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PLANNING APPLICATIONS TO BE CONSIDERED

8. PL/26/0138 (FUL) - HEMDEAN Decision CAVERSHAM 39 - 102
HOUSE SCHOOL, HEMDEAN
ROAD, CAVERSHAM

Proposal: Redevelopment and demolition of buildings, erection
of 51no. retirement apartments and conversion of the
former School House to form 10no. general open
market apartments including communal facilities,
access, car parking and landscaping. The conversion
of former gate house lodge to form 1 no. general
open market dwelling.

Recommendation: Application Refused

WEBCASTING NOTICE

Please note that this meeting may be filmed for live and/or subsequent broadcast via the
Council's website. At the start of the meeting the Chair will confirm if all or part of the meeting
is being filmed. You should be aware that the Council is a Data Controller under the Data
Protection Act. Data collected during a webcast will be retained in accordance with the
Council’s published policy.

Members of the public seated in the public gallery will not ordinarily be filmed by the
automated camera system. However, please be aware that by moving forward of the pillar, or
in the unlikely event of a technical malfunction or other unforeseen circumstances, your
image may be captured. Therefore, by entering the meeting room, you are consenting
to being filmed and to the possible use of those images and sound recordings for
webcasting and/or training purposes.

Members of the public who participate in the meeting will be able to speak at an on-camera
or off-camera microphone, according to their preference.

Please speak to a member of staff if you have any queries or concerns.




GUIDE TO PLANNING APPLICATIAN®Nda Annex

1. There are many different types of applications processed by the Planning Service and
the following codes are used to abbreviate the more common types of permission
sought:

FUL - Full detailed planning permission for development or change of use
OUT - Principal of developing a site or changing a use

REM - Detailed matters “reserved matters” - for permission following approval
of an outline planning application.

HOU - Applications for works to domestic houses

ADV - Advertisement consent

APC - Approval of details required by planning conditions

VAR - Significant change to a planning permission previously granted

NMA - Insignificant change to a planning permission previously granted

ADJ - Consultation from neighbouring authority on application in their area
LBC - Works to or around a Listed Building

CLE - A certificate to confirm what the existing use of a property is

CLP - A certificate to confirm that a proposed use or development does not
require planning permission to be applied for.

REG3 - Indicates that the application has been submitted by the Local
Authority.

2. Officer reports often refer to a matter or situation as being “a material
consideration”. The following list tries to explain what these might include:

Material planning considerations can include (but are not limited to):

Overlooking/loss of privacy

Loss of daylight/sunlight or overshadowing

Scale and dominance

Layout and density of buildings

Appearance and design of development and materials proposed
Disabled persons' access

Highway safety

Traffic and parking issues

Drainage and flood risk

Noise, dust, fumes etc

Impact on character or appearance of area

Effect on listed buildings and conservation areas

Effect on trees and wildlife/nature conservation
Impact on the community and other services

Economic impact and sustainability

Government policy

Proposals in the Local Plan

Previous planning decisions (including appeal decisions)
Archaeology

There are also concerns that regulations or case law has established cannot be taken

into account.

These include:

Keytocoding

Who the applicant is/the applicant's background

Loss of views

Loss of property value

Loss of trade or increased competition

Strength or volume of local opposition

Construction noise/disturbance during development
Fears of damage to property

Maintenance of property

Boundary disputes, covenants or other property rights
Rights of way and ownerships disputes over rights of way
Personal circumstances
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Glossary of usual terms

Affordable housing - Housing provided below market price to meet identified needs.

Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) - Area where air quality levels need to be managed.
Apart-hotel - A use providing basic facilities for self-sufficient living with the amenities of a
hotel. Generally classed as C1 (hotels) for planning purposes.

Article 4 Direction - A direction which can be made by the Council to remove normal
permitted development rights.

BREEAM - A widely used means of reviewing and improving the environmental performance of
generally commercial developments (industrial, retail etc).

Brownfield Land - previously developed land.

Brown roof - A roof surfaced with a broken substrate, e.g. broken bricks.

Building line -The general line along a street beyond which no buildings project.

Bulky goods - Large products requiring shopping trips to be made by car:e.g DIY or furniture.
CIL - Community Infrastructure Levy. Local authorities in England and Wales levy a charge on
new development to be spent on infrastructure to support the development of the area.
Classified Highway Network - The network of main roads, consisting of A, B and C roads.
Conservation Area - areas of special architectural or historic interest designated by the local
authority. As designated heritage assets the preservation and enhancement of the area
carries great weight in planning permission decisions.

Control of Major Accident Hazards (COMAH) Competent Authority - The Control of Major
Accident Hazards Regulations 1999 (COMAH) and their amendments 2005, are the enforcing
regulations within the United Kingdom. They are applicable to any establishment storing or
otherwise handling large quantities of industrial chemicals of a hazardous nature. Types of
establishments include chemical warehousing, chemical production facilities and some
distributors.

Dormer Window - Located in the roof of a building, it projects or extends out through the
roof, often providing space internally.

Dwelling- A single housing unit - a house, flat, maisonette etc.

Evening Economy A term for the business activities, particularly those used by the public,
which take place in the evening such as pubs, clubs, restaurants and arts/cultural uses.
Flood Risk Assessment - A requirement at planning application stage to demonstrate how
flood risk will be managed.

Flood Zones - The Environment Agency designates flood zones to reflect the differing risks of
flooding. Flood Zone 1 is low probability, Flood Zone 2 is medium probability, Flood Zone 3a
is high probability and Flood Zone 3b is functional floodplain.

Granny annexe - A self-contained area within a dwelling house/ the curtilage of a dwelling
house but without all the facilities to be self contained and is therefore dependent on the
main house for some functions. It will usually be occupied by a relative.

Green roof - A roof with vegetation on top of an impermeable membrane.

Gross floor area - Total floor area of the house, including all floors and garage, measured
externally.

Hazardous Substances Consent - Consent required for the presence on, over, or under land
of any hazardous substance in excess of controlled quantity.

Historic Parks and Gardens - Parks and gardens of special historic interest, designated by
English Heritage.

Housing Association - An independent not-for-profit body that provides low-cost "affordable
housing” to meet specific housing needs.

Infrastructure - The basic services and facilities needed for the smooth running of a
community.

Lifetime Home - A home which is sufficiently adaptable to allow people to remain in the
home despite changing circumstances such as age or disability.

Listed building - Buildings of special architectural or historic interest. Consent is required
before works that might affect their character or appearance can be undertaken. They are
divided into Grades I, Il and II*, with | being of exceptional interest.

Local Plan - The main planning document for a District or Borough.

Luminance - A measure of the luminous intensity of light, usually measured in candelas

per square metre.

Major Landscape Feature - these are identified and protected in the Local Plan for being of
local significance for their visual and amenity value
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Public realm - the space between and within buildings that is publicly accessible, including
streets, squares, forecourts, parks and open spaces whether publicly or privately owned.
Scheduled Ancient Monument - Specified nationally important archaeological sites.

Section 106 agreement - A legally binding agreement or obligation entered into by the local
authority and a land developer over an issue related to a planning application, under Section
106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

Sequential approach A method of considering and ranking the suitability of sites for
development, so that one type of site is considered before another. Different sequential
approaches are applied to different uses.

Sui Generis - A use not specifically defined in the use classes order (2004) - planning
permission is always needed to change from a sui generis use.

Sustainable development - Development to improve quality of life and protect the
environment in balance with the local economy, for now and future generations.
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS) - This term is taken to cover the whole range of
sustainable approaches to surface water drainage management.

Tree Preservation Order (TPO) - An order made by a local planning authority in respect of
trees and woodlands. The principal effect of a TPO is to prohibit the cutting down, uprooting,
topping, lopping, wilful damage or wilful destruction of trees without the LPA’s consent.
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Guide to changes to the Use Classes Order in England.

Changes of use within the same class are not development.

Use Class up to 31 Use Class from 1

Use August 2020 September 2020
Shop - not more than 280sgm mostly selling
essential goods, including food and at least 1Tkm  |A1 F.2
from another similar shop
Shop A1 E
Financial & professional services (not medical) A2 E
Café or restaurant A3 E
Pub, wine bar or drinking establishment A4 Sui generis
Takeaway A5 Sui generis
Office other than a use within Class A2 B1a E
Research & development of products or processes B1b E
For any industrial process (which can be carried
out in any residential area without causing B1c E
detriment to the amenity of the area)
Industrial B2 B2
Storage or distribution B8 B8
Hotels, boarding & guest houses C1 C1
Residential institutions C2 C2
Secure residential institutions C2a C2a
Dwelling houses C3 C3
Small house in multiple occupation 3-6 residents |C4 C4
Clinics, health centres, creches, day nurseries, D1 E
day centre
Schools, non-residential education & training
centres, museums, public libraries, public halls, |D1 F.1
exhibition halls, places of worship, law courts
Cinemas, theatres, concert halls, bingo halls and . .
D2 Sui generis

dance halls
Gymnasiums, indoor recreations not involving

. . ) D2 E
motorised vehicles or firearms
Hall or meeting place for the principal use of the D2 F 2

local community

Indoor or outdoor swimming baths, skating
rinks, and outdoor sports or recreations not D2 F.2
involving motorised vehicles or firearms
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Agenda ltem 1

PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - 29 APRIL 2026

Present: Councillor Gavin (Chair), Davies (Vice-Chair), Ennis, Goss,
Hornsby-Smith, Leng, Lovelock, McCann, Moore, Rowland, Tarar,
Williams and Yeo.
RESOLVED ITEMS
66. MINUTES

The Minutes of the meeting held on 4 March 2026 were agreed as a correct record and
signed by the Chair.

67. QUESTIONS

Tony Page asked the following question of the Chair of the Planning Applications
Committee:

Proposal for Naming of Sir John Madejski Way

“Following the recent reply by Councillor Ennis to me at Policy Committee on 13 April 2026,
(set out below), would the Chair of the Planning Applications Committee confirm that a full
report will be brought to Planning Applications Committee in June to allow the Planning
Applications Committee, if it deems appropriate, to consider passing the necessary
resolution to add the name ‘Sir John Madejski Way’ to all or parts of the A33 Relief Road?”

READING BOROUGH COUNCIL

POLICY COMMITTEE 13 APRIL 2026

PUBLIC QUESTION NO. 1

Tony Page to ask the Lead Councillor for Climate Strategy and Transport:

Proposal for Naming of Sir John Madejski Way

The Lead Member for Climate Strategy and Transport will recollect that the full
Council on 24 June 2025 unanimously agreed his resolution following the disgraceful
decision of the Greenshaw Trust to remove Sir John's name from the John Madejski
Academy.

In light of the final sentence of the resolution (see full text below), which resolves to
seek alternative means by which his legacy to our town can be preserved, will he
now initiate steps to name the A33 Relief Road, from its junction with the IDR to
Junction 11, as Sir John Madejski Way?
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - 29 APRIL 2026

[The following motion was moved by Councillor Ennis and seconded by Councillor
Barnett-Ward and CARRIED:

Resolved —

This Council is pleased that the ownership of Reading Football Club has been
secured and we place on record our thanks and appreciation to the supporters, local
MPs and organisations, such as the Sell Before We Dai campaign, led by Caroline
Parker and Sarah Turner, Chair of STAR. It is their sheer commitment and energy
that has saved our football club and it is right and fitting that we have a civic
reception for the leaders of the campaign to save Reading Football Club as a thanks
from the people of Reading.

We should also place on record our thanks to Sir John Madejski, a Freeman of the
Borough, for his philanthropic work over the decades to make Reading a better
place. Reading has benefitted from the work and generosity of Sir John Madejski
with the building of the new football stadium in 1998, the establishment of the John
Madejski gallery at the Reading museum in 1999 and the creation of the John
Madejski Academy in 2006.

This Council notes with dismay the announcement by the Greenshaw Trust’s to
remove Sir John’s name from the Academy that he funded and of which he is rightly
proud. It strongly disapproves of this attempt to airbrush from history the contribution
to Reading of Sir John Madejski and resolves to seek alternative means by which his
legacy to our town can be preserved.]

REPLY by Councillor Ennis (Lead Councillor for Climate Strategy and Transport):

As Council noted in its Motion on 24 June 2025, Sir John Madejski worked for
decades to make Reading a better place, which has also been acknowledged by this
Council through the award of the Honorary Freeman title.

| therefore welcome the question and the suggestion for further recognising the
contributions that Sir John has made to Reading, which has a particular connection
to sport and culture and | understand why renaming a street, particularly one as
significant as the A33 Relief Road, is a positive way to recognise these contributions.

The Council’s Street Naming and Numbering Protocol requires any street renaming
to be formally approved by the Planning Applications Committee, following
consultation with Ward Councillors and local occupiers.

I will be receiving further briefings from officers on this process and to assess the
implications for making these changes before a report is taken forward. As part of
this process consideration will be given to any other options which could give
appropriate recognition to the contribution Sir John has made to the town.

REPLY by the Chair of the Planning Applications Committee (Councillor Gavin):

2
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - 29 APRIL 2026

“Thank you to Tony Page for his question and reminding us of the commitment made at full
Council in June 2025 to find an appropriate and lasting way to mark the very considerable
contribution Sir John Madjeski has made to this town and the further commitment made at
Policy Committee on 13 April 2026 to initiate a consultation on the re-naming, (and as you
have pointed out it isn’t the ‘re-naming of’ it is the ‘naming of because actually it currently
does not have a name and so that should be the ‘naming of’) the A33 to ‘Sir John Madjeski

J

Way'.

| can confirm that a consultation with the 90 plus businesses along the A33 will commence
after the local elections; this will be followed by consultation with the Ward Councillors of
Coley, Katesgrove and Whitley wards. However, the timetable will not allow for a thorough
consultation to be completed and for any responses to be fully considered, and a report
prepared in time for the Planning Applications Committee meeting on 3 June as requested
in your question. But | can assure you it is our intention to bring a report to a Planning
Committee in the early Autumn.”

Tony Page asked the following supplementary question of the Chair of the Planning
Applications Committee:

“l do think that it is important that we do establish the fact that the A33 relief road does not
have a name. Apparently, there are some officers who contend that it is named and that
needs clearly to be put to bed one way or the other. If there is a consultation, as you have
set out, | would be grateful if you could confirm that it would be on the basis of a positive
proposal to add the name ‘Sir John Madjeski Way’ and, lastly, bearing in mind, Chair, that
Sir John was 85 yesterday, it would be nice to get this done whilst he is still with us. Would
you not agree?”

REPLY by the Chair of the Planning Applications Committee (Councillor Gavin):

“Thank you Mr Page. | can confirm all of the points you have made and agree that we try
and do this in as speedy but thorough a way as possible, so that we can get this sorted as
soon as possible. So thank you for your question. Thank you for reminding us. Thank you.”

68. POTENTIAL SITE VISITS FOR COMMITTEE ITEMS

The Committee considered a report setting out a schedule of applications to be considered
at future meetings of the Committee to enable Councillors to decide which sites, if any, they
wished to visit prior to determining the relevant applications. The report also listed
previously agreed site visits which were yet to take place.

It was clarified at the meeting that a site visit in respect of application PL/26/0138 Hemdean
House School, Hemdean Road, Caversham was being recommended by officers. Officers
also reported at the meeting that a Reserved Matters application for plots A, B and D
Station Hill had been received on 27 March 2026 — PL/26/0415 refers — and that it was also
proposed that a site visit be undertaken prior to the application being considered at the next
Committee meeting.
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - 29 APRIL 2026

At the meeting it was also proposed by the Committee that a site visit be arranged for the
following application — PL/26/0277 - Garden of 80 Whitley Wood Road.

Resolved -
That the following applications be the subject of accompanied site visits:

PL/26/0138 (FUL) — Hemdean House School, Hemdean Road, Caversham
Redevelopment and demolition of buildings, erection of 51no. retirement apartments
and conversion of the former School House to form 10no. general open market
apartments including communal facilities, access, car parking and landscaping. The
conversion of former gate house lodge to form 1 no. general open market
dwelling.

PL/26/0415 (REM) — Plots A, B and D Station Hill

Reserved Matters application pursuant to Outline Planning Permission ref. 192032
for the development of Plots A, B and D at Station Hill, Reading, comprising the
erection of two buildings to provide residential units (Use Class C3), including
affordable housing, ground floor flexible commercial units (Use Class E), resident
amenity space, associated landscaping and public realm works, including Station Hill
Gardens and to Station Hill Square, new pedestrian routes, cycle parking, servicing,
refuse storage, plant and ancillary infrastructure, with all associated works.
Discharge of conditions which are triggered with the Reserved Matters Application
including Conditions 54(iii), 63, 75, 76, 86, 94, 95, 96, 99, 107 and 112.

PL/26/0277 (FUL) — Garden of 80 Whitley Wood Road

Change of use of rear garden of No.80 from residential (C3) to a mixed use (sui
generis) residential and childcare nursery with the erection of two outbuildings used
to accommodate 15 FTE childcare spaces (Retrospective).

69. PLANNING APPEALS

The Committee received a report on notifications received from the Planning Inspectorate
on planning appeals registered with them or decisions made and providing summary
reports on appeal decisions of interest to the Committee.

Appendix 1 to the report set out details of three new appeals lodged since the last
Committee. Appendix 2 to the report set out details of the outcomes of eight appeals that
had been decided since the last Committee.

An update report was tabled at the meeting setting out officers’ comments in response to
the outcome of the appeal concerning Trinity Hall, South Street, as listed in Appendix 2,
which had been allowed by the Planning Inspectorate.

At the meeting it was reported that a further two new appeals had been lodged on 29 April

2026 and that, since publication of the report, the Council had been notified of the
outcomes of a further two appeals. Details would be reported at the next meeting.
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - 29 APRIL 2026

Resolved -
(1)  That the new appeals, as set out in Appendix 1, be noted;

(2) That the outcome of the recently determined appeals, as set out in
Appendix 2 and the update report, be noted.

70. ANNUAL DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE - 2025-26

The Committee received a report on the work and performance of the Planning
Development Management Team over the last year (1 April 2025 to 31 March 2026) with a
comparison to previous years.

The Committee placed on record its thanks to Planning Officers for the consistent high
quality of their work, noting in particular the quality of planning decisions, as demonstrated
by the appeal outcome numbers for the 2025-26 year.

Resolved —

(1)  That the report be noted;

(2) That the Committee place on record its thanks to Planning Officers for
the consistent high quality of their work.

71. RESPONSES TO NATIONAL PLANNING CONSULTATIONS
The Committee received a report outlining four national planning consultations that were
either currently underway or were about to or had recently closed. The report set out the

Council’s proposed or submitted responses to each as follows:

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

The report stated that the Government had published a draft, substantially revised NPPF for
consultation which had run between 16 December 2025 and 10 March 2026. Due to the
scale of the consultation and the time and resource constraints arising from Local Plan
Partial Update hearings, officers had submitted the Council’s consultation response under
delegated authority. A copy of the consultation response which had been submitted by
officers and which addressed those questions considered to be of relevance to Reading
was attached to the report at Appendix 1.

Planning Committee Reform

The report explained that a technical consultation on proposals to reform planning
committees had been published in May 2025 and that the Government had since published
its response to that consultation, and had commenced a further consultation on proposed
draft regulations, provisionally titled ‘The Town and Country Planning (Discharge of Local
Planning Authority Functions) (England) Regulations 2026’, together with accompanying
guidance. The report summarised the key elements of the proposed Regulations

5
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - 29 APRIL 2026

The consultation on the draft regulations had closed prior to the Committee meeting.
Consequently, the Council’s response had been prepared by officers, agreed with the
Planning Applications Committee Chair, Vice Chair and the Lead Councillor for Planning
and Assets, and had been submitted on 23 April 2026.

