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Agenda Annex
UPDATE SHEET AND ORDER OF CONSIDERATION

Planning Applications Committee — 4" February 2026

Applications With Public Speaking

Item No.

Application Number
Application type

Address

Planning Officer presenting

Speakers:
Applicant/Agent:

8 Page 237

PL/25/0691

Outline planning permission
Land West of Kidmore End Road

Matthew Burns *UPDATE*

Malcolm Pemble (CADRA), Dan Winchester
None

Applications Without Public Speaking

Item No.

Application Number
Application type
Address

Planning Officer presenting

Item No.

Application Number
Application type

Address

Planning Officer presenting

Item No.

Application Number
Application type

Address

Planning Officer presenting

7 Page 27

PL/22/1916
Full planning permission
Former Debenhams Department Store

Ward Abbey

Matthew Burns *UPDATE*
7 Page 27 Ward Abbey
PL/22/1917

Full Planning Permission

Existing Vue Cinema Complex

Matthew Burns *UPDATE*

9 Page 315

PL/25/0835

Approval of reserved matters
Dellwood Community Hospital

Matthew Burns

Page 3

Ward Emmer Green

Ward Southcote
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Agenda Item 6

Update Report
04 February 2026

XA I
€5 Reading

THIRD QUARTER PERFORMANCE REPORT - PLANNING & BUILDING

Title CONTROL

Reason for update Incorrect data provided

Report status Public report

Report author Julie Williams Development Manager (Planning & Building Control)

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

Recommendations Note amended fee income.

Reason for update report

1.1. It has been spotted that there were two errors for the planning fee income figures
provided in Table 1b for Q2. The fee income derived from Major applications was
incorrect and thus the total fee income for that quarter was also incorrectly shown. The
corrected data in the table is shown below highlighted.

Table 1b: Fee income for Q1 & Q2 2024/25 and 2025/2026

All year Q1 Q2 Q3
Fee Income 24/25 25/26 25/26 25/26
£ £ £ £

Major Applications | 473,726 25,474 132,412 16,113
Minor Applications | 381,587 121,256 99,061 111,626

Other/Householders | 112,174 46,993 46,865 55,123
Pre-App 122,282 53,587 62,067 101,074

Miscellaneous 14,162 3,923 5,112 14,356
Totals £1,103,931 | £251,233 | £345,517 | £298,292
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Agenda Item 7

04 February 2026

Xoh i
&5 Reading

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) & 1,209sgm commercial
uses within Uses Class E and/or bar (Sui Generis Use). Reconfiguration
and change of use of up to 5,866sgm 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 sgm
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: 20" March 2023
Extension of time date: 315t March 2026

Recommendations

Amended as follows from the main agenda report:
Deletions eressed-through and additions in bold and italics

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 43/02/2026 31/03/2026 (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)
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As per the main agenda report but with following amendments:
Deletions erossed-through and additions in bold and italics

2. Affordable Housing Deferred Payment Mechanism
Details agreed as follows:
e Review trigger which will be the earlier of 80% occupancy or 12
months from Practical Completion (PC) (Review at PC is excluded)

e Profit - 12.5% on Gross Development Value of BTR dwellings and
15% on Commercial

S106 Heads of e Finance rate - 2% over base rate (increased from the agreed
Terms 4.25%) and evidenced at review
e OPEXto be evidenced at review (capped at 25%)
e Professional fees — 7% based on actual build cost and evidenced
at review
e Build Cost — full disclosure of build contract and actual build costs
incurred
e 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
e« YHP1 Benchmark Land Value - £300, 000. YHP2 Benchmark Land
Value -
ag%eed—w&h—l:PA—pest—eemnmﬁee)£7 600 000
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

Deadline

Target decision date: 20" March 2023
Extension of time date: 315t March 2026

Recommendations

Amended as follows from the main agenda report:
Deletions erossed-through and additions in bold and italics

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 43/02/2026 31/03/2026 (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
Terms

Heads

of

As per the main agenda report but with following amendments:
Deletions erossed-through and additions in bold and italics

