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Structures Fund template
This template is for local authorities proposing schemes for investment from the Structures Fund. Before completing the template, local authorities should read the Structures Fund guidance and associated documents. Alongside the template, local authorities must also complete the economic toolkit for the proposed scheme.
Part 1 – Details of the Structure Being Promoted
1.1 Scheme Information
This section captures the key information on the scheme that is being proposed to the Structures Fund. 
a) Local highway authority (LHA) name:                            Reading Borough Council                                                                     
b) Scheme / structure name and LHA bridges number:     Berkeley Avenue Railway Bridge / Berkeley Avenue Canal Bridge
c) Location (OS Grid Reference) of the scheme/structure (to identify location on map):
Easting:	           	471338 / 471431
Northing:	           	172617 / 172643
d) Name of Project Manager:        Sam Shean 
e) Email address:	                	Sam.shean@reading.gov.uk
f) Phone number: 	           	01189373787
g) What type of eligible structure would your scheme address? (select all that apply)  
	☒	Bridges
	☐	Cutting/embankment

	☐	Fly-overs
	☐	Tunnels

	☐	Retaining walls
	☐	Local highway repairs due to landslip

	☐	Culverts
	☐	Local highway repairs due to collapse

	☐	Other structure type (please specify): Click or tap here to enter text.


h) Provide an overview of the structure proposed for intervention and the nature of the problem. (Maximum 250 words)
This could include, for example, the age, construction type, feature carried and feature crossed of the relevant structure and if the structure has listed heritage status.
The package of schemes that require interventions is the 1291 Berkeley Avenue Railway Bridge and 1293 Berkeley Avenue Canal Bridge. Both of these bridges are single span steel half-through ladder bridges on brick abutments built 119 years ago and carry the A4 Berkeley Avenue across the A33 Reading Relief Road and Kennet & Avon Canal respectively. This Berkeley Avenue corridor is a key bus route for the service number 11 bus. 
The bridges are currently rated 7.5 tonnes assessment live load (ALL) capacity so HGVs and abnormal load vehicles are currently excluded from using the bridges. Ongoing structural deterioration of the bridges would lead to a reduction in their load carrying capacity. The number 11 bus service is currently permitted to operate across the bridges, however this is subject to ongoing review to manage the safety risk to the public
i) Provide an overview of the proposed intervention and how the works will address the problem.
This should set out the method of resolving the issue that is to be addressed. 
Berkeley Avenue is a key bus corridor with two bridges located within 100m of each other and both require significant repairs and strengthening works to restore and enable the safe passage of HGVs across the bridges. The proposed intervention comprises of structural repairs and strengthening works to address existing deficiencies in both bridges that have resulted in the current 7.5‑tonne GVW restriction, with the objective of increasing load‑carrying capacity to at least 26 tonnes GVW to enable use by electric buses and HGVs.
These works will address the deteriorating condition of the bridges to make them safe to use, and also increase their load carrying capacities, enabling them to safely carry HGVs and buses. While buses are currently allowed to cross the bridge, this is under constant review, so repairing and strengthening the bridge will provide long term journey security for those who rely on bus services. 
A coordinated approach to repairing both bridges is essential as, while Berkeley Avenue Railway Bridge is in worse condition and is the only bridge currently subject to a 7.5 tonne weight restriction, the Berkeley Avenue Canal Bridge would also require this restriction if the Railway Bridge were not already constrained. Therefore, repairing and strengthening only one of the bridges would not remove the weight restriction on the route.

j) Is any part of the relevant structure owned by a third-party (e.g. the Canal and River Trust or Network Rail)?  
No part of the relevant structure is owned by a third party.
k) If the structure is on a diversion route for the SRN provide a clear description/commentary.
The structure is not on a diversion route for the SRN.

1.2 Understanding the Condition of the Structure
Please set out the current condition of the structure in this section. 
a) Provide evidence that the relevant structure is in need of repair either now or by the end of the 2029/30 financial year. (Maximum 250 words)
Provide details of the process used for determining whether this structure is in need of repair and the timescale in which the repair is needed..
The current scores for key Berkeley Avenue Railway Bridge elements are as follows:
Primary Girders – 4C (severe corrosion to steel and rivets)
Transverse Girders – 3B (moderate corrosion to steel)
Secondary Elements – 3B (moderate corrosion to steel beams and pointing loss to brick jack arches)
Brick Abutments – 3C (pointing loss)
Deck Waterproofing – 4C (defective mastic asphalt waterproofing under footways allowing extensive water seepage through deck)
Finish to Deck Elements – 5B (all paint coats failed in some places)

