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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 7 September 2020 

by Robert Parker BSc (Hons) Dip TP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 

Decision date: 1 October 2020 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/E0345/W/20/3254293 

39 Brunswick Hill, Reading RG1 7YU 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Mr Eric Benjamin against the decision of Reading Borough 

Council. 
• The application Ref 191915, dated 29 November 2019, was refused by notice dated  

5 June 2020. 
• The development proposed is conversion and extension of existing property to form 

9no. flats. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Procedural Matter 

2. The above description of development is taken from the application form but 

during the course of the application the proposal was revised down to 8 flats 
with a corresponding reduction in the size of the parking area at the rear of the 

site. The Council made its decision against the amended plans and I have 

determined the appeal on the same basis. 

Main Issue 

3. The main issue is the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of 

the building and the wider area. 

Reasons 

4. Brunswick Hill contains a variety of residential properties in a mix of age and 

style. No 39 is an Edwardian villa and is one of the largest and most notable 

buildings in the street. An earlier appeal decision1 notes the interesting 
composition of well-detailed architectural elements, which include a distinctive 

curved oriel window, a four centred arch over the entrance, stone dressings 

around windows, and a background of crisp, red brick in which diapering and 
bands are picked out in blue headers. The building’s exuberant scale is part of 

its character and distinguishes it from Victorian houses further down the street. 

5. The building is unlisted and has been rejected for inclusion on the Council’s 

local list. Nevertheless, I concur with previous Inspectors2 that it possesses 

 
1 APP/E0345/W/18/3200081 
2 APP/E0345/W/19/3237799 
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more than sufficient architectural significance to warrant its treatment as a 

non-designated heritage asset. Paragraph 197 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (the Framework) confirms that the effect on the significance of a 
non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account in determining an 

application. A balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale 

of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset.  

6. With any proposal it is also important to take account of the Framework’s 

imperative for good design. Policy CC7 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 
(RBLP) (2019) requires all development to be of high design quality that 

maintains and enhances the character and appearance of the area of Reading 

in which it is located. Various components of development form are identified, 

including scale, height and massing. The Council has also cited RBLP Policy H9, 
but I note that this relates principally to house extensions. 

7. Past applications for this site have sought the demolition of the building and its 

replacement with a purpose-built apartment block. Appeals against refusal of 

those schemes were dismissed in part due to the complete loss of the heritage 

asset. The latest proposal is to retain the building and extend it to the side and 
rear in order to create 8 flats. The extensions would comprise a 2-storey 

addition to the southern gable of the host building, together with a further 

extension off the back wall. The latter would involve a reduction in site levels to 
provide a pair of flats within a lower ground floor. 

8. The proposed extension on the southern gable would be modest in width and 

set back from the principal façade with a lower ridge height. It would be a 

subservient addition which maintains the legibility of the original building. The 

retention of the substantial chimney stacks, both prominent features within the 
local area, would assist in this regard. Although the extension would close the 

gap with 41 Brunswick Hill I do not share the Council’s concern that this would 

be read as an awkward relationship. Overall, I find that this component of the 

scheme would cause no material harm to the street scene.  

9. The proposed rear extension would be significantly larger. It would project from 
the existing back wall by more than 10 m and the depth of the building, measured 

along its most prominent northern flank, would more than double as a result. 

Attempts have been made to articulate the mass of the extension by stepping it in 

and setting down the ridge height. The northern wall would also be broken up 
using fenestration and patterned brickwork. However, these design measures do 

not go far enough to mitigate the excessive bulk of the development.  

10. No 39 is already one of the largest buildings in the street and its scale is part of 

the character. Nevertheless, the addition of a disproportionate rear extension in 

the manner proposed would overwhelm the building to the detriment of its 
significance as a heritage asset, notwithstanding the lack of any formal local or 

national designation. Furthermore, the resultant depth of the building would jar 

with surrounding residential properties which are of more domestic scale. 

11. Accordingly, I conclude that the proposal would be materially harmful to the 

character and appearance of the host building and the wider area. It would 
conflict with RBLP Policies CC7 and EN1 insofar as these seek high quality 

design which protects the historic environment. 
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Other Matters 

12. The Council has sought contributions towards affordable housing, in line with 

Policy H3 of the RBLP, and the costs of a Traffic Regulation Order to amend 

parking restrictions in the Controlled Parking Zone on Brunswick Hill to allow 

the creation of a vehicular access. The appellant has agreed the contributions 
with the Council and has indicated that a unilateral undertaking under s106 of 

the Act will be submitted during the appeal process. No such undertaking is 

before me. However, as I am dismissing the appeal for other reasons, the 
decision does not turn on this matter. 