2. Affordable Housing Deferred Payment Mechanism

Details agreed as follows:
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e Review trigger which will be the earlier of 80% occupancy or 12
months from Practical Completion (PC) (Review at PC is excluded)

e Profit - 12.5% on Gross Development Value of BTR dwellings and
15% on Commercial

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

e OPEX to be evidenced at review (capped at 25%)

e Professional fees — 7% based on actual build cost and evidenced
at review

e Build Cost — full disclosure of build contract and actual build costs
incurred

e 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

e« YHP1 Benchmark Land Value - £300, 000. YHP2 Benchmark Land
Value - : 3

ag#eed—wﬁh—l:PA—pest—eemmﬁtee) £7 600 000

Conditions As per the main agenda report

Informatives As per the main agenda report

Affordable Housing Deferred Payment Mechanism (DPM)

1.1 The 3@ December PAC update report set out the s106 Heads of Terms for the affordable
housing deferred payment mechanism (obligation no. 2) for both applications. This set
out that the benchmark land value (BLV) for the YHP2 development to be used as part of
the deferred payment mechanism for both applications was to be agreed between the
applicant and the LPA post-committee and that this would be a figure between £7,000,
000 and £8,600,000 (BLV is the value of the site without the benefit of the planning
permission sought). Since the 39 December PAC meeting this figure has been reviewed
further by RBC Valuation Officers and their viability consultant who have now confirmed
that this figure can be fixed at £7,600,000 The s106 Heads of Terms for both applications
are amended accordingly in the recommendation box at the top of this report.

Development Views

1.2 At the PAC site on 22" January there was discussion from Councillors around the visibility
of the proposed developments from the junction of Broad Street, Market Place and King
Street. The applicant has provided two indicative views of the proposed developments
one directly from this junction (view 01 as referenced below) and one from slightly further
back east along Market Place (view 02 as referenced below).

View 01 "~ View 02
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View 02 as proposed View 01 as existing

1.3 The existing and proposed indicative views above indicate that from viewpoint 01 taken
directly from Broad Street there would be no direct visibility of either proposed
development. This is as a result of tlgggdeerisc,)ity of buildings and tight street pattern and



layout of this part of the town centre which shield the proposals from street level. From
viewpoint 02 the above existing and proposed indicative views indicate that there would
some visibility of the top-most storeys of the 21 storey tower proposed as part of the YHP1
development. This view is taken from further back on the western edge of Market Place.
Larger images of the above indicative views are attached at the end of this report. The
visual impact of the proposals and impacts upon the Market Place/London Street
Conservation Area and Listed Buildings surrounding Market Place are considered within
paragraphs 2.1 to 2.4 of the 3 December PAC update report and paragraphs 7.2.68 to
7.2.71 of the 3 December main agenda PAC report. The additional view above and
visibility of the YHP1 proposal from the western edge of Market Place do not change the
officer assessment and conclusions reached in respect of these impacts which remain as
per the 3¢ December PAC main agenda and update reports.

Existing and Proposed YHP1 Heights along Yield Hall Place

14 At the PAC site visit, Councillors requested clarification of the difference in height of the
part of the YHP1 development directly fronting Yield Hall Place, compared to the existing
former Debenhams department store building to this part of the site. In response the
applicant has provided the sectional drawing along Yield Hall Place shown below which
overlays the existing and proposed buildings to this part of the YHP1 site. A larger version
of this sectional drawing is attached at the end of this report.
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Drawing showing location of the proposed YHP1 building
directly fronting Yield Hall Place
[l Proposed
B Existing
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Overlay of existing (blue outline) and proposed (red outline) YHP1 building heights to Yield Hall Place

1.5

The above sectional drawing shows that the proposed varied roofline and height of the 6,
8 and 9 storey YHP1 building to Yield Hall Place would exceed the height of the existing
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YHP1 building to this part of the site by between 2.5m at its lowest point and 10.6m at its
highest point. The officer assessment of the YHP1 building proposed along Yield Hall
Place is discussed under 7.2.39 and 7.2.42 of the 39 December PAC main agenda report
and the officer conclusions in this respect remain unchanged.