An update report was tabled at the meeting that set out the response that the Council had
submitted to the consultation.

Consulting the Secretary of State

The report stated that a consultation was underway on proposals to expand the list of
instances whereby Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) were required to consult the
Secretary of State in certain circumstances for certain types of planning application. The
report set out the key points that officers proposed should be included in the Council’s
response to the Secretary of State and sought approval to submit a response based on
those points by the 4 May 2026 consultation deadline.

An update report was tabled at the meeting that set out the Council’s proposed response to
the consultation for approval for submission.

Fees for Planning Applications

The report stated that a technical consultation was underway on a National Default Fee
Schedule which related to the ability within the Planning and Infrastructure Act 2025 for
LPAs to set their own fees. The report explained that where local fees were not set national
default fees applied and that it was these default fees that were the subject of the current
consultation. The report summarised the proposals set out within the consultation to
increase the application fees for certain types of common applications. The consultation
also included guidance around the basis for LPAs to set fees locally.

The report set out the key points that officers proposed should be included in the Council’s
response to the consultation and sought approval to submit a response based on those
points by the 16 May 2026 consultation deadline.

An update report was tabled at the meeting that set out the Council’s proposed response to
the consultation for approval for submission.

Resolved —

(1)  That the response submitted to the National Planning Policy Framework
consultation, as set out in Appendix 1 to the report, be noted;

(2) That the response submitted to the consultation on Planning Committee
Reform, as set out in the Update Report, be noted,;

(3) That the proposed response to the consultation on Consulting the

Secretary of State, as set out in the Update Report, be approved;

6
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - 29 APRIL 2026

(4) That the proposed response to the consultation on Fees for Planning
Applications, as set out in the Update Report, be approved.

72. PL/26/0275 - PROPOSED POLLARDING OF FOUR WILLOW TREES AT ROSE
KILN LANE / LAUD CLOSE

The Committee received a report on the proposed pollarding of four willow trees, which
were subject to a Tree Preservation Order (TPO), located on Council-owned land adjacent
to the Holy Brook, to the west of the A33/east of Rose Kiln Lane and to the south of Laud
Street. The trees were identified as being within area G5 on plan TPO 2/05, a copy of which
was included at Appendix 1. Photographs of the trees were provided at Appendix 2.

The report stated that the proposed works, which were to pollard the four trees to two
metres above ground level, were necessary to appropriately manage the risk the trees
presented to the nearby watercourse and to enable their retention as part of the tree-lined
feature along the Holy Brook. No objections or comments had been received in response to
the public notice, and the report recommended that the works be approved.

At the meeting, concern was raised that the proposed tree works were likely to disturb rats
which could cause a nuisance to nearby residential properties. It was therefore agreed that
an informative be added requiring consultation with the Council’s Environmental Protection
Team regarding potential pest control measures prior to the commencement of works.

Resolved —

That the proposed tree works be approved, subject to addition of an
informative requiring consultation with the Council’s Environmental Protection
Team regarding the consideration of appropriate pest control measures prior
to the commencement of works.

73. PL/24/0846 (FUL) - NAPIER COURT, NAPIER ROAD
The Committee received a report on the above application.

An update report was tabled at the meeting following the receipt of revised drawings,
documents and rebuttals submitted by the applicant on 28 April 2026. A list of the newly
submitted plans and supporting documents was included within the update report, and the
update report set out additional information on Section 106 obligations.

A verbal update was provided at the meeting advising the Committee that, as set out in the
update report, the applicant had submitted revised plans and supporting documents the day
prior to the meeting. Officers reported that the amendments to the application were minor
and included the removal of the proposed servicing bay on Napier Road, the removal of
tree planters from the Mass Rapid Transit reserved strip (to be replaced with a grass verge)
and the provision of additional cycle parking.
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES - 29 APRIL 2026

Officers reported that there had been limited time to fully review the additional submitted
information. However, having assessed the documentation over the preceding 24 hours, it
was officers’ opinion that the revisions did not adequately address or overcome the reasons
for refusal, with the exception of reason 5 that related to cycle parking provision. Officers
confirmed that the updated information demonstrated that adequate cycle parking could be
accommodated within the development and therefore recommended that reason for refusal
number 5 be withdrawn.

The Committee was further advised that, as set out in the update report, the applicant had
indicated agreement in principle to the provide certain infrastructure contributions and
mitigation works. However, these had not been secured through a completed Section 106
agreement and, in the absence of such an agreement, officers recommended the other
reasons for refusal remained.

Officers also requested that, as set out in the original report, should the Committee resolve
to refuse planning permission, authority be delegated to the Assistant Director of Planning,
Transport and Public Protection Services to amend, remove, or add to the reasons for
refusal as deemed necessary following the further detailed review of the newly-submitted
documentation.

Comments and objections were received and considered.
Resolved —

(1)  That application PL/24/0846/FUL be refused planning permission for the
reasons set out in the original report with the informatives as
recommended, subject to the deletion of reason for refusal 5 (cycle
parking provision);

(2) That the Assistant Director of Planning, Transport and Public Protection
Services be authorised to amend, remove or add to the reasons for
refusal following the consideration of any revised plans or documents
submitted by the applicant.

At the end of the meeting, the Committee recorded its thanks to Councillor Lovelock, who
was standing down as a Councillor, for her years of service on the Committee, including as
Chair.

(The meeting started at 6.30 pm and closed at 7.30 pm)
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Planning 4.
Applications v

i Reading

Committee Borough Council

03 June 2026 Working better with you
Title POTENTIAL SITE VISITS FOR COMMITTEE ITEMS
Purpose of the report | To make a decision

Report status Public report

Executive Director/

Statutc_>ry_0ff_|cer Emma Gee

Commissioning

Report

Report author Mark Worringham, Planning Policy Manager and Acting

Development Manager (Planning & Building Control)

Lead Councillor

Councillor Micky Leng, Lead Councillor for Planning and
Assets

Council priority

Not applicable, but still requires a decision

Recommendations

The Committee is asked to:

1. note this report and any officer recommendations for site
visits.

2. confirm if there are other sites Councillors wish to visit
before reaching a decision on an application.

3. confirm if the site(s) agreed to be visited will be arranged

and accompanied by officers or can be unaccompanied
but with a briefing note provided by the case officer.

1.1

2.2

Executive Summary

To identify those sites where, due to the sensitive or important nature of the
proposals, Councillors are advised that a Site Visit would be appropriate before the
matter is presented at Committee and to confirm how the visit will be arranged. A list
of potential sites is appended with a note added to say if recommended for a site visit
or not.

The Proposal

A site visit helps if a proposed development and context is difficult to visualise from
the plans and supporting material or to better understand concerns or questions
raised by a proposal.

Appendix 1 of this report provides a list of, mainly major, applications recently
received that may be presented to Committee for a decision and which Officers
consider Councillors would benefit from visiting to inform decision making. If agreed,
you will be advised whether the visit should be accompanied or not and then later
advised of a date when Officers are ready to bring a report to Committee. Appendix 2
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2.3

24

2.5

2.6

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

lists those sites that have previously been agreed by Committee should be visited
before making a decision.

Accompanied site visits are appropriate when access to private land is necessary to
appreciate matters raised. These visits will be arranged and attended by officers on
the designated date and time. Applicants and objectors may observe the process and
answer questions when asked but lobbying is discouraged. A site visit is an
information gathering opportunity to inform decision making.

Unaccompanied site visits are appropriate when the site can be easily seen from
public areas and allow Councillors to visit when convenient to them. In these
instances, the case officer will provide a briefing note on the application and the main
issues to assist when visiting the site.

Often it is during consideration of a report on a planning application that it becomes
apparent that Councillors would benefit from visiting a site to assist in reaching the
correct decision. In these instances, Officers or Councillors may request a deferral to
allow a visit to be carried out.

It is also possible for officers to suggest, or Councillors to request, a visit to a
completed development to assess its quality.

Contribution to Strategic Aims

The Council Plan has established five priorities for the years 2025/28. These priorities
are:

Promote more equal communities in Reading

Secure Reading’s economic and cultural success

Deliver a sustainable and healthy environment and reduce our carbon footprint
Safeguard and support the health and wellbeing of Reading’s adults and children
Ensure Reading Borough Council is fit for the future

abRhwN=

In delivering these priorities, we will be guided by the following set of principles:

Putting residents first

Building on strong foundations

Recognising, respecting, and nurturing all our diverse communities
Involving, collaborating, and empowering residents

Being proudly ambitious for Reading

aRrON=

Full details of the Council Plan and the projects which will deliver these priorities are
published on the Council’'s website - Council plan - Reading Borough Council. These
priorities and the Council Plan demonstrate how the Council meets its legal obligation
to be efficient, effective and economical.

The processing of planning applications contributes to delivering a sustainable and
healthy environment and helping the economic, cultural and vibrant success for
Reading Borough.

The processing of planning applications contributes to creating a healthy environment
with thriving communities and helping the economy within the Borough, identified as
the themes of the Council’'s Corporate Plan.

Environmental and Climate Implications

The Council declared a Climate Emergency at its meeting on 26 February 2019
(Minute 48 refers).
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4.2 The Planning Service uses policies to encourage developers to build and use
properties responsibly by making efficient use of land and using sustainable materials
and building methods.

5. Community Engagement
5.1 Statutory neighbour consultation takes place on planning applications.
6. Equality Implications

6.1 Under the Equality Act 2010, Section 149, a public authority must, in the exercise of its
functions, have due regard to the need to—

1. eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is
prohibited by or under this Act;

2. advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it;

3. foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it.

6.2 It is considered that an Equality Impact Assessment (EIA) is not relevant to the
decision on whether sites need to be visited by Planning Application Committee. The
decision will not have a differential impact on people with the protected
characteristics of; age, disability, gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity,
race, religion or belief, sex (gender) or sexual orientation.

7. Legal Implications
71 None arising from this report.
8. Financial Implications

8.1 The cost of site visits is met through the normal planning service budget and
Councillor costs.

9. Timetable for Implementation

9.1 Site visits are normally scheduled for the Thursday prior to committee. Planning
Administration team sends out notification emails when a site visit is arranged.

10. Background Papers
10.1 There are none.
Appendices

Appendix 1 - Potential Site Visits. List of applications received that may be
presented to Committee for a decision in due course
e None

Appendix 2 - Previously Agreed Site Visits with date of PAC when requested:

e PL/26/0138, Hemdean House School — agreed by PAC on 29 April 2026 that an
accompanied site visit be arranged.

o PL/26/0415, Station Hill — agreed by PAC on 29 April 2026 that an accompanied
site visit be arranged.

e PL/26/0277, Garden of 80 Whitley Wood Road — agreed by PAC on 29 April 2026
that an accompanied site visit be arranged.
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Agenda Item 5

Planning
Applications &

a7 Reading

Committee Borough Council

03 June 2026 - -
Working better with you

Title PLANNING APPEALS

Purpose of the report |To note the report for information

Report status Public report

Mark Worringham, Planning Policy Manager and Acting
Report author Development Manager (Planning & Building Control)
Lead Councillor Councillor Micky Leng, Lead Councillor for Planning and Assets

Corporate priority

Inclusive Economy

Recommendations

The Committee is asked:

1. To note the report.

1.1

3.2

Executive Summary

To advise Committee on notifications received from the Planning Inspectorate on
planning appeals registered with them or decision made and to provide summary
reports on appeal decisions of interest the Planning Applications Committee.

Information provided

Please see Appendix 1 of this report for new appeals lodged since the last
committee.

Please see Appendix 2 of this report for appeals decided since the last committee
with summary reports provided.

Contribution to Strategic Aims

The Council Plan has established five priorities for the years 2025/28. These
priorities are:

1. Promote more equal communities in Reading

2. Secure Reading’s economic and cultural success

3. Deliver a sustainable and healthy environment and reduce our carbon footprint

4. Safeguard and support the health and wellbeing of Reading’s adults and children
5. Ensure Reading Borough Council is fit for the future

In delivering these priorities, we will be guided by the following set of principles:

1. Putting residents first

2. Building on strong foundations

3. Recognising, respecting, and nurturing all our diverse communities
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3.3

6.2

4. Involving, collaborating, and empowering residents
5. Being proudly ambitious for Reading

Defending planning appeals made against planning decisions contributes to creating
a sustainable and healthy environment with supported communities and helping the
economy within the Borough as identified as the priorities within the Council Plan.

Environmental and Climate Implications

The Council declared a Climate Emergency at its meeting on 26 February 2019
(Minute 48 refers).

The Planning Service uses policies to encourage developers to build and use
properties responsibly by making efficient use of land and using sustainable materials
and building methods.

Community Engagement

Planning decisions are made in accordance with adopted local development plan
policies, which have been adopted by the Council following public consultation.
Statutory consultation also takes place on planning applications and appeals, and
this can have bearing on the decision reached by the Secretary of State and his
Inspectors. Copies of appeal decisions are held on the public Planning Register (lists
of applications viewable on our website).

Equality Implications

Under the Equality Act 2010, Section 149, a public authority must, in the exercise of
its functions, have due regard to the need to—

1. eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is
prohibited by or under this Act.

2. advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it.

3. foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it.

It is considered that an Equality Impact Assessment (EIA) is not relevant to the
decision on whether sites need to be visited by Planning Application Committee. The
decision will not have a differential impact on people with the protected
characteristics of; age, disability, gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity,
race, religion or belief, sex (gender) or sexual orientation.

Legal Implications

Public Inquiries are normally the only types of appeal that involve the use of legal
representation. Only applicants have the right to appeal against refusal or non-
determination and there is no right for a third party to appeal a planning decision.

Financial Implications

Public Inquiries and Informal Hearings are more expensive in terms of officer and
appellant time than the Written Representations method. Either party can be liable to
awards of costs. More guidance about costs awards is in MCHLG’s Planning Practice
Guidance.

Timetable for Implementation
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Not applicable.

10 Background Papers

There are none.

Appeals Lodged:

WARD:

APPEAL NO:

CASE NO:
ADDRESS:

PROPOSAL:

WARD:

APPEAL NO:

CASE NO:
ADDRESS:

PROPOSAL:

WARD:

APPEAL NO:

CASE NO:
ADDRESS:

PROPOSAL.:

WARD:

APPEAL NO:

CASE NO:
ADDRESS:

PROPOSAL:

WARD:

APPEAL NO:

CASE NO:
ADDRESS:

PROPOSAL:

WARD:

APPEAL NO:

CASE NO:
ADDRESS:

PROPOSAL:

WARD:

APPEAL NO:

APPENDIX 1

Caversham

6007941

PL/25/1010

Land between 75 and 99 Star Road, Caversham, Reading
Construction of a terrace of four 3-bedroom 2.5 storey dwellings,
parking, and hard and soft landscaping.

Coley

6008475

PL/25/1803

4 Prospect Street, Reading

Retrospective application for the replacement roof tiles

Katesgrove

6008519

PL/26/0232

Regents Gate, 25-41 Crown Street, Reading, RG1 2PQ

Change of use of existing building from Class E (offices) to C3
(dwelling houses) to comprise 29 new apartments. Prior Notification
under Class MA, Part 3 of Schedule 2 of the Town and Country
Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015.

Caversham

6009000

PL/25/0533

2 Priest Hill, Caversham, Reading, RG4 7RZ

Erection of a free standing fitness studio [Section 73 application to
vary conditions 2 (approved details) condition 3 (materials) and 5
(restrictive use) of planning permission reference PL/23/0662].

Redlands

6009767

PL/26/0147

69 London Road, Reading, RG1 5BW

Erection of digital display advertising device (2.4m x 1.23m)

Norcot

6009902

PL/25/1673

5 Stoneham Close, Tilehurst, Reading, RG30 4HB

New dwelling to the rear of No.5, replacing existing garage, including
parking and landscaping

Abbey
6009959
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CASE NO:
ADDRESS:
PROPOSAL:

Appeals Decided:

WARD:
APPEAL NO:
CASE NO:
ADDRESS:
PROPOSAL:

CASE OFFICER:
METHOD:
DECISION:

PL/25/0395

13-15 Station Road, Reading

Change of use from office (Class E) to 7 residential units (Class C3) at
part basement floor, part-ground floor and first to fourth floor levels,
cycle storage facilities at rear ground floor level and replacement
rooftop mechanical plant

APPENDIX 2
Katesgrove
APP/E0345/W/25/3376563
PL/24/1079

Trinity Hall, South Street, Reading, RG1 4QU

Change of use of existing building and extensions to provide 18
apartments.

Ethne Humphreys

Hearing

Allowed

Reported as an update report to 29 April PAC

WARD:
APPEAL NO:
CASE NO:
ADDRESS:

PROPOSAL:
CASE OFFICER:

METHOD:
DECISION:

Thames

APP/E0345/D/25/ 3376733 & 6002475

PL/25/1356 & PL/25/1351

Pavement o/s Great Brigham Mead, Caversham Road, Reading, RG1
8DJ

The proposed installation of 1no. BT Street Hub and removal of
associated existing BT payphone(s).

Gary Miles

Written Representations

Dismissed

These are part of a series of BT Street Hub appeals and we will report on these collectively
when all decisions are received.

WARD:
APPEAL NO:
CASE NO:
ADDRESS:
PROPOSAL:

CASE OFFICER:
METHOD:
DECISION:

Katesgrove

6002488

PL/25/1228

Land Rear of 81 London Street, Reading RG1 4QA

Temporary change of use from private parking to commercial car park
for up to 3 years

Anthony Scholes

Written Representations

Allowed

The Inspector agreed that the proposed development would be a poor addition to the rear of
the listed building, and within the conservation area, and that the long term change of use to
a private car park would be harmful. The Inspector approved the development only on a
short term basis (3-years). The proposal did not include the yellow signage which is
ubiquitous to the originally proposed operator, nor did it include any works, other than line
marking (i.e. signage). The conditions did require security measures, including lighting to be
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approved by the LPA prior to commencent. It is noted that the original applicant, ‘NCP’, has
since fallen into administration, and therefore the prospect of the permission being
implemented is not clear.

WARD: Caversham

APPEAL NO: 6002434 & 3376710

CASE NO: PL/25/1352 & PL/25/1357

ADDRESS: Pavement o/s 29 Church Street, Reading, RG4 8BA
PROPOSAL.: The proposed installation of 1no. BT Street Hub and removal of

associated existing BT payphone(s).
CASE OFFICER: Gary Miles
METHOD: Written Representations
DECISION: Allowed

These are part of a series of BT Street Hub appeals and we will report on these collectively
when all decisions are received.

