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UPDATE SHEET AND ORDER OF CONSIDERATION 
 
Planning Applications Committee – 3rd December 2025 
 
 
PART 1 
 
 
Item No.              7     Page 51        Ward    Battle 
 
Local Listing Report                 Royal Albion, 642 Oxford Road   *UPDATE* 
 
 
PART 2 
 
Item No.    8 Page 73    Ward Abbey 
Application Number  PL/22/1916 
Application type   REG3/VAR 
Address    Former Debenhams Department Store              *UPDATE* 
 
Planning Officer presenting Matthew Burns     
 
 
Item No.    8 Page 73    Ward Abbey 
Application Number  PL/22/1917 
Application type   Full planning permission 
Address    Existing Vue Cinema Complex   *UPDATE* 
Planning Officer presenting Matthew Burns   
 
Item No.    9 Page 255    Ward Thames 
Application Number  PL/25/1191 
Application type   Full planning permission 
Address    Land at Meadow Road, Reading 
 
Planning Officer presenting Catrin Davies      *UPDATE* 
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Planning Applications 
Committee  
 
03 December 2025 

 
Title LOCAL LISTING NOMINATION UPDATE REPORT – Royal Albion 

Reason for update Officer update following the proprietor’s representation 

Report status Public report  

Report author Burcu Can Cetin, Conservation Officer 

Lead Councillor Councillor Micky Leng, Lead Councillor for Planning and Assets 

Corporate priority Healthy Environment 

Ward Battle Ward 

Address Royal Albion, 642 Oxford Road, Reading, RG30 1EH 

Recommendations Resolve to add Royal Albion to the List of Locally Important Buildings 
and Structures  

 

1. Summary 
1.1. This update report sets out the Council’s response to the representation submitted by 

Savills on behalf of M & M Property Investments (Reading) Ltd regarding the proposed 
addition of Royal Albion to the list of Locally Important Buildings and Structures. It 
clarifies the relevant assessment framework, reviews the matters raised in the 
objection and explains the reasons why officers continue to consider the building to 
meet criteria for inclusion as a non-designated heritage asset (NHDA).  

2. Summary of the Proprietor’s Representation 
2.1. The objection asserts that Royal Albion 

• “is considered to possess low archaeological interest, low architectural and 
artistic interest, and low historic interest.” 

• “is not considered to possess sufficient local architectural and historic interest 
to be eligible for local listing.” 

• has undergone “various incongruous and iterative alterations that have 
significantly diluted the limited architectural and artistic interest of the building.” 

• has limited group value, since alterations to Bishop’s Villas ‘considerably 
diluted’ any association 

• lacks landmark quality, described as ‘somewhat recessive in views along 
Oxford Road’  
(Please see the Appendix for the representation document – Assessment of 
Non-Statutory Designation) 

2.2. The representation presents an assessment that relies predominantly on national 
designation criteria, concluding that the nominated asset exhibits “low” architectural, 
artistic, archaeological and historic interest. Whilst these conclusions may be relevant 
to an evaluation against the thresholds for statutory listing, they do not constitute an 
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appropriate test for local heritage listing, which operates under fundamentally different 
criteria. Local listing concerns assets that possess a degree of heritage significance 
meriting consideration in planning decisions, even when they do not meet national 
standards.  

2.3. In addition, the representation does not engage with the core conservation principles 
articulated by Historic England in ‘Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance’, 
prepared for the historic environment, including: 

• Understanding heritage values and significance as the sum of cultural and 
historic values; 

• Considering the relative importance of different identified values in forming a 
balanced judgement; 

• Assessing the contribution of setting and context to how a place is experienced; 
• Comparative significance, recognising that the absence of a statutory 

designation does not imply a lack of heritage value; 
• Relating identified values to the fabric of the place, including its evolutionary 

phases and surviving physical characteristics.  

2.4. The omission of these principles results in a narrowly framed analysis that focuses 
almost exclusively on change and architectural distinction rather than a more 
appropriate spectrum of values relevant to the assessment of non-designated heritage 
assets. 

2.5. Moreover, when considered within the specific local context of Reading, it is important 
to note that the town has, over recent decades, experienced substantial development 
pressure, rapid change and continuous physical transformation of its built environment. 
These dynamics heighten the importance of identifying, managing and retaining 
buildings that contribute to local distinctiveness, community history and townscape. In 
such a context, local heritage assets – particularly those that embody long-standing 
social use, visual familiarity or historic layers – play an increasingly significant role in 
sustaining Reading’s historic environment. This contextual dimension is not 
acknowledged in the representation, yet it is essential to a balanced assessment of 
local significance.  

2.6. When assessed through the Reading’s policy framework and criteria, and Historic 
England’s conservation principles, Royal Albion is considered to have a clear degree 
of local significance. The representation, therefore, does not alter the conclusions of 
the Local Listing Report.  

3. Policy and Guidance Framework 
3.1. IN LINE WITH NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY (NPPF); NATIONAL PLANNING 

POLICY GUIDANCE ON HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT – Advises on enhancing and 
conserving the historic environment, explains 

“Conservation is an active process of maintenance and managing change.” 

“‘Significance’ in terms of heritage-related planning policy is defined in the Glossary of 
the National Planning Policy Framework as the value of a heritage asset to this and 
future generations because of its heritage interest.” 

“Analysis of relevant information can generate a clear understanding of the affected 
asset, the heritage interests represented in it, and their relative importance.” 

“Non-designated heritage assets are buildings, monuments, sites, places, areas or 
landscapes identified by plan-making bodies as having a degree of heritage 
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significance meriting consideration in planning decisions but which do not meet the 
criteria for designated heritage assets.” 

