibitive stance to the delivery of development at the site.  

4.14 Additionally the policy wording seeks to retain and avoid any detrimental impacts on 
important areas of biodiversity which imposes a blanket approach, which fails to recognise 
any difference in the degree of site’s ecological importance. The policy should be amended 
to reflect the reality that not all areas of importance for biodiversity will have equal 
importance, as the NPPF (December 2023) recognises. Additionally, the policy should not 
simply seek the retention of areas of biodiversity importance, and complete avoidance of 
detrimental impacts. This approach is inconsistent with the NPPF’s (December 2023) 
approach outlined within para. 186. 

Policy Amendment (3): LPPU19’s proposed insertion of the wording “subject 
to the site not being identified as a Local Wildlife Site” to Policy WR3s 

4.15 The LPPU19 proposes to amend the existing allocation of our client’s site at Kentwood Hill 
(Policy WR3s) to predicate the entire allocation of the site on it “not being identified as a 
Local Wildlife Site”.  

4.16 It is our client’s position, based on the ecological survey data and ecological advice, that 
whilst part of the site has been identified as having ecological interest, the entire site does 
not reflect the characteristics of a Local Wildlife Site (LWS) and thus does not warrant such 
designation.  

4.17 The key fact is that the site is not currently designated as an LWS and has not been through 
any assessment by RBC or a qualifying body that has indicated it warrants such 
designation. The site remains part of that allocated for residential development in the 
adopted local plan, and this allocation was fully scrutinised through the Local Plan process.  
Since this allocation was first proposed, and then confirmed through the Local Plan 
process, no material differences in the site’s status or condition have occurred. 

4.18 Our client considers that the LPPU19’s proposed approach to predicate the site’s 
allocation(s) on it not being designated as an LWS could pose significant risk to the delivery 
of development at the site and is inconsistent with national policies.  

4.19 NPPF (December 2023) para. 11(b) states that “strategic policies should, as a minimum, 
provide for objectively assessed needs for housing and other uses, as well as any needs 
that cannot be met within neighbouring areas, unless: 
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i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular 
importance provides a strong reason for restricting the overall scale, type or distribution 
of development in the plan area [footnote 7]…”  

4.20 Footnote 7 to this provision sets out the policies in the framework that would protect areas 
or assets of particular importance. LWSs are not listed in footnote 7 (or by its reference to 
sites listed in paragraph 187, or via the glossary). Therefore in the context of paragraph 
11(b) the framework, the presence of LWS’s would not provide a reason for strategic policies 
to not ‘as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs for housing’ as para. 11(b) 
requires.  

4.21 The Council acknowledge the site would provide “much needed housing, including likely 
family housing” as a contribution to meeting the Council’s objectively assessed needs 
(Regulation 18 LPPU November 2023, para. 12.66). The amended allocation currently 
proposed in the LPPU19 via Policy WR3s is therefore inconsistent with the principle 
outlined by NPPF (December 2023) para. 11b, given the potential designation of the site as 
an LWS would not provide a reason to remove the site’s allocation, which makes a valuable 
contribution to meeting RBC’s objectively assessed needs.   

The impact of LWS on residential development potential 

4.22 Additionally, the LPPU19’s proposed approach to predicate the entire allocation of Policy 
WR3s on it not being designated as an LWS represents another failure to recognise that 
parts of the site may have differing ecological characteristics.  

4.23 NPPF (December 2023) para. 185 notes that “To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: 

a) Identify, map and safeguard components of local wildlife-rich habitats and wider 
ecological networks, including the hierarchy of international, national and locally 
designated sites of importance for biodiversity; wildlife corridors and stepping stones that 
connect them; and areas identified by national and local partnerships for habitat 
management, enhancement, restoration or creation…”  

4.24 LWS’s represent “locally designated sites of importance for biodiversity” and therefore 
NPPF (December 2023) para. 185 requires plans to “identify, map and safeguard 
components of local wildlife-rich habitats and wider ecological networks”. The need to 
map and safeguard components of LWS’s highlights that not all areas of LWS will have 
equal ecological value. The approach of the NPPF (December 2023) outlined above 
highlights that a LWS designation should not represent an embargo on development as the 
wording of Policy WR3s treats it.  

4.25 We have previously highlighted that paragraph 186 of the NPPF (December 2023) sets out 
the relevant principles for considering avoiding, mitigating and compensating for 
significant harm to biodiversity, and notably LPPU19 Policy EN12 contains provisions to 
protect and enhance LWS’s among other things. There are clearly policy provisions that 
would allow for assessment of the impacts on ecology of developing the site, within the 
development management process even if the site was wholly designated as an LWS in the 
future.  
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4.26 However the wording of the allocation relating to Policy WR3s means that the allocation for 
residential development would be completely removed, should any part of the site be 
designated as an LWS. This fails to recognise that any future LWS could cover a different 
geographical extent than the allocation and areas with varying ecological value. 

4.27 Therefore even if all or part of the allocation was subsequently determined to be an LWS 
this is not an embargo on development. The wording of the policy is compounded by the 
failure to consider the prospect of avoiding, mitigating and compensating as required by the 
NPPF (December 2023).  

4.28 Our client considers that there is no policy basis for removing (or caveating) the site’s 
residential allocation on a future potential designation as an LWS. The current approach 
regarding Policy WR3s is inconsistent with the NPPF (December 2023) and would 
unnecessarily prejudice the delivery of much needed family housing.  

4.29 The site is not currently designated as an LWS.  Should it be in the future (notwithstanding 
our clients position on this – summarised above) there are sufficient policy provisions 
within the NPPF (December 2023) and emerging LPPU19 that provide a basis for assessing 
and balancing detailed ecological impacts. On this basis it is unnecessary and unjustified to 
fetter the allocation of Policy WR3s through the proposed wording of ‘the site not being 
identified as a Local Wildlife Site’. 

Policy Amendment (4): LPPU19’s proposed insertion of wording “Ensure that 
development will not have a detrimental effect on land stability on the site 
and nearby” 

4.30 With regard to ground conditions, NPPF (December 2023) para. 189 states that: 

“Planning policies and decisions should ensure that:  

a) a site is suitable for its proposed use taking account of ground conditions and any risks 
arising from land instability and contamination. This includes risks arising from natural 
hazards or former activities such as mining, and any proposals for mitigation including 
land remediation (as well as potential impacts on the natural environment arising from 
that remediation)…” 

4.31 Our client recognises the need for any development proposals to ensure that they will not 
have an unacceptable detrimental effect on land stability on the site and nearby. However, 
the above wording that the LPPU19 proposes to insert does not accommodate explicit 
recognition that mitigation may be required to avoid unacceptable detrimental impacts 
which is consistent with the NPPF (December 2023). We suggest the wording should be 
amended such the following:   

‘Ensure that development will not have an unacceptable detrimental effect on land 
stability on the site and nearby, [Insertion: …taking into account available mitigation 
measures] ’  

Test of Soundness 

4.32 For the reasons outlined, our client considers that the LPPU19 is unsound for the following 
key reasons: 
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• RBC’s proposed changes to existing allocation at our client’s site at Kentwood Hill 
(Policy WR3s) could prejudice much needed development at the site. This would 
undermine the LPPU19’s ability to meet its aims “to continue to address the housing 
crisis and to reflect national policy” (para. 4.4.4). This is also inconsistent with the 
NPPF (December 2023) requirement to “meet as much of an area’s identified housing 
need as possible” (para. 60) and to ensure that “a sufficient number and range of 
homes can be provided to meet the needs of present and future generations” (para. 
11b). The proposed strategy relating to our client’s site is not appropriate, therefore is 
not justified and the LPPU19 thus is not considered sound. 

• RBC’s proposed approach to Policy WR3s would constrain RBC’s ability to provide 
family housing within the borough. This is inconsistent with the NPPF (December 
2023) which sets out the requirement “to meet as much of an area’s identified housing 
need as possible, including with an appropriate mix of housing types for the local 
community” (para. 60). The LPPU19 is not consistent with national policy and 
therefore not considered sound.  

• RBC’s proposed approach to predicate the allocation of Policy WR3s on it not being 
designated as an LWS, and the failure to introduce flexibility to the policy text of WR3s 
to allow for the implementation of mitigation measures is inconsistent with NPPF 
(December 2023) para. 11b, 185 and 186. The LPPU19 is inconsistent with national 
policy, therefore is not considered sound.  

• RBC’s proposed approach to land stability which does not accommodate reference to 
mitigation measures is inconsistent with NPPF para. 189 and is therefore not sound.  

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. (optional)  

Please note: In your representation you should provide succinctly 
all the evidence and supporting information necessary to support 
your representation and your suggested modifications (s). You 
should not assume that you will have a further opportunity to make 
submissions. At this stage, further submissions may only be made if 
invited by the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she 
identifies for examination. 

4.33 The allocation of Policy WR3s should not be predicated on it not being designated as an 
LWS. Policy WR3s should be updated to remove the wording “subject to the site not being 
identified as a Local Wildlife Site” for the reasons outlined above.  
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4.34 The policy text of Policy WR3s should include flexibility to allow for the implementation of 
mitigation measures as alternatives to the retention of important areas of biodiversity.  

4.35 The policy text of Policy WR3s should also include flexibility to allow for the 
implementation of mitigation measures to be carried out to ensure land stability.  

4.36 Further clarity should be provided by RBC in the LPPU19 as to the basis for our client’s site 
at Kentwood Hill (Policy WR3s) to be identified as an “area of identified biodiversity 
interest” on the LPPU 19 Pre-Submission Draft Proposals Map.  

Please upload any supporting information (if necessary). 
(optional) 

4.37 No supporting information will be uploaded.  
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5.0 Policy WR3t: Land at Armour Hill 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Please state specific paragraph, policy and/or section of the policies map. 

• Policy WR3t (Land at Armour Hill) 

Agent's E-mail Address (if applicable) (optional) 

• nick.kirby@lichfields.uk 

Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant? (optional) 

• No 

Do you consider the Local Plan is sound? (optional) 

• No 

Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate? 
(optional) 

• 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. (optional) 

5.1 The LPPU19 proposes changes to Policy WR3t (Land at Armour Hill) which are similar to 
those amendments proposed to Policy WR3s (Land at Kentwood Hill discussed previously). 
We note LPPU19 Policy WR3t requires no “reduction of the allotments themselves as a 
result of the development” and our client does not raise any concerns with this.  