13. I note that the appellant engaged positively with the Council’s professional 

officers to agree on a scheme which they could support. The application was 

recommended for approval by officers but refused at planning committee. The 

decision on whether to grant permission in this case was a matter of judgement 
which the committee was entitled to exercise. Whether or not the authority’s 

statement was prepared by officers is not a matter which has any bearing on 

the appeal. I have determined the case solely on its planning merits.  

14. I have taken account of the concerns raised by residents, including in relation 

to parking/traffic, living conditions, drainage and loss of an existing outbuilding. 

However, based on the information before me none of these matters would be 
grounds to dismiss the appeal. 

Planning Balance and Conclusion 

15. I acknowledge that the proposed development would make efficient use of land 

to deliver a mix of small homes in a sustainable location which is well served by 

public transport. However, these public benefits are outweighed by the harm to 

the character and appearance of the building and the wider area. There are no 
material considerations of such weight or significance as to justify a decision 

otherwise than in accordance with the development plan. 

16. For the reasons given above, and having regard to all other matters raised, 

including the density calculations put forward by the appellant, I conclude that 

the appeal should be dismissed. 

 

Robert Parker 

INSPECTOR 
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BY THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF ECONOMIC GROWTH & NEIGHBOURHOOD 
SERVICES  
READING BOROUGH COUNCIL                                                        ITEM NO. 8 
PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE: 7th October 2020                         

 
Ward:  Abbey 
App No.: 191792/FUL 
Address: 71-73 Caversham Road, Reading, RG1 8JA 
Proposal: Demolition of former retail warehouse and erection of a mixed-
use building comprising 44 residential units consisting of x5 affordable 
units, 194 sqm of retail floorspace (Use Class A1) at ground floor and 
associated car parking, cycle parking and landscaping. 
Applicant: S2 Caversham Ltd 
Extension of time date: 9th October 2020 
 

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
As per the main report.  
 

 
1.  REPRESENTATIONS 
  

Petition 
  

1.1 A petition was received on 5th of October 2020 titled "Save the historic 
Drew's building from demolition". This petition, organised by the Bell 
Tower Community Association, was signed by 1066 individuals at the 
time of submission. The petition was accompanied by a screen-shot of 
a statement confirming the building had been home to Drew's the iron 
mongers, was originally built to serve the towns brewing industry, and 
that the Bell Tower Community Association successfully applied to 
have the building locally listed.  

 
1.2 The organisers of the petition have registered to speak under the 

public speaking arrangements for planning applications, as set out in 
the Council’s Standing Orders, which allot an equal time for public 
speakers and the applicant/agent. They will therefore have an 
opportunity to address the Committee on issues raised in the petition. 
The Standing Orders do not allow the separate formal submission of 
public petitions or questions regarding an application to the same 
meeting at which that application is being considered, as this would 
incur additional speaking rights. Therefore no party is considered to 
be disadvantaged. 

 
1.3 Notwithstanding this, Officers bring this petition to the Committee’s 

attention, and confirm that it does not raise any further planning 
related objections which have not already been covered in the main 
agenda report. Members are reminded that despite the strength of 
public feeling, the previous commercial use of the building as 'Drews' 
the ironmonger has no material bearing on the assessment of this 
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planning application, as that business no longer trades from the 
premises.  

 
Further written comments 
 

1.4 Two additional letters of representation have been received by the 
Council since the main agenda report was published. These have been 
summarised as follows: 

 

 Too many significant buildings have been lost and residential 
areas are now overshadowed by high-rise blocks; 

 The building is one of the few remaining Victorian industrial 
buildings in Reading; 

 The building retains its character as a malthouse and would be 
ideal for conversion; 

 The town has enough large blocks of flats being constructed. 
 
1.5 An additional letter of representation has been received each from 

The Bell Tower Community Association, the Reading Conservation 
Area Advisory Committee, and the Caversham and District Residents 
Association. These representations have been reproduced below in 
full: 

 
The Bell Tower Community Association: 

 
“The Bell Tower Community Association reiterates its objections to 
planning application 191792 (71-73 Caversham Road) and urges its 
rejection. 
 