3.2. Historic England’s Guidance  

3.2.1  Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the sustainable management 
of the historic environment states that 

“Historic environment: All aspects of the environment resulting from the interaction 
between people and places through time, including all surviving physical remains 
of past human activity, whether visible or buried, and deliberately planted or managed 
flora” 

“Value: An aspect of worth or importance, here attached by people to qualities of 
places” 

“Significance: [of a place]  The sum of the cultural and natural heritage values of a 
place, often set out in a statement of significance” 

Paragraph 30 on Understanding Heritage Values says  

“People may value a place for many reasons beyond utility or personal association: 
for its distinctive architecture or landscape, the story it can tell about its past, its 
connection with notable people or events, its landform, flora and fauna, because they 
find it beautiful or inspiring, or for its role as a focus of a community. These are 
examples of cultural and natural heritage values in the historic environment that people 
want to enjoy and sustain for the benefit of present and future generations,at every 
level from the ‘familiar and cherished local scene’ to the nationally or internationally 
significant place.” 

 

3.2.2 Local Heritage Listing: Identifying and Conserving Local Heritage Historic 
England Advice Note 7 (Second Edition) states that  

“Non-designated heritage assets are locally-identified ‘buildings, monuments, sites, 
places, areas or landscapes identified by plan-making bodies as having a degree 
of heritage significance meriting consideration in planning decisions but which 
do not meet the criteria for designated heritage assets’ (PPG).”  

“Inclusion on a local heritage list based on sound evidence and criteria delivers a 
consistent and accountable way of recognising non-designated heritage assets, no 
matter how they are identified, to the benefit of good planning for the area and 
of owners, developers and others wishing to understand local context fully.” 

It also emphasises that “local distinctiveness may lie as much in the commonplace 
or everyday as it does in the rare and spectacular” (para 37). 

 

3.3. Reading Borough Local Plan  

Appendix 2 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) and Policy EN4 - Locally 
Important Heritage Assets define criteria for identifying and managing locally important 
buildings in Reading. Local listing is intended to guide planning decisions by 
identifying assets that should be retained and reused in the first instance.  
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4. Officer Evaluation of Key Issues Raised 
4.1. The use of National Designation Benchmarks: The representation applies statutory 

listing criteria first, describing the building’s interest as “low”. This may be true; 
however, national criteria are not an appropriate test for local significance, and the 
correct assessment must consider local distinctiveness, not national rarity.  

Architectural Interest: Royal Albion retains a symmetrical Victorian/Edwardian façade, 
although the objection states that the canted bays may be from the 1930s/40s.  The 
footprint on the OS Map dated 1883 shows two projections/bays. Compared with that, 
the building still comprises its relatively original massing and form with a legible historic 
composition. The document provides a detailed history of the alterations (from the 
1950s, 1970s and 1980s) which are interpreted as ‘detracting’, leading to limited 
architectural and artistic interest. Historic England recognises that alterations 
associated with long-term use can contribute to understanding a building’s historic 
evolution. For a building which has been named as inn, hotel and pub, alterations and 
extensions are normal responses to changing conditions of travel and commerce (The 
English inn, past and present; a review of its history and social life by Richardson, A. 
E., Sir, 1880-1964). In addition, the principal selection criteria for local listings do not 
require total originality but rather substantial completeness: (b)1840 - 1913: Any 
building, structure or group of buildings that is/are of clearly-defined significance in 
the local context and where elements that contribute to its/ their heritage significance 
remain substantially complete. As such, historic alterations at Royal Albion are 
typical of a public house that has features from the Victorian, Edwardian, Inter-War 
periods, as well as modern. These do not diminish its architectural legibility; the ratio 
of non-original (!) to original elements is apparent, with non-original elements not 
dominating the original.   

4.2. Historic and Communal Value: The building served for over 150 years as an important 
community venue, hosting societies, sports clubs, public meetings, concerts, awards 
and local gatherings. Such social and communal associations are key components of 
local heritage significance, independent of national distinction. The objection document 
concludes, “Indeed, overall, the subject site’s association with various local societies 
and breweries is typical for a public house; as such, the subject site is not 
considered to possess sufficient social or historical interest to merit local 
listing,” underestimating its continuous pub use and importance. It should also be 
noted that the nomination came from the CAAC (Reading’s Conservation Area 
Advisory Committee). Historic England, for ‘the identification of non-designated 
heritage assets, ’ puts local community involvement in the nomination and identification 
process for heritage assets by saying in Paragraph 20 (Local Heritage Listing Advice 
Note): 

“In all cases, communities, neighbourhood forums, town or parish councils, and 
other community organisations may play a valuable role in the identification of 
non-designated heritage assets, and the development of relevant policy, as well as 
the local heritage lists themselves. Local heritage and amenity groups are likely 
to have a particular involvement, their experience and knowledge of the local 
area and its heritage being very helpful in the identification of non-designated 
heritage assets. ...” 

4.3. Group Value, Townscape including Setting: Despite some changes to surrounding 
properties, Royal Albion continues to share the same/similar forms, architectural 
language and historic development patterns with Bishop’s Villas on the other side of 
Oxford Road. The objection file states under ‘Location and Context’ “The terraces of 
late 19th Century houses located immediately to the south and east of the 
subject site along Oxford Road and Alma Street contribute to the 19th Century 
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character of the area.” And then contradicts itself, “These buildings are not 
considered to reflect the design idiom, height, scale, mass or grain of 
urban/suburban 19th Century development to the east and south and thus result 
in the overall somewhat mixed architectural quality and character of the area.” It 
is evident that these terraces of buildings have a common two-storey, two-bay late 
Victorian architecture without special interest, but they form a ‘historic environment’ 
and reflect their time, with some period detailing that is shared by Royal Albion on a 
larger scale.  