WARD: Caversham Heights

APPEAL NO: APP/E0345/W/25/3376303

CASE NO: PL/25/0422

ADDRESS: 92 Albert Road, Caversham, Reading, RG4 7PL
PROPOSAL: Erection of detached dwelling

CASE OFFICER: Louise Fuller

METHOD: Written Representations

DECISION: Dismissed

Overall, this is a pleasing decision, that supported the reasons for refusal. The Inspector
gave great weight and consideration to the provision of suitable outdoor space for residents,
and found great harm from the arrangement of the outdoor space, and impacts on the space
from shade provided by trees, and potential pressure to prune said trees and the impact on
the character of the area from such pruning (a number of trees are subject of TPO’s). The
Inspector re-affirmed the inability to provide a biodiversity net gain within private residential
gardens, and that the onus remains on Applicant’s to demonstrate compliance with
mandatory biodiversity net gain requirements. Though the Inspector did not agree with the
harm identified by officers with the design and plot coverage. It would not appear possible to
overcome all other issues with a dwelling in the location, and at the scale currently proposed.
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Agenda Item 6

Committee

Planning Applications ‘v!'jﬁy Reading

03 June 2026 Working better with you

Borough Council

Title

Annual Performance — Building Control and Development
Monitoring

Purpose of the report To note the report for information

Report status Public report

Executive Director/
Statutory Officer
Commissioning Report

Emma Gee, Executive Director Economic Growth and
Neighbourhood Services

Mark Worringham, Planning Policy Manager / Acting Development

Report author Manager (Planning & Building Control)
Lead Councillor Councillor Micky Leng, Lead Councillor for Planning and Assets
Council priority Secure Reading's economic & cultural success
Recommendations To note the report.
1. Executive summary
1.1.  To advise Committee on the following over the last year — 1 April 2025 to 31 March 2026
e The work and performance of the Building Control team;
e The results of the annual development monitoring exercise.

1.2 The report serves as an addition to the annual performance report on development management
that was discussed at Committee on 29 April (Minute 70 refers).

2. Policy context
Building Control

2.3 Local authorities have a duty under the Building Act 1984 to enforce the Building Regulations
2010 in their area. To do this they are obliged to undertake a range of functions aimed at
securing the health, safety, welfare, and convenience of people in and about buildings.

24 There has also been a series of regulatory changes brought forward by the Building Safety Act
2022, with one being the requirement for all building control surveyors to be registered, to
practice. The Building Safety Regulator has responsibility for the oversight of all building control
professionals in terms of their competence, ensuring building control teams have appropriate
levels of competence to perform their roles. In addition to this, there are operational standards,
which all building control bodies are expected to work within and report on. These operational
standards include several broad themes including:

. Systems and controls
. Risk management
° People
o Building Control functions
o Enforcement and intervention activity
2.5 Arange of key performance indicators (KPI’s) has been established to monitor performance

against these themes to ensure building control bodies are operating efficiently and effectively
and delivering their intended purpose. It should be noted the Building Safety Regulator will have
the power to intervene in cases where Building Control Bodies (including local authorities) are
failing to meet requisite standards.
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2.6

2.7

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

Development monitoring

Monitoring development in Reading is required to assess performance against policies, in
particular the Local Plan. There are a range of indicators within the plan which are generally
monitored and reported on an annual basis. Many of these are set out within the Annual
Monitoring Report, published in December each year, but the monitoring of the progress of
specific planning permissions and the total levels of development in terms of dwellings and
floorspace has been carried out and the results published.

The key figure is numbers of new dwellings completed, which is recorded as required by
paragraph 79 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF): “To maintain the supply of
housing, local planning authorities should monitor progress in building out sites which have
permission.” This is important firstly because it is an annual return that is made to government
that forms the basis of the Council’s performance against the Housing Delivery Test, which tests
delivery over a three-year period against targets, with potential consequences if delivery falls
below requirements. Secondly it also allows for the calculation of whether the Council has a five-
year supply of housing land, as required by paragraph 78 of the NPPF.

Building Control team performance

Whilst the Building Control team manages the ever-changing regulatory environment, the team
leader and the team have worked together to manage these difficulties and have made significant
improvements. As part of the drive to build stability within the team, the recruitment drive has
resulted in the appointment of a new Trainee Building Inspector with an Apprentice Inspector and
current Assistant Inspector both likely to achieve Registration as Class 2 RBI's (Results pending)
as have recently sat competency assessments.

The government has recently released funds to support a profession which they consider crucial
to their ambition of building 1.5 million warm homes whilst ensuring public safety.

The team have worked hard to ensure public safety is their key consideration, this has resulted in
an increase in informal enforcement action being taken to resolve crucial safety issues, examples
of enforcement action taken over the last quarter include the total of 240 non-compliant issues
being identified, of which:

53 fire/life safety issues

34 related to moisture ingress/damp/mould risks

30 related to drainage and waste disposal/ sanitary concerns
28 related to inadequate or poor insulation

17 related to inadequate ventilation

This highlights the challenges faced by the team in what is still an industry plagued with a lack of
competency of those within the industry including Contractors and Designers, this was identified in
the Governments response to the Building Control Independent Panel report:

‘Building control is not being supported by an effective wider building safety system. Building
control cannot and should not compensate for weaknesses elsewhere, and wider reform is
required to ensure each part of the system fulfils its role effectively in delivering safe buildings
and supporting growth.” (Building Control Independent Panel report: government response -
GOV.UK)

In terms of fee income, the team’s drive to increase enforcement has resulted in an increase in
Regularisation applications numbers and helped drive up the income. They are in part able to do
this now that the level of stability within the team has improved in part due to upskilling the
knowledge and experience of current members of staff. Other contributing factors to the increase
in fee income include:
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3.6

3.7

¢ An increase in fees for all types of applications, which has not resulted in a reduction in
application numbers across the board

¢ A drive to recover unpaid application fees from previous years

¢ Actively reviewing process and charging appropriate fees for Business Services

¢ A lack of public and professional confidence in the stability and reliability of Private Building
Control companies

Table 1 shows the case load for the quarters for this year 2025/26 and the totals for the same work
over the last two years. An explanation for the work carried out is given after the table.

Please note that there during 2025/26 a significant strengthening of admin support within the team
has allowed them to work through a very significant backlog in logging competent persons
notifications, which is why the figures for 2025/26 are so much higher than in previous years. This
backlog has now been largely cleared.

Table 1: Building Control work

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Total
Case work 23124 | 24125 | o506 | 25126 | 25/26 | 25/26 | 25/26
Fee earning
Building notices 235 176 36 45 24 32 137
Regularisations 55 82 20 24 38 29 111
Full Plans 180 184 57 27 37 56 177
Demolition 16 10 3 4 4 3 14
notices
Partnerships 31 33 ! 4 4 0 9
Fee Income £244 631 |£241,547) £67,076 |£76,745| £87,695 |£118,271) £351,294
Non-Fee earning
Dangerous
structures
attended Non fee 5 18 2 21 16 14 53
work
Competent 1 28 17,718 | 19,586 | 19,000 | 1583 | 57,977
Persons
Al Initial Notices 404 431 118 120 84 99 421
Advice & Quotes 38 19 1 0 0 0 1
Unauthorised 17 86 10 35 23 38 106
work checks

Building notices - Submitted to the local authority building control (LABC) to notify them of
planned minor building works, allowing the work to start within 2 days with minimal plans.
Normally followed by a regularisation application. Work is inspected as it progresses to ensure
compliance with regs.

Regularisations — submitted to obtain building control approval for works carried out already.
Inspectors will check that the works met regs in operation at time of completion.

Full Plans applications — involves submitting all plans and details to ensure works comply.
Plans will be checked and relevant authorities (water providers etc) consulted. A notice will be
provided to confirm plans are approved and works can proceed as per the approved plans.
When work finishes a completion certificate can be issued if work complies.

Demolition notices - Section 80 Demolition notices of intended demolition need to be served
on an LABC giving 6 weeks to be approved. If not approved by then works can proceed by
default. A counter notice can be issued if concerns raised or to impose conditions.

Partnership — Partnership Schemes allows companies to just use one LABC to process all their
applications all over the country. This provides consistency with agent and fees for the
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4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

company. That LABC then applies and usually pays the fee to the home authority to carry out
inspections and to provide completion certificates.

NON-FEE EARNING

Unauthorised works — Enforcement notices are issued if works are carried out without first
notifying the local authority of the works or getting approval for it if needed. Can lead to
Regularisation applications.

Competent Persons schemes — scheme allows trade people to self-certify their work complies
with building regs. Does not need an application but trades person should let the local authority
know when complete.

Development monitoring
The Council produces two documents on an annual basis:

¢ Residential commitments — monitoring planning permissions that would result in the gain or
loss of dwellings.

¢ Non-Residential commitments — monitoring planning permissions that would result in a net
change of 100 sq m of uses other than dwellinghouses (C3).

These documents consider what has been completed, is under construction, not started, newly
permitted or has lapsed, and give totals for the Borough, by ward and by certain type of designation.
It is about amount of development and does not include a deeper analysis of, for instance, size or
energy efficiency of the permitted dwellings. These matters take longer to assemble and are
generally included in the Annual Monitoring Report published in December each year.

Residential
The key figures for residential development in 2025-26 are set out in Table 2.

Table 2: Summary figures for residential development 2025-26 (dwellings)

Newly permitted 2025-26 823
Not started at 31/03/2026 3,621
Under construction at 31/03/2026 1,396
Completed 2025-26 733
Lapsed 2025-26 655
‘Soft commitments’” 8,577

The key figure is completed dwellings. The net gain of 733 dwellings is above the target in the
current Local Plan of 689, but below the target in the Partial Update (currently at examination) of
825. It is also well below the national standard method figure against which the Council is currently
assessed (until such time as the Partial Update can be adopted) of 975.

Table 3 compares against past performance over a ten-year period.

Table 3: Comparison against previous years

Year CempEee conl;rrﬂi:ion MEREERDE pern:liz‘gions
(net) (net) (net) (net)
2015 635 998 2,883 764
2016 751 1,060 2,221 393
2017 717 1,003 2,353 1,172
2018 700 1,206 2,769 1,402
2019 910 1,128 4,467 2,588
2020 524 1,633 3,754 492

1 Soft commitments are those agreed in principle but without planning permission. They fall into three categories:
(a) resolutions to grant subject to S106; (b) permissiolg,sdiaé)r'ﬂ‘giple; and (c) Local Plan allocations



4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

4.1

412

4.13

Completed Under. Not started N.ew.
Year (net) construction (net) permissions
(net) (net)
2021 408 1,976 3,104 281
2022 850 2,519 3,833 2,367
2023 888 2,163 3,881 802
2024 1,021 1,644 4,726 1,460
2025 890 1,159 4,371 561
2026 733 1,396 3,621 823

There has been a notable reduction in completed dwellings this year compared to the last four
years. Almost half of these completed dwellings have been in the town centre, with completions at
Weldale Street and Caversham Road, but there has also been strong levels of delivery elsewhere,
in particular at the Reading Golf Club site in Emmer Green.

The number of dwellings under construction has increased slightly from last year. It remains below
the peak in recent years, but still represents a healthy pipeline of supply. Significant amounts of
housing at sites such as Reading Golf Course remain under construction alongside a number of
conversions from office to residential in the town centre. The vast majority of homes under
construction are in the town centre.

The number of dwellings not started is reduced from last year, and is broadly in line with the average
over the last ten years. There has been a healthy number of new homes permitted this year,
although not particularly high by historic standards. There are now a number of very large sites
with permission but where development has not commenced, and some of the largest are wholly
or partly in outline, in particular Vastern Court, Station Hill Phase 3 and Royal EIm Park.

Although not reported as part of the Residential Commitments document, within the figure of 733
dwellings is a net gain of 147 affordable homes, made up of new homes completed at Wensley
Road, 45 Caversham Road, Reading Golf Club, 103 Dee Road and 97a-117 Caversham Road.

Non-residential
The key figures for non-residential development in 2025-26 are set out in Table 4.

Table 4: Summary figures for non-residential development 2025-26 (floorspace in sq m)?

Use class Nevyly Not started Under_ SPﬂ Completed Lapsed
permitted construction| commitments
B2 9,908 9,807 19,693 -8,140 130 0
B8 -3,236 5,213 0 76,523 -105 0
C1 1,513 66,045 3,858 0 22 0
Cc2 8,700 50,912 1,324 0 -1,096 154
E -59,079 171,203 -64,203 18,034 -10,666 21,122
F1 3,468 7,105 1,958 1,100 335 0
F2 261 54,356 48 -222 -351 198
Sui generis -25 48,174 5,612 -89,188 1,761 -11,754

In terms of new completions the largest change is a significant net loss of commercial (E) due
mainly to some office to residential conversions and the demolition of an office building ahead of
an industrial development. The other changes are relatively small scale.

In terms of development under construction, there is currently a significant amount of conversion
from offices to residential underway in the town centre, which is the reason for the decrease in
commercial use. There is also a relatively significant increase in industrial floorspace underway,
due to two developments in south Reading.

Outstanding permissions continue to show a vast amount of office floorspace with unimplemented
permission, albeit this is partly countered by a number of prior approvals for loss of offices to

2 B2 — general industrial; B8 — storage and distribution; C1 — hotels; C2 — residential institutions; E — commercial,
business and service; F1 — Learning and non-residential institutions; F2 — Local community; sui generis means
excluded from a specific use class Page 29



4.14

5.2

6.1

7.1

7.2

8.2

9.1

residential, and has reduced from last year. Many of the older office proposals have been
outstanding for some years, and there is a question mark over whether they will ever be
implemented. There are also large volumes of hotel, local community and sui generis uses
outstanding. In terms of new permissions this year, there is a significant net loss of commercial due
mainly to there being a number of new prior approvals for conversion to residential this year.

Figures for non-residential development can fluctuate quite significantly from year to year, and it is
not always possible to discern particular trends. In addition, the planning use classes changes in
2020. Therefore, it is not particularly helpful to present historic information here. However, of most
significance in terms of completions in 2025-26 is the reasonably significant loss of commercial (E
class) space, largely through conversions of offices to residential. Over the last ten years this has
varied between gains and losses, but on average has seen a net gain.

Contribution to strategic aims

The Council Plan (2025-2028) identifies five priorities for the Council over the next three years.
These are:

Promote more equal communities in Reading

Secure Reading’s economic and cultural success

Deliver a sustainable and healthy environment and reduce Reading’s carbon footprint
Safeguard and support the health and wellbeing of Reading’s adults and children
Ensure Reading Borough Council is fit for the future.

Planning and building control activities contribute to securing Reading’s economic and cultural
success, delivers sustainable development and healthy environments, including reducing the
carbon footprint through application of our policies and national regulations on energy efficient
buildings.

Community engagement
None
Equality impact assessment

Under the Equality Act 2010, Section 149, a public authority must, in the exercise of its functions,
have due regard to the need to:

¢ eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is prohibited by
or under this Act;

¢ advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic
and persons who do not share it;

o foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic and
persons who do not share it.

In terms of the key equalities protected characteristics, it is considered that the matters set out in
this report have no adverse impacts.

Environmental and climate implications

The Council declared a Climate Emergency at its meeting on 26 February 2019 (Minute 48 refers).
The Planning and Building Control functions are essential in helping to address the Climate
Emergency through ensuring that development is undertaken to the highest possible environmental
standards in line with national regulations and local policies.

There are no direct environmental or climate implications of this report.
Legal implications

The collection and monitoring of performance indicators and publication of financial performance is
a statutory requirement. In addition, a number of the functions of the service are mandatory
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10.
10.1

requirements including the determination of planning applications and the preparation of the
development plan.

Financial Implications

There are no direct financial implications arising from this report although we continue to monitor
fee income and look for ways to improve our efficiency and boost income.

Page 31



This page is intentionally left blank



Agenda Item 7

Planning Applications

£% Reading

Committee .

v Borough Council
3 June 2026 Working better with you
Title PROPOSED CROWN LIFTING OF ONE LIME TREE AT 27 RIDGE HALL

CLOSE, READING

Purpose of the report

To make a decision

Report status Public report
Executive Director/
Statutory Officer Emma Gee

Commissioning Report

Report author

Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer

Lead councillor

Councillor Micky Leng, Lead Councillor for Planning and Assets

Council Priority

Deliver a sustainable and healthy environment and reduce our
carbon footprint

Ward

Caversham Heights

Recommendations

The Committee is asked:

1. To approve the proposed tree works.

1. Executive summary

1.1.  To report to Committee on the proposed crown lifting of one Lime tree in the
rear garden of 27 Ridge Hall Close — T17 of TPO 3/09 (copy of TPO plan
attached — Appendix 1).

2, Policy Context

Local Plan policy EN14: TREES, HEDGES AND WOODLANDS

‘Individual trees, groups of trees, hedges and woodlands will be
protected from damage or removal where they are of importance, and
Reading’s vegetation cover will be extended'.

The protection of trees where appropriate to do so contributes to this

21.

includes the aim for
2.2.

policy aim.
2.3.

The Reading Borough Council adopted Tree Strategy (2021) sets 12

Objectives, which can be viewed here: Reading Borough Council Tree
Strategy, March 2021 . Service of Tree Preservation Orders to protect

suitable private trees meets the aims of Objective 5.

3. The Proposal

3.1

Under application PL/26/0555, crown lifting is proposed. The lower

branches of the Lime tree are now hanging low over the applicant’s
rear garden. Crown lifting to the crown break (the point where the trunk
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3.2

3.3

3.4

divides) is considered reasonable to provide better clearance above the
garden and to allow more light under the canopy. All small branches
(epicormic growth) originating from the trunk will be removed up to the
agreed height and any secondary branches (originating from higher
limbs) remaining below this height will be pruned to achieve the same
height above ground level. Works are indicated in the photographs in
Appendix 2.

Works will not be harmful to the tree’s future health and will not impact
the appearance, hence amenity value, of the tree.

As the tree in question is subject to a Tree Preservation Order, a formal
tree works application is required for the works to be approved.

The Council’s constitution advises that ‘applications submitted by
serving councillors and employees of the Council on Corporate
Management Team and any person employed or engaged by Planning
and Legal Services or their close family’ are not delegated to officers
for a decision but must be determined by Planning Applications
Committee. The applicant sits within this categorisation cited in the
constitution.

Contribution to Strategic Aims

Trees within the borough provide multiple environment benefits,
including improvement of air quality. The retention and protection of
private trees promotes a sustainable and healthy environment in
Reading and helps to reduce its carbon footprint, one of the five
priorities of the Council Plan 2025/28.

Environmental and Climate Implications

The Council declared a Climate Emergency at its meeting on 26
February 2019 (Minute 48 refers).

Trees have multiple environmental benefits that include flood
alleviation, wildlife benefits, air pollution mitigation and air cooling. The
replacement planting overall represents a net gain in tree number
hence contributed to the Council’s aims.

Community Engagement

The application has been available to view via Public Access

Equality Implications

Under the Equality Act 2010, Section 149, a public authority must, in
the exercise of its functions, have due regard to the need to -

¢ eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other
conduct that is prohibited by or under this Act;

e advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a
relevant protected characteristic and persons who do not share it;

o foster good relations between persons who share a relevant
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it.
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7.2.

No implications identified.

8. Other Relevant Considerations

8.1. None

9. Legal Implications

9.1. Service and administration of Tree Preservation Orders falls under the
Town & Country Planning Act 1990 and The Town and Country
Planning (Tree Preservation)(England) Regulations 2012.

9.2. Preparing, serving confirmation and contravention of TPO’s are
services dealt with by the Council’s Legal Section.

9.3. Determination of applications affecting work to protected trees is
delegated to officers except where the proposal has been submitted by
or on behalf of the Council or where the Council’s Constitution states
otherwise.