The planning officer’s report(1.3) says the site is surrounded by 
uninspiring commercial buildings and takes this as the model rather 
than the traditional Victorian terraces, termed “domestic”. In 
building housing the domestic should be the model not uninspiring 
commercial blocks resulting from previous planning decisions. The 
committee should look to break this pattern. Granting permission 
would send a clear signal that local listing does not trump harmony 
with uninspiring surrounding buildings.  How can that be reconciled 
with the council’s partnership with Historic England? Would allowing 
demolition of a building added to the local list only a few months 
earlier by the same council be a good look? 
 
The effect of overlooking and overshadowing on Northfield and 
Swansea Roads has been ignored.  The daylight/sunlight report only 
makes a cursory mention of the effect on Monmouth Court and no 
mention at all of houses in Northfield Road and Swansea Road which, 
while further away, are more likely to be affected since the view of 
the development from Monmouth Court is already partly obscured by 
the offices at the west of the site. 
 
On height, the planning officer refers to the close connection 
between the site and outline planning applications for 80, 

Page 8



 

Caversham Road and the Vastern Road Retail Park (1.2). These 
developments do not yet have planning permission. If the committee 
does not use the tallest existing structure, the Shurgard building, as 
a height limit on buildings on the opposite side of Caversham Road 
to achieve harmony with the surrounding Victorian streets it would 
throw away much leverage over the scale of those developments.  
 
The Carters site on the same side of Caversham Road as 71-73 could 
also be redeveloped. Caversham Road northwest of TGI Friday’s 
roundabout retains its Victorian streetscape with a high level of 
integrity. Allowing this plan would make it considerably more 
difficult to stop the Victorian frontage from being demolished and 
replaced with an uninspiring development because earlier a locally 
listed building was sacrificed. This could also apply to the 
Caversham Road fire station. 
 
The officer’s report makes much of the contribution to social and 
affordable housing but does not say why preserving heritage would 
preclude this or whether such a solution has been investigated. 
 
The economic case for retail space needs remaking in the post-
coronavirus world. There is also the risk this space could later be 
converted to sub-standard housing. 
 
The officer says some of the Section 106 money will be used for 
construction apprenticeships. What would be better training for the 
future than learning how to convert a Victorian malthouse into 
housing which meets the environmental requirements of the future 
and maybe the cost requirements of social/affordable housing, 
rather than something at best somewhat ordinary and at worst 
dispiriting? There will be a national need to make 
Victorian/Edwardian housing more energy efficient and this would 
be a great opportunity for Reading to blaze a trail.” 

 
Caversham and District Residents Association: 

 
“Further to our comments submitted 20 Dec 2019, CADRA would like 
to comment further to the PAC in respect of this application. Our 
previous comments submitted 20 Dec 2019 covered:  
 
1. The strong case for retaining the existing Locally Listed 1870s 
Malthouse Buildings, one of the few remaining examples of 19C 
industrial architecture in this area and the town. The buildings still 
form an identifiable unified group with historic value.  
2.The inappropriateness of the proposed 7 storey height on this site 
adjacent the existing housing. Development on this western side of 
Caversham Road should relate to the 2/3 storey scale of the 
residential community to which this site relates, and none of the 
sites on this side of the road is appropriate for 7 storey 
development.  
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3. The building line proposed, right on the back edge of payment is 
visually oppressive in itself and also negates any possibility of 
meaningful greening on the site.  
 
The amendments made by the applicant since our comments on the 
original scheme are of a limited, minor, and cosmetic nature, they 
do not address the major fundamental flaws in the proposals.  
We note that the RBC Conservation Officer’s formal report objects 
to the application and expands substantively and effectively on the 
points we have made in 1 and 2 above. It is also clear that the 
Natural Environment Officer has substantial reservations about the 
proposals. The site is in a treed corridor within an area of 10% or 
less canopy and is within a low canopy cover ward ( RBC new 2020 
tree strategy ). If the existing buildings were not to be retained 
then any replacement proposals for the site should properly address 
greening on Caversham Road. The proposals for a limited ground 
floor only partial so called ‘green wall’ are totally inadequate. The 
Natural Environment Officer indicates that the proposals are not 
ambitious enough although acknowledging the LPA needs to balance 
conflicting factors.  
CADRA believe that the Planning Officers recommendation for 
approval in this case strikes the wrong balance and we would 
request that the PAC reconsider this and assign greater weight to 
the RBC Conservation Officer and Natural Environment Officer’s 
views, take better account of the inappropriate height of the 
building and the precedent this would set, and reject this 
application.” 