In their assessment, it is also stated that “However, the terrace of houses at Bishops 
Villas have also undergone numerous alterations including the loss of the 
historic shop fronts at numbers 627-631 Oxford Road, the insertion of UPVc 
windows and doors to many of the majority of houses and the erection of incongruous 
modern buildings such as 617-621 Oxford Road, which contribute to the mixed 
architectural quality of the streetscape.”  Since the pressure of change in the context 
of Reading, without any formal designation in the immediate area, replacement 
fenestration could be argued to be the only alteration that is a common problem for 
historic properties. However, the terrace directly faces Royal Albion and, as such, has 
a very close visual relationship with the public house. The objection again emphasises 
some ‘alterations’ for the justification of the lack of further interest. The context of 
Reading, in terms of the relationship between conservation and development, should 
have been considered in the objection document, rather than the evaluation under 
ideal conditions.  Similarly, Royal Albion, compared with the terrace and other 
elements forming the setting, stands out for its symmetrical design and scale, clearly 
perceived in the streetscape. Without knowing the conservation problems seen in 
Oxford Road (and within the conservation area far to the east) and the context and 
locality of Reading, the objection states “the subject site is not considered to 
sufficient landmark quality, architectural interest or group value to merit local 
listing.” This is neither rational nor fair to the historic environment developed during 
the Victorian era and evolved over 150 years. In fact, Royal Albion contributes 
positively to the character of Oxford Road by its longstanding prominence, 
recognisable built form and architectural coherence with a late Victorian/Edwardian 
urban corridor.  

5. Officer Recommendation 
5.1. For the reasons set out herein, officers maintain that Royal Albion possesses a clear 

degree of local heritage significance meriting consideration in planning decisions. It is 
therefore recommended that the Planning Application Committee resolve to add Royal 
Albion to the List of Locally Important Buildings and Structures.  
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Appendix: Representation submitted by the Planning Agent on behalf of the 
Proprietor 
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03 December 2025 

 
Title PLANNING APPLICATION UPDATE REPORT 

Ward Abbey/Katesgrove 

Planning 
Application 
Reference: 

PL/22/1916/FUL & PL/22/1917/FUL 

Site Address: 

PL/22/1916/FUL – Former Debenhams Department Store, west of Yield 
Hall Place (‘Yield Hall Place 1’), The Oracle, Reading, RG2 2AS 
PL/22/1917/FUL – Existing Vue cinema complex west of Yield Hall 
Place/London Road (‘Yield Hall Place 2’), The Oracle, Reading, RG2 2AG 

Proposed 
Development 

PL/22/1916/FUL - Mixed use development comprising part demolition of 
former department store and erection of new buildings comprising up to 
218 build to rent residential dwellings (Class C3) & 1,209sqm commercial 
uses within Uses Class E and/or bar (Sui Generis Use). Reconfiguration 
and change of use of up to 5,866sqm remaining department store 
floorspace (Class E) to uses with within Use Class E and/or bar (Sui 
Generis Use) and/or experiential leisure use (Sui Generis Use). Associated 
public realm, infrastructure works & external alterations to shopping centre, 
including creation of new shopping centre entrance (amended description) 
(accompanied by an Environmental Statement) 
 
PL/22/1917/FUL - Mixed use development comprising demolition of 
existing buildings and erection of new building comprising up to 218no. 
build-to-rent residential dwellings (Class C3) & up to 3,046 sqm 
commercial floorspace comprising cinema (Sui Generis) and ground floor 
commercial uses within Use Class E and/or Bar (Sui Generis Use). 
Associated public realm and infrastructure works (amended description) 
(accompanied by an Environmental Statement) 

PL/22/2916/FUL - Yield Hall Place 1 The Oracle, Reading RG2 2AG 

Deadline Target decision date: 20th March 2023  
Extension of time date: 13th February 2026 

Recommendations 

Amended as follows from the main agenda report: 
(deletions crossed through and additions in bold and italics) 
 
Subject to: 
Confirmation of satisfactory details of the operation of the Deferred 
Payment Mechanism (DPM) terms,  
2. Confirmation from the Local Lead Flood Authority that SuDS issues 
are satisfactory 
Delegate to the Assistant Director of Planning, Transport and Public 
Protection Services (ADPTPPS) to: 
i) GRANT full planning permission, subject to the satisfactory completion 
of a s106 legal agreement and delegate to ADPTPPS to make such minor 
changes to conditions or such additional conditions required, make such 
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minor changes to Heads of Terms and details of the legal agreement as 
may be reasonably required to issue the permission; or 
ii) Refuse full planning permission if the legal agreement is not completed 
by 13/02/2026 (unless officers on behalf of the Assistant Director of 
Planning, Transport and Public Protection Services agree to a later date 
for completion of the legal agreement) 
 

S106 Heads of 
Terms 

As per main report with the following amendments/additions: 
 
2. Affordable Housing Deferred Payment Mechanism  
 
Details agreed as follows: 
 

• Review trigger which will be the earlier of 80% occupancy or 
12 months from Practical Completion (PC) (Review at PC is 
excluded) 

• Profit - 12.5% on Gross Development Value of BtR and 15% on 
Commercial 

• Finance rate - 2% over base rate (increased from the agreed 
4.25%) and evidenced at review 

• OPEX to be evidenced at review (capped at 25%) 
• Professional fees – 7% based on actual build cost and 

evidenced at review 
• Build Cost – full disclosure of build contract and actual build 

costs incurred  
• Cost of s106 review to be covered by developer – including 

legal, accounting, viability, QS, valuation, and any other costs 
as deemed necessary by the Council  

• YHP1 Benchmark Land Value - £300, 000. YHP2 Benchmark 
Land Value - between £7, 000, 000 and £8, 600, 000 (final figure 
to be agreed with LPA post committee) 

 
17.  Blue Badge Parking Strategy 
 
Pre-commencement submission and approval of a blue badge 
parking strategy.  
 