10. Financial Implications

10.1. None of this report.

11. Timetable for Implementation

11.1. Once issued, tree work approvals last for a period of 2 years, i.e. must
be carried out within that period.

12. Background Papers

12.1. Register of Tree Preservation Orders

Appendices

1. TPO plan of TPO 3/09 & Location Plan
2. Photographs
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Appendix 1 — TPO 3/09 (plan)

?.7

-

T1-T4 Tilia x europaea (Commaon Lime)

T5 & T6 Betula sp (Birch)

T7-T10 Tilia x europaea (Common Lime)

T11 Pinus nigra var maritima (Corsican Pine)

T12 & T13 Tilia x europaea (Common Lime)

T14 & T15 Betula pendula (Silver Birch)

. T16 & T17 Tilia x europaea (Common Lime)
T18 Pinus nigra var maritima (Corsican Pine)

DRGNO  E2705 IDATE DEC 2008

& Readin
O o Ca Isoae 0 L4 EQHQUEH FQUNEIL

© Crown Copyright. All Rights Reserved. Reading Borough Council. Account No 100019672 2008
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Appendix 2 — Photographs

Area from which branches will be removed
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Agenda Item 8

Planning Applications T r
£% Reading

\

Committee Borough Council

03 June 2026 Working better with you
Title PLANNING APPLICATIONS REPORT

Ward Caversham

Planning Application PL/26/0138/FUL

Reference:

Site Address: Hemdean House School, Caversham, Reading
Redevelopment and demolition of buildings, erection of 51no.
retirement apartments and conversion of the former School

Proposed House to form 10no. general open market apartments including

Development:

communal facilities, access, car parking and landscaping. The
conversion of former gate house lodge to form 1 no. general
open market dwelling.

Applicant Churchill Living Ltd
Report author Ethne Humphreys, Principal Planning Officer
Deadline: 22" June 2026

Recommendation

REFUSE planning permission for the following reasons:

1. In the absence of a completed legal agreement to secure
the provision of an acceptable amount, mix and tenure of
Affordable Housing, the proposal fails to contribute
adequately to the housing needs of Reading Borough and
the need to provide sustainable mixed and balanced
communities. Contrary to Policies H3 (Affordable
Housing) and CC9 (Securing Infrastructure) of the
Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 and the adopted
Affordable Housing SPD 2021 and paragraph 64 of the
NPPF 2024.

2. The proposed development fails to demonstrate that
there is no need to retain the existing educational and
community use of the site. Contrary to Policy OU1 (New
and Existing Community Facilities) of the Reading
Borough Local Plan 2019 and Para 100 of the NPPF
2024.

3. The proposed development, due to the excessive scale,
site coverage and bulky form of buildings and associated
development, together with their incongruent design and
disjointed arrangement would represent an unattractive
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and visually dominant overdevelopment of the site and
loss of openness, which fails to accommodate buildings
(including outbuildings), new accesses, bin stores, tree
planting and other soft landscaping in a manner that
enhances the character and appearance of the area. This
harmful arrangement together with the visual prominence
of the site would result in harm to the street scene and
character of the areas. Contrary to Policies CC7 (Design
and the Public Realm), H2 (Density and Mix) and EN14
(Trees, Hedges and Woodland) of the Reading Borough
Local Plan 2019 and paragraphs 96, 129, 131, 135 and
136 of the NPPF 2024.

. The proposed development, due to the excessive scale
and bulky form of buildings, combined with their siting and
expansive areas of hardstanding would resultin an overly
dominant, visually stark, intrusive and unsympathetic
development that would result in a harmful impact on the
legibility of the original site layout and the visual and
functional relationship between non-designated heritage
assets within the site and their setting. As such the
proposal would detract from the significance of the non-
designated heritage asset at Hemdean House School
and Lodge. Contrary to Policies EN1 (Protection and
Enhancement of the Historic Environment), EN4 (Locally
Important Heritage Assets), EN6 (New Developmentin a
Historic Context) and H2 (Density and Mix) of the
Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 and paragraph 216 of
the NPPF 2024.

. The proposed development would involve and require
unsympathetic alterations to the historic buildings
Hemdean House School and Lodge including
inappropriate fenestration and other materials which
would result fail to conserve the character and
appearance of these non-designated heritage assets with
consequent harm to their significance. Contrary to
Policies EN1 (Protection and Enhancement of the
Historic Environment), EN4 (Locally Important Heritage
Assets), EN6 (New Development in a Historic Context)
and H2 (Density and Mix) of the Reading Borough Local
Plan 2019 and paragraph 216 of the NPPF 2024.

. The proposed development would provide fail to provide
dwellings of 3 bedrooms or more and as such would fail
to adequately contribute towards meeting the identified
housing needs of Reading Borough. Contrary to Policy
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H2 (Density and Mix) of the Reading Borough Local Plan
2019 and paragraphs 61 and 129 of the NPPF 2024.

7. The proposed development, due to the inappropriate
cramped building layout, single-aspect rooms combined
with enclosure from trees and retaining structures, would
result in a poor quality of accommodation in terms of
outlook, daylight and sunlight. Furthermore, there would
be insufficient defensible space between ground floor
units and communal gardens areas. This arrangement
would result in a poor standard of amenity for future
occupiers. Contrary to Policies CC8 (Safeguarding
Amenity), H5 (Standards for New Housing) and H8
(Residential Conversions) of the Reading Borough Local
Plan 2019 and paragraphs 96, 135 and 198 of the NPPF
2024.

8. The proposed development would fail to provide sufficient
bin storage for all aspects of the development resulting in
likely informal storage with associated visual harm and
harm to the functioning of the site. This would be contrary
to Policies CC5 (Waste Minimisation) and H5 (Standards
for New Housing) of the Reading Borough Local Plan
2019.

9. The proposed development would provide insufficient
garden space to serve the converted Hemdean House
School and Lodge which combined with overshadowing
from trees would fail to provide an adequate quality of
outdoor garden space for future occupiers, harmful to
their amenity. Contrary to Policies CC7 (Design and the
Public Realm), H8 (Residential Conversions), H10
(Private and Communal Garden Space) of the Reading
Borough Local Plan 2019, the Residential Conversions
SPD 2023 and paragraphs 96, 135 and 187 of the NPPF
2024.

10.The proposed development, due to its excessive scale,
height, fenestration, and proximity to No.126 Hemdean
Road would result in harm to the amenity of this
neighbouring property due to its overbearing effects and
loss of privacy. Contrary to Policies CC8 (Safeguarding
Amenity) and H2 (Density and Mix) of the Reading
Borough Local Plan 2019 and paragraphs 96, 135 and
198 of the NPPF 2024.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

The proposal fails to demonstrate that it would not result
in harmful loss of daylight or sunlight to adjacent
dwellings to the north of the site in Hemdean Road and
Knighton Close. Contrary to Policies CC8 (Safeguarding
Amenity) and H2 (Density and Mix) of the Reading
Borough Local Plan 2019 and paragraphs 96, 135 and
198 of the NPPF 2024

The proposed development, by reason of its excessive
scale, inappropriate siting and number and position of
windows and balconies in close proximity to neighbouring
properties and gardens to the north of the site on
Knighton Close would result in actual and perceived
overlooking and loss of privacy to those dwellings and
their gardens with consequent harm to the amenity of
neighbouring occupiers. Contrary to Policies CC8
(Safeguarding Amenity) and H2 (Density and Mix) of the
Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 and paragraphs 96,
135 and 198 of the NPPF 2024.

The proposed development would involve an extended
raised car parking area at the western end which due to
its elevated position, extensive retaining walls and other
associated works, and proximity to properties existing to
the north of the site at Knighton Close, would result in an
unneighbourly, overbearing and dominant arrangement
exacerbated by disturbance from vehicle movement and
other activity, with consequent harm to the amenity of
neighbouring properties and their gardens to north of the
site at Knighton Close. Contrary to Policies CC8
(Safeguarding Amenity) and H2 (Density and Mix) of the
Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 and paragraphs 96,
135 and 198 of the NPPF 2024.

The duplication of vehicle access onto the classified
Hemdean Road would be detrimental to highway safety.
Contrary to Policies TR1 (Achieving the Transport
Strategy) and TR3 (Access, Traffic and Highway Related
Matters) of the Reading Borough Local plan 2019, the
Parking Standards and Design SPD 2011 and
paragraphs 109, 115 and 117 of the NPPF 2024.

The proposed development fails to provide a continuous
pedestrian footway to serve the proposed dwellings
within Hemdean House School and as such the proposal
would fail to provide as safe, accessible and convenient
pedestrian route contrary to Policies TR1 (Achieving the
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Transport Strategy), TR3 (Access, Traffic and Highway
Related Matters) of the Reading Borough Local plan
2019, the Parking Standards and Design SPD 2011 and
paragraphs 109, 115 and 117 of the NPPF 2024.

16.The proposed development would provide insufficient

parking to serve future occupiers, and which would result
in on-street parking, the availability of which would be
reduced by the proposed access) that would adversely
affect road safety and the flow of traffic. Contrary to
Policies TR1 (Achieving the Transport Strategy), TR3
(Access, Traffic and Highway Related Matters) and TR5
(Car and Cycle Parking and Electric Vehicle Charging) of
the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019, the Parking
Standards and Design SPD 2011 and paragraphs 109,
115 and 117 of the NPPF 2024.

17.The proposed development will result in harm to trees of

high amenity value including those subject to a TPO due
to felling of those trees. Furthermore, the proposal fails to
demonstrate that it would not cause unacceptable harm
to trees of high amenity value shown to be retained,
including those subject to a TPO. As such the proposal
results in harm to trees and to the verdant, spacious and
historic character of the site and wider environmental and
visual quality of the area. Contrary to Policies CC7
(Design and the Public Realm), H2 (Density and Mix) and
EN14 (Trees, Hedges and Woodland) of the Reading
Borough Local Plan 2019, the Tree Strategy 2021 and
paragraphs 135, 136 and 187 of the NPPF 2024.

18.The proposed development, in the absence of an

acceptable landscape-led Sustainable Drainage Strategy
fails to provide for sustainable drainage, with consequent
harm in respect of attenuating localised flooding,
achieving ecological benefits, securing linkages to the
existing Green Network and integration with tree planting
and landscaping. Contrary to Policies EN12 (Biodiversity
and the Green Network), EN14 (Trees, Hedges and
Woodland) and EN18 (Flooding and Sustainable
Drainage Systems) of the Reading Borough Local Plan
2019 and the Sustainable Design and Construction SPD
2019 and paragraph 182 of the NPPF 2024.

19.The proposed development fails to make provision for

appropriate open space to serve the needs of the
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development. Contrary to Policy EN9 of the Reading
Borough Local Plan 2019 and paragraphs 98 and 103 of
the NPPF 2024.

20. The application fails to demonstrate that 5% of the new
build dwellings will meet the M4(3) standard of
accessibility, contrary to Policy H5 (Standards for New
Housing) of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019.

21.In the absence of a completed legal agreement to secure
an appropriate financial contribution towards carbon off-
setting in the Reading Borough, the proposed
development would fail to adapt to climate change,
achieve zero carbon homes standard and would not
provide appropriate energy infrastructure. Contrary to
Policies CC3 (Adaption to Climate Change), CC9
(Securing Infrastructure) and HS (Standards for New
Housing) of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 and
the Sustainable Design and Construction SPD 2019 and
Planning Obligations under S106 SPD 2015.

22.In the absence of a completed legal agreement to secure
an acceptable Employment and Skills Plan (or equivalent
financial contribution), the proposal fails to contribute
adequately to the employment, skills or training needs of
local people with associated socio-economic harm.
Contrary to Policy CC9 (Securing Infrastructure) of the
Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 and the Employment
Skills and Training SPD 2013 and Planning Obligations
under Section 106 2025.

Officers request that the Planning Applications Committee gives
delegated authority to the Director for Planning, Transport and
Public Protection Services to make changes to add or to remove
the above reasons for refusal.

Informatives

1. Positive and Proactive Working — refusal

2. Confirmation of refused plans and documents

3. Reasons 1, 19 and 18 could be overcome by entering into a
satisfactory s106 legal agreement or unilateral undertaking
(UU)

4. Biodiversity Net Gain requirements

1.

Executive summary
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1.1

1.2

1.3

2.1

2.2

2.3

24

The report considers a planning application for the proposed redevelopment and
demolition of buildings at Hemdean House School. It is proposed to convert the
locally listed Hemdean House School and Lodge to open market units (10 flats
Hemdean House School and 1 flat Lodge). A 3 storey building comprising 51
retirements units is proposed within the site along with new access from the site
frontage.

The report identifies significant areas of harm including the failure to provide an
acceptable amount and type of affordable housing; loss of the existing education
and community use; harm to the character and appearance of the area including
heritage assets and harm to trees of high amenity value. Various impacts on the
amenity of neighbouring dwellings together with a poor standard of amenity for
future occupiers within the site itself including a lack of open space provision has
been identified. The access and parking and bin storage arrangements for all
future users is not acceptable.

While the scheme delivers benefits such as housing provision and
accommodation for older people, biodiversity net gain, sustainable construction,
and some employment benefits, the report explains that these benefits are
significantly and demonstrably outweighed by the identified harms and it is
recommended that planning permission should be refused.

Introduction

The application site is 0.88 hectare in size and comprises the vacant Hemdean
House School to the west rear of the site, the Lodge building (occupied by a
children’s nursery) to the east front of the site and 9 ancillary buildings and playing
fields within the site. The site is located on the west side of Hemdean Road (see
location plan in figure 1 below).

The eastern end of the site fronting Hemdean Road starts relatively flat and
contains the Lodge building, driveway access and playing field. However, there is
a distinct change in topography of the site with the natural ground level rising to
the west upwards towards the main school building. The grounds have been
terraced and there is an embankment to the west of the playing fields rising to a
level artificial hard surfaced and fenced games court. A further terrace rises above
the court to classroom blocks and beyond that the remainder of the site rises
steeply to the Victorian main 4 storey Hemdean House and the School’s former
administration offices.

Existing access is via a driveway from Hemdean Road rising alongside the
terraced ground along the west of the site. There is a separate pedestrian footpath
alongside the access driveway.

The site is characterised by a significant number of mature trees and other
vegetation across the site, including some trees covered by Tree Preservation
Order.
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2.5 The Hemdean School House closed in July 2024. The Lodge building is occupied
by PlayDay nursery.

2.6 The site is surrounded by residential properties to the north (Knighton Close),
south (Hemdean Road and Hemdean Rise) and west (The Cloisters), with housing
also on the east side of Hemdean Road.

2.7 Members are scheduled to undertake an accompanied visit to the site on 28 May
2026

2.8 The application is being report to PAC as a ‘major’ category planning application.
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Figure 1: Site Location Plan — not to scale
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Figure 2: Aerial View — not to scale
The Proposal

Full planning permission is sought for the erection of a 3 storey building to serve
as retirement flats, along with conversion of Hemdean House School and separate
Lodge building to provide open market units following demolition of 9 buildings on
site.

The new-build element would provide 51 Class C3 retirement apartments
comprising 33 x 1 bedroom units and 17 x 2 bedroom units. The proposals also
include ancillary communal indoor spaces, car parking, landscaping and
associated infrastructure.

The conversion of Hemdean House School would provide 10 x 1 bedroom units
and the conversion of the Lodge would provide 1 x 2 bedroom dwelling.
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3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

4.1

5.1

5.2

5.3

The existing access from Hemdean Road would be retained to serve the main
Hemdean House School and Lodge and a new access proposed from Hemdean
Road to serve the new-build retirement homes.

The external materials used in the new-build would comprise red and white brick
with clay and slate-effect tiles.

It is proposed to replace existing windows of Hemdean House School and Lodge
with uPVC windows.

Community Infrastructure Levy

In terms of the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL), in accordance with the
Council’s adopted CIL Charging Schedule (2015) all new residential floor space is
CIL liable. Existing floor space to be demolished can be off-set against the
proposed new floor space subject to meet certain occupancy criteria. If the
scheme had been acceptable an informative would have been attached to the
decision notice to advise the applicant of their responsibilities in this respect.

Positive and Proactive Engagement

With regard to the requirements of paragraphs 186-187 of the NPPF 2024,
Reading Borough Council offer pre-application advice to seek to resolve problems
before an application is submitted. No pre-application advice was sought prior to
the submission of this application.

Relevant Planning History

Extensive history, most relevant:

21/0431 Temporary planning permission for installation of modular nursery
buildings for five years (Amended Description). Permitted.

Consultations

RBC Conservation Officer — Object, due to harm to non-designated heritage
assets. Discussed below.

RBC Transport — Object, due to introduction of second access from Hemdean
Road, insufficient parking provision, insufficient pedestrian footway. Discussed
further below.

RBC Natural Environment — Object, due to removal of TPO trees, harm to trees
to be retained, insufficient landscaping. Discussed further below.
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5.4

5.5

5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

5.10

5.11

5.12

RBC Education Services — Object, due to loss of nursery provision and growing
pressure on places for younger children. Discussed below.

RBC Ecology Adviser — No objection subject to conditions to secure sure
submission and approval of a biodiversity net gain plan and scheme of biodiversity
enhancements prior to commencement of development, submission and approval
of a wildlife friendly external lighting scheme prior to occupation of the
development and to stipulate that vegetation clearance shall only take place
outside of the bird nesting season.

RBC Environmental Protection Officer — No objection subject to conditions to
secure noise assessment prior to installation of mechanical plant and conditions
to secure construction method statement. Discussed below.

RBC Waste Services — Object, due to insufficient bin storage. Discussed below.

Environment Agency — No comments received.

Thames Valley Police Designing Out Crime Officer (DOCO) — Recommend a
condition to secure an access and security strategy.

Berkshire Archaeology — No objection subject to conditions to secure submission
and approval of a written scheme of archaeological investigation (WSI) prior to
commencement of the development and to secure that the development shall then
only take place in accordance with the approved WSI.

Public Notification

10 x site notices were also displayed around the site on 27" March 2026. The
application was advertised in the local press.

110 letters of objection received, (some from the same property) concerns
summarised below:

- Advertisements for the development in place

- Cramped / dense nature of proposals

- Loss of green space

- Vehicles increased on roads / additional traffic / congestion
- Insufficient parking for proposals

- Removal of off-street parking bays

- Pedestrian safety

- Reduced air quality

- Nursery open, not vacant as described

- Loss of nursery / valued local facility and struggle for nursery places
- Lack of childcare facilities

- Height/ out of keeping / overly dominant/intrusive

- Significant roof mass
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5.13

5.14

5.15

5.16

5.17

- Incongruent design

- Block view of Hemdean House School

- Car headlight disturbance

- Overlooking / loss of privacy

- Loss of daylight / sunlight to gardens

- Loss of open outlook

- Impact on trees and wildlife

- Loss of TPOs

- Insufficient tree planting / landscaping

- Impact on local infrastructure and medical services

- Inequitable use of land — supporting 20 pre school children replaced for 1
dwelling

- Mischaracterisation / downplaying constraints / Inaccuracies in submission

Objections can be read in their entirety on the planning website.

An online petition with 607 signatures (correct at time of writing) has been
received.

A letter has been received from Multi-Medix Holdings, the owner of the nursery,
commenting on their lease arrangements with the nursery.