5.2 The key difference within LPPU19 Policy WR3t is that the LPPU19 reduces the quantum of 
development to 10-14 dwellings, from 12-18 dwellings (as per the adopted local plan). The 
LPPU19 Policy WR3t states a site area of 0.45ha which is the same as that in the adopted 
local plan. The HELAA informs the proposed quantum of development stated in the 
LPPU19 Policy WR3t and explains that the reduced quantum of development results from 
consideration of perceived constraints at the site, including those related to ecology. 
However the HELAA applies its consideration of constraints to a site area of 0.41 ha, 
without explaining why a smaller area is used to that in the adopted plan, and stated within 
LPPU19 Policy WR3t. It is possible that using a greater site area of 0.45 ha would allow the 
assumed quantum of development to be higher.  

5.3 Our client considers that the potential quantum of residential capacity should be reassessed 
on the basis of the 0.45 site area – although ultimately the appropriate capacity of the site 
will evolve through the planning application process.  
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5.4 Our responses to Policy WR3s, apart from those relating to “area of identified biodiversity 
interest” and LGS designation, are equally applicable to Policy WR3t. Please refer to our 
response to Policy WR3t for our detailed analysis of the reasons the policy is not sound.  

Test of Soundness 

5.5 For the reasons outlined above and also in our response to Policy WR3s (Land at Kentwood 
Hill), our client considers that the LPPU19 is unsound for the following key reasons: 

• RBC’s proposed changes to existing allocation at our clients’ site at Armour Hill (Policy 
WR3t) could pose significant risk to the delivery of development at the site. This would 
undermine the LPPU19’s ability to meet its aims “to continue to address the housing 
crisis and to reflect national policy” (para. 4.4.4). This is also inconsistent with the 
NPPF’s (December 2023) requirement to “meet as much of an area’s identified housing 
need as possible” (para. 60) and to ensure that “a sufficient number and range of 
homes can be provided to meet the needs of present and future generations” (para. 
11b). The proposed strategy to our client’s sites is not appropriate, therefore is not 
justified and the LPPU19 thus is not considered sound. 

• RBC’s proposed approach to Policy WR3t would undermine RBC’s ability to provide 
family housing within the borough. This is inconsistent with the NPPF (December 
2023) which sets out the requirement “to meet as much of an area’s identified housing 
need as possible, including with an appropriate mix of housing types for the local 
community” (para. 60). The LPPU19 is not consistent with national policy and 
therefore not considered sound.  

• RBC’s proposed approach to predicate the allocation of Policy WR3t on it not being 
designated as a LWS, and the failure to introduce flexibility to the policy text of WR3s to 
allow for the implementation of mitigation measures is inconsistent with NPPF 
(December 2023) para. 11b, 185 and 186. The LPPU19 is inconsistent with the NPPF 
(December 2023), therefore is not considered sound.  

• RBC’s proposed approach to land stability which does not accommodate reference to 
mitigation measures is inconsistent with NPPF para. 189 and is therefore not sound.  

• The proposed reduction to quantum of development of Policy WR3t does not reflect the 
site area available for development. The proposed approach to Policy WR3t is not an 
appropriate strategy, it is not justified and therefore the LPPU19 is not considered 
sound.  
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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. (optional)  

Please note: In your representation you should provide succinctly 
all the evidence and supporting information necessary to support 
your representation and your suggested modifications (s). You 
should not assume that you will have a further opportunity to make 
submissions. At this stage, further submissions may only be made if 
invited by the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she 
identifies for examination. 

5.6 The allocation of Policy WR3t should not be predicated on it not being designated as a 
LWS. Policy WR3t should be updated to remove the wording “subject to the site not being 
identified as a Local Wildlife Site”.  

5.7 The policy text of Policy WR3t should include flexibility to allow for the implementation of 
mitigation measures as alternatives to the retention of important areas of biodiversity.  

5.8 The policy text of Policy WR3s should also include flexibility to allow for the 
implementation of mitigation measures to be carried out to ensure land stability.  

5.9 The quantum of development should be reassessed on the basis of the site area available.  

Please upload any supporting information (if necessary). 
(optional) 

5.10 No supporting information will be uploaded.  
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6.0 Participating in the Examination 
If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s) please outline 
why you consider this to be necessary: (optional) 

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate 
procedure to adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish 
to participate in hearing session(s). You may be asked to confirm 
your wish to participate when the Inspector has identified the 
matters and issues for examination. 

6.1 Yes. Tilehurst People’s Local Charity (also known as Tilehurst Poor’s Land Charity) requests 
the opportunity to either directly appear, or appoint a consultant acting on their behalf to 
appear, at any future hearing session(s). This is necessary to orally explain why the LPPU19 
is unsound and participate in discussions as necessary.  

If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you 
consider it necessary to participate in examination hearing 
session(s)? (optional) 

Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your 
wish to participate in the hearing session(s), you may be asked at a 
later point to confirm your request to participate. 

• Yes, I wish to participate in hearing session(s) 
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Transport for London (TfL) 
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Rejwerska, Marcelina

From: Richard Carr <RichardCarr@tfl.gov.uk>
Sent: 08 November 2024 09:11
To: Planning Policy
Cc: Will Orlik; CRL_Safeguarding; Richard Zavitz; Rail Development Control; Monika Jain; 

Richard Carr
Subject: RE: Reading Borough Local Plan – chance to comment on the Local Plan Pre-

Submission Draft Partial Update, November 2024 (Regulation 19)

 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 

Thank you for consulƟng Transport for London (TfL). We welcome the changes made to paragraph 4.5.10 which sets 
out the posiƟon regarding Crossrail safeguarding as well as the intenƟon to consult TfL regarding any applicaƟons 
within the safeguarding zone while safeguarding remains in place.  
 
Best wishes 
Richard Carr 
 
Richard Carr I Principal Planner - Spatial Planning (He/Him/His) 
TfL Planning, Transport for London  
E: richardcarr@tfl.gov.uk 

I work part time and so there may be a short delay in responding to emails 
 
TfL Spatial Planning is committed to equity, diversity and inclusion and we strive to ensure that Londoners are fully represented 
in the planning process 
  
For more information regarding TfL Spatial Planning, including TfL’s Transport assessment best practice guidance 
and pre-application advice please visit: https://tfl.gov.uk/info-for/urban-planning-and-construction/planning-
applications/pre-application-services 
 
 
 

From: Planning Policy <planningpolicy@reading.gov.uk>  
Sent: 06 November 2024 12:36 
To: Planning Policy <planningpolicy@reading.gov.uk> 
Subject: Reading Borough Local Plan – chance to comment on the Local Plan Pre-Submission Draft Partial Update, 
November 2024 (Regulation 19) 
 
Reading Borough Local Plan – chance to comment on the Local Plan Pre-Submission Draft Partial 
Update, November 2024 (Regulation 19) 
  
Reading Borough Council is now consulting on the Local Plan Pre-Submission Draft Partial Update, 
November 2024 until 18th December 2024. 
  
The Local Plan is a crucial Council planning document which will help inform decisions on planning 
applications up to 2041. The existing Local Plan was adopted in November 2019. We are in the process of 
updating the Local Plan to take account of recent changes to legislation, address the urgent need for more 
homes (including affordable homes), plan for associated infrastructure and ensure that sustainable 
development will help Reading achieve its net zero carbon ambitions. Once adopted, the Local Plan will be 
the main document that informs how planning applications are determined and covers a wide variety of 
strategic matters, policies and specific sites for development. 
  



2

We are seeking comments until the 18th December 2024 during a period of public consultation. The Local 
Plan Pre-Submission Draft Partial Update document and supporting documents are on the Council’s 
website at: http://www.reading.gov.uk/localplanupdate. Hard copies of the main documents can also 
be viewed at the Civic Offices, Bridge Street, Reading, RG1 2LU (between 9 am and 5 pm on weekdays) 
and in all Council libraries (during normal opening hours).  
 
We welcome any comments that you have. Please provide written responses to the consultation by 5 p.m. 
on Wednesday 18th December 2024. You may complete the online questionnaire to answer specific 
questions. Alternatively, you may respond more generally in writing by email or post. A model 
representation form is attached. These responses should be sent to: planningpolicy@reading.gov.uk or 
Planning Policy Team, Reading Borough Council, Civic Offices, Bridge Street, RG1 2LU. 
  
You may also wish to attend one of our drop-in events to talk about the Local Plan to a planning officer in 
more detail. There is no need to let us know if you wish to attend beforehand. These will be held at the 
Civic Offices, Bridge Street, RG1 2LU in main reception on Tuesday 26th November from 13:00 to 18:00 
and Wednesday 11th December from 14:30 to 19:30.  
  
At this stage, representations should focus on whether the plan is legally compliant, fulfils the duty to co-
operate and meets the ‘tests of soundness’, as set out in paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF). Following the public consultation, officers will take some time to consider the public’s 
feedback before the Local Plan is to be submitted to the Secretary of State for examination.  
  
If you would like to be removed from our consultation lists, please let us know. We look forward to receiving 
your comments. 
  
Regards, 
  
Planning Policy Team 
Planning, Transport and Public Protection | Directorate of Economic Growth and Neighbourhood Services 
  
Reading Borough Council 
Civic Offices 
Bridge Street 
Reading 
RG1 2LU 
 
Tel: 0118 9373337 
Email: planningpolicy@reading.gov.uk 
  
Website | Facebook | Twitter | YouTube 
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TT Group on behalf of Telereal Securitised Property 
GP Limited 
  



 

 
The Pinnacle 
20 Tudor Road 
Reading 
RG1 1NH 
turley.co.uk 

Registered in England Turley Associates Limited no. 2235387. Registered office: 6 Atherton Street, Manchester M3 3GS 

18th December 2024 

Delivered by Email  

Planning Policy 

Reading Borough Council  

Civic Offices 

Bridge Street 

Reading 

RG1 2LU 

 

To whom it may concern  

SUBMISSION OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE READING BOROUGH COUNCIL (‘RBC’) LOCAL PLAN PARTIAL REVIEW -

REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION 

Former Telephone Exchange, 11 Basingstoke Road, RG2 0EW 

We write on behalf of our client, TT Group’ on behalf of Telereal Securitised Property GP Limited in respect of the 

Reading Borough Council Local Plan (Partial Update) Pre-Submission Plan November 2024 (Regulation 19 

consultation). 