All measures within the approved strategy to have been implemented 
and provided prior to first occupation of any residential dwelling  
 

Conditions As per the main agenda report 

Informatives As per the main agenda report  

  

PL/22/1917/FUL - Yield Hall Place 2 The Oracle, Reading RG2 2AG 

Recommendations 

Amended as follows from the main agenda report: 
(deletions crossed through and additions in bold and italics) 
 
Subject to: 
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1. Confirmation of satisfactory details of the operation of the Deferred 
Payment Mechanism (DPM) terms, and  
2. Confirmation from the Local Lead Flood Authority that SuDS issues 
are satisfactory 
Delegate to the Assistant Director of Planning, Transport and Public 
Protection Services (ADPTPPS) to: 
i) GRANT full planning permission, subject to the satisfactory completion 
of a s106 legal agreement and delegate to ADPTPPS to make such minor 
changes to conditions or such additional conditions required, make such 
minor changes to Heads of Terms and details of the legal agreement as 
may be reasonably required to issue the permission; or 
ii) Refuse full planning permission if the legal agreement is not completed 
by 13/02/2026 (unless officers on behalf of the Assistant Director of 
Planning, Transport and Public Protection Services agree to a later date 
for completion of the legal agreement) 
 

S106 Heads of 
Terms 

As per main report with the following amendments/additions: 
 
2. Affordable Housing Deferred Payment Mechanism  
 
Details agreed as follows: 
 

• Review trigger which will be the earlier of 80% occupancy or 
12 months from Practical Completion (PC) (Review at PC is 
excluded) 

• Profit - 12.5% on Gross Development Value of BtR and 15% on 
Commercial 

• Finance rate - 2% over base rate (increased from the agreed 
4.25%) and evidenced at review 

• OPEX to be evidenced at review (capped at 25%) 
• Professional fees – 7% based on actual build cost and 

evidenced at review 
• Build Cost – full disclosure of build contract and actual build 

costs incurred  
• Cost of s106 review to be covered by developer – including 

legal, accounting, viability, QS, valuation, and any other costs 
as deemed necessary by the Council  

• YHP1 Benchmark Land Value - £300, 000. YHP2 Benchmark 
Land Value - between £7, 000, 000 and £8, 600, 000 (final figure 
to be agreed with LPA post committee) 

 
14.  Blue Badge Parking Strategy 
 
Pre-commencement submission and approval of a blue badge 
parking strategy.  
 
All measures within the approved strategy to have been implemented 
and provided prior to first occupation of any residential dwelling  
 

Conditions 
As per the main agenda report unless stated below: 
 
(deletions crossed through and additions in bold and italics 
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Condition 1 is amended as follows (but only if PAC resolves to grant 
planning permission for the YHP1 application, otherwise the condition to 
revert back to the standard 3 year time period for implementation) : 
 

1. Time Limit for implementation – 3 years 5 years 
 

Informatives As per the main agenda report 
 
1. SuDS 
 
1.1 The recommendation for both applications as set out in the main agenda report was 

subject to confirmation from the Local Lead Flood Authority (LLFA) that SuDS issues are 
satisfactory. Since publication of the main agenda report the applicant has submitted a 
revised SuDS strategy for both proposed developments. The revised SuDS strategy has 
been reviewed by the LLFA who have confirmed that the amended proposals mean that 
they no longer object to both applications. 
 

1.2 The revised SuDS proposals include integration of the drainage strategy for both 
developments with areas of green roof; tree pits and use of rainwater harvesting along 
with provision of attenuation tanks at ground floor level to ensure that the run-off rate from 
both sites would be below that of existing (resulting in an average reduction in run-off rate 
of 86% across both sites). The LLFA consider the drainage strategy to be acceptable, but 
a condition is recommended for both proposed developments to secure submission and 
approval of the full details, including linking of green infrastructure (ie. usually 
landscaping) to the SuDS proposal and implementation of the drainage strategy prior to 
first occupation of any part of each development. This is secured via condition 14 of the 
YHP1 application ref. PL/22/1916 and condition 13 of the YHP2 application ref. 
PL/22/1917 as set out in the Recommendation box at the top of the main agenda report.  

 
2. Heritage Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (HTVIA)  
 
2.1 Since publication of the main agenda report the applicant has submitted updated views 

studies of the proposed developments which consider the YHP1 and YHP2 proposals in 
isolation, compared to the cumulative views images included within the main agenda 
report which show both proposed developments together. Officers have reviewed the 
updated views study for each application and in the majority of instances this does not 
change the conclusions reached within the main agenda report in terms of visual and 
heritage impacts of each development.  
 

2.2 There is once instance where the individual views study results in a slight change to the 
officer conclusions. This is in relation to the impact of the YHP2 proposals from Market 
Place. Within paragraph 7.2.69 of the main agenda report, officers identify ‘less than 
substantial harm at a moderate level’ to the setting of a number of listed buildings within 
Market Place. This harm is identified to the Church of St Laurence (Grade I Listed) and 
no.s 23-26, 27-28, 29-31, 32, 33-14, 48-49, 50-51 & 52 Market Place and no. 10 High 
Street (all Grade II Listed) as a result of the visual dominance of the YHP1 and YHP2 
proposals with setting and views of these buildings from Market Place. However, the 
updated individual visuals provided by the applicant (see figures A and B below) 
demonstrate that the visual impact of YHP1 would be more pronounced than that of 
YHP2. Whilst the tops of the tower elements of the YHP2 proposals would still be visible 
from Market Place, the towers are lower in height than the YHP1 tower and also more 
distant in the view, appearing less dominant, meaning t Officers conclude that this would 
result in ‘less than substantial harm’ to the setting of the above referenced listed buildings 
but at a ‘low’ rather than ‘moderate level’. Officers still conclude that the YHP1 tower 
would result in less than substantial harm at a moderate level and that the cumulative 
impact of both proposals would also still be less than substantial harm at a moderate 
level.  