A letter has been received from Matt Rodda MP raising concerns summarised as:
-Traffic and Parking Issues

- Overdevelopment and Loss of Green Space

- Impact on Community Services — Nursery Provision

- Need for more Family Homes rather than Retirement

1 x letter of representation has been received from Caversham and District
Residents Association (CADRA) who object to the application for the reasons
summarised below:

- Harm to non-designated heritage assets

- Design out of keeping

- Massing overbearing

- Demolition of music practice rooms and conservatory
- Insufficient soft landscaping and specimen trees

- Harm to protected trees along frontage

- Loss of protected trees along frontage

- Harm to neighbouring residential amenity

- Loss of educational facility

- Nursery need

- Lack of marketing evidence

- SEND shortage

- Insufficient affordable housing/failure to meet housing need
- Increase in traffic

- New access resulting in safety hazard
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5.18 1 x letter of representation has been received from Caversham Globe who object
to the application for the reasons summarised below:

- Removal of trees of amenity value including TPOs on the Hemdean Road
frontage

- Impact of car parking bays on tree root protection areas of frontage trees

- Insufficient tree planting

- Loss of parking spaces on Hemdean Road

- Height out of keeping and overly dominant

- Insufficient open space retained

Statement of Community Involvement

5.19 A statement of community involvement (SCI) has been submitted with the
application which sets out the applicant’'s own consultation process with the local
community before submitting the planning application. This details that the
applicant set up a website 12" January to provide information on the proposals
and allow for feedback to provided online between 12" January and 18" January.
The SCI details that 304 letters were posted 5" January to local residents
providing background on Churchill living and the proposals and inviting feedback
via the website.

5.20 The SCI details that 64 feedback forms were received.

5.21 The SCI details that local political representatives were sent email briefings 8%
January and a meeting held with Caversham Ward Councillors 15™ January.

5.22 The matters the applicant received set out in the SCI is summarised as follows:

- Overlooking/loss of privacy

- Buildings too tall/bulky/out of keeping

- Design does not respond to character/heritage context

- Loss of community buildings and nursery use

- Daylight/sunlight impacts

- Loss of trees

- Provision and usability of green/amenity space

- BNG and how landscaping would be delivered in practice

- Parking overspill into nearby streets and parking pressures

- Overlooking and glare from elevated car park levels

- Access and traffic circulation

- Traffic congestion and road safety

- Construction access and disturbance during demolition

- Increase in pressure local services

- Some support for retirement homes but poor design

- Query over proven local need for retirement living and existing provision nearby
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Legal Context

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that
proposals be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise. Material considerations include relevant
policies in the National Planning Policy framework (NPPF) - among them the
'presumption in favour of sustainable development'. However, the NPPF does not
change the statutory status of the development plan as the starting point for
decision making (NPPF paragraph 12).

In this regard, the NPPF states that due weight should be given to the adopted
policies of the Local Plan 2019 according to their degree of consistency with the
NPPF (the closer the policies in the plan to the policies in the NPPF, the greater
the weight that may be given).

Accordingly, the latest NPPF and the following development plan policies and
supplementary planning guidance are relevant:

National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024, as amended)

The following chapters are the most relevant (others apply to a lesser extent):
Section 2 - Achieving sustainable development

Section 4 - Decision-making

Section 5 — Delivering a sufficient supply of homes

Section 6 - Building a strong, competitive economy

Section 7 - Ensuring the vitality of town centres

Section 8 - Promoting healthy and safe communities

Section 9 - Promoting sustainable transport

Section 11 - Making effective use of land

Section 12 - Achieving well-designed places

Section 14 - Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change
Section 15 - Conserving and enhancing the natural environment

Section 16 - Conserving and enhancing the historic environment

National Planning Practice Guidance (2014 onwards)

Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 - Policies:

CC1: Presumption in favour of sustainable development
CC2: Sustainable design and construction

CC3: Adaptation to climate change

CC4: Decentralised energy

CC5: Waste minimisation and storage

CC6: Accessibility and the intensity of development

CC7: Design and the public realm

CC8: Safeguarding amenity

CC9: Securing infrastructure

EN1: Protection and enhancement of the historic environment
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EN2: Areas of archaeological significance
EN4: Locally important heritage assets
EN9: Provision of open space

EN10: Access to open space

EN12: Biodiversity and the green network
EN14: Trees, hedges and woodland

EN15: Air quality

EN16: Pollution and water resources
EN17: Noise generating equipment

EN18: Flooding and drainage

H1: Provision of housing

H2: Density and mix

H3: Affordable housing

H5: Standards for new housing

H8: Residential conversions

H10: Private and communal outdoor space
TR1: Achieving the transport strategy

TR3: Access, traffic and highway-related matters
TR4: Cycle routes and facilities

TRS: Car and cycle parking and electric vehicle charging
OU1: New and existing communities

Supplementary Planning Documents:
Affordable Housing SPD (2021)

Employment, Skills and Training SPD (2013)
Planning Obligations Under s106 SPD (2015)
Residential Conversions SPD (2023)

Revised Parking Standards and Design (2011)
Sustainable Design and Construction (2019)

Other relevant guidance/documentation:

Reading Tree Strategy (2021)

Reading Biodiversity Action Plan (2021)

Reading Open Space Strategy (2007)

Historic England Good Practice Guide Note Number 2: managing significance in
decision-taking.

Principles of Conservation (Historic England, 2008)
Reading Housing Needs Assessment 2024

Local Plan Partial Update
Local Plan (2019), the emerging Local Plan (Submission Draft 2025)

The current version of the Local Plan (adopted in November 2019) turned five
years old on Tuesday 5" November 2024. The Local Plan was reviewed in March
2023 and around half of the policies in the plan are considered still up to date.
However, the rest need to be considered for updating to reflect changing

circumstances and national policy. The submission draft of the Local Plan Partial
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Update was submitted on 9" May 2025 and examined earlier this year. At the time
of writing, the examination-in-public of the partial update to the local plan is in the
process of taking place. Stage 1 hearings were held virtually on 11th and 12th
November 2025. Stage 2 hearings took place in February 2026.

Although there is a five-year period for carrying out a review of a plan after it is
adopted, nothing in the NPPF or elsewhere says that policies automatically
become “out of date” when they are five years old. It is a matter of planning
judgement rather than legal fact whether a plan or policies within it are out-of-date.
This will depend on whether they have been overtaken by things that have
happened since the plan was adopted, either on the ground or through changes
in national policy, for example.

Officer advice in respect of the Local Plan policies pertinent to these applications
listed above is that, other than Policy H1 (Provision of Housing) they remain in
accordance with national policy and that the objectives of those policies remain
very similar in the draft updated Local Plan. Therefore, they can continue to be
afforded weight in the determination of this planning application and are not
considered to be ‘out of date’. Policy H1 is out of date because the Council is not
currently meeting its annual housing targets for general housing as calculated
using the standard method in National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) (as
required now Policy H1 is out of date) or for the provision of Affordable Housing.

Appraisal
Land Use Considerations

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (December 2024) sets out a
presumption in favour of sustainable development (Para. 11) with three
overarching objectives, economic, social and environmental. Sustainable
development should therefore be approved where it accords with the development
plan unless the adverse impacts of doing so would significantly outweigh the
benefits of development. The NPPF also encourages the effective use of land by
reusing land that has been previously developed; (Para. 124).

The NPPF has identified an increased need for housing across the country,
including Reading Borough. In response to this, the emerging Reading Borough
Local Plan Submission Draft 2025 includes provisions for an increased housing
target in Reading.

In addition the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that “The need
to provide housing for older people is critical. People are living longer lives and
the proportion of older people in the population is increasing.” Paragraph: 001
Reference ID: 63-001-20190626

NPPG Paragraph: 006 (Reference ID: 63-006-20190626) continues “Plan-making
authorities should set clear policies to address the housing needs of groups with
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particular needs such as older and disabled people. These policies can set out
how the plan-making authority will consider proposals for the different types of
housing that these groups are likely to require. They could also provide indicative
figures or a range for the number of units of specialist housing for older people
needed across the plan area throughout the plan period.”

Policy H6 sets out requirements for “Other specialist accommodation for
vulnerable people will address the identified needs, which are primarily for
accommodation that enables occupants to live as independently as possible,
particularly for older people and people with physical disabilities.”

The most up to date source of identified need is the Reading Housing Needs
Assessment 2024. Paragraph 30 considers the need for specialist older person
housing for older households in Reading over the 18 year period 2023-2041 and
confirms there would be a need to provide an additional 665 specialist older
person housing units in Reading (equivalent to an average of 37 dwellings per
year). This represents 4% of the overall housing need identified for Reading and
that 71% of which would need to be provided as affordable housing (discussed in
more detail in the Affordable Housing section of this report below).

Loss of Existing Use

Under the current Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 the site is not allocated for
development.

Emerging Policy CA1h (Hemdean House School, Hemdean Road) allocates the
site for development as follows — this policy is not yet adopted:

CA1h HEMDEAN HOUSE SCHOOL, HEMDEAN ROAD
Continued education and community use of the site, or, if no longer required for
education, change of use and development for residential.

Development should:

» Contribute to providing enhanced bus priority on Vastern Road exiting the
northern station interchange;

* Retain those buildings that make the most significant contribution of the
character of the surrounding area;

* Avoid adverse effects on important trees including those protected by TPO; and
» Ensure appropriate back-to-back separation from existing residential. Site size:
0.93 ha

Continued education and/or community use, or 22-34 dwellings
Given that this is a new policy, not in the current Local Plan and that the Local
Plan update is not yet adopted, limited weight can be attributed to this emerging

Policy at this time, albeit it indicates an anticipated direction of travel. As such, the
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proposals must be assessed against Policy OU1 within the current 2019 adopted
version of the Local Plan.

Policy OU1 (New and Existing Community Facilities) of the RBLP 2019 states that
“Proposals involving the redevelopment of existing community facilities for non-
community facilities will not be permitted, unless it can be clearly demonstrated
that there is no longer a need to retain that facility”.

The main Hemdean House School has been closed since July 2024. The applicant
states that following marketing of the site, there was no interest from educational
or community uses. However, no marketing evidence or marketing report has
been submitted with the application to confirm or expand upon this.

It is also proposed to convert the gate lodge building to residential, which is
currently occupied by the Play Day Nursery which accommodated 48 full time
equivalent places. The applicant’s Planning Statement states that the nursery is
‘temporarily closed at the time of writing this statement’. At the time of writing this
report, the Nursery is occupied and in use.

Further to the above and with regard to the nursery, the Council’s Education and
Children’s Services Team have confirmed support for its continued operation on
the site to maintain continuity for children, families and staff and to reflect the
current balance of supply and demand in the local early years market and that the
Playday Nursery’s 48 full-time, year-round places make a crucial contribution to
local childcare sufficiency. They advise that loss of this provision would result in a
significant reduction in capacity in an area where recent closures and reductions
have already limited supply.

A letter has been received from Multi-Medix Holdings, stating that they are the
owner of the nursery and that the lease will expire in October 2026. The letter
makes various claims regarding the future sale potential of the site. These are
considered to be private matters between landowners and their lessees/tenants
and have little bearing on the Planning use or merits of the current proposal.

There is a need for additional childcare in Reading as shown in the Reading
Childcare Sufficiency Assessment 2022-2023 and it is a key priority for the Council
to increase the supply of childcare in Reading to ensure that the market can
respond to the growth in demand.

It is clear from public representation that the nursery is regarded as an important
community facility, the strength of local opinion in favour of the retention of the
nursery use is further evidenced by the supporting petition of with over 500
signatures specifically in respect of keeping the nursery open. No evidence has
been submitted to demonstrate that the nursery use is no longer needed or why it
is no longer viable and furthermore, the submission does not address how the
nursery provision is being, or would be met, elsewhere.
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With regard to the vacant school use, as above, the submission incudes very
limited or no details as to why education use of the main school building is no
longer needed or why it is no longer viable.

Following on from the above it is of relevance that planning permission 21/0431
which secured temporary planning permission for installation of modular nursery
building on the site noted that this was considered acceptable to “address the
increasing demand for childcare places at the nursery”. It was considered that
there was a “particular need for childcare places due to the closure of a childcare
facility in the nearby Mapledurham ward” and that the local education authority
needed to “ensure adequate provision and facilities are in place to meet this
demand”. This was permitted on 10 August 2021.

It is considered, given the above, that that the proposals fail to clearly demonstrate
that there is no longer a need to retain the education facilities, both the school use
and the nursery use. Conversely available evidence would suggest that there
remains a clear need to retain the nursery facility. The proposals are therefore
contrary to Policy OU1 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019.

The extent to which any material considerations outweigh the conflict with Policy
OU1 is addressed in the planning balance and conclusion section at the end of
this report.

Principle of proposed use — age restricted retirement homes

The new-build element would provide for Class C3 accommodation to be age-
restricted recruitment living units. The development is intended for people aged
60 years and over (or those of 60 years and over with a spouse and partner of at
least 55). The applicant outlines that the accommodation will provide “older people
with the aim of increasing choice and allowing people to live independently while
having better access to care and support” and “encouraging independence in later
life with suitably designed housing. Reducing reliance on residential and nursing
care”.

The provision of accommodation that allows elderly people to continue to live
independent lives is broadly in line with Policy H6 (Accommodation for Vulnerable
People) in particular in seeking to move away from institutional accommodation
towards more independent living. The data provided by the applicant in relation to
the number of older people who under-occupy homes in the Caversham area
demonstrates that a considerable amount of family housing could be freed up in
the local area. The applicant’'s submission also evidences an aging population
within Caversham within the past decade.

Principle of proposed use — flats
The conversion of the main school and lodge would provide 11 general open

market dwellings. Provision of housing is acceptable in general and would align
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with Para 61 of the NPPF 2024 which states that the Government’s objective is to
significantly boost the supply of housing and would contribute to the Borough’s
housing needs. It is acknowledged that the Council is not currently meeting its
annual targets for provision of general housing as calculated using the ‘standard
method’ (based upon local housing stock and affordability levels within the
Borough) in National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) which is required now
Policy H1 (Provision of Housing) of the Local Plan is considered to be out of date
or for the provision of affordable housing.

However, as above, this is subject to the more detailed considerations of the
relevant Local Plan Policies and the context of the application site and it remains
important that the ‘right’ housing is provided in a manner which balances social,
economic and environmental aims.

As above, the site is not allocated. However, in acknowledging the emerging site
allocation Policy CA1h, this identifies an indicative residential development
capacity of 22-34 dwellings. The proposal for 62 dwellings would therefore far
exceed this indicative potential given for the site. The supporting text to the
emerging Policy states:

“‘where dwelling or floorspace figures are included alongside the allocations, these
are intended as a guide, and usually reflect an indicative maximum capacity”. It
further states that “the capacity of sites will ultimately depend on various factors
that need to be addressed at application stage, including detailed design and
layout. The fact that a site is allocated in CA1 does not preclude the need to
comply with all other policies in the local plan.”

Given the above, the proposals are not considered to be in line with current local
plan policy or the emerging site allocation. The loss of the education and
community use has not been justified, and the proposal fails to demonstrate that
there is no ‘need’ for these uses. The general housing need should be given some
weight and this will be discussed in the overall planning balance. The overall
weight to be given to the harms identified and benefits will be considered at the
end of this report.

Affordable Housing

Policy H3 (Affordable Housing) requires developments to make an appropriate
contribution towards affordable housing to meet the needs of the Borough. For the
proposed development of 62 dwellings, the policy requires that 30% of the total
number of dwellings shall be provided as on-site affordable housing and if
proposals present an offer which falls short of the 30% policy requirement, then
the applicant must clearly demonstrate the circumstances justifying a lower
contribution through an open-book viability assessment.

There is a significant shortfall in provision of affordable housing with the Borough

compared with the identified and persistent need. Paragraph 4.4.19 of the
Page 58



7.29

7.30

7.31

Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 provides some background to the policy and
summarises the large amount of evidence that the Council has in respect of the
critical need for Affordable Housing that exists within the Borough:

“The Berkshire (with South Bucks) Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA,
2016) has once again emphasised the critical need for affordable housing within
Reading as well as the remainder of Berkshire. The SHMA identified a need for
406 new affordable homes per year in Reading, which represents the majority of
the overall housing required. The consequences of not providing much-needed
affordable homes would be severe, and would include homelessness, households
in temporary or unsuitable accommodation, overcrowding and younger people
having to remain living with parents for increasing periods. Insufficient affordable
housing will also act as an impediment to economic growth, as firms will face
increasing problems with accommodation for their workforce. Meeting even a
substantial proportion of the identified housing need presents significant
challenges, and it is therefore critical that new residential development of all sizes
makes whatever contribution it can.”

1113

Paragraph 4.4.23 states ““The target set in the policy has been determined as the
result of an assessment of the viability of development of sites of various sizes in
the Borough in accordance with the requirements of the NPPF. This will be the
expected level of affordable housing provision.”

An up-to-date assessment of the need for Affordable Housing that exists in the
Borough is within the supporting text for Policy H3 (para 4.4.21) of the Reading
Borough Local Plan Submission Draft Partial Update May 2025 which states the
following:

“The Reading Housing Needs Assessment (HNA, 2024) has once again
emphasised the critical need for affordable housing within Reading as well as the
remainder of Berkshire. The HNA identified a need for 406 additional affordable
homes per year in Reading, which represents the majority of the overall housing
required. The consequences of not providing much-needed affordable homes
would be severe, and would include homelessness, households in temporary or
unsuitable accommodation, overcrowding and younger people having to remain
living with parents for increasing periods. Insufficient affordable housing will also
act as an impediment to economic growth, as firms will face increasing problems
with accommodation for their workforce. Meeting even a substantial proportion of
the identified housing need presents significant challenges, and it is therefore
critical that new residential development of all sizes makes whatever contribution
it can’.

Current Policy H3 includes provision for viability considerations at para 4.4.24
which states that “...the Council will be sensitive to exceptional costs of bringing
a site to market such as for reasons of expensive reclamation, or infrastructure
costs, or high existing use values. Where applicants can demonstrate, to the
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satisfaction of the Council, exceptional difficulties in bringing a site to market, the
Council will be prepared to consider detailed information on the viability of a
particular scheme and, where justified through an open book approach, to reduce
the affordable housing requirement...”

The NPPF 2024 and the Council’s policies allow for viability considerations to
reduce the provision but only in specific circumstances. Paragraph 59 of the NPPF
2024 states that “The weight to be given to a viability assessment is a matter for
the decision maker, having regard to all the circumstances in the case, including
whether the plan and the viability evidence underpinning it is up to date, and any
change in site circumstances since the plan was brought into force.” In this
instance, whilst the overall housing Policy H1 in the Local Plan 2019 is technically
‘out of date’ in terms of total housing numbers, the Affordable Housing Policy H3
is not considered out of date. This is evidenced by the 2024 Reading Housing
Needs Assessment which confirms that there is no reduction in the critical need
for Affordable Housing in the Borough and this supports the new policy in the
emerging Local Plan which requires the same amount of AH as the current Policy
H3. There is a strong consistent evidence base for the critical need for Affordable
Housing and no evidence to suggest that the requirement is out of date or that the
need has reduced.

With regard to Policy H3 (Affordable Housing), recent appeal decisions have
confirmed that Policy H3 not out of date. In addition, it is considered that the
existing Local Plan (2019), the emerging Local Plan (Submission Draft 2025) and
the NPPF are all aligned in their overall objective of creating mixed and balanced
communities including the delivery of an appropriate mix of housing types for the
local community - which includes affordable housing (NPPF Para 63). The Local
Plan Partial Update, which is currently at examination stage and has been through
hearings does not change the fundamental approach of the policy in terms of
making an affordable housing provision.