These representations relate specifically to TT Group’s interests in the site at Basingstoke Road, which has been 

identified in the Proposed Submission Plan under ‘Policy SR4h, Basingstoke Road’ (Figure 1). 

TT Group are wholly supportive of the sites proposed allocation in the emerging Local Plan Review and would 

welcome the opportunity to discuss the delivery of the site with the Council at the appropriate time. These 

representations focus on the content of Policy SR4h to ensure it aligns as closely as possible with TT Groups 

aspirations.  
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Figure 1: Reading Borough Council Local Plan (Partial Update) Regulation 19 Policies map extract 

 

TELEREAL TRILLIUM (‘TT GROUP’) 

TT Group is one of the UK’s largest, privately owned property investment and development firms. Their portfolio 

now comprises over 15,000 properties spanning 80million sq. Ft., along with a development pipeline of more than 

14,500 homes. In the last 25 years, TT Group have completed some of the largest, complex UK property deals and 

built a £9billion portfolio. 

Their success and growth are based on their strong analytical capability, together with industry leading property 

expertise, applied to complex, nationwide real estate portfolios.  

As a responsible business, they are committed to making a positive impact in the communities and neighbourhoods 

in which they work. TT Group are acutely aware of their commitment to sustainable development and the impact 

they have on the environment, communities, and the people in those communities. TT Group foster a responsible 

culture and regularly work with local contractors where possible, while employing a collaborative approach to 

planning discussions. 

TT Group’s overall aim is to contribute positively to the localities in which they build and work closely with the 

communities to ensure they gain long-term social and employment benefits from their developments. 

THE SITE AT BASINGSTOKE ROAD 

The site comprises a telephone exchange constructed in the 1960s. The existing building is part-three / part-five 

storeys, and comprises sui generis use with part of the building comprising ancillary office space. 

The site is bound by Christchurch Gardens to the north, Basingstoke Road to the west, Northumberland Avenue to 

the east and existing residential dwellings to the south. The sites surroundings comprise predominantly 2-3 storey 

detached and semi-detached residential dwellings, with Christchurch Court located directly north of the site 

bounday which is a part 2-storey part 3-storey building comprising retirement apartments. 

  

Abbey Junior School is located to the north-east of the site boundary. Christ Church is located to the north 

approximately 0.31 miles from the site. Cedar Court Nursing Agency is located to the south of the sites boundary, 

 
1 Google Maps 
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along Whiteley Rise. Katesgrove Court is located further south along Basingstoke road and comprises 3-4 storeys of 

serviced residential accomodataion.   

The site therefore sits within a largely residential area and its proposed allocation for residential uses is entirely in 

keeping with this context.  

HOUSING ECONOMIC LAND AVAILABILITY ASSESSMENT (‘HELAA’) NOVEMBER 2024  

The Council’s HELAA (November 2024), which informed the Pre-submission Local Plan identifies the site at 11 

Basingstoke Road under reference KA046. The Council identified the site as suitable, potentially available and 

achievable. As TT Group are the owners of the site, they can confirm that the site is available for development in 

years 6-10 of the Plan period. The assessment (Vol II – Detailed Tables) concludes that the Council consider that the 

site could deliver 143 residential dwellings. TT Group consider that the site could provide a higher number of 

residential units in line with the draft policy wording in the pre-submission plan which identifies a higher threshold 

of 200 dwellings.   

POLICY SR4H - 11 BASINGSTOKE ROAD  

TT Group wholly support the Council’s proposed allocation of the site at 11 Basingstoke Road for residential 

development under draft Policy SR4h. In terms of the policy wording, we respond in turn to each of the bullet 

points listed in the draft policy wording.  

• Site Access - TT Group support the suggestion that access into the site should be accessed from 

Christchurch Gardens. This would involve the retention of the existing access and is therefore considered 

the most appropriate solution from a highways perspective. However it is important to note that existing 

access also exits from Basingstoke Road, and as a result we would suggest that the potential for 

Basingstoke Road to be used as a secondary / emergency access is safeguarded.  

We would suggest that the policy wording in respect of this bullet it updated to state “Primary access 

should be from Christchurch Gardens, with options for secondary / emergency access from Basingstoke 

Road” 

• Green link – TT support the aspiration of creating a landscape-led biodiverse site and therefore support the 

provision of a green link as a matter of principle. It is noted that the proposed green link (as identified on 

the draft policies map) runs adjacent to the eastern boundary of the site, this is broadly supported as it 

allows for the best utilisation of the site and maximising brownfield land . We note that this route is 

indicative on the proposal map at present, however it will be important to ensure that this route is 

sensitively designed not only for ecology, but to ensure safety of users and is adequately lit at night and 

subject to natural surveillance. As a result TT Group will actively work with the Council during pre-

application discussion to ensure the route achieves the relevant aspirations from the Council, whilst 

ensuring the safety of users. 

• Trees - TT Group are aware of the number of TPO trees that are located within the site boundary and 

would ensure that as part of any development proposal these trees are sensitively considered as part of a 

wider landscape strategy to avoid any adverse impacts from future development. This would be managed 

through a robust Arboricultural Impact Assessment prepared through the planning application process.  

• Conservation Area - TT Group note that any development proposed would need to contribute towards 

enhancing the setting of the Christ Church conservation area. The site at present is an old sui generis 

telephone exchange, in a largely residential area. There are clear opportunities for any redevelopment 

proposal to not only respect but enhance the setting of the conservation area with a more sympathetic 
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design, which responds to its surrounding context.  TT will ensure that the proposals are prepare in 

conjunction with a heritage consultant to ensure the design of any scheme has considered the surrounding 

heritage context.  

• Air Quality - the site falls within an Air Quality Management Area as identified on the draft policies map. 

The use of the site for residential purposes is more akin to its surrounding environment and the location of 

residential uses in sustainable locations such as the site, directly relates to reducing vehicle movements on 

the surrounding network and inherently manages air quality impact within the Borough. Any application 

would be supported by a detailed air quality assessment which would consider the potential air quality 

mitigation such as a detailed Travel Plan and EV charging spaces.  

• Back to back – In relation to design and back to back separation distances, TT would ensure that these are 

appropriate to the context and would be supported by daylight and sunlight assessment where required. 

• Thames Water - TT Group notes the Council’s requirement to engage with Thames Water in terms of 

potential impacts on water and wastewater infrastructure. A drainage consultant would be instructed as 

part of preparation of an application. Thames Water would be a statutory consultee as part of any 

application and we would proactively work with them to ensure any scheme could be appropriately 

delivered.    

• Quantum - We note that the Council have stated a range of between 130-200 dwellings that could be 

delivered on the site. TT Group would welcome a narrower range to be listed such as 175-200, as it is 

considered the site can accommodate the higher number of dwellings. A more tightly defined range at the 

higher end would more appropriately reflect the guidance set out at paragraph 123 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework which states “Strategic policies should set out a clear strategy for 

accommodating objectively assessed needs, in a way that makes as much use as possible of previously-

developed or ‘brownfield’ land” 

In support of seeking a more tightly defined quantum, TT Group have undertaken initial capacity studies 

which highlight that the site is capable of delivering 179 units in a manner sensitive to its surroundings. This 

initial capacity study is appended to these representations and represents a minimum baseline position.  

In addition, as set out by our clients Regulation 18 representations in January 2024, TT Group have 

explored a variety of suitable uses for the Site and have sought advice received from local agents and 

property experts. This advice suggests that there is a substantial demand from retirement operators for 

more housing for older people in the local area.  

As a result TT Group would like to promote some flexibility in the site allocation to allow for both C2 and C3 

uses, and enable the Site to deliver traditional residential dwellings as well as housing for older people if 

the demand remains. 

We would ask therefore that this element of the site allocation policy is amended to state (modifications in 

red): 

“Development for residential (Use Class C3) and/or care home use (Use Class C2) 

….. 

130Approximatley 175-200 dwellings or bedspaces” 
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In due course, TT would welcome the opportunity to discuss the potential of land at 11 Basingstoke Road to ensure 

proposals are maximised whilst respecting the other detailed policy requirement of allocation policy SR4h. 

SUMMARY  

These representations have been prepared on behalf of TT Group in response to the emerging Reading Borough 

Council Local Plan (Partial Update) Regulation 19 Consultation.  

TT Group looks forward to working with the Council throughout the Local Plan process. Should it be of assistance, 

TT Group would be happy to meet with the Council’s policy team to share their knowledge and understanding of 

the site in terms of its deliverability and potential for residential development.  

Should you require any clarification of the comments made or wish to discuss matters in further details, please do 

not hesitate to contact me.  

Yours sincerely  

Taylor Cherrett  

Director  

Taylor.cherrett@turley.co.uk  
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Annex A: Capacity Study 
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University of Reading 
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Stantec UK Limited 
The Blade, Abbey Square 
Reading 
RG1 3BE 
UNITED KINGDOM 

18 December 2024 

Project/File: 333101727/A3 

Planning Policy Team 

Reading Borough Council  
Civic Offices  
READING  
RG1 2LU 

 

Sent by email: planningpolicy@reading.gov.uk 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

READING BOROUGH COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN PARTIAL UPDATE: REGULATION 19 
CONSULTATION (PRE-SUBMISSION DRAFT)   
REPRESENTATONS SUBMITTED ON BEHALF OF THE UNIVERSITY OF READING 

We write on behalf of our client, the University of Reading, in response to Reading Borough Council’s 
(RBC) consultation on the Pre-Submission Draft of the Local Plan Partial Update (LPPU). 