Materials

1.6 At the PAC site visit Councillors also requested further information in relation to the
proposed materials to be used in both the YHP1 and YHP2 buildings. The proposed
materials are discussed within paragraphs 7.2.43 and 7.2.46 of the 3¢ December PAC
main agenda report. The applicant has provided some further visuals in respect the
proposed materiality of the different parts of the buildings which is attached at the end of
this report.

Accessible Dwellings

1.7 Paragraph 3.17 of the main agenda advised that officers were seeking to understand from
the applicant if more detail information about the location and mix of the 11 wheelchair
user dwellings to be provided within each of the YHP1 and YHP2 developments could be
provided. The response officers have received is that at this stage of the development’s
design, the proposed plans do not specifically identify which dwellings will be designated
accessible dwellings. The applicant advises that both developments have been designed
to allow flexibility in this respect with all units being wheelchair user accessible with lift
access and corridor and doorway widths and that there are units within each size type
(eg. 1, 2 and 3 bedroom units) that are suitably sized and laid out to allow adaptation to
meet wheelchair user occupancy. As per the 3@ December main agenda PAC report
recommended condition 47 for YHP1 and condition 29 for YHP2 requires full details of at
least 11 accessible dwellings within each development to be submitted and approved by
the Local Planning Authority prior to occupation of any dwelling.

1.8 Paragraphs 3.18 of the main agenda report sets out that since the 3 December PAC
meeting the Applicant had submitted further information in respect of blue
badge/accessible parking arrangements for both developments. This information
proposes that 11 such spaces would be provided for each development, which reflect the
minimum number of accessible dwellings to be provided.

1.9 It is proposed that for YHP1 these spaces would be located on level 5 of the existing Holy
Brook car park which would result in loss of 16 standard visitor parking bays for The
Oracle. Plans showing the location of these spaces and the most direct route from the
parking spaces to the dwellings by lift is shown below. Larger versions of these drawings
are attached at the end of this report.

T T

Level 5 Gfound Floor -

18m g __ W3R

Possible bay
location

YHP1 — Proposed route from accessible parking spaces to proposed residential dwellings
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YHP1 — Proposed location of 11 accessibié: Iparking spaces to level 5 of Holy Brook Car park

1.10 For YHP2 it is proposed that these spaces would be located across levels 3, 4 and 5 in
the north eastern corner of the Riverside Car Park which would result in loss of 17
standard visitor parking bays for The Oracle. A plan showing the location of these spaces
and the most direct route from the parking spaces to the dwellings by lift is shown below.
Larger versions of these drawings are attached at the end of this report.

Ground Floor

Upper Level

Possiblg,,

¥ S

YHP2 — Pro'posed route from accessible pafking spaces to proposed residential dwellings
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YHP2 — Proposed location of accessible parking spaces to level 3 of Holy Brook Car park (spaces also

1.12

proposed to levels 4 and 5)

RBC Transport officers advise that national Department for Transport Inclusive Mobility
guidance outlines that users of accessible parking spaces should not have to travel more
than 50m to access such spaces. For YHP1 the internal route proposed from level 5 of
the Holy Brook car park to the YHP1 residential lobby would be around 48m along an
entirely covered link (18m from the spaces to the level 5 car park lift and then 30m from
the lift to the accessible entrance to the lobby). RBC Transport officers advise that for
some of the spaces furthest from the level 5 car park lift, the total distance would be
slightly over 50m. The applicant advises that residents with an accessible parking space
would be provided with an access fob to enter the mall lobby and access the lift between
the lobby and level 5 of the car park but that this would not provide access to the shopping
mall. Residents would be able to enter/exit the Holy Brook car park outside of public hours
using their access fob.

For the YHP2 proposals the route from the proposed accessible parking spaces at levels
3, 4 and 5 of the Riverside car park to the YHP2 ground floor residential lobby would be
around 45m. Given the Riverside car park is a separate building and would not be
physically connected to the proposed YHP2 development (as is the existing situation) this
route would not be fully covered, with users having to travel along the riverside (for 35m)
between the two buildings and use existing car park lifts and proposed residential lobby
lifts within YHP2. Access to the lifts at the Riverside car park is available 24/7 so no
access controls would be required.