Page 44



 
2.3 The overall level of harm officers identify upon the character and appearance of the 

Market Place / London Street conservation area as result of the YHP2 proposals is also 
still also considered to be ‘less than substantial harm at a moderate level’ as per 
paragraph 7.2.71 of the main agenda report.  
 

2.4 This slight change in the identified heritage harm to the setting of a number of listed 
buildings within Market Place as a result of the YHP2 proposals does not lead officers to 
come to different overall conclusion in respect of the planning balance position for the 
YHP2 proposals and the officer recommendation remains as per the main agenda report.  

 

 
Figure A – Proposed view of the YHP1 development looking south from Market Place from 
junction with The Forbury 

 

 
Figure B – Proposed view of the YHP2 development looking south from Market Place from the 
junction with The Forbury 

 
3. Economic Benefits  
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3.1 Since publication of the main agenda report, the applicant has also submitted further 
information in respect of the individual economic benefits of each of the YHP1 and YHP2 
proposals. This information has been reviewed by officers and further supports the 
conclusions already reached, namely that both applications would contribute to 
maintaining and enhancing the vitality and viability of The Oracle and Central Area as a 
whole as is the requirement under Policy RL1 (Network and Hierarchy of Centres) for 
development proposals within Central Area. This information does not change the officer 
recommendation for both applications which remains as per the main agenda report.   

 
4. Timeframe for Implementation 

 
4.1 As set out in paragraphs 3.7 to 3.8 and 7.1.49 of the main agenda report the YHP1 

development is proposed to take place in two sub-phases: 1A and 1B, and the s106 
Heads of Terms for the YHP1 development require both phases to be completed in their 
entirety within 5 years of commencement of Phase 1A. Whilst submitted as two separate 
planning applications, the applicant also presents the YHP1 and YHP2 proposals as two 
‘phases; stating that the YHP1 development would be carried out first followed by YHP2; 
albeit given they are separate applications there is no formal link to require either the 
developments to be carried out in this order, nor is there any clear reason why this would 
be necessary. The Applicant has also advised that they would not construct YHP1 or 
YHP2 concurrently (albeit, again there is no planning reason why this could not happen) 
with their intention being to implement and complete YHP1 in the first instance before 
commencing YHP2.   

 
4.2 The standard time limit for commencement of a development is 3 years. However, under 

s.91(1) (b) of the Town and Country Planning Act (1990), it allows another period (whether 
longer or shorter) should the LPA consider appropriate. In this case, the applicant has 
requested a 5 year period to commence the YHP2 development given they estimate that 
as a minimum it is likely to take circa. 3 ½ years to complete YHP1 from commencement 
of the development. As such, if both developments were to be implemented in the 
sequence and timeframes set out by the applicant then it would appear likely that, if 
granted, the YHP2 permission would lapse before the YHP1 development is completed. 
In this specific instance, given the ordering and phasing of the developments indicated by 
the applicant, officers are recommending the timeframe for implementation of YHP2 is 
changed to 5 years from date of issue of the planning permission. This amended condition 
is shown in the Recommendation box for the YHP2 application at the top of this report. 
 

4.3 There is of course no reason why the applicant could not carry out minimal works as 
necessary to ‘commence’ the YHP2 development within the standard 3 year period for 
commencement but there is risk to such an approach that this leaves behind unsightly 
construction works or incomplete development for an unknown period which officers do 
not consider would not welcome within such a prominent riverside setting. As such it is 
considered reasonable to facilitate the 5 year period for commencement of YHP2 in this 
instance which could assist in avoiding this eventuality.  
 

4.4 In the event that the Committee resolves to refuse planning permission for YHP1 but grant 
planning permission for YHP2 then it is recommended that the time frame for 
implementation of development condition for YHP2 reverts back to the standard 3 year 
time period.  
 

5. Highways matters 
 

5.1 As set out in the main agenda report both proposed developments would be car free. 
Each proposed development would provide 11 wheelchair accessible dwellings and it has 
been brought to officers’ attention that future occupiers of these dwellings could have a 
‘blue badge’ that would allow them to park within nearby pay and display bays, such as 
those along Mill Lane and London Street, free of charge and for an unrestricted time limit. 
This  could result in overspill parking that utilises  these nearby parking bays given the 
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developments would be car free Therefore, it is considered necessary that each 
application should demonstrate that it would not have a detrimental impact on the 
Highway network as a result of overspill parking from the developments filling up these 
on-street bays.  

 
5.2 The applicant has proposed to provide that blue badge parking spaces, which would need 

to be dedicated for the proposed developments, within the existing car parks at The 
Oracle (The Holybrook Car Park for YHP1 and The Riverside car park for YHP2). The 
exact location of these spaces within the car parks and how these are to be accessed still 
needs to be determined and agreed with officers. It should be noted that this may require 
the applicant to regularise any changes to the existing customer parking provision at The 
Oracle, provision of which is currently secured by historic planning permissions, via (a) 
separate planning application(s). In the event that the Committee resolves to grant 
planning permission for either or both developments, officers seek delegated authority 
from the Committee to resolve this issue with the applicant post-committee and before a 
decision is issued. An additional obligation has also been added to the section 106 Heads 
of Terms for each application, to require submission and approval of the blue badge 
parking strategy prior to commencement of each development, in order to secure 
implementation of measures necessary to provide the blue badge parking prior to first 
occupation of any residential dwelling within each development.   
 