These representations comment on the proposed updates to policy ER2: Whiteknights Campus, 
University of Reading and suggest further amendments will need to be made to align the policy and 
supporting text with the current strategy and plans for the University of Reading.  

The representations also relate to the following retained site allocations: 

• CA1a Reading University Boat Club, Thames Promenade - Sites for Development in 
Caversham and Emmer Green  

• ER1c Land Rear of 8-26 Redlands Road - Sites for Development in East Reading 

• ER1e St Patrick’s Hall, Northcourt Avenue - Sites for Development in East Reading  
 

A review of the proposed updates to the development management policies and in particular the 
sustainability and climate change policies has been carried out on behalf of the University and detailed 
comments are provided in relation to these policies.  

The University submitted representations in January 2024 in relation to the regulation 18 consultation 
on the LPPU, and reference is made to these where appropriate. 

Response to the Local Plan Update Regulation 19 Consultation 

2. Vision and Objectives  

In the context of both UK legislation and global commitments to address the climate emergency through 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions and moving away from fossil fuels (COP28, December 2023), the 
University is supportive of the proposal to reflect the Climate Emergency and the move to a net zero 
carbon Reading by 2030.  
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The University supports the proposed changes to the vision and objectives, which include the target for 
a net zero carbon Reading by 2030.  The Reading Climate Change Partnership (of which both RBC 
and the University are members and Delivery Partners) have devised the Reading Climate Emergency 
Strategy 2020 - 2025 where the scope includes net zero carbon dioxide emissions in ‘the Reading area 
by 2030’. The Strategy highlights the need to remove virtually all fossil fuels from energy supply, and 
identifies five key priority areas for achieving that goal: 

• Housing (retrofit and new build) 

• Renewable energy 

• Transport  

• Consumption and waste 

• Nature-based solutions 
 

Further, the RBC Carbon Plan 2020 to 2025 includes a commitment to deliver an 85% reduction in the 
Council’s emissions by 2025, with net zero by 2030.  RBC are also responsible for delivering the ‘Energy 
Efficiency in New Development’ targets set out within the Reading Climate Emergency Strategy 2020 - 
2025, along with establishing a retrofit programme for energy reduction and establishing retrofit design 
standards.  

The Local Plan objective to contribute to achieving a net zero carbon Reading is supported by the 
University’s own Net Zero Carbon Plan 2021 to 2030 with a commitment to become net zero by 2030.   

In addition, the University’s academic work in the field of climate-change research is considered world 
leading, including providing lead authors for the 6th Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change (IPCC).  The University understands and acknowledges that there is an urgent need 
for sustained and substantial action to both mitigate the causes of climate change and adapt to the 
consequences of a changing climate. 

Therefore, the associated inclusion of enhanced policies on sustainable design and construction, 
climate change adaptation, decentralised energy and new housing are aligned with the scope of RBC’s 
Climate Emergency declaration and with carbon action plans set out at a city-level and Local Planning 
Authority (LPA) level is generally supported.  

RBC and the University have organisational commitments and action plans to achieve net zero carbon 
by 2030. Therefore, the University supports the changes to the vision and objectives, as they are aligned 
with existing Plans and Strategies.  

Cross-Cutting Policies 

Policy CC2 - Sustainable Design and Construction 

Overview 

This policy is concerned with requirements for non-residential developments on water, energy, waste 
and embodied carbon.  The opening statement sets out that the policy applies to new development, 
and the redevelopment and refurbishment of existing building stock.  

Water 

The draft policy now requires design to be water efficient, as opposed to achieving water neutrality as 
previously proposed.  Proposals that achieve water neutrality will be particularly supported.  A footnote 
has been added to clarify ‘water neutrality’ as that where the demand on the public water supply is the 
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same after development as it was before’.  This amendment is in line with the University’s earlier 
response and is supported.  

Operational Energy  

The University considers that there is a need to create a single policy dealing with operational energy 
for all development types as opposed to the targets being split between two policies (CC2 for non-
residential and H5 for residential).  This would allow for greater clarity in policy wording and application. 

The proposed policy states that all non-residential development proposals must achieve energy 
efficiency targets for space heating, total heating demand and to achieve on site net zero by the 
provision of on site renewable energy for the residual energy demand.  Currently the wording is broad 
and therefore could be interpreted to include change of use and extensions as well as new non-
residential development.   
 
For new non-residential development, the targets for space heating are comparable to those set out by 
the Low Energy Transformation Initiative (LETI) Climate Emergency Design Guide and the RIBA 2030 
Climate Challenge for commercial offices and schools.  
 
The site average total demand is slightly more relaxed than the LETI requirements (as defined for 
Commercial Offices and Schools, Total Energy Consumption). The targets are considered in line with 
LETI best practice however LETI does not provide best practice targets for other use types such as 
retail and industrial, the University therefore supports the “exceptional basis clause” for cases where 
the targeted performance cannot be met for technical, viability or other policy reasons. 
 

LETI1 best practice targets for operational energy are defined for commercial offices and schools, as 
follows: 

Building Type Space Heating Total Energy Consumption / 
Energy Use Intensity (EUI) 

Commercial Offices 15 kWh/m2/yr 55 kWh/m2/yr 

Schools 15 kWh/m2/yr 65 kWh/m2/yr 

 

To improve effectiveness, the University proposes two amendments.  Firstly, that the proposed policy 
is explicit in stating that the requirements to achieve energy targets are applied to new buildings only.  
Secondly, that that the proposed policy is developed to include energy targets for different development 
types within the overall categorisation of new non-residential, due to the differing requirements for 
building typologies and users. For example, Leeds City Council Local Plan update (Regulation 19, 
October 2023) put forward targets by type (housing, commercial, leisure, industry, research facility). 
Alternatively, Central Lincolnshire provide guidance on how proposals will be considered in the context 
of different building uses and where a particular building type may not be able to achieve the stated 
targets.  

 

 

 
1 LETI Climate Emergency Design Guide.  Available from https://www.leti.uk/_files/ugd/252d09_3b0f2acf2bb24c019f5ed9173fc5d9f4.pdf  
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The proposed wording could be ‘All new non-residential development proposals must include an Energy 
Statement which confirms that all such non-residential development proposals: 

a) Achieve space heating demand and energy use intensity targets 

b) Can generate at least the same amount of renewable energy on site (and preferable on plot) 
as they demand over the course of a year 

c) Include details of specific performance requirements ‘ 

The proposed wording should be accompanied by the exceptional basis clauses, and clarification on 
offsetting as covered in the following section.  

The change to the proposed wording in relation to the requirement to achieve on site net zero 
operational energy for new non-residential development for regulated and unregulated energy is 
welcomed. The wording now states that ‘reasonable estimates of regulated and unregulated use’ should 
be met through on-site renewable energy sources which is in line with the University’s previous 
representations.  

 
The achievement of energy targets and net zero carbon through renewables for change of use and 
extensions is likely to be challenging to achieve and, in some cases, will not be practicable.  For 
example, achievement of on-site renewable energy generation to balance demand may not be feasible 
or viable depending on the scope for reducing energy demand through fabric improvements combined 
with the availability of space for new renewable energy generation technology. It is not considered that 
the policy should apply fully to all change of use applications or proposed extensions. 
 
The exceptional basis clause has been amended, with some clarification provided regarding offsetting 
(see below).  For developments less than 1000 sqm, the applicant must demonstrate the extent to which 
requirements (for water and operational energy) can be met, if they cannot be met for technical, viability 
or other policy reasons.  The University supports the inclusion of the exceptional basis clause, however 
some points regarding offsetting require further clarification. 

For developments over 1,000 sqm, the applicant must enter into a legal agreement to provide renewable 
energy infrastructure offsite equivalent to at least offsetting the additional energy requirements not 
achieved on site, or provide a financial contribution to the LPA of a value sufficient enough to offset the 
residual carbon emissions.  The draft policy sets a minimum amount of £5k and a maximum amount of 
£100k per 1000 sqm. Further detail is required to understand what units of measurement the amounts 
refer to. For comparison, the draft Warwick Net Zero Carbon DPD proposes a carbon offset price of 
£245 per tonne CO2, where the price is linked to the annual Treasury Green Book BEIS projections.  

The provision of alternative options is supported. However, comments from the previous LPPU 
consultation still stand regarding the need for further information on the offsetting mechanism for 
residual carbon emissions, and the calculation methodology.  

The potential energy offsetting mechanism proposed by RBC is different to a carbon offset scheme as 
it requires financial contribution for any operational energy demand which is expected to be met by the 
national grid, irrespective of associated carbon emissions. For example, the draft Warwick Net Zero 
Carbon DPD proposes a carbon offset price of £245 per tonne CO2, where the price is linked to the 
annual Treasury Green Book BEIS projections. Allowance is made for the national grid decarbonisation 
trajectory, so that the amount of carbon to offset in year 30 will be significantly lower than year 1, 
reducing the total cost of the carbon offset payment. No such allowance is made within the draft policy 
text proposed by RBC. The University does not support this policy, and considers that financial 
contributions should be linked to residual carbon emissions, and not energy demand.     
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Waste 
 
The requirement for provision of a justification for demolition should be accompanied by guidelines to 
indicate what would constitute a satisfactory justification, including specifying a methodology for 
assessment, quantification and reporting to enable effective and consistent decision-making.  
 
The requirement that 95% of construction waste will be diverted from landfill is reasonable.  It should 
be noted that construction waste is a specific waste type, as distinct from demolition and excavation 
waste types.  
 

Embodied Carbon 

The embodied carbon target for new build commercial floorspace (less than 800kgCO2/sqm for 
schemes of 5000m2 or more) is slightly more relaxed than LETI Climate Emergency Design Guide for 
office and retail buildings and is in line with planning precedent elsewhere, and therefore the University 
is supportive of this policy. It is best practice to specify a methodology, and the University welcomes 
the specification of the RICS Professional Standard Whole life carbon as the preferred methodology for 
the assessment of embodied carbon and whole lifecycle emissions.   
 

Summary 

The Policy contains requirements relating a range of aspects. It is considered that the aspects on 
operational energy require adjustments to be effective, and improvements are set out in the relevant 
section.  It is considered that the aspects on water and embodied carbon are sound.  All aspects would 
benefit from an accompanying guidance document to set out assessment methodologies and reporting 
templates to support effective interpretation of data and design information.  