The current scores for key Berkeley Avenue Canal Bridge elements are as follows:
Primary Girders – 3B (moderate corrosion to steel and rivets)
Transverse Girders – 2B (minor corrosion to steel)
Secondary Elements – 3C (moderate corrosion to steel beams and pointing loss to brick jack arches)
Brick Abutments – 2C (minor pointing loss)
Deck Waterproofing – 3C (defective mastic asphalt waterproofing under footways allowing some water seepage through deck)
Finish to Deck Elements – 5B (all paint coats failed in some places)
These element scores were inputted into the Structures Asset Valuation and Investment (SAVI) toolkit which predicted that, without intervention, the primary girders on the Berkeley Avenue Railway Bridge would reach condition 5B by 2029. This would reduce the load carrying capacity of the brige substantially and make it unsafe for its purpose. For the Canal Bridge, it would take longer for the primary girders to reach this condition. 
The BCI scores based on the element ratings are presented in Section h.  
b) Please indicate if the relevant structure is currently subject to traffic restriction as a result of its condition.
Reference should be made to closures, weight limits, width restriction, limits on use. 
The Railway Bridge was subject to a 7.5-tonne weight restriction following load assessments in 1993 and 1997, using a condition factor of 0.9 for the steel elements. The rating is governed by the capacity of the primary girders. Based on the current condition of the bridge, the condition factor is less than 0.9 which means the load carrying capacity of the bridge is further reduced. However, it is believed the bridge benefits from a degree of U-frame action which was not accounted for in the load assessment. For this reason, the 7.5-tonne weight restriction has been retained. However, a predicted 5B rating for the primary girders by 2029 would reduce the condition factor significantly and consequently reduce the capacity further and this may warrant closure of the bridge to all traffic. 
The 7.5‑tonne ALL rating for the Canal Bridge was based on a 2021 load assessment. This rating was also governed by the primary girders using a condition factor of 1.0. Further deterioration of the bridge would necessitate a reduced condition factor which would consequently reduce the load rating. This bridge hasn’t been subject directly to a weight restriction due to its current condition and the presence of a weight restriction for the Railway Bridge which prevents heavy vehicles from using the Canal Bridge. 
c) Please indicate if the relevant structure is not currently but by the end of the 2029/2030 Financial Year is expected to be subject to traffic restriction as a result of its condition.
Reference should be made to closures, weight limits, width restriction, limits on use that are anticipated. 
The Railway Bridge is already subject to a 7.5-tonne weight restriction. The bridge may require closure to all traffic by the 2029/30 financial year. 
d) If the answer to c) above is yes, then please estimate the likelihood of this occurring: (select box that applies): 
☐     Low confidence in restriction occurring
☐     Medium confidence in restriction occurring
☒     High confidence in restriction occurring
e) Please indicate if the relevant structure is currently subject to other temporary measures to manage risk.
Reference should be made to measures such as propping, etc. 
The relevant structure is not currently subject to other temporary measures to manage risk.
f) Please indicate if the relevant structure is not currently but expected by the end of the 2029/2030 Financial Year to be subject to temporary measures to manage risk.
Reference should be made to measures such as propping, etc. that is anticipated. 
In the absence of suitable intervention, the Railway Bridge is expected to require temporary measures by the end of the 2029/30 Financial Year to avoid a collapse.
g) If the answer to f) above is yes, then estimate the likelihood of this occurring: 
☐     Low confidence in temporary measures being required
☐     Medium confidence in temporary measures being required
☒     High confidence in temporary measures being required
h) If available and applicable, what is the current Bridge Condition Indicator score (average and critical) of the relevant structure?
BCI Crit:   Berkeley Avenue Railway Bridge – 28.08 / Berkeley Avenue Canal Bridge – 55.48
BCI Ave:   Berkeley Avenue Railway Bridge – 64.18 / Berkeley Avenue Canal Bridge – 69.25
i) Which elements of the structure are negatively contributing to the BCI scores and how has this changed in the last 5 years.
Reference should be made to recent inspections and highlight the type and extent of the defects. 
The elements contributing negatively to the BCI scores are mainly the deck elements and the waterproofing. 
For the Railway Bridge, the last principal inspection (PI) was in 2022 utilising a MEWP within traffic management to get within touching distance of the deck elements. This inspection identified pitting corrosion to various parts of the primary girders and section loss to the riveted connections in the top flanges. It also identified widespread water seepage through the footways, resulting in corrosion to the deck elements in these areas. The next inspection which was undertaken in 2024 was a general inspection (GI). Due to access constraints for a GI, some of the defects on the deck elements were not visible for inspection. No substantial changes in condition were observed since the 2022 PI therefore the element scores were retained for the GI. The next programmed inspection is a GI which is scheduled for 2026.
For the Canal Bridge, the last PI was in 2021 which utilised a pontoon and scaffold tower to get within touching distance of the deck elements. The PI identified moderate corrosion to the primary girders and the secondary steel deck elements directly underneath the footways. Subsequent inspections in 2022 and 2024 were GIs. Similar to the Railway Bridge, the GIs were carried out from ground level and some parts of the deck elements were not visible for inspection. Again, the visible parts did not look substantially different in condition from the 2021 PI, therefore the PI scores for the elements were retained in the two GIs. A PI is being planned for this bridge in 2026. 
The BCI scores for both the Berkeley Avenue Canal Bridge and the Railway Bridge have been kept the same for the past five years due to the limitations associated with GIs rather than an absence of further deterioration. More accurate BCI scores will be obtained for the Canal Bridge and Railway Bridge following a PI in 2026 and 2028 respectively.
j) Submit, alongside this submission template, the most recent, dated copy of the structural inspection proforma or a report summarising this. 