The existing Policy H3, the emerging Policy H3 and the aims of the NPPF in
securing mixed and balanced communities through an appropriate housing mix
are supported by and consistent with each other and the up-to-date Housing
Needs Assessment 2024 which has re-confirmed the “critical need for affordable
housing within Reading as well as the remainder of Berkshire. The HNA identified
a need for 406 additional affordable homes per year in Reading, which represents
the majority of the overall housing required. The consequences of not providing
much-needed affordable homes would be severe”. (HNA, 2024).

Paragraph 66 of the NPPF 2024 expects affordable housing to be provided to
meet identified local needs.

Planning Practice Guidance (Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 10-008-20190509)
states that “Where up-to-date policies have set out the contributions expected
from development, planning applications that fully comply with them should be
assumed to be viable. It is up to the applicant to demonstrate whether particular
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circumstances justify the need for a viability assessment at the application stage.
Policy compliant in decision making means that the development fully complies
with up to date plan policies. A decision maker can give appropriate weight to
emerging policies.”

The NPPG requires “Where a viability assessment is submitted to accompany a
planning application this should be based upon and refer back to the viability
assessment that informed the plan; and the applicant should provide evidence of
what has changed since then.” An up-to-date viability assessment to support the
emerging Policy H3 referenced above has been carried out for the emerging draft
Local Plan Partial Update which supports the same level of affordable housing as
previously set out in the current Local Plan 2019. The submitted viability
assessment does not reference the viability assessment which informed either the
existing or emerging local plan policies, and which are considered up to date.

Policy H3 places the onus on the developer/landowner to justify any lower
affordable housing contribution. As above, the supporting text to Policy H3 refines
this, explaining that costs need to be “exceptional costs of bringing a site to
market’. It is considered that the types of costs referred to in the Local Plan relate
to problems with a site itself; expensive reclamation, infrastructure costs, or high
existing use values etc. The cost of a particular design, or design choices, is not
considered to fall within this type of exceptional cost; unless the design options
are so limited as to prejudice the site coming forward for development in general.
It is also not necessarily the role of the LPA to insulate a developer against
financial risk associated with downturns in the market or rising development costs.

In support of the application, a viability assessment has been submitted with the
application, where the applicant asserts that the proposal cannot support a policy
compliant contribution. Instead, the applicant’s offer is £345,000 which equates to
2.8% provision.

The viability assessment has been independently reviewed by Carter Jonas and
the advice received is that it in fact would be viable for the development to
incorporate a policy compliant contribution equivalent to 30% of the proposed
number of new dwellings.

As above, the onus is on the developer to justify any lower affordable housing
contribution. Advice received from Valuers is that the applicant’'s Benchmark Land
Value (BLV) approach has been incorrectly applied. The correct approach is to
first establish an evidenced Existing Use Value (EUV) i.e. the value of the land in
its existing use, (which is the first component of calculating benchmark land value)
- and then apply a justified landowner premium to arrive at the BLV. However, in
this instance the applicant has incorrectly calculated a BLV which has been
primarily derived from an Alternative Use Value (AUV) scenario. With regard to
this AUV, the applicant references a 27-unit scheme (with policy compliant
affordable housing) to arrive at a BLV. This should not form the primary basis of

the land value as it has no relatignshi%{o the current and lawful use of the site.
age
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There are not 27 dwellings on site currently and therefore this cannot be claimed
as the Existing Use. It is not considered that there is any evidence for the approach
taken, and this is unjustified and unsubstantiated. The Council would ordinarily
expect a robust assessment of the site’s Existing Use Value to be provided. This
would form the principal basis for establishing an appropriate and policy-compliant
BLV in line with guidance including NPPG para 016 (ref 10-016-20190509). The
applicant should have produced a BLV on the basis of an EUV and methodology
— the onus remains on the applicant to justify a credible BLV at submission. It is
also noted that the appraisal includes a number of abnormal and site-specific
costs (for example demolition, ground conditions and other constraints). There do
not appear to be any ‘exceptional costs’ inherent in the site which would indicate
a reduction under the terms and guidance associated with Policy H3.

The overall conclusion from Valuers is that whilst the credibility of the applicant’s
proposed AUV hypothetical scheme hampers assessment, nevertheless, a policy
compliant level of affordable housing could be supported.

The need for general housing (i.e not Affordable Housing) is a consideration;
however, this it is not considered sufficient in and of itself to outweigh the harm
that would result in terms of failure to meet the critical need for Affordable Housing
within Reading Borough and the associated need to provide for sustainable and
inclusive mixed and balanced communities. This remains subject to the overall
planning balance discussed at the end of this report.

With regard to older persons’ accommodation, the NPPG states that “The need to
provide housing for older people is critical. People are living longer lives and the
proportion of older people in the population is increasing.” Paragraph: 001
Reference ID: 63-001-20190626.

NPPG Paragraph: 006 (Reference ID: 63-006-20190626) continues “Plan-making
authorities should set clear policies to address the housing needs of groups with
particular needs such as older and disabled people. These policies can set out
how the plan-making authority will consider proposals for the different types of
housing that these groups are likely to require. They could also provide indicative
figures or a range for the number of units of specialist housing for older people
needed across the plan area throughout the plan period.”

Policy H6 sets out requirements for “Other specialist accommodation for
vulnerable people will address the identified needs, which are primarily for
accommodation that enables occupants to live as independently as possible,
particularly for older people and people with physical disabilities.”

The most up to date source of identified need is the Reading Housing Needs

Assessment 2024. Paragraph 30 considers the need for specialist older person

housing for older households in Reading over the 18 year period 2023-2041 and

confirms there would be a need to provide an additional 665 specialist older

person housing units in Reading (equivalent to an average of 37 dwellings per
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year) of which 71% would need to be provided as affordable housing
(emphasis added). This excludes residential care need. The need for specialist
older person housing represents 4% of the overall housing need identified for
Reading and 71% would need to be provided as affordable housing.

Although the national picture is one of “critical need” for older persons’
accommodation. The objectively assessed need in Reading Borough is 37
dwellings per year — 4% of the overall housing need. This is contrasts with the
HNA assessment for 406 affordable dwellings to be provided per year. The need
for older persons accommodation does not exist to the same degree as affordable
housing. Furthermore, the fact that 71% of any specialist older person housing
needs to be affordable further lessens the weight to be given to the current
proposal (which provides no affordable housing on site).

The offer of 2.8% falls well below the policy requirement for 30% on site, or an
appropriate contribution for off-site provision.

The existing Local Plan (2019), the emerging Local Plan (Submission Draft 2025)
and the NPPF 2024 are all aligned in their overall objective of creating mixed and
balanced communities including the delivery of an appropriate mix of housing
types for the local community - which includes affordable housing (NPPF Para
63). When considering the relative weight to be given to the various benefits and
harms identified, it should be in the context of this need for housing which meets
identified needs. If there is a need to increase housing supply, it follows that this
should also require an increase in affordable housing supply which is an intrinsic
part of meeting the identified need. In fact, the need for Affordable Housing has
been quantified precisely and objectively within the recent Housing Needs
Assessment (2024), and this further demonstrated that the proportion of specialist
housing for older people that needs to be affordable is even higher than the
proportion of total housing.

There is therefore a demonstrated critical need for Affordable Housing in Reading
including from specialist housing for older people. It is considered that the Council
is justified in seeking to secure the provision of Affordable Housing for this
development, subject to all relevant material considerations. Furthermore, a
significant proportion of housing is provided relatively small sites within Reading
due to its largely previously developed, urban, nature. There is therefore a need
for each site to deliver a proportion of on-site Affordable Housing to avoid a
shortfall against housing targets.

Failure to provide adequate affordable housing would fail to meet housing need
and would have a direct impact on the availability of affordable housing for those
in need of such housing. Given the “critical need” identified, if follows that the
failure to provide affordable housing would result in a considerable degree of
harm. This would be ‘absolute’ rather than ‘relative’ as the objectively assessed
need is expressed in numbers of dwellings (and any associated shortfall in
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provision). The relative nature of the viability assessment has no bearing
whatsoever on the residual need experienced by persons in need of housing.

The question of viability relates to the likelihood of a particular development
proceeding. In Planning terms within the ‘plan-led system’ there is a strong
argument to suggest that allowing development to proceed in the short term
without meeting identified need would simply serve to compound the harm by
preventing the same land providing the necessary affordable housing in the event
that the viability of the site improves over the course of the plan period (to 2036 in
the case of the current Local Plan 2019 and to 2041 in the case of the emerging
Local Plan Partial Update Submission Draft 2025). This is further evidence to
suggest that the current proposal would fail to make the most appropriate and
efficient use of the land resource. This situation both in isolation, and if replicated
within other developments, would reduce the accessibility to appropriate housing
within Reading. It is not considered reasonable to expect other developments to
compensate for the shortfall in provision.

NPPG para 009 (Reference ID: 10-009-20251216) states that “The weight to be
given to a viability assessment is a matter for the decision maker, having regard
to all the circumstances in the case, including whether the plan and viability
evidence underpinning the plan is up to date, and site circumstances including
any changes since the plan was brought into force, and the transparency of
assumptions behind evidence submitted as part of the viability assessment. The
decision maker should consider whether the assessment and its conclusions are
objective, reasonable and realistic”

The shortfall in the assessed contribution amounts to a clear conflict with the policy
aimed at securing an appropriate contribution to affordable housing. Given the
demonstrated critical need for Affordable Housing in Reading including for
specialist housing for older people, significant and considerable harm is identified
to the Borough as a result of the proposals providing insufficient levels of
affordable housing. In this respect the development would fail to meet Policy H3
and the Affordable Housing SPD requirements and their associated aims of
achieving mixed and balanced communities within the Borough. This significant
harm would need to be weighed carefully against other material considerations
including the wider benefits of the scheme if the proposals are to be considered
acceptable. This is addressed within the overall planning balance at the end of
this report.

Density

The application site is 0.88 hectares in size, and the proposed development of 62

dwellings would deliver a development density of 70.45 dwellings per hectare.

This density of development exceeds the '30-60 dwellings per hectare’ density

indicatively specified at figure 4.5 of Policy H2 (Density and Dwelling Mix) for

suburban sites. Policy H2 is clear that the particular characteristics of a site will

determine whether development density is appropriate. Given the concerns raised
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in this report relating visual harm, and effect on amenity, the scheme is not
considered to deliver an appropriate density for the constraints and circumstances
of this particular site.

Dwelling Mix

In terms of dwelling mix, Policy H2 requires that residential developments for 10
or more dwellings outside the central area and defined district and local centres
will ensure that over 50% of dwellings will be of 3 bedrooms or more. Policy H2
also explains that the dwelling mix of residential development should contribute
towards meeting the identified housing needs of the Borough. Figure 4.6 within
the supporting text to Policy H2 sets out that there is most need within the borough
for family sized units of two and three bedrooms.

The proposal is for 1 and 2 bed units (within both the new-build element and the
conversions), with no 3 bed units proposed. However, no commentary has been
provided as to the lack of 3 bed units, and no evidence has been supplied to justify
deviating from the policy requirements which are based in evidence of local
housing need. The proposals therefore fail to meet identified local housing need
and are contrary to Policy H2 and the NPPF 2024.

Design Considerations and Impact on Character and Heritage

Policy CC7 (Design and the Public Realm) seeks to ensure that new development
enhances and preserves the local character. The policy places importance on the
layout of the urban structure and urban grain, stipulating that development should
respond positively to the local context and create safe and accessible
environments.

Policies EN1 (Protection and Enhancement of the Historic Environment), Policy
EN4 (Locally Important Heritage Assets), EN6 (New Development in a Historic
Context) and H2 (Density and Mix) seek to conserve, protect and enhance local
heritage assets.

Paragraph 96 of the NPPF 2024 states that decisions should aim to achieve
healthy, inclusive and safe places.

Paragraph 129 of the NPPF 2024 states that decisions should support
development that takes into account the importance of securing well-designed,
attractive and healthy places.

Paragraph 131 of the NPPF 2024 states that the creation of high quality, beautiful
and sustainable buildings and places is fundamental to what the planning and
development process should achieve.
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Paragraph 135 of the NPPF 2024 details that decisions should ensure that
developments are visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and
appropriate and effective landscaping and are sympathetic to local character
including the surrounding built environment.

Paragraph 136 of the NPPF 2024 details that trees make an important contribution
to the character and quality of urban environments and can also help mitigate and
adapt to climate change.

Paragraph 139 of the NPPF 2024 details that development that is not well
designed should be refused.

Paragraph 216 of the NPPF 2024 states the effect of an application on the
significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account in
determining the application. In weighing applications that directly or indirectly
affect non-designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required
having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage
asset.

The National Design Guidance identifies 10 key components for good design and
of particular note is the characteristic of ‘Context’ and it states that “well designed
new development responds positively to the features of the site itself and the
surrounding context beyond the site boundary. It should enhance positive qualities
and improve negative ones.” Additionally, there is specific reference to ‘views
inwards and outwards’.

The NPPF 2024 at para 207 requires “That in determining applications, local
planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the significance of any
heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting. The
level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no more than
is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance.
As a minimum the relevant historic environment record should have been
consulted and the heritage assets assessed using appropriate expertise where
necessary. Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has the
potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning
authorities should require developers to submit an appropriate desk-based
assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation”.

It continues at para 210 “In determining applications, local planning authorities
should take account of: a) the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the
significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with
their conservation; b) the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets
can make to sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and c) the
desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character

and distinctiveness.”
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The application site relates to the locally listed Hemdean House School and
Lodge. It is proposed to convert both the main school building and the lodge to
residential units, as well as construct a new building within the site to provide
retirement accommodation along with new access, car parking and other ancillary
buildings.

New Build

The proposed building would be 3 storey in height and arranged in a ‘t' shape
footprint, with the top of the ‘t' adjacent to and facing the site frontage with
Hemdean Road. The existing character of the immediate surrounding area is
typically one of two storey (with roof accommodation) inter-war and Victorian
buildings. The site currently has a generous open frontage that accommodates a
line of trees that are a landscape feature that contributes positively to the leafy
character of the street scene at this point. This, combined with the set back in the
majority of the built form on the site coupled with the largely single storey nature
within the site contributes to the spacious character of the site. This also reflects
the spacious character of the areas surrounding the non-designated heritage
assets (main school house and lodge). Whilst the school building to the rear of the
site is 4 storey in height, its siting and the topography of the site (it sits uphill to
the rear of the site) means that it appears grouped with the surrounding residential
dwellings to the south and west at this point. Giving the impression of a grand
building with a substantial open landscaped setting between the road and the
house. The original parkland setting is still readily discernible. Equally, given its
significant set back into the site, the house sits comfortably within this context and
does not appear as a dominant feature either within the site or within the Hemdean
Road street scene.

The Planning statement states in respect of the new-build development that ‘the
scale is domestic’ and the Design and Access statement states that the proposals
‘complete the Hemdean Road streetscene’. This is not accepted and conversely
it is considered that the combination of the footprint, height and unrelieved
massing of the proposed new build would result in a visually prominent building,
that would be uncharacteristic of the area and would result in a dominant form of
development. Whilst set back to some extent from the road largely following the
building line of adjacent properties, it would extend at 3 storeys for almost the
entire width of the site, increasing the presence and visual prominence of
development on the site viewed from the street. This would result in an overly
dominant frontage that would be exacerbated by the amount of hardstanding
proposed at the front of the site. The existing characterful open ‘setting’ described
above and the way the site is experienced would be lost.

The apparent bulk would increase in oblique views where the depth of the
rearwards wing would add to the already substantial bulk of the front wing which
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is unrelenting in scale, form and appearance and adds to the excessively large,
prominent and unsympathetic development. The height of the proposed building
does not provide a sensitive response to the hierarchy of buildings in the
surrounding area. In addition, the car parking/hardstanding proposed would result
in a stark and unwelcoming frontage, that would not have a positive relationship
with the street — worsened by the removal of tree of amenity value to provide new
access. A substation is also proposed at the front of the site, immediately adjacent
the road. This appears as an afterthought, poorly integrated and visually obtrusive
and as such does not represent a good design solution.

The overall architectural approach does little to break up the mass of the building
— the proposed ‘link’ only serves to exacerbate the overall scale — and contrasts
with the more restrained character of the adjacent inter-war and Victorian era
buildings.

It is unclear where the proposed development takes its design cues from — the
Design and Access Statement states that the “Hemdean Road elevation...will
appears as a series of semi-detached / terraced properties, taking their
architectural cues from the semi-detached and terraced properties on Hemdean
Road”. This is considered to be a somewhat abstract architectural reference as
the surrounding buildings are of a smaller scale that are modest in both height and
width. Conversely, it does not appear to either reflect local character or
successfully reinterpret it in a modern way. Whilst the proposed materials would
broadly reflect that used in the locality, the materials are not considered sufficient
in themselves to create visually interesting buildings or to mitigate the
shortcomings of the architecture. Indeed, the differing elements to the building in
terms of roof forms and materials and overall asymmetrical nature highlights the
awkwardness of the site layout and the incompatibility of the design with the
character of the neighbouring properties. It would introduce a visually dominant
building that would visually jar with the surrounding area. The proposed building
is fundamentally at odds with the layout, scale and form of the character of the
area.

With regard to the effect on the setting of the Lodge building to the front of the site,
the excessive footprint, scale and bulk of the proposed new building would
dominate visually and would overwhelm and subsume the Lodge. The proposals
would also reduce and diminish the setting of the lodge, leaving it isolated and
poorly integrated sitting within the remainder of its plot within the corner of a car
park. Surrounded by Hemdean Road, the access road the proposed car park on
all sides with the excessive scale building immediately in the background, this
would result in a poor quality appearance that fails to integrate effectively with
existing character and which is harmful to the setting of the non-designated
heritage asset.

As above, the Listing for description Hemdan House School and Lodge states that
‘“Hemdean House School and F[a%%qgs with their architectural and cultural
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significance, constitute a group and remain important markers in the history of
education and the built heritage of Caversham and Reading.” For the above
reasons the proposed development is not considered to respond sensitivity to its
historic context.

It is apparent that the proposals comprise 3 separate elements. The new-build
block of 51 retirement homes, the conversion of the main school house to 10 flats
and the conversion of lodge to 1 flat. There appears to be no correlation between
the proposals; indeed each element appears isolated from each other. The
proposals do not relate to each other and there is no relationship between the
new-build and the non-designated heritage assets. This results in a scheme that
is disjointed and resulting in an awkward juxtaposition of separate elements. The
proposals appear to be functionally ‘carved-up’ to allow for each element to exist
separately without integrating together and within the site. The lack of integration
continues with the land to the north west of the side edged blue on the location
plan which would be severed from the site and the future use and access to it
remains unclear.

The proposals require a large amount of retaining walls, particularly to the north
and west of the site. This is reflective of the large amount of works required to
keep the different elements separate from each other — and is a somewhat
aggressive response to make the existing topography fit with the proposals, rather
than the other way around.

Therefore, the development would fail to comply with Policy CC7 in that it would
not be sympathetic to the character and visual quality of the area concerned,
including the site’s spacious and verdant frontage. The proposal would also be
contrary to paragraph 127 of the NPPF in that it would fail to positively contribute
to local distinctiveness, the site’s sense of place and the existing streetscene; it
would also fail to have due regard to the scale, layout, appearance and
architectural detailing of the area and would have a poor relationship with
neighbouring buildings and heritage assets. Finally, the proposals are also not
considered to be visually attractive as a result of good architecture as required
paragraph 135 of the NPPF 2024.