Policy CC3 – Adaptation to Climate Change  

The University supports the amendment of policy CC3 to provide greater alignment with other existing 
and relevant documentation.  

RBC recognise the greater emphasis placed on the need for new developments to adapt to the effects 
of climate change by the NPPF is also reflected RBC guidance including the Reading Climate 
Emergency Strategy (2020) and in current and forthcoming Supplementary Planning Documents 
(SPDs).  

The changes proposed to this policy through the LPPU Pre-Submission Draft document are primarily 
to incorporate references to relevant documents, including the RBC Sustainable Design and 
Construction SPD (2019), the Reading Climate Change Adaptation Plan and to amend language to give 
greater weight to climate change mitigation.  

The proposed amendments to policy CC3 are supported and the policy is considered to be sound.   

Policy CC4 - Decentralised Energy 

The wording in the current draft policy has been strengthened, where any development of 20 dwellings 
and/or non residential over 1000 sqm must include decentralised energy provision.  The wording also 
states that proposals for new or extended centralised energy schemes will only be supported if the 
scheme is renewable-based.  
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The Policy context at paragraph 4.1.13 of the LPPU clarifies that decentralised energy is that which “is 
produced locally and provides energy to buildings close to the site of production. The term covers a 
variety of technologies, including various renewable technologies, and more efficient energy generation 
such as Combined Heat and Power (CHP), which provides heating and electricity at the same time”. 

The requirement for decentralised energy is implicit within the requirements for policy CC2 and H5, 
through the provision of energy via on site renewables. The requirement for major development to 
include decentralised energy is supported.  

However, the inclusion of references to CHP is inconsistent, and does not align with the policy sentence 
on schemes being renewable based. A paragraph (4.1.15) on CHP has been deleted.  We assume that 
this is because CHP is no longer considered to be a suitable technology in the net zero transition, given 
the local impacts of on site fossil-fuel combustion.  Therefore, we propose that all references to CHP 
are removed from the policy context to provide clarity and support the policy intent of CC4.  Specifically, 
references to CHP should be removed from draft paragraphs 4.1.13 and 4.1.14. 

With regards to the heat networks aspect specifically, previous comments still stand regarding 
identification of new heat networks. It is recognised that work is ongoing to explore suitable locations 
for heat networks in the District, including through new Government requirements for heat network 
zoning.  The University notes that work is ongoing to designate areas for new heat networks and 
develop local authority mechanisms to enforce requirements. The University would welcome the 
opportunity to contribute to the shaping of requirements in terms of location and performance as 
members of the Reading Climate Action Partnership.    

The proposed amendments to Policy CC4 are supported and the policy is considered to be sound, 
however amendments are required to the supporting text.   

Policy CC7 – Design and the Public Realm 

The University supports the principle of good design to comply with the requirements of chapter 12 of 
the NPPF. It supports updating policy CC7 to reflect the principles set out in the National Design Guide 
and National Model Design Code. This will ensure consistency with national policy and provide clarity 
on the design standards for proposed development.  

Bullet point 1 (context) of the policy advises that the development will need to ensure that it makes a 
contribution towards enhancing its surroundings. The policy is not effective and is unrealistic, requiring 
proposals to enhance its surroundings. While development should seek to avoid any detrimental impact 
on its surrounding, it may not be practicable or possible for all proposed development to enhance the 
surrounding of a site whilst meeting the needs of development. The wording of the policy should be 
amended as follows to make it effective and consistent with national policy: 

“Context – enhances the surroundings where possible based on a sound understanding of the features 
of the site and its surroundings and is responsive to local history, culture and heritage.” 

Bullet point 5 (nature) of the policy advises that the development will need to ensure that it makes a 
contribution towards and enhancing and optimising nature. The policy is not effective and is unrealistic, 
requiring proposals to enhance and optimise ‘nature’. While development should seek to avoid any 
detrimental impact on such considerations, it may not be practicable or possible for all proposed 
development to enhance or optimise ‘nature’ whilst meeting the needs of development. The term 
‘nature’ is ambiguous and should be replaced with a more appropriate term.  

Bullet point 5 (nature) further states that schemes should ‘retain existing trees and aim to establish new 
trees’. This part of the policy is too onerous, is unrealistic and therefore not effective as no distinction 
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has been made regarding the value of existing trees. It indicates all trees have to be retained and 
protected. The policy would be effective and consistent with national policy if it seeks to retain trees that 
make positive contribution to visual or residential amenity, heritage or nature conservation value. This 
part of the policy is in conflict with the policy wording set out in Policy EN14 ‘Trees, Hedges and 
Woodlands’ which states that ‘Individual trees, groups of trees, hedges and woodlands will be protected 
from damage or removal where they are of importance’ (our emphasis). 

The wording of the policy should be amended as follows to make it effective and consistent with national 
policy: 

“Nature – enhances and optimises nature the natural environment where possible by integrating 
existing and new natural features into a multifunctional network to support quality of place, biodiversity, 
water management and climate change mitigation. Schemes should retain existing trees where they 
are of importance by virtue of their contribution to visual or residential amenity, heritage or 
nature conservation value and aim to establish new trees.” 

It is considered that the amendments above are required to ensure that policy CC7 is effective and in 
accordance with national policy and therefore is sound.   

Policy CC9 – Securing Infrastructure 

The University supports the principle of development funded infrastructure where infrastructure is 
required in order to make a development acceptable. The University welcomes the recognition within 
the policy that infrastructure, services, resources, amenities or other assets will be provided either 
through direct provision or financial contributions. 

This policy is considered to be sound and no amendments are required.  

CC10 – Health Impact Assessment  

A new policy relating to Health Impact Assessments has been included within the Pre-Submission 
Document. 

The first sentence of the policy states that ‘Development that would detrimentally affect health will not 
be permitted unless it can be demonstrated that negative effects are mitigated’. While the University 
agrees that development should seek to promote healthy places and reduce the impacts of 
development on health wherever possible, it is considered that this part of the policy wording as drafted 
is too broad, and overly restrictive. It is therefore not considered that the policy as drafted is effective, 
and will constrain development.  Chapter 8 of the NPPF seeks to achieve healthy, inclusive and safe 
places. However, it does not address the direct impacts of development on health. To make the policy 
sound, it is considered this part of the policy should be amended to read: 

“Development must consider impacts on the health of existing and future residents that would 
detrimentally affect health will not be permitted unless it can be and where applicable, demonstrated 
that negative effects are mitigated” 

It also requires that proposals for ‘major development or for proposals for accommodation for vulnerable 
people must be accompanied by an HIA’ which includes certain elements. This part of the proposed 
policy is supported.   

It is considered that the amendments above are required to ensure that policy CC10 effective and in 
accordance with national policy and therefore is sound.   
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Built and Natural Environment 

Policy EN4 - Locally Important Heritage Assets 

The University agrees that the wording of this policy should be updated as proposed to be consistent 
with national policy regarding non-designated heritage assets to ensure that it is clear and robust.  

However, it is considered that the proposed wording is inconsistent with paragraph 209 of the NPPF 
which states:  

“The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be 
taken into account in determining the application. In weighing applications that directly or 
indirectly affect non-designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required having 
regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset.” 

The proposed policy wording, which refers to substantial harm and substantial public benefits, elevates 
the test for non-designated heritage assets to that applied to heritage assets. This is not consistent with 
the wording in paragraph 209 of the NPPF as set out above. The proposed policy should be amended 
as follows: 

“EN4: Locally Important Heritage Assets 

Development proposals that affect locally important heritage assets will demonstrate that development 
conserves architectural, archaeological or historical significance which may include the appearance, 
character and setting of the asset The effect of an application on the significance of a non-
designated heritage asset should be taken into account in determining the application. 

Planning permission may be granted in cases where a proposal could result in substantial harm to or 
loss of a locally important heritage asset only where it can be demonstrated that substantial harm or 
total loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss. In 
weighing applications that directly or indirectly affect non-designated heritage assets, a 
balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the 
significance of the heritage asset. Where it is accepted by the decision-maker that retention is not 
important, recording of the heritage asset should be undertaken and submitted alongside development 
proposals. Replacement buildings should draw upon heritage elements of the previous design, 
incorporating historical qualities that made the previous building significant. This may include 
appearance, scale and architectural quality.” 

Policy EN4 should be amended as set out above to ensure that it is consistent with paragraph 209 of 
the NPPF to ensure the policy is sound.”   

EN12 - Biodiversity  

The University supports the policy which requires a 10% Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) in accordance 
with the mandatory levels (10%) set out in the Environment Act 2021. It is considered that this level is 
appropriate for an urban authority such as Reading. Robust evidence would be required to justify the 
inclusion of any higher requirement.  

The University acknowledges that clear guidance is required for the provision of off-site delivery of 
biodiversity net gain where on-site delivery is not possible. It is clear that not all sites within Reading 
will be able to deliver on-site BNG and so the Council must ensure it has a clear strategy and robust 
guidance for developers on this matter. The reference to the upcoming Natural Environment SPD and 
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Berkshire Local Nature Recovery Strategy is welcomed and it is important that these documents are 
progressed quickly to ensure certainty on off-site BNG provision.  

The University supports the updating of the policy to reflect current guidance and legislation. This policy 
should reflect the provisions of the Environment Act 2021 and the Biodiversity Gain Requirements 
(Exemptions) Regulations 2024 as well as the NPPF.  

The last sentence of part (b) the policy states: 

“Notwithstanding the above development that results in the loss or deterioration of 
‘irreplaceable habitats’ will not be permitted.” 

This is not in accordance with paragraph 186 (c) of the NPPF wording relating to irreplaceable habitats 
which states: 

“development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient 
woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are wholly exceptional 
reasons and a suitable compensation strategy exists;” 

The policy is not consistent with national policy as drafted and should be amended as follows: 

“Notwithstanding the above development that results in the loss or deterioration of ‘irreplaceable 
habitats’ will not be permitted, unless there are wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable 
compensation strategy exists.” 