RBC Transport officers advise that the number and location of accessible parking bays
to be provided is considered to be acceptable. As per paragraph 5.2 of the 3@ December
PAC update report, a s106 obligation is recommended for each application to secure full
details of the accessible parking provision and management arrangements, as well as to
ensure regularisation of any loss of existing visitor parking spaces at the Holy Brook and
Riverside car parks which is currently controlled by historic planning permissions and is
likely to require separate planning applications to be submitted.

Case Officer: Matt Burns
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Material Palette vicld Hal Place 2

Bay Studies of the Corner Blocks

[

——————————a

1.

Cladding and Roof
Graphite-coloured metal
cladding is proposed at upper
levels, including the roof,

to provide a consistent and
coherent appearance across
the building’s upper storeys.

Brick

The use of red brick reflects
and reinforces the historic
character of Reading, ensuring
the proposed development
responds appropriately to its
local context.

Balconies

Balconies are finished in a dark
powder-coated paint to provide
a durable and visually cohesive
appearance

Window Frame
Powder-coated window frames
in a matching graphite colour
are proposed to reinforce

the building’s contemporary
character and provide a
cohesive overall appearance.

Proposed Materials Details
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Material Palette rodium

The material palette at podium level is informed by the surrounding shopfronts
and street scene, drawing directly from the established context. The design
responds to and reflects the distinctive character of the existing mall and
riverside promenade.

1. Cladding 2. Beige Brick 3. Window Frame

-0

?
T o~

PRI

FEUER T

4. Dark Powder

Coating

ll’..r :..r..,_._.u_ m-__ -E- --

5. Red Brick

1
"

Proposed Materials Details

Page 18



Material Palette vield Hall Place 1

The buildings at Yield Hall Place utilise a material palette of red brick and
graphite-coloured metal cladding, establishing a clear dialogue between Reading’s
historic character and the contemporary architectural language of the proposed
development.

1. Dark Powder
Coating

2. Window Frame 3. Red Brick
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Proposed Materials Details
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3D Views Broad Street

View Comparison - Existing and Proposed

Proposed

The proposal is NOT visible from this location

View 071

Existing

Proposed Visual
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3D Views Broad Street

View Comparison - Existing and Proposed

View 02

Proposed

The tallest elements of the YHP1 proposal are partially visible from this location

Existing

Proposed Visual
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Elevations vield Hall Place

Height Comparisons - Existing and Proposed

B Proposed
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YHP1 — Existing Proposed Yield Hall Place Section
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Agenda Item 8

04 February 2026

£3% Reading

Borough Council

Working better with you
Title PLANNING APPLICATION UPDATE REPORT
Ward Emmer Green
Planning
Application PL/25/0691 Outline planning permission: Some matters reserved
Reference:
Site Address: Land West of Kidmore End Road, Oxfordshire, RG4 8SG
Proposed Outline planning application for the development of up to 70 homes

Development

(including affordable housing), new vehicular access, associated parking
and landscaping (all matters reserved except for access

Applicant Fairfax (Reading) Ltd and Reading Golf Club (SODC) Ltd
Report Author Matthew Burns
Deadline 08/08/2025

Recommendations | As per the main agenda report

1.1

1.2

1.3

Additional Representation Received

Since publication of the main agenda report 2 x additional objections to the application
has been received. One objection is from a resident at no. 33 Highdown Hill Road. The
objection states that the section of hedgerow required to be trimmed back to provide the
necessary visibility splay to the proposed cycle and pedestrian link from the development
to Highdown Hill Road is within their ownership and that they do not give permission for
this hedgerow to be removed.

The hedgerow being discussed extends south along Highdown Hill Road and it is the
southern end of the hedgerow that meets no. 33 Highdown Hill Road.