6. Nationally Described Space Standards 
 

6.1 Paragraph 7.7.31 of the main agenda report discuss level of compliance of both the YHP1 
and YHP2 proposals within the Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS) for new 
residential dwellings. Since publication of the main agenda report the applicant has 
provided more detailed information as to the level of compliance of both proposed 
developments with these standards.  

 
6.2 The information clarifies that whether or not an individual dwelling complies with the 

NDSS depends on the occupancy assumption for each unit.  For example, for a 2 
bedroom unit, NDSS figures allow for either 4 person occupancy (i.e. 2 couples sharing 
a 2 bed flat or 2 adults & 2 children) with a minimum recommended unit size of 70m2 or 
3 person occupancy (i.e. 2 single adults renting A bedroom each or 2 adults and 1 child 
etc) with a minimum recommended unit size of 61m2. 

 
6.3 The full level for compliance with the NDSS is shown in the tables below:  

 
# 

Bedroom
s 

Area of 
Home (m2) 

# 
Homes 

NDSS Area m2 (1 
bed 2 person) 

% Compliance 1bed 
2 person 

% Compliance 1 bed 1 
person (39 sqm) 

1 43.5 93 50 13% below 12% in excess 
 47 1 50 6% below 21% in excess 
 48.3 1 50 3% below 24% in excess 
 46.9 8 50 6% below 20% in excess 
 58 8 50 16% above 32% in excess 
  111  0%  
      

     
 

# 
Bedroom

s 
Area of 

Home (m2) 
# 

Homes 
NDSS Area m2  (2 

bed 4 person) 
% Compliance 2 bed 

4 person 
% Compliance 2 bed 3 

person (61 sqm) 
63.5 31 70 9% below 4% in excess 
66.5 30 70 5% below 9% in excess 2 
66.8 21 70 5% below 10% in excess 
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67.8 12 70 3% below 11% in excess 
70 2 70 equal 15% in excess 

  96  0%  

     
 

     
 

# 
Bedroom

s 
Area of 

Home (m2) 
# 

Homes 
NDSS Area m2 (3 

bed 5 person) 
% Compliance 3  bed 

5 person 
% Compliance 3  bed 4 

person (74sqm) 
80.3 8 86 7% below 9% in excess 

3 
87.3 3 86 2% in excess 18% in excess 

 
 11   

 

  218   
 

     
 

YHP2     
 

# 
Bedroom

s 
Area of 

Home (m2) 
# 

Homes 
NDSS Area m2 (1 

bed 2 person) 
% Compliance 1 bed 

2 person 
% Compliance 1 bed 1 

person (39 sqm) 
40.6 35 50 18% below 4% in excess 
42.2 21 50 16% below 8% in excess 
44.4 5 50 11% below 14% in excess 
45.4 2 50 9% below 16% in excess 
46.4 10 50 7% below 19% in excess 
48.6 12 50 3% below 25% in excess 
48.7 8 50 3% below 30% in excess 
49.9 1 50 equal 28% in excess 

1 

50.5 2 50 1% in excess 30% in excess 
 

 96   
 

     
 

     
 

# 
Bedroom

s 
Area of 

Home (m2) 
# 

Homes 
NDSS Area m2 (2 

bed 4 person) 
% Compliance 2 bed 

4 person 
% Compliance 2 bed 3 

person (61 sqm) 
63.6 21 70 9% below 4% in excess 

64.57 34 70 8% below 6% in excess 
64.6 46 70 8% below 6% in excess 

2 

66.25 10 70 6% below 9% in excess 
 

 111   
 

 
    

 

# 
Bedroom

s 
Area of 

Home (m2) 
# 

Homes 
NDSS Area m2 (3 

bed 5 person) 
% Compliance 3  bed 

5 person 
% Compliance 3  bed 4 

person (74sqm) 

77.9 1 86 9% below 5% excess 
79.3 5 86 8% below 7% in excess 3 

83.2 5 86 3% below 11% in excess 
                                              11 
 

6.4 As shown in the above tables, if considering the lower occupancy level, all of the 
proposed dwellings are NDSS compliant. Under the higher occupancy rate, it is noted 
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that a number of the proposed dwellings fall below the NDSS figure, but this is primarily 
within a 10% range of under provision of floor area and where this is the case all the 
habitable rooms within these units are compliant with NDSS minimum room 
dimensions. The applicant explains that the divergence from NDSS relates to the 
absence of internal corridors within the units. 

 
6.5 Overall, this information does not change the conclusions of the main agenda report in 

respect of both applications. Although officers consider that the reduction in internal 
circulation space will make these dwellings less attractive to some potential occupiers 
(for instance medium-sized families), it is advised that  compliance with the National 
Standards is not required by Policy H5 for new dwellings in the Central Area.  

 
7. Affordable Housing Deferred Payment Mechanism (DPM) 

 
7.1 Since publication of the main agenda report terms of the DPM have been agreed and are 

outlined within the recommendation box for both applications at the top of this report.   
 
Case Officer: Matt Burns 
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03 December 2025 

 
 
Title PLANNING APPLICATION REPORT - UPDATE 

Ward Thames Ward 

Planning Application 
Reference: PL/25/1191 Full planning permission 

Site Address: Land at Meadow Road, Reading 

Proposed 
Development 

Full planning application for the demolition of existing and 
construction of employment units for flexible uses within E(g)(ii) and 
(iii), B2 and/or B8 of the Use Classes Order (including ancillary office 
provision) with associated enabling works, access from Meadow 
Road and Milford Road, parking and landscaping. Departure from 
the Development Plan - the following application does not accord 
with the provisions of the development plan in force in the area in 
which the land to which the application relates is situated 
 

Applicant CBRE Investment Management 

Report author  Catrin Davies 

Deadline: 25/11/2025 

Recommendation 

Refuse planning permission for the reasons in the main Agenda 
report, with the following alterations: 
 
 