The amendment to part (b) of policy EN12 set out above should be made to ensure this policy is 
consistent with the NPPF and therefore sound.   

Policy EN14 Trees, Hedges and Woodlands 

The University is supportive of the retention of existing trees, hedges and woodlands, and in principle 
the updating of this policy in line with the Reading Borough Council Tree Strategy and NPPF.  

Policy EN19: Urban Greening Factor 

A new policy relating to the Urban Greening Factor (UGF) has been introduced into the Proposed Pre-
Submission Plan.  

The University supports the principle of improving the provision of green infrastructure within the 
Borough, however it is important that policy EN19 does not unnecessarily constrain development. There 
are several other related policies in the plan which have similar and connected aims including policies 
on green space, open space, biodiversity, trees, hedges and woodland. It is important that the inclusion 
of this policy requirement is considered alongside the cumulative requirements of these policies.  

The mandatory provision of a 10% biodiversity net gain (apart from sites that are exempt) will result in 
the provision of additional green infrastructure in order to achieve BNG. The evidential basis for 
imposing the provision of additional green infrastructure is therefore unclear. The supporting text at 
paragraph 4.2.125 that clarifies that “requirements of UGF are not to be used in place of other policy 
requirements, such as the requirements for mandatory BNG or any requirements through Policy EN12” 
is welcomed and this is an important distinction that should be absolutely clear in the supporting text.  

The UGF score required for different development types needs to be appropriately evidenced and 
justified. No evidence for the different types of development or target scores has been identified. The 
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scores must be based on an understanding of what can feasibility be delivered by development and 
must be tailored to different types of development. It is not considered that there is sufficient evidence 
for the scores required for different development types within the proposed policy. For example, the 
requirement to achieve a score of 50% on non-householder applications that are BNG exempt is very 
onerous. There are very clear reasons why certain developments are BNG exempt, one of which being 
that not all development can feasibly provide green infrastructure to provide BNG on site. In the absence 
of sufficient evidence, it is not considered that the policy as drafted is justified and therefore sound.  

The policy should recognise that the provision of a sizeable quantum of additional green infrastructure 
may be unachievable on certain sites, for example on small, urban, high-density developments or 
applications for changes of use. 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 BNG, for example by 
enabling off-site provision where necessary, and policy EN19 should incorporate reasonable flexibility 
to ensure that development is not constrained. It is considered that the UGF should therefore only apply 
to major development. 

Natural England published a report on developing a model urban greening factor for England. The 
report is titled ‘NERR132 Edition 1 Urban Greening Factor for England - Development and Technical 
Analysis, PDF, 599.2 kB’. The policy should be informed by this report which contains proposed UGF 
target scores and proposed surface cover weightings for England. This introduces the Urban Greening 
Factor (UGF) and provides an analysis of current applications of the UGF in the UK and abroad. It 
provides a concise set of UGF Target Scores and UGF Surface Cover Types for the Model UGF for 
England, and the rationale behind them. The recommended minimum UGF target scores for major 
developments in England are 0.3 for predominately commercial development and 0.4 for predominately 
residential development.  

The Natural England Report notes that the majority of existing UGF planning policies provide target 
scores for major development only. In order for the policy to be effective and not constrain delivery of 
development, it is considered that the policy should be amended as below to reflect this: 

“Proposals for major development must demonstrate how an appropriate proportion of green cover 
will be delivered on site through an Urban Greening Factor (UGF) assessment. This may include both 
existing and newly established landscaping. 

The following criteria must be met (assessed as-built): 

TYPE  SCORE REQUIRED  

Major developments that are 
predominately residential (more than 
50% as-built internal floor area)  

25%  

Major developments that are 
predominately commercial (more than 
50% as-built internal floor area)  

25%  

Non-householder applications that are 
Biodiversity Net-Gain (BNG) exempt (as 
they are below the de-minimis 
threshold)  

50%  
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Major Development where more than 
60% of land within the existing site 
boundary is hard surfacing  

25%  

Major Development that results in a net 
loss of biodiversity using BNG  

25%  

Self-build and custom-build housing  50% 40% 

Householder applications where the 
proposals will result in more than 30% 
of the site as building(s) or hard-
surfacing  

60%  

All other applications Major 
Development where the proposals will 
result in more than 30% of the site as 
building(s) or hard-surfacing  

25%  

It is considered that the amendments above are required to ensure that policy EN19 is justified and 
effective and therefore sound.   

8. Housing 

Policy H2 - Density and Mix 

The University does not object to the proposed amendment to this policy, however, would emphasise 
that the ‘wherever viable and achievable’ wording is retained to ensure that this requirement is applied 
on a case-by-case basis.  

The proposed amendments to policy H2 are supported and the policy is considered to be sound.   

H3 – Affordable housing 

The proposed amendments to policy H3 are supported and the policy is considered to be sound.   

No comments proposed 

Policy H5 - Standards for New Housing 

Overview 

The policy ensures that new build housing within Reading meets minimum standards for internal space, 
water efficiency, carbon emissions (including embodied carbon) and accessibility and adaptability. 

The background narrative within the previous LPPU consultation document highlights that the Future 
Building Standard consultation had been delayed (at the time of writing in October 2023) and that the 
interim standard (Part L, 2021) fails to meet industry best practice standards or address the 
performance gap. The Future Homes and Buildings Standards: 2023 consultation material is now 
available for RBC review and consideration. Concurrently, a Written Ministerial Statement was issued 
which seeks to limit the use of energy-based metrics in Local Plans favouring instead reductions over 
Part L metrics of targeted carbon emission rates and fabric efficiency. The LPPU consultation document 
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considered that energy metrics are seen to be more technically robust than the use of Part L aligned 
metrics. 

The previous LPPU consultation document considered that the Future Homes Standards are expected 
to require homes to be zero carbon ready, but as that relies on UK grid decarbonisation (expected by 
2035) this standard would not achieve the 2030 net zero carbon targets set out by the Reading Carbon 
Plan and RBC Carbon, or indeed the University’s Net Zero Plan. Therefore, RBC consider it appropriate 
to continue to require enhanced energy efficiency standards to meet the targets of net zero Reading by 
2030 set out earlier in this memo. 

Water efficiency is of importance due to Reading’s location in the Thames Water basin, categorised by 
the Environment Agency as a water-stressed area. Therefore, the highest possible standards should 
apply, with the use of a fittings approach (as opposed to an occupancy approach). Water neutrality 
should be aimed for where possible. 

Water 

Whilst clarification is required over the scope and definition of water consumption neutrality in order to 
support this proposed policy, the alternative approach to achieve the Building Regulations Part G 
optional target is with the specification of low flow fittings is supported. 

Operational Energy 

For operational energy, the targets expressed as energy-based metrics are in line with best practice 
per LETI. However, the targets are more stringent than those adopted by both Bath and North East 
Somerset Council and Cornwall County Council, where the following targets are adopted: 

• Space heating demand less than 30kWh/m2/yr 

• Total energy demand less than 40kWh/m2/yr 

The balancing of total energy demand through provision of on-site renewable energy production may 
not be feasible or viable in all cases and therefore flexibility should be maintained with use of the 
“exceptional basis clause”. The inclusion of the exceptional basis clause is welcomed.  

The University supports the approach to operational energy efficiency.  In line with comments on non-

residential targets, further information should be provided on the exceptional basis mechanisms. 

Minimum and Maximum financial contributions per plot are indicated (minimum of £5k and maximum of 

£15k) however justification for the identification of the sums is not provided. In addition, the policy is 

proposing energy-based metrics however there are no established precedents for performance 

offsetting based on energy-based metrics. Therefore, clarification is required to understand if the 

offsetting is to be assessed against energy-based performance or another aspect of performance 

(carbon, for example) and if so what the related targets are. 

Any mechanism for offsetting should provide additional detail on the legal arrangement, the pricing 
mechanism, assessment methodologies and offsetting periods. 

Embodied Carbon 

The policy does not include the text previously proposed through the LPPU Scope and Content 
consultation relating to requirements for Embodied Carbon Assessments and the requirement of a 
particular score.  
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Policy H12 – Student Accommodation 

Policy H12 is unchanged from the existing policy set out in the adopted Reading Borough Local Plan.  

However, there are some changes proposed to the supporting text. This includes paragraphs 4.4.104 
to 4.4.107 (previously 4.4.97 to 4.4.102). Comments are provided on some of the text relating to The 
University of Reading.  

At paragraph 4.4.104 the text refers to the 2024 Housing Needs Assessment (HNA) and its conclusions 
on the need for additional purpose-built student accommodation. The text states: 

“The HNA (2024) looked at the issue of need for additional student housing. It notes, based on 
information from the Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) that full-time student numbers 
have remained relatively unchanged at the University of Reading between 2017 and 2022. It did 
not identify a specific need for additional purpose built student accommodation, although it did 
note that the impacts of the Covid pandemic will have impacted figures over this period. 
Ultimately, the need for accommodation is very dependent on any growth plans at the 
University, and, although there are no current firm plans for expansion, this is subject to change. 
It is agreed that there is a current shortfall in University accommodation of around 1,000 bed 
spaces for first year students. Across all years of study, for 2021/22, 3,400 students were housed 
in rented accommodation other than university or private halls.” 

The University supports the acknowledgement that the need for student accommodation is dependent 
on the growth plans of the University. However, the supporting text should be amended to further 
acknowledge that there are likely to be changing circumstances and priorities for the University which 
may lead to the need for additional new built development in the medium to longer term, and the Local 
Plan time horizon is longer than its 10 year Estate Strategy, which it likely to be reviewed prior to the 
end of the Local Plan period. Paragraph 4.4.104 should be amended to read: 

“The HNA (2024) looked at the issue of need for additional student housing. It notes, based on 
information from the Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) that full-time student numbers have 
remained relatively unchanged at the University of Reading between 2017 and 2022. It did not identify 
a specific need for additional purpose built student accommodation, although it did note that the impacts 
of the Covid pandemic will have impacted figures over this period. Ultimately, the need for 
accommodation is very dependent on any growth plans at the University, and, although there are no 
current firm plans for expansion, this is subject to change. The University will continue to keep this 
under review in order to support and deliver any new buildings or student accommodation 
should this be required to meet the needs of the University. The University will continue to 
regularly engage with both the Council and Wokingham Borough Council as it implements the 
Estate Strategy and any successor strategy which may be prepared in the Local Plan period. It 
is agreed that there is a current shortfall in University accommodation of around 1,000 bed spaces for 
first year students. Across all years of study, for 2021/22, 3,400 students were housed in rented 
accommodation other than university or private halls.” 