Part 2 – Understanding the Case for Investment
2.1 Strategic Case
This section of the template captures the wider need for the scheme and how it aligns to the objectives of the Structures Fund. 
a) Provide a summary of how this scheme contributes to the Government’s economic growth mission (Maximum 250 words)
Describe how the proposal will support economic growth (e.g. by creating jobs, attracting investment, improving productivity, or enabling new business activity) and set out the mechanisms through which these benefits will be delivered.
Repairing and strengthening both Berkeley Avenue Railway Bridge and Berkeley Avenue Canal Bridge will deliver important economic benefits for the local and wider areas through connectivity improvements, increased reliability on the road network, and improved access to the local public transport network. Without intervention, the existing 7.5-tonne weight restriction for vehicles remains, subject to review over the next couple of years, with the potential outcome of closing the bridges to all traffic. The constrained movement along the corridor would limit its effectiveness as a strategic route and impact other strategic routes in the area, including the A33 main arterial route into Reading, resulting in impacts on the wider economy.  
Increasing the load carrying capacities through structural repairs and strengthening works would enable HGVs and electric buses of up to at least 26 tonnes GVW to use the corridor again, which would enable more efficient freight movements. This would reduce journey times and operating costs for businesses while improving overall network resilience. 
Improved accessibility and reduced transport costs would also make the area more attractive to investors by increasing their confidence in local infrastructure. This helps to attract inward investment with more reliable transport links for staff, deliveries, and customers. 
Improved connectivity for HGVs along Berkeley Avenue corridor will unlock new business activity by making surrounding sites more viable for development, which supports retail and service sector growth. This expansion in economic activity in Reading would support job creation through new businesses in the area and through growth of existing firms.
b) Explain how the scheme supports other Government policy objectives. (Maximum 250 words)
Provide a summary of the scheme’s alignment to UK Government policy objectives as represented by the remaining missions.
Repairing and strengthening the Berkeley Avenue bridges supports the Government’s policy objectives of providing cleaner energy, healthier and safer streets, and breaking down barriers. 
The scheme would replace the existing 7.5-tonne GVW restriction with a 26-tonne GVW restriction, reducing the need for HGVs and other restricted vehicles to divert onto less suitable routes. This will lower fuel consumption levels and carbon emissions associated with longer journeys, especially for freight vehicles. This would also improve overall traffic flow and reduce congestion on the road network. More efficient movement of buses and general traffic would contribute to the reduction in vehicle emissions. 
Wihout the proposed scheme, the HGV restriction would continue to constrain the corridors effectiveness and limits network efficiency. Undertaking structural repairs and strengthening addresses these underlying constraints by improving the condition and load carrying capacity of the bridges while enhancing the reliability for users. Reducing congestion by improving the effectiveness of the road network will contribute to few collisions, leading to safer streets, and will contribute to improved air quality, resulting in healthier streets for everyone. 
The Government’s “breaking down barriers” objective is supported by removing the current weight restriction which limits access for HGVs and other vehicles. Removing this constraint would improve connectivity between communities and key economic areas, particularly for local businesses. This will improve access to services, employment, and markets, while supporting efficicent and reliable bus services. 
Overall, the scheme supports the Governments policy objectives by improving reliability, reducing emissions, and restoring accessibility across the corridor. 
c) Explain why this scheme is a local priority. (Maximum 250 words)
Provide a summary of the scheme’s alignment to local priorities and policies. 
The repairs to the Berkeley Avenue Railway Bridge and Canal Bridge strongly aligns with the 2025-28 Reading Council Plan, 2024-40 Reading Transport Strategy, and the Reading Climate Emergency Strategy 2020-25.
The priorities of the Reading Council Plan includes delivering a sustainable and healthy environment and reducing Reading’s carbon footprint. This requires improvements to public transport in Reading, along with investments in roads and bridges. Providing structural repairs to the bridges on Berkeley Avenue strongly aligns with this plan. The repairs will protect buses on the number 11 route, by removing the need for this key bus route corridor to be closed or diverted regularly for required maintenance. The Council Plan also identifies that investing in infrastructure such as bridges is a priority and will therefore strongly support this scheme.  
Repairing the Berkeley Avenue railway and canal bridges is supported by the Reading Transport Strategy and the Reading Climate Emergency Strategy by enabling more efficient movement across the network. The structural repairs will improve efficiency and reduce disruption on the strategic road network, enabling bus journeys to operate more effectively, which benefits those who rely on public transport, and helps to encourage a modal shift away from private cars. Also, HGVs will be able to use a more direct route and vehicles will not be forced to divert frequently, which will reduce congestion on the surrounding roads. 
This scheme aligns with the Climate Emergency Strategy’s objectives by contributing to reduced transport emissions, improved air quality, and a healthier, more sustainable Reading.
d) Summarise engagement with local stakeholders, any joint-owners, levels of support for the scheme and explain any controversial elements. (Maximum 250 words).
Summarise support from relevant stakeholders such as the Local MP, Elected Members relevant combined authorities, National Highways, Network Rail, neighbouring LHAs, or important utility providers. 
Reading Borough Council have made initial enquiries to the Canal and Rivers Trust and the Environment Agency regarding the proposed works to Berkeley Avenue Canal Bridge. The Council have also engaged with their Highway Network Management team to agree the suitability of proposed traffic diversion routes. Existing utility services across the bridges would be affected by the proposed works. In 2017, the Council obtained NRSWA C2 maps and C3 cost estimates for diversion / protection of utility services during the proposed works. The Council has records of utility services installed across the bridges after 2017 and intend to obtain C4 costs as soon as preliminary scheme design is completed. 