As above, the NPPF 2024 states that “Permission should be refused for
development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for
improving the character and quality of an area and the way it functions” (Paragraph
130).

For these reasons it is considered that the proposal would be harmful to the
character and appearance of the site and surrounding area. The effect of this harm
will be discussed in the overall planning balance at the end of this report.

Conversion of Lodge and School Buildings
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The Planning Statement states that “The scheme takes the opportunity to enhance
the immediate setting of the lodge whilst the proposed conversion and appropriate
re-use of both of the buildings to residential accommodation presents a heritage
benefit”. As above, it is not agreed that the setting of the lodge is enhanced.

Whilst the development does not propose extensions to the Lodge or School
buildings, both comprise external works that would not enhance or conserve the
value of these non-designated heritage assets. This includes the replacement of
original fenestration with upvc which is an inappropriate design and material;
enlargements of window openings and no original openings left without
intervention into the historic fabric.

Whilst there would be some modest improvements (demolition of lean-to brick
extension, cleaning and repointing the brickwork and repair works for chimney and
timberwork) the cumulative impact of the proposed works through inappropriate
design, material and intrusion into historic fabric — that would result in harm to the
buildings significance - would fail to preserve the historic and architectural interest
of the buildings.

Historic England’s Advice note 7 states that local listing is a way to identify and
celebrate historic buildings which enrich and enliven the area and that they build
a sense of place and history and area intended to highlight assets in order to
ensure that they are given due consideration when change is proposed. For the
reasons given above, it is not considered that there would be an adverse impact
on the historic assets.

With regard to the NPPF 2024, the harm would be less than substantial but is
nevertheless considered to be of importance and weight. Paragraph 215 of the
Framework establishes that any harm should be weighed against the public
benefits of the proposal. This will be discussed in the overall planning balance.

Amenity Matters

Policy CC8 (Safeguarding Amenity) seeks to protect the amenity of existing
surrounding and future occupiers. Policy EN16 (Pollution and Water Resources)
seeks to protect surrounding and future occupiers from the impacts of pollution,
including contamination. Policy EN15 (Air Quality) seeks to protect existing and
future occupiers from the impact of poor air quality. Policy EN17 (Noise
Generating Equipment) seeks to control and mitigate noise impacts from plant
equipment. Policy H10 (Private and Communal Outdoor Space) requires that
dwellings will be provided with functional private or communal open space,
including green space wherever possible, that allows for suitable sitting-out areas,
children’s play areas, home food production, green waste composting, refuse
storage, general outdoor storage and drying space. Houses will be provided with
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private outdoor space whereas flats may be provided with communal outdoor
space, balconies and/or roof gardens.

Existing Surrounding Residential Occupiers

The site is bounded by residential properties on all sides, and the proposed new-
build element would clearly result in increased presence and changed outlook.

Whilst clearly visible to the occupiers on the east side of Hemdean Road, given
the intervening road and tree screening and set back, this is not considered to
result in any harmful overbearing effects or loss of privacy.

With regard to No.126 Hemdean Road to the north, the proposed building would
be sited approximately 6m to the common boundary and 7.8m to the building at
No.126 itself. The proposed new building would extend at a height of 3 storeys or
a significant distance along the boundary with No.126. This scale in close
proximity is considered to be overbearing and visually dominant on this neighbour
which is exacerbated by overshadowing due to the southward siting. Furthermore,
6 first and second floor windows are proposed facing No.126 and its garden area.
The agent considers that given these would not be primary windows, that this
would be acceptable at a distance of 7.8m. This is not accepted and it is
considered that this number of windows at such close proximity would result in a
overlooking and a strong perception of overlooking and associated loss of privacy.
The proximity and excessive scale of the building at this point, combined with the
number and arrangement of windows would result in harm to the amenity of
occupiers of this neighbouring property.

With regard to houses to the south side of Knighton Close, the agent states that
there would be a separation distance of 24.5m from the rear projection element to
the back wall of these properties. Whilst this may be the case, there would be a
considerably shorter distance to the rear boundaries and gardens — approximately
15m and the proposed balconies would be closer at approximately 13m. The
proximity, number and arrangement of windows and balconies is considered to
result overlooking, including a strong perception of overlooking. The effect of this
would be exacerbated by the height of the building in that there would be two full
storeys of accommodation above fence level that would overlook these
neighbouring properties from an elevated position, the relatively constrained rear
gardens of the Knighton Close properties, the open balconies and the general
dominant ‘presence’ of the new building viewed from the neighbouring land.

The proposal includes a significant works including extensive retaining walls along

the boundary with properties along Knighton Close, as well as within the site to

the east and south of the new build element. This would appear overly dominant

and visually intrusive especially in relation to adjacent properties in Knighton

Close. The works would facilitate vehicle movements with associated noise,
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movement and headlights at an elevated position which would be harmful to the
amenity of neighbouring occupiers.

Given the distance of the new build element to properties to the south along
Hemdean Road and Hemdean Rise, combined with the topography, intervening
tree screening and the deeper gardens of these properties, the proposals whilst
visible are not considered to result in harmful overbearing effects or loss of privacy.

Given the distance of the new-build to properties to the east along The Cloisters,
combined with the intervening tree screening and change in site levels, no
overbearing effects of loss of privacy is considered to arise.

With regard to the daylight and sunlights impacts on the neighbouring properties,
there are reasonable concerns that the scale and proximity and orientation would
affect daylight and sunlight availability to houses to the north. It is noted that no
daylight/sunlight report has been submitted to support the proposals. It is
considered in the absence of evidence to the contrary that the proposal fails to
demonstrate that it would not result in harmful loss of daylight or sunlight to
adjacent dwellings to the north in Hemdean Road and Knighton Close.

Notwithstanding harm identified elsewhere, the conversion of the Hemdean
School House and Lodge would not likely in themselves result in any harm to
neighbouring amenity.

In overall terms, the proposals would be contrary to Policy CC8 and H2 of the
Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 and the NPPF 2024 and this will be discussed
in the planning balance at the end of the report.

Standard of Accommodation to be Provided
New Build

Policy H5 (Standards for New Housing) requires that all new building housing
outside of the Central Area complies with the Nationally Described Space
Standards (NDSS) and will be accessible and adaptable in line with M4(2) of the
Building Regulations. All developments of 20 or more should provide at least 5%
as wheelchair dwellings.

The Planning Statement notes that all proposed units of the new-build element
would meet M4(2) standards and Nationally Described Space Standards. Policy
H5 requires 5% to be M4(3) standard of accessibility. The application is silent on
this point and it is not clear from the drawings whether or not the proposed layout
would be capable complying with the M4(3) standard.
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Generally, it is considered that the internal layout of the new build flats would be
cramped on all floors. They would be largely single aspect with deep living/kitchen
areas, and a number of these units would face north. The Design and Access
Statement states that the single aspect is ‘typically due to the requirement for
double loaded corridors necessitated by the need to optimise the development
potential of sites’ and that the commercial viability and appropriate density of a
site depends on a typical design using double loaded corridor’. As discussed
elsewhere in this report, the viability and density is not agreed and this is not
considered to be suitable justification for proposals that otherwise provide poor
quality accommodation. Furthermore, no daylight/sunlight report has been
submitted to support the proposals, and it has not been demonstrated that the
single aspect nature of the proposals is an appropriate design solution. A number
of the corner bedrooms would be further restricted in terms of light and outlook by
the building itself. There would also be harmful overlooking and intervisibility
between units, due to the position and siting of windows and balconies.

There would be minimal defensible space at ground floor, with car parking and
circulation routes and spaces located close to residential patios and windows and
also an unsatisfactory relationship between communal areas and bedrooms. This
would result in privacy and disturbance issues harmful to the amenity of future
occupiers.

The Designing Out Crime Officer has raised concern regarding the proposed
boundary treatment and whether this would be appropriate for creating a safe and
secure environment for residents. Specifically, that the low boundary fencing and
multiple gates would make it possible to bypass the main entry point, leaving
ground floor apartments most vulnerable. This indicates that a better laid out
design to the building is needed (not additional fencing).

Given the above, the proposals would be contrary to Policies H2, CC7 and CC8
of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 and the NPPF 2024 and this will be
discussed in the planning balance at the end of the report.

School conversion

The conversion of the school would comprise 10 residential units. These would be
small units with the majority only just meeting minimum space standards. Although
not unacceptable in purely size terms, units on the west and south side and to a
lesser extend the east would feel gloomy and hemmed in due to windows facing
onto new retaining walls and overshadowed by existing trees, reducing daylight
and sunlight levels as well as outlook. As above, no daylight/sunlight report has
been submitted. The combination of the small size, poor outlook and inadequate
access to daylight and sunlight would result in harm to the amenity of future
occupiers of the affected dwellings.
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The Planning Statement states the School House conversion would be provided
with communal garden space to the south of the building. It does not appear that
there would be any useable functional and sitting out space or any of the other
amenities required by H10 - and the area in question would be heavily
overshadowed by trees and would receive very little light. The suggested garden
area is currently a wooded slope.

Given the above, the proposals would be contrary to Policies CC8, H8 and H10 of
the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019, the Residential Conversions SPD 2023
and the NPPF and this will be discussed in the planning balance at the end of the
report.

Lodge conversion

The conversion of the lodge would meet internal space standards. However, the
kitchen and dining area would be hampered by trees in close proximity to windows.
The garden area would be bounded by the car parking and road of the new-build
to the south and west, Heamdean Road to the east and trees to the north. This is
unlikely to provide suitable functions required under Policy H10 including suitable
sitting out space.

Given the above, the proposals would be contrary to Policies CC8, H8 and H10 of
the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019, the Residential Conversions SPD 2023
and the NPPF 2024 and this will be discussed in the planning balance at the end
of the report.

The Council’s Environmental Protection Officer has not raised any concern in
respect of noise/disturbance, subject to a noise assessment being submitted for
any new mechanical plant to be installed and this approach is considered
acceptable. Should the proposals have otherwise been supportable, this would
have been secured by way of condition to ensure any such equipment would not
generate unacceptable noise impacts upon existing or future surrounding
occupiers.

Similarly, any approval would include conditions to secure submission and
approval of a detailed construction method statement prior to commencement of
works to ensure suitable mitigation measures are put in place in respect of impacts
from construction phase. Further conditions would be recommended to ensure all
construction and associated deliveries takes place within normal daytime working
hours only and that there should be no burning of waste on site which could
adversely impact upon air quality.

In overall terms, the proposals are considered to be cramped, with insufficient
amenity space and insufficient levels of daylight/sunlight resulting in poor quality
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of accommodation for future occupiers. The proposal would therefore be contrary
to Policies CC8, H5 and H10 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 and the
NPPF 2024 and this will be discussed in the planning balance at the end of the
report.

Bin Storage

Policy CC5 (Waste Minimisation and Storage) requires that new developments
incorporate facilities for storage of all types of waste and recycling.

For the new-build retirement units, the following would be required:

6 x 1100L general waste bins
10-11 x 1100L recycling bins
4 x 240L food waste bins

5-6 x 240L glass bins

A single ground floor bin store with space for 10 bins is proposed. The plan does
not specify the size and type of bins proposed but RBC Waste Officers have
confirmed that this would not be large enough for the required number of bins.

For the School House conversion to 10 units, the following would be required:

1 x 1100L general waste bin
2 x 1100L recycling bins
1 x 240L food waste bin
1 x 240L glass recycling bin

Bin store provision is not clear in the submission.
For the Lodge conversion to 1 unit, the following would be required:

1 x 140L general waste bin
1 x 240L recycling bin

1 x 23L food waste caddy

1 x 55L glass recycling box

As above, bin store provision is not clear in the submission and although this is a
single dwelling it forms part of a wider residential layout where an overall strategy
for waste handling and security against pests and vermin is required.

Failure to provide suitable bin storage is another shortfall of the proposal, contrary
to Policy CC5 and the NPPF 2024 and this will be discussed in the planning
balance at the end of the report.

Should the application have otherwise been supportable, a condition would have
been attached to secure submission and approval of vermin and pest control
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measures for all bin stores to ensure the stores are secure and do not generate
pollution in terms of odour.

Natural Environment - Trees and Landscaping

Trees are a material planning consideration whether or not they are protected.
Section 197 of the Town and Country Planning Act states it shall be the duty of
the LPA to ensure, whenever it is appropriate, that in granting planning permission
for any development adequate provision is made, by the imposition of conditions,
for the preservation or planting of trees’.

Policy EN14 (Trees, Hedges and Woodland) seeks to extend the Borough's
vegetation cover and that development should make provision for tree planting
whilst Policy CC7 (Design and the Public Realm) seeks proposals should include
appropriate landscaping.

Paragraph 136 of the NPPF 2024 details that trees make an important contribution
to the character and quality of urban environments and can also help mitigate and
adapt to climate change.

Existing trees

The site is open and verdant with a substantial number of trees and other greenery
existing. The site is subject to two TPOs. Tree retention and planting is considered
important to preserve the existing character. Proposals should demonstrate an
appropriate level of greening and/or net gain in the tree number.

An Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AlA) and Method Statement has been
submitted and reviewed by the Council’s Natural Environment Officer. Along with
the Planning Statement, this notes that 2 lots of trees (1 individual mature Lime
and 1 small group Cypress) would be lost through the development. However, it
is clear that a further young Lime tree on the frontage would also need to be
removed to allow for the sub-station on the frontage. This removal is not
acknowledged in the AIA and whilst only a small tree, was a replacement for
previous felling and it appropriately continues the line of Lime trees which are a
feature of the frontage, and which contribute positively to the existing verdant
character of the site and this section of Hemdean Road.

The Council’s Natural Environment Officer has confirmed that the loss of the
mature lime, forming part of the frontage treescape is not acceptable. It is not
agreed with the submission that the loss of this tree ‘won’t really be noticeable’ —
it is one of the line of mature trees along the frontage and its removal would leave
a significant gap.

Importantly, the AIA does not address other elements of the proposals, such as
how access would be achieved from Hemdean Road within the root protection
area (RPA) without harm to roots of trees, or the how the demolition of the music
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building would be dealt with within RPAs (the submission is inconsistent regarding
retention/removal of the building). It does not address ground removal works
required to the south side of the main school house and which would likely require
tree removal and/or damage to their root systems to allow soil removal and
provision of retaining structures to expose the lower ground floor window and
would be likely to result in pressure to prune. There are a range of other works
affecting root systems around the site providing new parking areas, retaining walls
etc.

Furthermore, the Natural Environment Officer advises that proposed parking
spaces within close proximity to trees (not shown on the Tree Protection Plan -
TPP) would be inappropriate due to the propensity of the species to produce
extensive basal growth. It is also unclear from the plans how close the parking
spaces to the north of the School House would be to the existing mature trees
which lie close to the western boundary of the site — It appears car parking does
extend into this area and into the bank and into RPAs but this is not dealt with in
the AlA.

Given the above, the AIA /AMS is deficient in its detail, misses some proposals
affecting trees entirely and lacking clarity on impacts on others. The TPP does not
fully reflect the proposals. It is apparent that the proposals will result in harm to
trees on site, certainly those being felled, and those where excavation is proposed
within RPAs and/or close to trunks. Furthermore, the submission does not include
all elements needing to be covered and as such fails to demonstrate no harm to
trees purportedly being retained on site, contrary to Policies CC7 and EN12 and
the NPPF 2024 and this will be discussed in the planning balance at the end of
the report.

Landscaping

Appropriate new planting would be expected to mitigate tree loss, provide a net
gain and to soften the development. Whilst the submissions shows the retention
of trees and new planting along the southern boundary, no new planting is
included on the southern side of the field.

The landscaping shown on the landscape master plan drawing is largely
considered to be acceptable — although this is of little usefulness unless and until
the impact on existing trees is fully understood; the ultimate landscaping would
need to reflect the aims of the Council’s tree Strategy in terms of diversity — whist
this is not currently evident, this in itself could have been dealt with by way of
conditions, should the application have otherwise been considered supportable.

As noted elsewhere in this report, the submitted SuDs principles for the site do not

demonstrate how the drainage system would be linked to soft landscaping
features within the development as required by Policy EN18.
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In overall terms, the submission fails to demonstrate the full extent of the
development’s impact on the site’s tree population and would remove trees of high
amenity value along the frontage which is not acceptable. Other trees will be
harmed due to nearby works and may even be required to be removed entirely —
it is not clear in the proposal - and there would be an increased pressure to prune
or fell in the future — again this is not clear. The proposed development fails to
demonstrate lack of harm to trees of high amenity value including protected trees.
Furthermore, it fails to demonstrate acceptable provision of tree planting and soft
landscaping with consequent harm to visual amenity, the character and
appearance of the area, biodiversity and environmental quality of the area.

The proposals would therefore be contrary to Policies CC7, EN12 and EN14 of
the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 and the Tree Strategy 2021 and NPPF
2024. 1t would also not comply with the Sustainable Design and Construction SPD
which states that ‘development will not be permitted which would undermine
current levels of tree cover as this is likely to be damaging to climate change
adaptation strategies’. This will be discussed in the planning balance at the end of
the report.

Ecology and Biodiversity

Policy EN12 (Biodiversity and The Green Network) requires that new development
should provide a net gain for biodiversity where possible and should incorporate
biodiversity features into proposals where practical.

An ecological appraisal, bat report and badger survey report have been submitted
with the application. These have been reviewed by the Council’'s Ecologist. Whilst
there are some inconsistencies within the bat survey report, the Ecologist has
confirmed these are more to do with clarifications which could easily be addressed
through an updated report and do not warrant a refusal on this basis — concluding
overall lack of harm to bats.

With regard to badgers, the Council’s Ecologist agrees with the submitted report’s
recommendations for a recommencement survey to be included within a
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). Similarly, with regard to
other protected species, no harm is considered to occur subject to
recommendations of the report to provide mitigation measures being secured
within the CEMP. Should the application have otherwise been supportable, this
would have been secured by way of condition.

Whilst the site is within a relatively residential and built up area, there are several
bat roosts in the area. Any increase in artificial light at night would have the
potential to adversely affect bat activity along with other nocturnal wildlife. Should
the application have otherwise been supportable, a condition would have been
recommended to secure submission and approval of details of all external lighting
to ensure this is designed in a wildlife friendly manner and to limit the impact on
light pollution from artificial light.
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that the proposals would not adversely impact upon existing habitats and
protected species at and near the application site.

The proposed development also includes provision of biodiversity enhancement
features across the site including bat and bird boxes, log piles and hibernacula for
insects and retiles as well as hedgehog holes in fencing. These measures would
in themselves be welcome and details and specifications and details of monitoring
would have been secured by way of condition should the application have
otherwise been supportable.

Further to the above, there is a statutory requirement for all proposals to
demonstrate that a minimum 10% net gain in biodiversity would be achieved as
part of a proposed development. The application is accompanied by a biodiversity
net gain (BNG) assessment, report and metric calculation. This demonstrates that
the development would result in a 17.29% net gain in area habitat units and a net
gain in hedgerows. Whilst there are some discrepancies within the report, the
Council’s Ecologist has confirmed that the area and linear baseline habitats have
been accurately accounted for in the metric. Furthermore, the new trees and other
neutral grassland would be ‘significant on site enhancements’ in accordance with
the NPPG.

Should the application have otherwise been supportable, the application would be
required to submit a BNG plan prior to commencement of the development
(secured by condition) to confirm how this would be achieved as per the metric
calculation.