The information within paragraph 4.4.104 regarding the shortfall in bed spaces for first year students is 
taken from The University’s response to the draft Reading Borough Local Plan (adopted in 2019), which 
is quoted in the HNA. This is therefore out of date and should be updated. The figure relating to the 
number of students across all years of study in rented accommodation other than university or private 
halls in 2021/22 is taken from figures from Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) data.  

Policy H12 is considered to be sound, however minor amendments are sought to the supporting text as 
set out above.  
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9. Transport 

Policy TR5 - Car and Cycle Parking and Electric Vehicle Charging 

The University supports the updates proposed to this policy to reflect that EV charging for residential 
developments is generally now covered by the Building Regulations (Approved Document S). It is also 
supportive of the expansion of the policy to include a presumption in favour of charging infrastructure.  

However, the University has some concerns regarding increasing the EV charging requirement for non-
residential developments where there are at least 10 spaces from 10% to 20%. It is not considered that 
there is sufficient justification for a requirement that goes beyond current buildings regulations 
(Approved Document S). It could quickly become redundant given the advancement of technology in 
this area and could place a considerable strain on electricity supplies. The demand for ‘at-work’ charging 
facilities is likely to plateau as increasing numbers of dedicated EV charging facilities come forward, as 
the speed of EV chargers increases and as more and more people have charging facilities at home The 
Statement given in the House of Commons (on 13th December 2023) sets out the Government does 
not expect plan-makers to set local energy efficiency standards for buildings that go beyond current or 
planned buildings regulations. It is considered that this principle could also be applied to the provision 
of EV charging points. The approach taken for EV charging for residential developments should also 
be applied to non-residential development - the policy should be silent as requirements are now covered 
by the Building Regulations (Approved Document S). 

The policy is not considered to be sound as it not considered consistent with national policy, nor 

justified. It is considered that policy TR5 should be amended as follows: 

 

Policy TR5 - Car and Cycle Parking and Electric Vehicle Charging 

 

Development should provide car parking and cycle parking that is appropriate to the accessibility of 

locations within the Borough to sustainable transport facilities, particularly public transport. 

 

Within communal car parks for non-residential developments of at least 10 off-road parking spaces, 

210% of spaces should provide an active electric vehicle charging point. 

 

There will be a presumption in favour of electric vehicle charging infrastructure within Reading unless 

there are clear detrimental impacts on: accessibility by foot and cycle or by those with limited mobility; 

highway safety; residential amenity; important trees; or the significance of a heritage asset or its 

setting. 

 

12. Area-Specific Policies and Site Allocations 

CA1: Sites for development in Caversham and Emmer Green 

CA1a Reading University Boat Club, Thames Promenade 

The University supports the continued inclusion of CA1a Reading University Boat Club, Thames 
Promenade as an allocation for residential development.  

New text has been added to the policy, which sets out development should: 

• Conserve the setting of the listed war memorial; 

• Address air quality impacts on residential use;  
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The University does not object to the amended wording. The proposed amendments to policy CA1a are 
supported and the policy is considered to be sound.   

ER1: Sites for development in East Reading 

ER1c Land Rear of 8-26 Redlands Road 

The University supports the continued inclusion of ER1c Land Rear of 8-26 Redlands Road as an 
allocation for residential development with potential for student accommodation.  

ER1e St Patrick’s Hall, Northcourt Avenue  

The University supports the continued inclusion of ER1e St Patrick’s Hall, Northcourt Avenue as an 
allocation for student accommodation.  

ER2: Whiteknights Campus, University of Reading 

The University supports strategic policy ER2 relating to its Whiteknights Campus. The University 
strongly supports and welcomes the continued inclusion of a policy for Whiteknights campus which will 
continue to be a focus for development associated with the University of Reading. 

The University welcomes the proposed updates to policy ER2 and supporting text to reflect the 
University’s current plans and strategy. The University’s needs and objectives are constantly evolving, 
and it is important that the planning policy for Whiteknights Campus reflects this.  

The amendment to the policy to include reference to development to reduce the University’s carbon 
emissions is supported. It is important for this to be referred to in the policy to ensure that the University 
can actively pursue developments which are required to decarbonise its estate. The University has 
published its Net Zero Carbon Plan 2021-2030, and in accordance with this will be pursuing related 
projects some of which may require planning permission.  

The policy states that the provision of new student accommodation on the Whiteknights Campus, 
including the reconfiguration or extension of nearby dedicated accommodation is acceptable. It is 
recognised that the Whiteknights Campus is an appropriate location for student accommodation. The 
retention of this wording from the adopted Local Plan is welcomed, so that the University is able to 
increase the levels of student accommodation on the campus if required to improve the provision of 
student accommodation and to allow for potential future increases in student numbers.  

Paragraph 9.3.8 has been amended to reflect current student numbers and this update is supported. 
This paragraph also recognises that ‘students, staff and visitors need to be supported by services, 
facilities and infrastructure’, which is reflected in the types of development that are listed within the 
policy as suitable within the Campus.   

Paragraphs 9.3.10 and 9.3.11 of the adopted Local Plan are proposed to be removed, as the text 
referring to the Whiteknights Campus Development Plan is now out of date. This is supported, as the 
Whiteknights Campus Development Plan is out of date. Updated text has been proposed which largely 
reflects the University’s representations it submitted to the Local Plan Partial Update Scope and Content 
consultation which took place from November 2023 to January 2024. 

Paragraph 9.3.10 now refers to the draft Estates Strategy 2022-2032 as well as the Net Zero Carbon 
Plan 2021-2030 which was published in June 2021. The text refers to the ‘University within a park’ 
concept set out in the draft Estates Strategy and the likely emphasis on repurposing and refurbishing 
existing buildings as well as creating a campus heart and improving accessibility. This updated text is 
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supported and is in accordance with previous representations submitted by the University as outlined 
above. There is a minor error in the text wording – ‘heat’ should be amended to ‘heart’. 

Whilst the University considers the policy to be sound, it seeks a minor amendment to Paragraph 9.3.10 
to acknowledge that there are likely to be changing circumstances and priorities for the University which 
may lead to the need for additional new built development in the medium to longer term, and the Local 
Plan time horizon is longer than its 10 year Estate Strategy, which it likely to be reviewed prior to the 
end of the Local Plan period. The supporting text should be amended to read: 

“At this stage, there is no indication that the strategy will involve a significant increase in the amount of 
floorspace on the campus in the short term. The University will continue to keep this under review 
in order to support and deliver any new buildings or student accommodation should this be 
required to meet the needs of the University. The University will continue to regularly engage 
with both the Council and Wokingham Borough Council as it implements the Estate Strategy 
and any successor strategy which may be prepared in the Local Plan period.” 

The supporting text to policy ER2 should reflect that the University’s priorities and plans will change in 
the medium and long term as set out above. However, the University is satisfied that the proposed 
wording of policy ER2 provides sufficient flexibility with regards to University related development on 
the Whiteknights Campus, including specific reference to student accommodation being acceptable on 
the campus.  

Policy ER2 is considered to be sound, however minor amendments are sought to the supporting text 
as set out above.  

Conclusion and Recommendations  

We look forward to engaging further with the Council as the LPPU 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 the writer.  

Your sincerely, 

 
 

 
  
Lillian Duffield  

Senior Planner 
Phone: +44 118 952 3200 
lillian.duffield@stantec.com 

 

stantec.com 
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1.0 Introduction 
1.1 These representations have been prepared by Lichfields on behalf of our client, Universities 

Superannuation Scheme Investment Management Ltd ("USS IM Ltd"), in relation to Aquis 
House, 49-51 Forbury Road (Policy CR14t) and 33 Blagrave Street (Policy CR14u). 
Universities Superannuation Scheme Ltd (USS Ltd) owns Aquis House, 49-51 Forbury 
Road and 33 Blagrave Street and USS IM is the owner’s representative.  

1.2 We note that the Council’s consultation portal only allows the respondent to provide 
responses to five policies. For completeness we submit our full representations in this 
document which contains responses to the following policies and questions of the Local 
Plan Partial Update Pre-Submission Draft (Regulation 19).  

• Policy CC2: Sustainable Design and Construction 

• Policy CC3: Adaptation to Climate Change 

• Policy H1: Provision of Housing 

• Policy H2: Density and Mix 

• Policy CR10: Tall Buildings 

• Policy CR14t: Aquis House, 41-59 Forbury Road 

• Policy CR14u: 33 Blagrave Street 

• Participating in the Examination 
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2.0 Policy CC2: Sustainable Design and 
Construction 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Please state specific paragraph, policy and/or section of the policies 
map. 

• Policy CC2 (Sustainable Design and Construction) 

Agent's E-mail Address (if applicable) (optional) 

• nick.kirby@lichfields.uk 

Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant? (optional) 

• N/A 

Do you consider the Local Plan is sound? (optional) 

• No 

Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-
operate? (optional) 

• N/A 

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. (optional) 

2.1 The proposed changes to adopted Policy CC2 (Sustainable Design and Construction) 
include a new requirement relating to proposals involving the demolition of existing 
buildings. The policy states that:  

“The demolition of an existing building should be accompanied by a full justification for 
demolition and demonstrate how 95% of all construction waste will be diverted away 
from landfill. For non-listed buildings, demolition will only be acceptable where:  

• The building is in such a poor state that it is not practical or viable to refurbish or re-
use;  

• Such refurbishment or re-use would result in a similar amount or a greater amount of 
embodied carbon generation; or  

• Such refurbishment or re-use would result in a building with poor thermal efficiency 
resulting in a greater lifetime carbon emissions than would arise from a re-build.” 
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2.2 As discussed in our response to Policy H1, H2 and CR10, there is a requirement for Reading 
to plan for a higher level of housing based at a higher density to accommodate the growing 
housing need and achieve a sustainable pattern of development. To achieve this, one of the 
clear strategies in the Reading Borough Council (RBC) Local Plan Partial Update (LPPU) 
Pre-Submission Draft (Regulation 19) (hereafter “LPPU19”) is to allocate new sites for 
(re)development, including our client’s sites at Aquis House (Policy CR14t) and 33 Blagrave 
Street (Policy CR14u).  