 
 

Reading Conservation Area Advisory Committee: 
 

“Members of Reading CAAC attended the public exhibition in 
Greyfriars Church in December 2019. We objected to the original 
plans and the current proposal is only slightly amended. We support 
fully the objection of the Heritage Consultant. 
 
SUMMARY 
• The proposal involves the demolition of a locally listed building 
which should and could be sympathetically refurbished for housing. 
• We feel this application is too tall and will set an unacceptable 
height precedent for future developments on the west side of 
Caversham Road. 
 
DETAIL 
HERITAGE 
This prominent landmark building has been adapted to many uses in 
its lifetime, traces of which can be seen in its construction and 
brickwork. The building including the offices at the rear were 
originally Dowson’s maltings. A ghost sign remains from the time as 
Smallbones motor engineers. Fondly remembered Drews ironmongers 
had the building for 40 years until 2018. The buildings at the rear 
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are within the local listing designation and will be overshadowed by 
the proposed block, their heritage importance and appearance will 
be devalued. A sympathetic re-use of the historic building, for 
commercial / housing use, would retain the significance. Demolition 
will remove one of the last remnants of Reading’s industrial heritage 
simply as it is inconvenient. 
 
HEIGHT, SCALE AND DESIGN 
Any development on this site should not exceed two-three storeys. 
That is the height of Monmouth Court on Northfield Road, currently 
the tallest property on the street. Older terraced properties are 
only two storeys.  
 
As seen above, the development proposed profoundly increases the 
height of buildings in this section of Caversham Road. Re-use of the 
existing building does not prevent landscaping improvements and 
greening of the site. Moreover, that would be a greener alternative 
as it would preserve the 150 years of embodied carbon in the 
building. 
 
The building although altered clearly has the features of a maltings 
building of the period which was flexible to adaptation for future 
uses. A redevelopment of the existing building would give the 
opportunity to illuminate the heritage of the corner by the removal 
of shop shutters, signage and the canopy over the front entrance. To 
the rear the appearance of the courtyard could be improved by 
landscaping and the reintroduction of a cobbled yard. 
 
CONCLUSION 
Reading CAAC preference is for a sympathetic reuse which retains 
the Locally Listed building as a commercial premises or housing. In 
that way the site could become a landmark of Reading commercial 
and industrial history set within the wider context of the Bell Tower 
community of low-rise terraced housing between the railway line 
and the River Thames. We are open to possibilities and have ideas of 
our own as to what might constitute a suitable extension to the 
existing building. Should the site be redeveloped then that should 
preferably be no taller than 2-3 storeys. This application should be 
rejected.” 

 
1.6 After considering the content of these additional representation, 

Officers can confirm that no new matters have been introduced which 
have not already been covered in the main agenda report. 
 

2. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 

2.1 The applicant has agreed to make an Addendum to the original 
Financial Viability report publicly available (See Appendix 1). This 
information has been provided to support the revised affordable 
housing position. It shows that, should permission be granted, the 
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developer is willing to accept a less competitive rate of return on the 
site. 

 
2.2 The applicant has also confirmed in writing that application’s CIL 

obligation and S106 contribution for Open Space and Leisure will not 
affect the agreed affordable housing offer as set out in Appendix 1. 
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UPDATE REPORT 

BY THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF ECONOMIC GROWTH & NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES 
READING BOROUGH COUNCIL                                                           ITEM NO. 10 
PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE: 7th October 2020                      Page:147  

 
Ward:  Kentwood 
App No.: 201108 
Address: Unit 1 & 2 Stadium Way, Reading 
Proposal: Proposed industrial unit to replace existing fire damaged industrial unit. The 
new building will consist of 4 smaller base build units suitable for class use B1(C), B2 or B8 
with flexibility for trade counter fit out (B8). Note, Demolition of existing building has 
been covered under separate Prior Approval - Demolition of Building Application. 
Applicant: Hathaway Opportunity Fund General Partner Ltd 
Deadline: 3 November 2020 
 