An updated version of the visibility splay is shown below and supersedes that shown in
figure 6 within the main agenda report and also that shown at the end of the main agenda
report). Having reviewed the redline area location plan submitted with the application, it
appears that whilst some parts of the hedgerow are located within the front/side garden
area of no. 33 the parts of hedgerow proposed to be cut back extend over and are located
within the redline application area, onto land within the applicant’s ownership or onto land
that forms part of the public highway. This reflects that declared by the applicant on the
application form when serving notice on any landowners within the application land. Land
ownership is not a material planning consideration, and it would be the responsibility of
the applicant to ensure they can fully comply with all requirements of their planning
permission and obtain other necessary permissions or consents to do so.
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As referred to in paragraph 7.38 of the main agenda report the impacted part of the
hedgerow is located within South Oxfordshire. The committee report for their application
acknowledged the loss of the small section of hedgerow and that replacement
landscaping to mitigate for this would be secured as part of a future reserved matters
application for landscaping matters related to the proposed development. Any such future
reserved matters application would be dealt with by South Oxfordshire District Council
(SODC) should the appeal be allowed by the Planning Inspectorate. The SODC officer

also recommended a condition to secure provision of the access (including visibility) splay
prior to occupation of any dwelling.

The two new objections received also raise concern over the impact of the proposed
development upon bats and other wildlife, particularly from loss of the hedge. As
discussed above the hedge is not proposed to be removed but cut back. Matters relating
to wildlife and protected species in this instance is primarily a matter for SODC and is
addressed in the South Oxfordshire committee report where the SODC Ecologist did not
object to the proposed work to the hedge. Cutting back of the small section of hedgerow
is not considered to have material adverse impacts upon bats or wildlife. The Planning
Officer at South Oxfordshire recommended condition to ensure impacts upon protected
species during construction and occupation of the development are suitably mitigated for.

The new objections received also raise concerns regarding the impact of the cutting back
of the hedgerow upon the visual amenity of Highdown Hill Road. They also raise safety
concerns regarding the use of Highdown Hill Road as a cycle, pedestrian route serving
the development. These matters are discussed within the main agenda report.

Transport and Highway Matters
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1.6

1.7

1.8

1.9

2.1

Paragraphs 7.19 to 7.28 of the main agenda report considers the highway impacts of the
proposed development and discusses the highway impact mitigation contribution sought
by way of a s106 legal agreement. Officers can provide further clarification in respect of
the highway mitigation contribution sought. The contribution of £50,000 is sought to
mitigate the impacts of the development to go towards upgrading the operating system
(MOVA) and/or improvements to the pedestrian and cycle facilities at the junction of
Peppard Road / Henley Street / Westfield Road / Prospect Street. At the 5" of November
2025 Planning Applications Committee Members discussed the adjacent authority SODC
planning application (ref. PL/25/S1431/0) and asked that the £50,000 figure should be
increased to £150,000 in comments sent to SODC. When the SODC application was
determined the £150, 000 was not agreed by the applicant or SODC given that insufficient
justification for this level of contribution had been provided.

Following that Planning Applications Committee the Transport Development Control team
have been reviewing the application to justify a higher contribution whilst applying the
National Guidance on Planning Obligations which states the following:

Planning obligations assist in mitigating the impact of unacceptable development to
make it acceptable in planning terms. Planning obligations may only constitute a
reason for granting planning permission if they meet the tests that they are necessary
to make the development acceptable in planning terms. They must be:

° necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;
. directly related to the development; and
. fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.

The proposed development would generate a total of 32 vehicle trips in the AM Peak and
38 in the PM Peak as outlined within Table 6.7 at Paragraph 7.21 of the main report.
Although not all vehicle trips generated by the development would utilise this junction the
junction assessment undertaken by the applicant has identified that the development
would have a negative impact on the operation at that junction. As identified above,
planning obligations need to be fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the
development and therefore, they should be mitigating the impact of the development only
and not addressing any existing problem on the network. Officers advise that the
contribution of £50,000 would comply with this guidance.

The Transport Development Control Team have reviewed whether the increased
contribution of £150,000 sought by Members at the 5" November Planning Applications
Committee could be utilised towards other Highway improvements. However, as outlined
at Table 6.7 at Paragraph 7.21 of the main agenda report the development will only
generate a total of 27 pedestrian and cycle trips in the AM Peak and 8 in the PM Peak,
this increase in trips would not result in an unacceptable harm on the Highway Network
and as such no further contribution above the £50,000 sought would meet the required
tests for planning obligations.

Conclusion

The maters raised in this report do not change the officer recommendation which remains
as set out in the recommendation box of the main agenda report.

Case Officer: Matt Burns
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