2.3 The LPPU19 recognises that the “constrained nature” (LPPU19, para. 3.2.1) of Reading will 
mean “a significant proportion of the development to be provided in Reading within the 
plan period will be within the central area” (LPPU19, para. 3.2.3). This will place 
considerable importance on delivery of development at previously developed sites, such as 
our client’s sites at Aquis House (Policy CR14t) and 33 Blagrave Street (Policy CR14u). 
Redevelopment of these sites (potentially including demolition) will be necessary to 
accommodate growing housing needs of the borough and achieve the NPPF’s (December 
2023) objective of making “as much use as possible of previously-developed or ‘brownfield’ 
land” (para. 123). Indeed unduly restricting demolition of buildings at sites in the town 
centre could prevent optimal design solutions and reduce affordable housing delivery – for 
example if conversions of existing buildings are sought via Permitted Development Rights 
instead.  

2.4 Policy CR14t (Aquis House) allow for “Development and/or change of use for residential 
and offices” and Policy CR14u (33 Blagrave Street) allows for “Development or change of 
use for residential”. Our representations in respect of both of these policies outline that 
demolition of the existing buildings and construction of new buildings is expected to be 
necessary to optimise the use of land, and its contribution towards the borough’s 
development needs.  

2.5 The current wording of policies CR14t and CR14u accommodates the site’s development 
and demolition of the existing building(s). Policy CC2 should be amended to clarify that the 
requirement for ‘full justification for demolition’ should not apply where a site’s 
development is allocated by another policy in the Plan, such as Policies CR14t and CR14u.   
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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. (optional)  

Please note: In your representation you should provide succinctly 
all the evidence and supporting information necessary to support 
your representation and your suggested modifications (s). You 
should not assume that you will have a further opportunity to make 
submissions. At this stage, further submissions may only be made if 
invited by the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she 
identifies for examination. 

2.6 The proposed allocations of our client’s sites at Aquis House (Policy CR14t) and 33 Blagrave 
Street (Policy CR14u) accommodate demolition of the existing building, and this is expected 
to be necessary to optimise delivery at the site. Policy CC2 should be amended to clarify that 
the requirement for ‘full justification for demolition’ should not apply where a site’s 
development is allocated by another policy in the Plan, such as Policies CR14t and CR14u. 

Please upload any supporting information (if necessary). 
(optional) 

• No supporting information will be uploaded. 



Aquis House, 41-59 Forbury Road and 33 Blagrave Street : Representations to Reading Borough Local Plan Partial Update Regulation 19 
Consultation 

 

Pg 5
 

3.0 Policy CC3: Adaptation to Climate Change 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Please state specific paragraph, policy and/or section of the policies map. 

• Policy CC3 (Adaptation to Climate Change) 

Agent's E-mail Address (if applicable) (optional) 

• nick.kirby@lichfields.uk 

Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant? (optional) 

• N/A 

Do you consider the Local Plan is sound? (optional) 

• N/A 

Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate? 
(optional) 

• N/A 

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. (optional) 

3.1 Our client concurs with the aspiration of Policy CC3 which seeks adaption to climate 
change. However, our client considers that it is important to ensure that any requirements 
set out in Policy CC3 do not render delivery of developments impracticable, unfeasible or 
unviable as this could impede the delivery of development to meet the borough’s 
development needs.  

3.2 The LPPU19 requires a number of measures in relation to adaptation of climate change and 
mitigation of risks of overheating, flooding and extreme storms to be incorporated into 
development proposals through Policy CC3  “unless it can be demonstrated that 
requirements are not suitable, feasible or viable”.  

3.3 Whilst our clients support this important caveats the Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) 
states that, in relation to the plan-making process, “Policy requirements, particularly for 
affordable housing, should be set at a level that takes account of affordable housing and 
infrastructure needs and allows for the planned types of sites and development to be 
deliverable, without the need for further viability assessment at the decision making 
stage” (Reference ID: 10-002-20190509).  

3.4 On this basis it is our client’s view that the requirements of policy CC03 should be tested 
through the plan making process, irrespective of whether the policy allows for further 
assessment during the planning application process.  
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3.5 RBC commissioned a Local Plan Viability Testing Report (dated 4th December 2024) in 
relation to the LPPU19 and this was only made publicly available on RBC’s LPPU19 
consultation website less than a week prior to the conclusion of the consultation period. 
Whilst this timing has allowed insufficient time for it to be reviewed and responded to in 
detail at the Regulation 19 stage it does not appear to assess the implications of draft Policy 
CC3.  

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. (optional)  

Please note: In your representation you should provide succinctly 
all the evidence and supporting information necessary to support 
your representation and your suggested modifications (s). You 
should not assume that you will have a further opportunity to make 
submissions. At this stage, further submissions may only be made if 
invited by the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she 
identifies for examination. 

3.6 Our clients support the important caveat that the measures sought should be provided 
“unless it can be demonstrated that requirements are not suitable, feasible or viable”. 

3.7 Notwithstanding this they consider that RBC should carry out a robust assessment of the 
viability implications of the proposed measures in Policy CC3 in the LPPU19 process. The 
viability implications of these policies should be fully assessed during the LPPU19 process 
to ensure the policy requirements not threaten delivery of development.  

Please upload any supporting information (if necessary). 
(optional) 

• No supporting information will be uploaded. 
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4.0 Policy H1: Provision of Housing 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate? 

Please state specific paragraph, policy and/or section of the policies 
map. 

• Policy H1 (Provision of Housing) 

Agent's E-mail Address (if applicable) (optional) 

• nick.kirby@lichfields.uk 

Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant? (optional) 

• No 

Do you consider the Local Plan is sound? (optional) 

• No 

Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-
operate? (optional) 

• 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. (optional) 

Planning Policy Context 

4.1 There is a clear priority in the NPPF (December 2023) to use the Standard Method (SM) “to 
determine the minimum number of homes needed” (NPPF December 2023, para. 61) 
unless Exceptional Circumstances (ECs) can be demonstrated.  

4.2 For the 20 largest cities and urban centres in England, an urban uplift of 35% is 
incorporated in the SM (NPPF December 2023 para. 62 and Planning Policy Guidance 
(PPG) Reference ID: 2a-004-20201216). The 35% uplift is a key mechanism in the NPPF 
(December 2023) to support the Government’s principle of making effective use of land in 
urban areas (para. 11a).  

4.3 NPPF (December 2023) footnote 27 emphasises that the urban uplift should be achieved 
through strategic policies to “promote an effective use of land and optimise site 
densities......This is to ensure that homes are built in the right places, to prioritise 
brownfield and other under-utilised urban sites, to utilise existing infrastructure, and to 
allow people to live near the services they rely on, making travel patterns more 
sustainable” (NPPF (December 2023) footnote 27).  
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4.4 Additionally the purpose of the 35% uplift was discussed in the Ministry of Housing, 
Communities & Local Government - Government response to the local housing need 
proposals in “Changes to the current planning system” (April 2021) which stated:  

• “building in existing cities and urban centres ensures that new homes can maximise 
existing infrastructure such as public transport, schools, medical facilities and shops” 

• “there is potentially a profound structural change working through the retail and 
commercial sector, and we should expect more opportunities for creative use of land 
in urban areas to emerge. Utilising this land allows us to give priority to the 
development of brownfield land, and thereby protect our green spaces” 

• “our climate aspirations demand that we aim for a spatial pattern of development 
that reduces the need for unnecessary high-carbon travel” 

4.5 On this basis it is clear that the 35% urban uplift policy is a clear priority of the NPPF 
(December 2023) and aligned with a number of its objectives. Given this clear priority, the 
NPPF (December 2023) requires that, in order to justify the deviation from the SM, ECs 
will need to be demonstrated. The NPPF (December 2023) states ECs may include those 
“relating to the particular demographic characteristics of an area” (NPPF December 
2023, para. 61), supplementing this by stating that “such particular demographic 
characteristics could, for example, include areas that are islands with no land bridge that 
have a significant proportion of elderly residents” (footnote 25). It is apparent from this 
example and the wording of the NPPF (December 2023) that circumstances will need to be 
exceptional and distinct, setting a high bar in order to avoid an unnecessary reduction from 
the application of the SM.  

4.6 Reading is one of the 20 largest urban centres in England and in this context the NPPF 
(December 2023) and PPG set out clear priority for Reading to use the SM (incorporating a 
35% uplift) to calculate the housing need unless ECs can be demonstrated.  

Absence of ECs to justify deviation from the SM in Reading 

4.7 Notwithstanding the clear priority in the NPPF (December 2023) to use the SM to 
“determine the minimum number of homes needed” (NPPF December 2023 para. 61), the 
LPPU19 proposes to deviate from the SM and to plan for a level of housing notably lower 
than the SM housing need figure (SM figure). In essence the LPPU19 is planning for 
housing delivery of 825 dwellings per annum (dpa). This is a 6 % reduction on the SM 
which would result in 954 fewer homes in total over the plan period.   

4.8 RBC commissioned their own Local Housing Need Assessment (LHNA) to “understand and 
investigate the nature and make-up of current and future housing needs across the area” 
(Reading Local Housing Needs Assessment: Report of Findings for Reading July 2024, 
para. 1). The Assessment considered that the Local Housing Need figure (LHN figure) for 
Reading is 735 dpa. Importantly the LPPU19 proposes to exceed the LHN figure to plan for 
825 dpa (LPPU figure) in recognition of RBC’s expected ability to do so, and recognition of 
the need to “continue to address the housing crisis and to reflect national policy” (LPPU19, 
para. 4.4.4).  

4.9 Key figures relating to Reading’s housing requirement are summarised below:  

• LHN figure: 735 dpa 
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