The Council Leadership fully supports the scheme as it meets our published priorities Council Plan 2025 to 2028 – March 2026 update - Reading Borough Council 
	Promote more equal communities in Reading
	Secure Reading’s economic and cultural success
	Deliver a sustainable and healthy environment and reduce Reading’s carbon footprint
	Safeguard and support the health and wellbeing of Reading’s adults and children
	Ensure Reading Borough Council is fit for the future
 	This scheme will make travel more secure, safe and comfortable for all users of the public 	highway and to provide conditions that are as safe as reasonably practical having regards 	to financial constraints and statutory duties.
e) Provide a summary of the local approach to prioritisation of structural maintenance work. (Maximum 250 words)
Set out any weighting, scoring or other methodology which explains why this scheme has not been subject to work prior to this point. 
At a local level, Reading Borough Council adopts a structured approach to prioritising structural maintenance work in line with the criteria set out in the Well-managed Highway Infrastruture ACoP. The approach considers the safety & functionality of the structures, the benefits or dis-benefits produced by addressing or not addressing a need, and the socio-economic and environmental impacts of not addressing a need. The condition of structural elements and load carrying capacity of the structures are considered for the safety & functionality criterion. For the benefits or disbenefits criterion, whole life costs, journey times and network disruption are considered. In addition, maintenance work prioritisation is influenced by available budgets due to the significant negative impact of a maintenance scheme spanning several years.
The SAVI toolkit assists with the prioritisation as it incorporates the ACoP criteria. The toolkit has assigned a very high priority ranking to the Berkeley Avenue Railway Bridge based on the factors above.   
This scheme is a local priority as there is a strong desire within Reading Borough Council to increase the load carrying capacity from 7.5 tonnes GVW to at least 26 tonnes GVW to accommodate electric buses and HGVs. 
This scheme has not previously been subject to significant structural maintenance work as the Council do not have sufficient funds to cover the required strengthening work to open the bridge to HGVs. There was also an application to the UK governments ‘Highway Maintenance Challenge Fund’ in 2018/19 that did not provide the desired funding for the scheme. 
f) Provide a summary of why this scheme has been selected for this application to the Structures Fund. (Maximum 250 words)
Provide a brief summary of the specific need for this structure is advanced to the Structures Fund. 
The two Berkeley Avenue bridges have been selected for funding due to the important role they provide with maintaining connectivity and supporting public transport and the wider network. 
The two bridges form a key link within the local highway network and are located on an important public transport corridor that is served by Reading buses number 11 service, one of the town’s core orbital routes. The deteriorating condition of the bridges means that several key elements are already in poor condition, with further deterioration forecasted, leading to failure by 2029-30. Therefore, the scheme has been prioritised as it is essential to address the structural concerns to maintain network resilience and avoid significant community severance, especially as alternative routes would result in longer journey times and reduced reliability, particularly for bus users. 
This scheme has also been selected to restore higher load-carrying capacity of the bridges as the current weight restriction prevents HGVs from using the corridor. In the absence of suitable intervention, buses would also be prevented from using the corridor in the near future. Therefore, strengthening works are necessary to reinstate access for most vehicles, including heavier electric buses. 
Overall, the scheme has been selected because it addresses an urgent and escalating infrastructure risk. Carrying out important strengthening works will provide safeguards for an important bus corridor and improve network resilience to support future transport demands. 
g) Summarise the impacts of not delivering this scheme (Maximum 250 words).
The response should consider the impact of not delivering the scheme, such as community severance, lengthy diversion routes or impacts on other infrastructure. 
The impacts of not delivering the proposed scheme to the Berkeley Avenue Railway and Canal bridges is that it would lead to significant adverse impacts on connectivity, communities, and the wider transport network. Without the scheme, and in line with the Council’s objective of maintaining connectivity across the route, very frequent costly and disruptive minor repairs would be required for the bridges to remain in operation and safe for use over the next 60 years, subject to availability of funds within the local transport budgets. Even with these repairs taking place, the existing 7.5-tonne weight restruction would remain in place, resulting in negative impacts for local businesses, especially for construction and freight business.
The HGV restriction limits access for freight and larger vehicles, which forces them onto longer and less desirable routes. This increases journey times, reduces reliability, and increases congestion on the local road network. The higher congestion, carbon emissions, and noise negatively affects communities nearby.
Bus services will continue to operate along the corridor but their movements are more constrained and congested compared to if the bridges were open for all traffic. This results in bus journey times being less reliable and there being reduced accessibility to employment, education, and key services. This disproportionately impacts those who are more reliant on public transport and can cause increased car dependency.
Not delivering this scheme will result in an inefficicent road network, higher whole life maintenance costs, reduced connectivity, and social, environmental, and economic impacts and less safe structures. 
h) If applicable, explain how the scheme helps prevent the likelihood of community severance for all transport modes and the impact that this severance would have or already has. (Maximum 250 words)
Answers should explain the impact on connecting local people to facilities, services, employment, education and local communities. The response should also summarise the extent of diversions for communities, which modes are impacted and how. Applicants may wish to use the guidance in TAG A4-4 Social Impact Appraisal. 
Delivering full structural and strengthening repairs to the two bridges along Berkeley Avenue that enables HGV access will reduce levels of community severance by restoring the corridor’s ability to provide a direct and efficient route for most vehicle types. The existing 7.5-tonne weight restruction has resulted in diverting HGVs and other large vehicles onto less efficient surrounding roads, which increases congestion, traffic volumes, and environmental impacts in surrounding areas. This redistribution of traffic can make it more difficult and less safe for pedestrians and cyclists to cross roads, leading to fewer local trips and reducing the accessibility to nearby services and employment opportunities. Over time this will contribute to community severance by weakening conditions between neighbourhoods and limiting mobility for more vulnerable groups. 
Removing the weight restriction on the Berkeley Avenue bridges will allow freight traffic to return to the most appropriate route, reducing traffic pressures on local streets and improving the overall efficiency of the network. This contributes to creating safer conditions for walking and cycling, making it easier for those who do not own cars to move within and between local areas. Also, the improvements in traffic flow and congestion that the proposed scheme creates will enhance bus reliability, which supports access to key services. 
Overall, the scheme helps to reconnect communities by reducing severance caused by displaced traffic and improving the accessibility and usability of the local transport network. 
i) Summarise the volumes of traffic by mode that are impacted as a result of any community severance (Maximum 250 words).
Explain the impacts on non-motorised and motorised traffic flow. Describe how diversions may differ by mode. 
Currently 6,122 vehicles use the road daily, with most travelling westbound due to the one-way system to the east. The diversion route via the A33 is approximately twice the distance and travel time on average, although this increases significantly during the peak hours due to congestion on the A33. The biggest impact on short distance trips is likely to be related to Katesgrove Primary School, northeast of the bridges. As non-motorised access is being maintained during the works this could be a viable alternative.
To estimate HGV demand if the weight restriction removed, the Reading Transport Model (RTM) was used. It includes AM peak, average inter-peak and PM peak periods. Model runs without the HGV ban were converted to daily flows by applying factors of 3 to AM peak, 6 to inter-peak and 3 to PM peak, producing a 12-hour flow. A factor of 1.2, derived from a nearby count site, was applied to estimate 24-hour flows. Results indicate around 270 HGVs, equivalent to 4.5% of daily traffic would use the bridge. 
During the works access for non-motorised users will be maintained as far as possible. With a primary school closeby the route is used by children to/from school. If access was not maintained the alternative route would be via the towpath along the River Kennet which significantly increases the distance. The towpath may need to be closed during works, and this is used by an average of 458 pedestrians and 131 cyclists on an average weekday. 