2. It has not been demonstrated that there are not reasonably 
available sites appropriate for the proposed development in 
areas with a lower risk of flooding as such it has not been 
proven a site with a lower risk of flooding cannot 
accommodate the proposal. The proposal has not 
demonstrated it will not reduce the capacity of the flood plain 
to store floodwater, impede the flow of floodwater or in any 
way increase the risks to life and property arising from 
flooding or reduce flood risk both on- and off-site. The 
proposal has not demonstrated adequate safe access 
and egress. The proposal has not incorporated a suitable 
SuDS scheme which is ‘landscape-led’ and connects into the 
on-site green networks as such the proposal has failed to 
demonstrated that it has adequately adapted to the impacts 
of climate change.  The proposal has therefore failed to 
demonstrate that it will not increase flood risk, contrary to 
Policy EN18 (Flooding and Sustainable Drainage Systems) of 
the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019), and paragraphs 
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170, 173-5, and 181 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (2024). 
 

3. Due to the proposal’s layout which offers no suitable 
separation distance or suitable buffer to the site edges, 
combined with the significant scale, mass and bulk of the 
proposed building, the proposal is considered to be visually 
dominant and overbearing on neighbouring properties, 
harming the outlooks to these houses and their gardens.  In 
addition, the application has failed to demonstrate the 
proposal would not result in unacceptable harm from noise, 
vehicle movements and artificial lighting to the amenities of 
neighbouring residential properties and gardens.  The 
applicant has also failed to demonstrate the proposal 
would not result in harm overshadowing or loss of light 
to the existing playground. The development is therefore 
considered to have a detrimental impact on the living 
environment of surrounding existing residential properties, 
contrary to policies CC8 (Safeguarding Amenity), EN16 
(Pollution and Water Resources) of the Reading Borough 
Local Plan (2019) and paragraphs 187 and 198 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (2024). 
 

 
6. The development has not been designed to achieve the 

BREEAM ‘Excellent’ standard (or an equivalent) for the 
entirety of the development.  Further, the design of the 
development does not take suitable opportunities to design 
for resilience to climate change, including through solar 
shading, landscaping and water run-off.  Accordingly, the 
development fails to produce a design which is appropriate in 
terms of responsible energy use, design/layout and use of 
natural resources. The proposal has also failed to provide 
adequate and well-designed space to facilitate waste 
storage, reuse, recycling and composting. The proposal 
is contrary to policies CC2 (Sustainable Design and 
Construction), CC3 (Adaptation to Climate Change) and CC5 
(Waste minimisation and storage) of the Reading Borough 
Local Plan (2019), the Council’s SPD, ‘Sustainable Design 
and Construction’ (2019) and paragraphs 161 and 166 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (2024).   
 
 

 

Informatives 

1. Plans considered and refused 
2. Positive and proactive requirement 
3. A s106 legal agreement for securing an employment and 

skills plan and the necessary works to the Public Highway 
under s278 of the Highways Act would otherwise have been 
required if approving planning permission 

 
Additional Comments Received 
 
Environment Agency  
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The previous use of the proposed development site presents a high risk of 
contamination that could be mobilised during site works and construction to pollute 
controlled waters. Controlled waters are particularly sensitive in this location because 
the proposed development site is located upon a Principal Aquifer and secondary 
aquifer A which is shallow and has can be impacted by surface water. Requesting 
additional information via pre-commencement conditions.  
 
RBC Waste Services  
 
Object- due to lack of consideration of waste disposal from the site. There is no 
reference to bin storage space on the plan nor is there a refuse strategy with 
supporting waste disposal plans for occupants of the site. 
 
Southern Gas Networks 
 
Based on the information received to date, it is not anticipated that the diversion of 
SGN's gas apparatus will be required. 
 
Additional information  
 
The applicant submitted additional information to the officer on the 26/11/2025 for the 
avoidance of doubt this information has not been taken into consideration by officers.   
 
 
Appraisal 
 
1.Land Use Principles 
 
1.1 The proposal has a total employment floor space of 4,293 sq.m. This consists of 
Building 1-3 659 sq.m, Building 4-7 828 sq.m, Building 8-9-1050 sq.m and Building 
10-11- 1756 sq.m. The GIA for both existing buildings totals to 4,683 sqm as such 
there would be a loss of employment floorspace of 850 sq.m but not a loss of 
employment land within the Core Employment Area as such is not contrary to policy 
EN3.  
 
1.2 As stated within the main agenda report, the proposal would result in new 
employment floorspace with a mix of unit sizes and uses with the inclusions of smaller 
units, which is a benefit of the scheme. The applicant’s Economic Statement states 
that the proposal could create 60 net additional employment opportunities and around 
30 full time jobs however these figures are indicative as it would depend on the future 
uses, users and types of business which occupy the units. Nevertheless, the proposal 
would generate jobs and have wider economic benefits for the borough.  
 
1.3 For the avoidance of doubt weight has been afforded to the economic and 
employment benefits of the proposal as stated within the submitted Planning 
Statement and Economic Statement. However, what these reports have failed to 
address is the proposal results in a non-conforming use on an allocated housing site 
and the additional harm of not providing housing (including affordable housing) on the 
allocated housing site or through other off-site mitigation.  At the moment, the current 
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Local Plan achieves its planned need for employment floorspace but falls short in 
terms of delivering housing (dwellings). The applicant argument for why the scheme 
should be approved relies on paragraph 127 of the NPPF which states that decisions 
need to reflect changes in the demand for land, as explained with the main agenda 
report, but the applicant has had no regard to the housing need of the borough. The 
main agenda has explained why the LPA believe the site is reasonable available and 
based on the evidence available to the LPA there is not currently an unmet 
employment need (whereas there is an unmet housing need).  
 