Recommendation: 
 
As in main report, with the addition of the following conditions: 
 

 Pre-occupation provision of vehicle access as specified; 

 Pre-occupation details and provision of cycle parking; 

 Pre-occupation delivery and servicing plan; 

 Pre-occupation access management plan (for proposed access gate); 

 Pre-commencement Contaminated land assessment; 

 Pre-commencement Remediation scheme, including implementation and 
verification requirements;  

 Reporting of unidentified contamination; 

 No bonfires 
  

 
1.  Additional transport information  
 
1.1 As stated in para 7.5 of the main agenda report, the applicant has been required to 

provide an additional tracking diagram to ensure that there would be no conflict 
between LGV’s and existing parking spaces within the wider estate. This has been 
provided and is acceptable in transport terms. 
 

1.2 In addition, the applicant has clarified the position of the proposed gate for the 
site. The location of the gate will avoid queuing outside of the site outside of 
opening hours, and are proposed to be locked during the following hours: 

 
Mon to Fri         21:00 - 06:00 
  
Saturday           19:00 - 06:00 
  
Sunday             17:00 - 06:00 
  
Bank Holidays   17:00 - 06:00 

 
1.3 A condition is recommended to provide a suitable management plan  
 
 
2. Environmental protection officer comments 

Page 17

Agenda Item 10



 

 
2.1 Environmental protections officers have provided comments and confirmed that 

subject to conditions (as noted above) there would be no objection.  
 
3. Environment agency consultation 
 
3.1 Confirmed that subject to the recommended condition 11 on main report regarding 

works carried out in accordance with risk assessment there are no objections from 
the EA. 

 
4.  Conclusion 
 
4.1 The conclusion specified within the main report remains unaltered in overall terms, 

although the comments from the EA are still required prior to determination of the 
application.  

 
 
Case Officer: Anthony Scholes 
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UPDATE REPORT   
 

BY THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF ECONOMIC GROWTH & NEIGHBOURHOOD 
SERVICES  
READING BOROUGH COUNCIL                                                        ITEM NO. 11 
PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE: 7th October 2020                         

 
Ward:  Whitley 
App No.: 191265 
Address: St. Pauls, Whitley Wood Lane, RG2 8PN 
Proposal: Redevelop the site, creating a new Church Centre building, 
comprising Cafe, Worship Area, Meeting Rooms, two one bed residential flats 
and also a Health Centre Building. 
Applicant: The PCC of St. Paul’s Church, Whitley 
Deadline: 3/6/20 
Extended Deadline: 27/11/20 
Planning Guarantee 26 week target: 2/9/20 
 

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
As in the main report.  

 
1.  AMENDED INFORMATION 
  

Written Statements  
1.1 Alok Sharma MP has submitted a written statement in support of the 

proposal.  The agent, DLK Architects, has also submitted a written 
statement.  These are in lieu of speaking at committee.  These are 
both included in the appendices below. 
 
Ash Tree – Ecological Survey 

1.2 A further visual survey has been undertaken of the Ash tree close to 
the southern boundary, which would be removed as part of the 
proposed scheme, to determine whether it has the potential to host 
a bat roost.  The survey confirmed that there is no evidence of bats 
(current or historically) and no visible potential roosting features, 
which could be used by bats.  RBC’s Ecologist has confirmed that the 
bat survey has been undertaken by a licensed bat surveyor to an 
appropriate standard and as it is very unlikely that the tree hosts a 
bat roost there should be no bat related constraints to removing the 
tree and no further survey is required.   
 
Access 

1.3 Amended plans have been submitted by the agent which include for 
reconfigured internal layout within the church building, so that there 
would be access from the lift as well as the stairs to the proposed 
first floor flats. 
 

1.4 This would accord with Policy H5. 
 

 Conclusion 
1.5 The recommendation remains as in the main report. 

Page 19

Agenda Item 11



 

APPENDIX 1: WRITTEN STATEMENT FROM THE AGENTS – DLK ARCHITECTS 
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APPENDIX 2: WRITTEN STATEMENT FROM ALOK SHARMA MP 
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APPENDIX 3: PLANS  
 
 
Floor Plans 

Church Building 

 
 
Elevations 

Church Building 
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