2.2 Economic Case
This section sets out the assessment for Value for Money of the project. Applications must use the provided economic toolkit, but if alternative methods have also been used to support the economic case, this section provides the opportunity for the results to be reported. 
a) Set out the key sources for the economic benefits (e.g. journey-time savings, carbon, etc.) of the scheme. (Maximum 250 words)
Describe the main benefits the scheme is expected to deliver. 
The key sources of economic benefits provided by the proposed scheme includes journey time savings and decongestion benefits, which account for 54% and 36% of the total PVB respectively. This is consistent with the expected benefits of providing structural and strengthening repair works to the Berkeley Avenue bridges as the permanent closure of the corridor to vehicles above 7.5-tonne GVM caused vehicles to divert to longer more undesirable routes. The opening of the corridor to all vehicles will enable a more efficient road network, which will lower congestion and provide journey time savings for vehicles that were previously diverted.  
b) Summarise the estimate of the present value of costs and benefits (in 2023 present values, market prices) and the benefit cost ratio of the scheme from the economic toolkit.
Present Value Costs (PVC)			£645,751                                                                                    
Present Value Benefits (PVB)			£5,378,639 
Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR)			8.3                                                                                                                                                                                        
c) Explain assumptions used in the economic toolkit to estimate the present value scheme costs. (Maximum 250 words)
Describe the basis of the costs input to the economic toolkit and provide justification for the risk and optimism bias values that have been used. 
The capital costs and the operating, maintenance, and renewal (OMR) costs have both been calculated using the SAVI toolkit based on what element(s) of the bridges need repairing. These costs have been attributed to the years that the associated repairs will need to take place, and they have been adjusted to account for inflation accordingly. 
The economic toolkit capital costs will be undertaken in 2026/27, 2027/28, 2028/29, and 2029/30. The council budget being limited to £0.5m for this scheme (excluding risk), with the rest of the funding required being requested from central government. There will be no private funding included. 
The OMR costs for the with and without scheme will be funded by Reading Borough Council. These costs are spread intermittently when maintenance repairs are required over the 60-year appraisal period. The OMR costs for the without scheme scenario are significantly higher than the with scheme scenario.
The optimism bias was based on TAG unit a1.2 which recommends a 32% optimism bias for bridges and tunnels schemes at stage 2. This 32% optimism bias was also applied to the OMR costs. A stage 2 level of scheme development level is appropriate for the Berkeley Avenue bridges as the condition of the bridges is well understood through ongoing inspection and monitoring which reduces the risks involved. 
d) Explain the sources of data and assumptions used to complete the Scheme Details section of the economic toolkit. (Maximum 250 words)
[bookmark: _Hlk220577052]Provide details of the source of all data and associated assumptions (e.g. provenance, data checks, etc). 
The data used has come from a 2024 DfT count on Berkeley Avenue and from the Reading Transport Model. The scheme is in the south east and has average annual daily traffic (AADT) of 6,122 vehicles, derived from the count that also provides a breakdown of vehicle types. There is no recorded HGV traffic due to the weight restriction. The scheme covers a 0.759km route with a journey time of 2.09 minutes, with an average speed of 22km/h. The scheme is assumed to open in 2031 and is assessed over the TAG standard 60-year appraisal period. Infrastructure carbon emissions are 135tCO22, calculated from the baseline carbon assessment in the Carbon Manangement Plan, excluding user emissions.
Diverted traffic will use surrounding A roads, significantly increasing route length to 1.642km and journey time to 4.39 minutes. The first restriction in 2026 only applies to HGVs due to the 7.5-tonne GVW restriction on the bridges. The second restriction introduced from 2028 applies to all vehicles for an average of 18 days per year, for maintenance-related closures over the appraisal period. Although the bridge will not close every year, 18 days is the estimated average annual number of days it will be closed for essential works, ensuring it remains open. 
This Reading Transport Model provided journey times and distances of the current and diversion routes. The model provided a weighted average journey time based on flows over 3 time periods. The model calculated the congestion band by volume over capacity on the A33.
e) Describe significant non-monetised impacts of the scheme. (Maximum 250 words) 
Consider any economic, environmental and social impacts that have not been monetised to fully describe the impacts of delivering the scheme. 
The proposed scheme will deliver important non-monetised benefits through improved network reliability, enhanced public transport quality, and a better active travel environment. The comprehensive structural and strengthening works will avoid the need for frequent and disruptive maintenance that would close the bridge to all traffic during the appraisal period. This would cause regular disruption, increase journey time uncertainty, and reduce the attractiveness of public transport.
Reliability of journeys for local residents is an important benefit of the scheme, particularly for bus services, which will experience diversions and delays due to the periodic delays of the bridges and greater congestion levels this will cause. This supports improved access to key services, and employment and education opportunities, especially for those who attend the primary school to the east of the Berkeley Avenue Canal bridge and for those who use the number 11 bus service. 
The scheme also benefits the local active travel environment as it reduces the long-term need for diverting traffic onto the surrounding roads during necessary maintenance closures. This will help to deliver a safer and more reliable conditions for pedestrians and cyclists, which will lead to greater connectivity within community and encourages people to walk and cycle more. 
Community severance will benefit from the key Berkeley Avenue bridges being a reliable and uninterrupted route once the structural and strengthening works have been completed. This prevents the fragmentation of local connectivity, supporting safer and more consistent access to services and employment opportunities, particularly for pedestrians, cyclists, and more vulnerable groups. 
f) Where an alternative economic assessment has been undertaken to support a case for investment, please summarise the data used, the assumptions made and the results obtained (in 2023 present values, market prices). (Maximum 250 words)
Some schemes may have been subject to economic assessment to support previous cases for investment. Summarise the key details of these here, including details of the data, assumptions and results (e.g. present value of costs and benefits and benefit cost ratio). 
 No alternatie assessment used
Present Value Costs (PVC)	           Click or tap here to enter text.                                                                    
Present Value Benefits (PVB)                  Click or tap here to enter text.
Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR)          	Click or tap here to enter text.                                                                                               
To enable the assessment of the economic case, please submit the supporting information listed below to StructuresFundTAB@dft.gov.uk 
· Economic Toolkit
· Any supplementary reports which support the economic case

2.3 Commercial Case
This section captures information on the commercial viability and procurement strategy for the planning and delivery of the scheme being promoted.  
a) Explain the LHA capacity and experience delivering comparable schemes. (Maximum 250 words)
Where capacity is challenging for local authorities, explain how any capacity gaps may be addressed to ensure delivery of the scheme. 
Reading Borough Council have considerable experience of successfully delivering similar schemes such as strengthening / concrete repairs to Reading Bridge which spans across the Thames, repairs to the High Bridge (Stone Arch) which spans across the Kennet, refurbishment and deck replacement of Orbit Steel Footbridge which spans across the Kennet, and other similar schemes. 
The Council will utilise their existing NEC Option G consultancy framework with Perfect Circle / SCAPE to select a suitably experienced consultant with capacity to undertake detailed design of the scheme. The Council’s Head of Highways (Sam Shean) has over 25 years of overseeing bridge maintenance schemes on behalf of Reading Borough Council in the UK. If Stantec is appointed as consultant for the scheme, Samuel Djanie will lead the design phase of the scheme, including undertaking CDM Principal Designer responsibilities if required by the Council. Samuel has over 20 years of delivering similar schemes in th UK including all the schemes mentioned above. Samuel will be supported during the works procurement and construction phase by Simon Earl who has over 25 years of delivering highway schemes and undertaking project management activities during construction. 
The Scheme will be constructed by Reading Borough Council’s Term Maintenance Contractor with relevant experience.
b) Explain the delivery plans and procurement strategy for the scheme. (Maximum 250 words).
This section should include explanation of the various stages of the scheme that are required for completion. This may include design, consents and construction processes. 
The design stage f the scheme will be delivered by a Consultant selected from our existing NEC Option G Framework with Perfect Circle / SCAPE, which is an approved public sector procurement route. 
Reading Borough Council will raise a Task Order under this Framework which will allow an immediate start on design work.
The construction stage will be delivered by Reading Borough Council’s Term Maintenance Contractor. This term maintenance contract is being procured in 2026 under an NEC4 Term Service Contract. The Berkeley Avenue schemes will be instructed as a Task Order under this contract.
c) Describe the delivery risks associated to the project delivery. This should include risks which may challenge the end date for the Structures Fund. 
Explain what risks have been identified and how might these be mitigated. 
RBC intends to appoint a new Term Maintenance Contractor by April 2027 therefore the scheme construction will start late 2027. Potential delays to appointment of a contractor present a risk to the proposed programme.
The scheme involves statutory utility diversions which may delay the scheme. However early engagement with affected utility companies has started and RBC have obtained NRSWA Stage C3 budget estimates for the required diversions. C4 estimates will be obtained as soon as preliminary scheme design is completed.
The scheme will require the diversion of traffic away from Berkeley Avenue while construction is undertaken. RBC has identified suitable diversion routes as part of the early planning.
The Canal & River Trust do not allow any canal/river closures between March and November during the day (0600 to 2300), therefore any works requiring closure of the canal need to take place outside this period. To mitigate this risk, the works have been planned to be undertaken within partial closures of the canal. We have obtained initial advice from the EA which suggests that the Berkeley Avenue Canal work may fall under the FRA exemption (FRA9) relating to maintaining structures within the channel of a main river that are not raised defences. The EA confirmed the Kennet is a salmonid river therefore, in addition to general protection of coarse fish, works inside the river would not be permitted between 1st October and 15th June. The proposed scheme doesn’t involve working in the river, however, a pontoon would be required for majority of the works therefore further consultation with the EA, should funding be successful. If, following preliminary design, closure of the canal is considered the most appropriate H&S control measure, then engagement with CRT and EA will commence at the earliest opportunity to minimise risk to programme and cost.
d) Explain whether liaison with any applicable third-party organisations present a particular risk to delivery and whether those organisations have agreed to support the scheme’s delivery. (Maximum 250 words)
In this section set out if the scheme requires support from other organisations, and the nature of any engagement undertaken to date. 
This scheme involves statutory utility diversions. Early engagement with affected utility companies has started and Reading Borough Council have obtained NRSWA Stage C3 budget estimates for the required diversions which indicate a strategy for diversion, subject to detailed design.
Liaison with the Canal and River Trust and the Environment Agency has started. Spring/summer is a busy time for the CRT so they would prefer the scheme to take place between August to April. However, they are prepared to consider the Council’s programme and work with them to deliver the scheme without undue increases in cost or delays to the programme.
Reading Borough Council has engaged with their Highway Network Management team to agree the suitability of proposed traffic diversion routes and to secure the roadspace. 