1.4 Further to paragraph 6.18 of the main agenda report which discusses the 
applicant’s fallback position. While it is acknowledged the existing site is within 
employment use the exact uses have not been establishes or indeed if these are even 
lawful. Please note that there is an existing coach service operating at the site and it 
has not been demonstrated this falls within a purely B8 use and that this operation is 
lawful. The site appears to be a mix of commercial, industrial and storage. However, 
it’s not clear how these uses are distributed across the site, or if the site is one planning 
unit or several. All of these are considerations when assessing any potential ‘fall back’ 
position. The applicant has referenced a ‘fall back’ position but this argument hasn’t 
been fully developed to a stage where it can be awarded weight within the planning 
balance. While the site is within employment use this does not mean that a proposed 
employment use is acceptable which is what the applicant is implying. Please note 
that should the site be intensified, this could be a material change of use it its own right 
and would require planning permission.  
 
 
2. Flooding  
 
2.1 Further to paragraph 6.22 of the main agenda report (PL/25/1191), to clarify, the 
Exception test is not required for this application. This is because the Flood risk 
vulnerability classification has not changed.  
 
2.2 In relation to paragraph 6.23 of the main agenda report the National Standards for 
sustainable drainage systems was updated on 30th July 2025. Application PL/25/1191 
was submitted 22nd August 2025 therefore it was submitted after the update took 
place, and the application should have taken these requirements into account.  
 
2.3 Paragraph 6.24 of the main agenda report discusses localised flooding further to 
this Paragraph 49 of the Flood Risk and Coastal Change section of National PPG 
(Planning Practice Guidance) states that “Where flood storage from any source of 
flooding is to be lost as a result of development, on-site level-for-level compensatory 
storage, accounting for the predicted impacts of climate change over the lifetime of the 
development, should be provided”. The applicant’s FRA states that, “Using a hydraulic 
modelling software, the attenuation required for units 1-9 is approximately 361m3, 
whilst attenuation for units 10-11 is approximately 105m3 in a 1 in 100 year plus 40% 
climate change event. The attenuation storage is provided via: Cellular storage 
crates/Permeable paving”. The information is considered insufficient to demonstrate 
that the site has acceptable flood compensation and level for level and the attenuation 
stated is achievable further information is required to demonstrate its acceptability. 
Furthermore, the submitted FRA has also not demonstrated an acceptable safe 
access and egress route which is a requirement of Paragraph 181 of the NPPF. As 
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set out in the updated Recommendation box above, this has been included within the 
refusal reasons.  
 
 
3. Neighbouring Amenities 
 
3.1 Further to paragraph 6.34 of the main agenda report the submitted 
daylight/sunlight assessment has not taken into consideration the playground located 
on Denbeigh Place. The playground is located to the north of proposed units 4-7 and 
is located adjacent to the boundary of the application site. Appendix 4 of the 
daylight/sunlight report lists the gardens and open spaces taken into consideration, 
but the playground is not listed. It has therefore not been demonstrated that the 
proposed units would not adversely impact the amount of light the playground receives 
which could result in harm to the users of the park, the refusal reasons have been 
updated to reflect this harm (amended refusal reason above). It is acknowledged that 
the playground is currently impacted in terms of light and overshowing by the existing 
built development, however this proposal would perpetuate this poor relationship.  
 
3.2 Further to paragraph 6.64 within the main agenda report which deals with the 
altered access at Meadow Road, while the altered access of Meadow Road may be 
acceptable in highway safety terms this would continue to attract unnecessary 
commercial vehicles into a residential area. Adjacent to the access lies Cox Terrace 
and Wyman Terrace, where the properties along these streets would be impacted by 
the noise and headlights from the vehicles entering the site having a degree of impact 
on their amenities. The fact remains this proposal would continue a non-confirming 
land use within this area which does result in harm to neighbouring amenities.  
 
4. Sustainability   
 
4.1 Policy CC5 states “Development should demonstrate measures to minimise the 
generation of waste in the construction, use and life of buildings and promote more 
sustainable approaches to waste management, including the reuse and recycling of 
construction waste and the promotion of layouts and designs that provide adequate, 
well-designed space to facilitate waste storage, reuse, recycling and composting”. The 
applicant’s planning statement states that “appropriate measures will be put in place 
to ensure more sustainable approaches to waste management….[these] measures 
will be agreed with the occupiers of the proposed development, prior to occupation”.  
This approach is considered insufficient, and the LPA needs to be certain that an 
adequate waste strategy is incorporated into the scheme prior to determination. It is 
considered that these matters are important consideration in the design and layout of 
a scheme to ensure these are dealt with sufficiently. Matters such as, where each unit 
would store their waste, where it would be collected from and if there is adequate 
space for the required separation of recyclables from non-recyclables remain 
unknown. In addition, should waste storage be located externally then it is not 
considered the proposed site plan can support this without significant alterations which 
would inevitably reduce the amount of soft landscaping proposed. Furthermore, the 
submitted swept path analysis has not demonstrated a refuse collection vehicle can 
access the site and successfully retrieve the waste from its collection point. These 
matters can not be dealt with via a condition as the LPA need a degree of certainty 

Page 55



that waste can be successfully and sustainable managed on the site prior to 
determination.  As shown above this has been included within the refusal reasons. 
 
5. Highways  
 
5.1 Further to paragraph 6.68 of the main agenda, Policy TR4 states that, 
"Developments will be expected to make full use of opportunities to improve access 
for cyclists to, from and within the development and to integrate cycling through the 
provision of new facilities”. The Planning Statement indicates that the proposal 
includes 24 cycle spaces however these are not shown on the proposed site plan as 
to where these are to be located or indeed if they have been incorporated into the 
scheme.  Once again if these have not been incorporated into the scheme then it is 
not considered they can be implemented without detriment to the soft landscaping 
scheme proposed.  
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