2.4 Financial Case
a) Provide estimated outturn costs (£million) for the scheme in the table below. The table should be completed with total costs, requested DfT investment, LHA contribution and third-party contributions. Only capital funding costs should be included in the table.
To note, the prospectus sets out that:
· schemes should be delivered by end-2029/30. 
· schemes with early delivery (i.e. in 2026/27) may be prioritised.
· schemes should not be affordable from existing LA budgets.
· local contributions are required for proposed schemes.
· preference will be given to schemes with higher local contributions and/or those where there is a high percentage of local contribution. 
· preference will also be given where the local contribution is: 	
· not from other central government funding sources. 
· partially funded from other third-party sources.

	
	2026/27
	2027/28
	2028/29
	2029/30
	Total

	Requested DfT investment
	£0.249	£1.162	£2.860	£0	£4.022
	LA contribution
	£0	£0.189	£0.288	£0.183	£0.660
	Other contribution
	£0	£0	£0	£0	£0
	Total costs
	£0.249	£1.351	£3.148	£0.183	£4.931

b) Outline how the LHA has sought to manage this scheme from existing budgets and why that has been unsuccessful. 
Explain the local approach to managing the existing DfT contribution across its highway assets and what specific challenges have meant that this structure was not repaired earlier. 
The Bridge Maintenance share of the Highways Maintenance Block allocation to Reading Borough Council is insufficient to support delivery of this scheme. The costly upfront structural repairs, strengthening works, and utility diversions required for both bridges is unable to be covered by the Council’s existing budgets. However, the proposed scheme in the long term would provide significant cost savings and ensure the long-term safety of the bridge and journey reliability for its users compared to the long-term costs associated with intermittent and disruptive bridge repairs. 
c) Describe the whole life costs anticipated without the proposed scheme. Explain how the proposed scheme mitigates costs from a whole life perspective. (Maximum 250 words) 
Explain maintenance considerations for maintaining the structure and compare these to the scheme cost to demonstrate the financial benefit of delivering this scheme. 
The following whole life costs consider a 60-year appraisal period, noting the bridges are already 119 years old.
Without the proposed scheme, the Berkeley Avenue bridges are expected to deteriorate so ongoing repairs are required throughout the appraisal period to prevent full closure, with a HGV restriction remaining in place. As the cost of repairing the waterproofing elements of the bridge is too expensive for Reading Borough Council these works would not take place. Therefore water containing de-icing salts would continue to seep into the footways, causing rapid corrosion of the steel elements, thereby requiring frequent repairs for the bridges to remain safe for use. In this scenario, the whole life costs are estimated at £30.254m (including inflation). This presents a costly short-term approach that does not address the underlying structural issues, with the absence of waterproofing repairs increasing whole life costs. 
The proposed scheme mitigates the significantly higher whole life costs of the without scheme scenario as it enables essential deck waterproofing repairs, along with the proposed works and further minor maintenance over the 60-year period. In contrast, without the proposed scheme there will be costly long-term bridge repairs to keep the bridges open. This highlights that the proposed scheme is an effective long-term approach that strengthens the bridge, avoids costly maintenance repairs, and enables the removal of the 7.5-tonne GVW restriction and increasing the load carrying capacity to 26-tonnes GVW.
The proposed scheme demonstrates significant financial benefits, alongside providing the network with improved reliability and safety for users. 
d) Summarise how the cost estimate for the scheme has been developed. 
Set out the basis for the estimate. For example, is it based on an estimate from similar work, developed by a quantity surveyor or a contractor quotation. Describe the inflation assumptions used and the rationale for these.  
The capital costs of the scheme include design costs (£0.288m), preliminaries (£0.163m), traffic management (£0.290m), structural repair works (£1.306m), strengthening works (£0.300m), utility diversions (£1.031m), and other associated costs (£0.163m) which includes topographic surveys, initial GPR survey, and a 12.5% management fee as a sub-contractor to the principal contractor of £0.135m. These capital costs total £3.542m. The inflationary impacts using the 3.5% GDP deflator in line with the TAG databook increases the cost to £3.735m, which aligns with the costs in the structures fund economic toolkit. Applying a 32% contingency allowance, which aligns with the 32% optimism bias in the structures fund economic toolkit, increases the total capital costs of the scheme to £4.931m.
The utility infrastructure on the bridge that needs to be diverted while the repair and strengthening works are carried out on the Berkeley Avenue bridges includes BT cables, Instalcom cables, SGN LP pipe, SSE cables, Telent fibre optic cable, Virgin Media cables, and Vodafone fibre optic cables. The total C3 cost estimate in 2017 for diverting these cables was £0.756m. To account for inflationary impacts, this 2017 cost has been converted to 2026 prices using a GDP deflator of 3.5% in line with TAG guidance to ensure a consistent price base year. The cost of diverting the utilities is £1.031m, which increases to £1.360 when a 32% risk allowance is added to account for uncertainties and to ensure the financial costs align with the optimism bias impact in the structures fund economic toolkit. 
The whole life costs have been caculated using the SAVI toolkit. The identified operational, maintenance, and renewal costs for the with scheme and without scheme scenarios have been based on the deterioration profile of the structural elements of the bridges, with the associated OMR costs applied appropriately. The total inflation adjusted OMR costs for the scheme is £10.914m. 
e) Explain the financial risks that have been considered and factored into the estimate and what contingency is allowed for. 
Explain the key risks and their impact on the cost and programme, including how these link to the overall contingency allowed for in the estimate. 
A contingency allowance of 32% has been applied to the capital cost of the scheme. This accounts for cost uncertainties associated with bridge repair works, including the discovery of unforeseen defects, access constraints, traffic management requirements, inflationary pressures, and programme risks. The contingency allowance aligns with the 32% optimism bias used in the structures fund economic toolkit. 
This contingency reflects the current option appraisal stage and the absence of a detailed quantified risk assessment. This allowance will be reviewed and refined as the preferred option is developed and further design work is undertaken. 
The costs presented in the financial case differ from those used in the economic toolkit because the financial case includes the 32% risk allowance, while the economic toolkit costs includes the capital costs and applies a 32% optimism bias uplift retrospectively, as this is higher than the 30% risk allowance. Both the financial and economic costs have been profiled across the years in which the investments are expected to be delivered.
f) Provide details of the local and other contributions, including the relevant funding sources and the certainty of whether these contributions are available. (Maximum 250 words)
Describe the various sources of funding and their availability. 
Reading Borough Council are contributing £0.5m to the scheme, which will be split evenly across both bridges along the Berkeley Avenue corridor. Funding is being allocated from the annual DfT Grant award for Bridges & Carriageways.

2.5 Management Case
Outlines how the project will be delivered and managed effectively.
a) Select the option which best describes the current stage of the project: 
☐    No design, benchmarked against other schemes only
☒    Design concept only, no supplier yet engaged
☐    QS estimate / early supplier engagement, stable design
b) What is the anticipated start date for construction for the scheme?
Autumn 2027
c) What is the anticipated end date for construction for the scheme?
Spring 2029
d) Summarise the approach to the management of the delivery of the scheme. This should be from the current point of development to completion. 
This should include the management of resources, including the supply chain, to ensure delivery and an explanation of any evidence that provides certainty of delivery within the timescale. 
RBC will allocate a project officer to manage the scheme, they will be overseen by the Head of Highways. The project officer will be responsible for appointing consultants and contractors, liaising with ward councillors and other interested council parties, and communications and engagement with third party stakeholders. Following confirmation of funding, the project officer will appoint a consultant to undertake detailed design of the scheme, and then arrange for a Task Order to be raised under the Bridges Term Maintenance Contract. The project officer will appoint an experienced NEC4 Service Manager to manage the construction contract. The project officer in consultation with the NEC4 Service Manager will be responsible for agreeing the task order quotation.
e) Explain the key delivery risks and challenges and how the local authority intends to address them. Answers should also explain any financial risks and how any cost overruns will be addressed by the local authority. (Maximum 250 words)
Explain how key financial risks are being managed and mitigated. Explain how other risks are being managed (e.g. are there any points of complexity or requirements regarding planning or land ownership?). 
RBC intend to appoint a new Term Maintenance Contractor by April 2027, therefore the scheme will not start construction until late 2027. If the term contract is not in place, RBC will tender a separate NEC4 Engineering and Construction Contract for the works.The scheme involves statutory utility diversions which may delay the scheme. However, early engagement with affected utility companies has started and, in order to manage budget costs, RBC have obtained NRSWA Stage C3 budget estimates for the required diversions. Should funding be successful, the NRSWA process will further manage costs by entering into the C4 stage where a detailed design and quotation will be obtained. As well as the statutory utility diversions, the construction stage generally will attract the risk of additional costs due to unforeseen conditions on site. RBC will therefore undertake a site investigation stage which will comprise of the following: Topographical survey (necessary for detailed design levels), Ground penetrating radar survey to accurately map statutory utilities (necessary to manage statutory utility costs and health / safety of the contractor’s workforce), Trial pitting (necessary to precisely identify utility positions), Early contractor engagement via the appointed RBC term contractor to review buildability and cost budgets prior to entering into construction. As well as these mitigations, RBC will allocate a suitable construction stage contingency based on a quantified risk assessment of known issues.
f) Describe the key project controls that will be employed by the local authority to ensure that schemes are delivered on time and in budget. (Maximum 250 words)
Provide details of the methods that the authority uses to ensure timely delivery within budget. 
RBC will manage risks by developing the quantified risk register as the design develops. The risk register and associated contingency time and costs which will be reviewed at key milestones prior to completion of detailed design and prior to contractor appointment. During construction the NEC4 Service Manager will manage the risk register. The NEC4 Early Warning System will be used to identify risks to the construction outturn cost and programme.
g) Set out if the scheme requires permission from other bodies, and how this permission can be obtained to ensure delivery. 
Provide details of the permission required, the likely timescale for obtaining permission and any potential barriers to obtaining that permission. 
Permits will be required from the CRT and EA for the Berkeley Avenue Canal Bridge works. For any canal/river closures in or after November in any year, the CRT require application to be submitted by end of March that year. It is however not intended to close the canal during the works. Instead, partial closures will be implemented. The CRT normally turn around applications within a maximum of two months. The EA’s timescale for determining permit applications is on a case by case basis, with an average turnaround time of between two and three months currently. Roadspace booking will be agreed with the Council’s Streetworks Team in advance of the works to reduce the potential impact of any other planned works. However, as the scheme is likely to fall under the FRA exemption, the turnaround time for response to an application is likely to be much shorter.
j) If applicable, explain how the scheme development has included consideration of climate adaptation and ensures the future resilience of the highway network (Maximum 250 words). 
Describe how climate related risks (e.g., flooding, heat, extreme weather) have been assessed and incorporated into design measures to improve the long term resilience of the highway network. This may include evidence of risk assessments, adaptive design features, and how the scheme will maintain network performance under future climate conditions.
The scheme fundamentally enables the continued use of the bridges by road traffic and extends the service life by a minimum of 60 years, which prevents significant severance and improves the resilience of the road network in the local area. The scheme will include the provision of new cycle lanes and improved footways for pedestrians which will better encourage active travel and reduce reliance of private motor car use which in turn reduces carbon emissions. The scheme also enables the continued provision of Reading Buses route number 11 which provides public transport alternatives. 
h) Explain the considerations have been made or will be developed to account for the management of carbon for the development of the scheme. 
This may include development of a carbon management plan dealing with whole life carbon (e.g. using low carbon construction measures to deliver the scheme or reducing emissions though reducing vehicle miles). 
Carbon Management will be undertaken in accordance with PAS 2080 – the UK’s standard for Managing Carbon in Infrastructure and Buildings projects. RBC will implement a Carbon Management Plan in accordance with the DfT template published in 2023 and will implement a design process where carbon reduction is a focus for design decisions. RBC will monitor carbon reductions against a baseline assessment for the initial concept scheme. An initial draft Carbon Management Plan and baseline carbon assessment along with a register of carbon management opportunities is appended to this proposal.                                                                                    The carbon baseline has been calculated by taking off material quantities from the concept design. These material quantities are then multiplied by carbon emissions factors which have been obtained from Circular Ecology’s ICE database version 4.1. This results in carbon values inserted in table 2 of our Carbon Management Plan (A1-3). Estimates for the transportation of materials to and from site have been estimated as being locally or regionally available, in ranges of 20km, 50km, or 80km depending on material type. This results in carbon at A4 stage. The A5 construction process stage is made up of waste disposal from the site, temporary works, and allowances for contractor’s fuel usage. Whole life carbon is therefore estimated based on a summation of the above, including a small allowance for future maintenance of the new elements (B2 and B3) which will be required over the extended life of the asset.
i) What statutory undertakers affect the proposed scheme? Has any engagement been undertaken and how has this been accounted for within the delivery approach?
Set out the relevant statutory undertakers, the impacts they may have on the programme – including planning – and how this part of the programme will be managed. If applicable, describe how deterioration of the structure has or may impact utilities services and the extent of this disruption. 
The scheme involves statutory utility diversions which are affected. Early engagement with affected utility companies has started and in order to manage budget costs RBC have obtained NRSWA Stage C3 budget estimates for the required diversions. Should funding be successful the NRSWA process will further manage costs and programming / sequencing by entering into the C4 stage where a detailed design and quotation will be obtained. 



Part 3 – Governance and Declarations
3.1 Equality Analysis
a) Has analysis of the equality impacts of the scheme been undertaken by the LHA in line with the Public Sector Equality Duty? Select below:
☒     Yes
☐     No
b) Explain how the equality impacts of the scheme have been considered or will be considered. Identify the relevant affected groups with protected characteristics, and any planned measures to mitigate these impacts. (Maximum 250 words)
No changes to equality is envisaged, as all public highway users of the exiting bridges will continue to access once works completed. Equality impacts have been considered based on its effects on accessibility, connectivity and network reliability for all users and groups likely to use the bridges. These groups include people with protected characteristics, such as elderly, disabled, and those who do not have access to a private car who may rely on walking, cycling and public transport.
During the structural repairs, strengthening works, and utility diversions associated with the scheme, there will be temporary traffic management and diversion routes that will increase congestion on surrounding roads and disruption to movements across the bridges. This may adversely affect pedestrians, cyclists, and public transport users who depend on the bridges to access employment, education, healthcare, and other essential services. 
To mitigate the impacts, RBC will keep the bridges open to buses, pedestrians, and cyclists when possible during construction. However, some stages will require full closures to ensure the safety of its users and the workforce. During these periods, the council will communicate to  bus services, local pedestrians, residents and cyclists, alternative routes and provide advance notice of closures, helping to minimise disruption and impacts. 
When completed, the scheme will have a positive impact on equality by providing long-term route security to the number 11 bus services, and will improve the long-term safety and reliability of the transport network. This will benefit vulnerable groups who rely on the bridges to access opportunities and services.

3.2 Public Sector Transparency
When LHAs submit proposals for funding to DfT, as part of the Government’s commitment to greater openness in the public sector under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and the Environmental Information Regulations 2004, they must also publish a version excluding any commercially sensitive information on their own website within two working days of submitting the final proposal to DfT. 
a) Please specify the weblink where this proposal will be published.
Road improvements - Reading Borough Council



3.3 Declarations
Senior Responsible Owner declaration
As Senior Responsible Owner for [Berkeley Avenue Railway & Canal Bridges], I hereby submit this request for approval to DfT on behalf of [Reading Borough Council] and confirm that I have the necessary authority to do so.
I confirm that [Reading Borough Council] will have all the necessary statutory powers and other relevant consents in place to ensure the planned timescales in this proposal can be realised.
a) Name:	Steve Iles (Interim Director Environmental & Commercial Services
b) Signed:	
c) Date:	3rd August 2026
d) Email:	steve.iles@reading.gov.uk
Section 151 Officer declaration
As Section 151 Officer for [Reading Borough Council], I declare that the scheme cost estimates quoted in this proposal are accurate to the best of my knowledge and that [Reading Borough Council]:
· has allocated sufficient budget to deliver this scheme on the basis of its proposed funding contribution.
· accepts responsibility for meeting any costs over and above the DfT contribution requested, including potential cost overruns and the underwriting of any funding contributions expected from third parties.
· accepts responsibility for meeting any ongoing revenue requirements in relation to the scheme.
· accepts that no further increase in DfT funding will be considered beyond the maximum contribution requested and that no DfT funding will be provided after 2029/30.
· confirms that the authority has the necessary governance and assurance arrangements in place and that all legal and other statutory obligations and consents will be adhered to.

e) Name:	Mark Sanders, Chief Accountant – Deputy S.151 Officer
f) Signed:	
g) Date:	03/08/26
h) Email:	mark.sanders@reading.gov.uk
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