Subject to the recommended conditions above the development is considered to
accord with Policy EN12 (Biodiversity and The Green Network) which requires
ecology and protected species to be protected and for development to achieve a
net gain in biodiversity.

Provision of Open Space

Policy EN9 (Provisoin of Open Space) requires developments of this scale to
make provision for open space to serve the needs of the development. No
assessment of need has been submitted and no provision made as part of the
proposals. As such the proposal fails to make appropriate provision for open
space, harmful to the needs of future occupiers.

Transport and Highways

Policies TR1 (Achieving the Transport Strategy), TR3 (Access, Traffic and
Highway related matters), TR4 (Cycle Routes and Facilities) and TRS (Car and
Cycle Parking and Electric Vehicle Charging) seek to address access, traffic,
highway and parking related matters for new development.
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Vehicle Access

Hemdean Road is classified as C100 and is a Local Transport Corridor with bus
services (routes 23 & 24) running along Hemdean Road. The closest bus stops to
the site are Hemdean Hill on Hemdean Road, which are located approximately
65m south (northbound services) and approximately 140m south (southbound
services) of the site. Hemdean Road is a single carriageway road, subject to a
30mph speed limit. On-street parking is present on both sides of the road, with no
restrictions on the eastern side, and restricted parking on the western side.
Adjacent to the site, this is limited to 2 hours, Monday-Saturday (08:00-19:00).

The existing vehicular access from Hemdean Road is proposed to serve both
converted buildings, including a pedestrian route running for part of the route
leading towards (but not extending as far as) the School House. Within the site,
the access road is proposed to be widened to 4.5m to allow two-way movement.
Whilst there would be a short pinch point retained due to existing trees, Transport
Officers confirm this to be acceptable as it benefits from adequate forward
visibility. The access would also accommodate fire and refuse vehicles serving
the development.

A separate new vehicular is proposed off Hemdean Road to serve the new-build
element. Transport Officers have confirmed that the Highway Authority does not
support the creation of a new access on to this classified road. It is instead
considered that access to all parts of the development, including the new-build,
should be taken form the existing access which can be readily upgraded — and is
already proposed to be widened — and is capable of safely accommodating the
required level of traffic. This would avoid the need for additional point of access
and associated loss of on-street parking in existence at the front of the site.

Transport Officer's advice is that as Hemdean Road is designated as a Local
Transport Corridor, the Highway Authority’s adopted ‘Design Guidance for Access
onto Classified Road’ must be complied with. This guidance set out criteria for the
acceptability and design of new access to ensure that the safety and efficiency of
the classified road network is maintained and enhanced. Every new junction onto
a classified road introduces:

Additional turning movements

More conflict between vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians
Greater risk of accidents

Potential disruption to traffic flow

The Highway Authority have confirmed that with regard to this guidance, they
would resist the formation of new access onto a classified road where a suitable
Page 80



7.150

7.151

7.152

7.153

7.154

7.155

alternative access exists onto a non-classified road, or where the development
could reasonably share an existing access. The need for a new access is not
clearly justified and nor has it been demonstrated that a new access is required to
meet the traffic associated with the development. The duplication of accesses
creates additional points of conflict on this constrained but busy classified road.

Furthermore, a new access would remove sections of kerbside parking and
potentially worsens local parking pressures (with no evidence to the contrary).

As above, the availability and suitability of the existing access negates the need
for and weighs against the need for, or acceptability of, a new additional access
point onto Hemdean Road. The new access would create an unnecessary and
harmful arrangement which would worsen highway safety.

Pedestrian Access

With regard to the pedestrian access, a dedicated footway is currently provided
along the existing access. However, this would not extend to serve the 10
residential units at the rear of the site and stops adjacent to the front of the new
build housing. As such, the proposed arrangement fails to provide a continuous,
safe and convenient pedestrian route for all users.

Car Parking Provision

In accordance with the Council’s current Parking Standards and Design SPD 2011
the residential car parking standards of 1 space per 1- or 2-bedroom flats is
required, plus 1 space per 10 dwellings for visitors to flats.

The proposed site layout shows 10 car parking spaces and 1 visitor car parking
space adjacent to the School House building. at the, along with 16 car parking
spaces at the front of the site and 3 visitor parking spaces.

In terms of the new-build retirement living accommodation, the adopted Parking
Standards require a parking provision of 1 space per unit plus 1 space for staff.
The SPD allows for reduced provision where robust evidence demonstrates that
lower levels would not give ruse to highway safety concerns. Retirement living
development typically cater for older residents who demonstrate reduced levels of
car ownership and higher reliance on sustainable transport modes, lifts from family
and on-site facilities. According to the submission, the scheme would be minimally
staffed, with only a house manager on duty during office hours.

The proposed site layout shows 16 car parking spaces at the front of the site and
3 visitor parking spaces.
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The proposed provision of 16 car parking spaces (0.31 per unit), even with 3
additional visitor spaces, represents a substantial shortfall against the adopted
Parking Standards SPD requirement of 1 space per unit plus staff
accommodation. To support this lower provision, the application has provided
evidence drawn from comparable Churchill Living developments which show
significantly lower car ownership and usage among residents of retirement
accommodation.

Transport Officers advise that notwithstanding the above, it is also important to
recognise that car ownership patterns can vary, and reliance on averaged date
risks underestimating peak demand or future changes in resident behaviour.
Whilst typical demand at similar development might be lower, the development
must ensure that appropriate resilience is built into parking provision to avoid
future overspill parking on the surrounding highway network.

Transport Officers advise that any increase in on-street parking demand,
particularly in areas where parking bays are already under pressure or proposed
to be removed, would be detrimental to both safety and network efficiency.
Transport Officer’s further advise that the proposed parking provision should be
robustly assessed against a worse-case scenario derived from the comparable
Churchill Living developments rather than relying on average demand figures.
This would ensure that sufficient capacity is provided to accommodate potential
variations in car ownership and avoid any risk of overspill parking onto the
surrounding highway network.

In addition, further details would be required in respect of car park management
arrangement would be allocated and controlled to demonstrate how an
appropriate balance between resident and visitor parking would be maintained,
ensuring that adequate provision would remain available for visitors at all times
and that displacement on the public highway would be avoided. Should the
proposals have otherwise been supportable, this could have been dealt with by
way of condition. Similarly, the proposals would be required to provide electric
vehicle charging points (1 space for every 10 spaces). This could also have been
dealt with by way of condition.

Trip Generation

The TRICS analysis indicates that the proposed residential development would
generate fewer vehicular trips than the former school use. In addition, the nature,
timing, and distribution of trips associated with residential development differ from
those of a school, which are typically concentrated at peak drop-off and pick-up
periods. Residential traffic is more dispersed throughout the day and evening. The
TRICS analysis suggests that a proposed 51 retirement living units would
generate 6 two-way vehicular trips in each peak, and a total of 99 two-way
vehicular trips across a 12-hour daily. Given this, Transport Officers advise that
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the reduced trip generation does not support the introduction of a new access onto
Hemdean Road as the existing access would be capable of safely accommodating
the development traffic.

Mobility Scooter and Cycle Parking

With regard to the retirement accommodation, the proposed site plan includes a
dedicated buggy/cycle store, with space for up to 8 buggies, which is located to
the north of the new-build element. Transport Officers advise that there would
likely be a demand for 2-3 buggies on average per development and therefore this
could be used as flexible storage.

The Parking SPD also sets out a requirement for 0.5 cycle parking spaces per 1
or 2 bed unit, equating to 5 spaces for the School House conversion. Sheffield
stands are shown on the site plan, providing 6 spaces. However, cycle storage
provision must be within a lockable covered store to meet standards.

The Lodge conversion could include cycle storage within the garden by way of
store/shed which would be acceptable and could be secured by condition.

Bin Collection

Refuse collection is proposed to be undertaken on-site via the existing access
road for both proposed uses to get within 10m of the refuse stores.
Notwithstanding concerns raised in respect of bin provision, Transport Officers
have not raised any concern in respect of refuse collection arrangements.
However, any increase in provision as required may result in an uncontained
situation that results in clutter and spillage onto the highway that would not be
acceptable.

Construction Matters

The construction phase of the proposed development would be likely to impact
the surrounding highway network given the prominent location. Should the
application be considered supportable, a condition would be attached to secure
submission, approval and implementation of a detailed Demolition and
Construction Method Statement.

In overall terms, there are a number of highway related concerns with the
proposed development, particularly in relation to access, parking provision and
pedestrian connectivity and the proposals would be contrary to Policies TR1, TR3
and TR5 and the NPPF 2024. This will be discussed in the planning balance at
the end of the report.
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Sustainability and Energy

Policy CC2 (Sustainable Design and Construction) and Policy CC3 (Adaption to
Climate Change) seeks that development proposals incorporate measures which
take account of climate change.

With regard to the new-build element, Policy H5 (Standards for New Housing)
and the Council’s Sustainable Design and Construction SPD (2019) requires all
major category new build housing to achieve the ‘zero carbon homes’ standard.
The policy goes on to set out that as a minimum development should achieve a
35% improvement over the carbon emission rate set out in Building Regulations
with a financial contribution to offset any remaining carbon emissions to zero.

Policy CC4 (Decentralised Energy) states that new development of the scale
proposed should include provision of on-site decentralised energy provision
where feasible/viable or where existing decentralised energy provision is present
within the vicinity of the site connect to this network where feasible.

The conversion elements would be required to meet the most up-to-date
BREEAM ‘Excellent’ standards.

New-Build

The applicant has submitted an Energy Statement with the application which
details measures such as efficient building fabric (e.g insulated floors, efficient
glazing), air source heat pumps and PV roof panels. These would be acceptable.

The submitted report projects that the new-build element would achieve a 45.44%
improvement of carbon emission rate set out in the building regulations that would
comply with Policy H5 in this respect.

With regard to decentralised energy, the report notes that the closest heat
network is at the University of Reading, approximately 4.2km from the application
site. The applicant considers that due to this distance, it would not be feasible.
This is accepted.

In terms of on-site decentralised energy provision, the report explores a range of
options and proposes a solar photovoltaic system for on-site provision of
electrical energy and air source heat pumps for provision of hot water (with
electrical panel heaters proposed for heating) as a viable option to generate
energy. Combined heat and power units and ground source heat pumps (which
are sequentially favoured within the Council's Sustainable Design and
Construction SPD) have been discounted due to inefficiencies and the
constraints of the site. Air Source Heat pumps are also supported by the SPD.
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If planning permission were to be granted a series of planning conditions would
be required to secure design stage and as built stage final SAP assessment for
all dwellings to confirm the actual performance of the development and amount
of carbon off-setting contribution required. Furthermore, should the application
have otherwise been supportable, then a s106 obligation would have been
required to secure a financial contribution to off-set carbon emissions to zero.
However, given the recommendation is to refuse planning permission for other
reasons, completion of a s106 legal agreement is not being pursued and lack of
such an agreement to off-set carbon emissions to zero would represent a further
reason for refusal of the application.

Conversion

The application is supported by a BREEAM Pre-Assessment which indicates that
this element of the proposals would achieve an ‘Excellent’ rating. Should the
application have otherwise been supportable, various conditions would have
been attached to require submission and approval of related BREEM certificates
prior to first occupation and upon completion to demonstrate compliance.

The submitted energy statement includes measures to be incorporated within the
development that would satisfy the above requirements. In demonstrating
compliance with the above standards, the proposals have been designed to
incorporate a range of sustainable construction techniques and measures to
adapt to climate change including use of sustainable and thermally efficient
materials, high efficiency water fittings, low energy usage light fittings and on-site
ecological enhancements discussed earlier in this report. Overall, with the
proposed level of CO2 emission reduction, thermal efficiency measures and
provision of on-site decentralised energy sources are considered to comply with
policies CC2, CC3, CC4, CC5 and H5 and achieving these standards is
considered to be a benefit of the proposals.

Flooding

Policy EN18 (Flooding and Sustainable Drainage Systems) states that
development will be directed to areas at lowest risk of flooding and that where
development in areas at risk of flooding is necessary it will not reduce the capacity
of the flood plain, impede flow of flood water or in any way increase risks to life
and property arising from flooding and that wherever possible should be designed
to reduce flood risk both on and off-site. All major developments are also required
to incorporate SuDS to ensure that, as a minimum, run-off rates are no greater
than existing conditions of the site.

The site is within Flood Zone 1 as designated by the Environment Agency and the
application is accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA). In accordance
with the NPPF annex 3, the flood risk vulnerability classification of residential
development is ‘more vulnerable’ and should be directed to areas at the lowest
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risk of fooding — within Flood Zone 1. However, the site is within an area at risk of
surface water flooding.

The supporting text to Policy EN18 confirms that the sequential test has already
been carried out as part of the Local Plan preparation process for sites that are
allocated for development within the Loca Plan and that on such sites a sequential
test is not required as part of a planning application. Given the emerging site
allocation, a sequential test is not required in this instance, but the development
must still demonstrate that it would be safe in terms of flood risks.

The Environment Agency have not commented on the application. However, the
FRA includes a variety of site-specific flood mitigation measures including
provision of an elevated ground floor level to all parts of the building set above the
modelled flood level for the site as well as details of the flood warning and
evacuation plan for the development in the event of an extreme flooding event.
Should the application have otherwise been supportable, a condition would have
been attached to ensure that the development is carried out and maintained in full
accordance with all the mitigation measures set out within the submitted FRA in
order to satisfactorily protect future occupiers from flooding and to ensure
compliance with Policy EN18.

Drainage

Notwithstanding the above, a sustainable drainage strategy (SuDS) for the
development has been provided, which has been reviewed by the Lead Local
Flood Authority (LLFA). The scheme includes the provision of attenuation tanks
connecting to the Thames Water Sewer in Hemdean Road. However, the National
standards for SuDs (updated 30™ July 2025) states the following at Paragraph 1.2:

Runoff from the development shall be discharged to the following final
destinations, to the maximum extent practicable, in accordance with the below
hierarchy:

priority 1: collected for non-potable use

priority 2: infiltrated to ground

priority 3: discharged to an above ground surface water body

priority 4: discharged to a surface water sewer, or another piped surface water
drainage system

priority 5: discharged to a combined sewer

The submitted strategy has not referenced this hierarchy and, furthermore, the
LLFA advises that in any event the applicant has not applied the National
standards correctly. As such, the strategy not in accordance with the latest SuDs
guidance and is not acceptable.

Policy EN18 requires that sustainable drainage should be landscaped led. As
Discussed elsewhere in this report, the proposal includes no landscaping within
the drainage design and as such it is contrary to Policy EN18 as well as National
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standards. This will be discussed in the planning balance at the end of the report.
Other Matters

Employment Skills and Training

As a major category residential development and in line with the adopted
Employment Skills and Training SPD (2011), the development is required to
provide or contribute towards a construction phase employment and skills plan to
benefit the local employment market. This would be secured as part of any 106
legal agreement with the applicant having the option of whether to provide a plan
or an equivalent financial contribution as per the formula set out in the SPD.
Securing this as an obligation as part of a s106 agreement would comply with
Policy CC9 (Securing Infrastructure) which requires development that would
provide employment to provide mitigation in line with its impacts on labour and
skills.

Archaeology

Policy EN2 (Areas of Archaeological Significance) requires developments to
ensure that they do not have an unacceptable impact on archaeological remains,
and for proposals to undertake appropriate safeguarding.

The site falls within an area of archaeological significance and archaeological
remains that may be damaged by ground disturbance for the proposed
development. Berkshire Archaeology have confirmed that they have no objection
subject to submission, approval and implementation of a Written Scheme of
Investigation being submitted to and approved by the LPA to ensure the
identification and recording of any buried archaeological remains. Should planning
permission have been forthcoming, this would have been secured by way of
condition and does not form a reason for refusal.

Matters Raised in Representation

All material planning considerations have been addressed in the above
assessment.

While the concerns of the local residents in terms of the disruption including noise
and traffic implications that may be cause by construction works are noted, it is
not the planning system’s role to obstruct development on this basis. Inevitably
any construction works may lead to some temporary construction. Ordinarily, the
requirements of Environmental Health legislation would seek to limit any harm so
far as reasonably practicable. Should the application have been supported, a
condition requiring submission and approval of construction and demolition
statement to be approved prior to commencement of works would have been
attached to minimise any such disruption.
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7.190 The proposed development would be subject to a contribution towards CIL. Money
collected in this way would be used to improve the infrastructure in the Borough.

7.191 Whilst consideration is given to the impact upon amenity in terms of loss of light
or overbearing impact the loss of a view/outlook is not a material planning
consideration.

Equality implications

7.192. Under the Equality Act 2010, Section 149, a public authority must, in the exercise
of its functions, have due regard to the need to—

¢ eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct
that is prohibited by or under this Act;

e advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it;

o foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it.

b. The key equalities protected characteristics include age, disability, sex, gender
reassignment, marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity, race,
religion or belief, sexual orientation. It is considered that there is no indication or
evidence that the protected groups have or will have different needs, experiences,
issues, and priorities in relation to this particular application.

7.193 With regard to the above, whilst the Equality Act protects against age
discrimination, housing restricted to older people (e.g over 60s) is not illegal
discrimination. The Equality Act 2010 allows discrimination on protected classes
if it is a “proportionate means to achieve a legitimate goal” which in this case is
building a retirement community.

8. CONCLUSION

8.1  As with all planning applications considered by the Local Planning Authority, the
application is required to be determined in accordance with the Development Plan
unless material considerations indicate otherwise, as set out in Section 38(6) of
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.

8.2  The Council cannot demonstrate a 5-year housing supply and therefore the
development must be assessed in line with Paragraph 11d(ii) of the NPPF 2024
and against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole.

8.3  The three overarching objectives contained within paragraph 8 of the NPPF 2024
seek to balance growth and Iocglaggrggwunity needs against protection of the
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natural, built and historic environment. As such, any harmful impacts of the
proposed development are required to be weighed against the economic, social,
environment and any other public benefits in the context of national and local
planning policies, as detailed in the appraisal above.

It is acknowledged that there would be planning benefits associated with the
proposed development. A range of social, economic and environmental benefits
consistent with the NPPF’s definition of sustainable development would be
provided. Officers’ summary of these is set out below:

Social benefits

The provision of 62 dwellings would make a contribution towards meeting the
Council’s housing needs (Policy H1). Provision of older persons housing could
also lead to positive impacts on the wider housing market from the ‘freeing’ up of
a similar number of units from the stock of large dwellings. Furthermore, it is likely
that occupants of the development could experience improvements to their health
and wellbeing through companionship and shared lives (Policy H6).

Together, these benefits are consistent with the NPPF 2024 housing policies and
are considered to have significant weight.

Economic benefit

The scheme would result in a range of economic benefits particularly during the
construction phase, including the creation of jobs, contribution to the local
economy, apprentice schemes and utilising local labour (Policy CC9). It is noted
that none of the economic benefits would be unique to this scheme.

The importance of the scheme’s economic benefits would be consistent with
Paragraph 85 of the NPPF 2024. However, this would mostly be a short-term
benefit, considered to be of limited weight. Whilst their importance to the
construction industry and the economy are acknowledged, these benefits are
temporary and generic respectively and would be realised on most, if not every,
residential development.

Environmental Benefits

The scheme includes a minimum 10% Biodiversity Net Gain and other ecological
enhancements (Policy EN12). This is consistent with Paragraph 187d) of the
NPPF 2024. This could be achieved through a range of different designs and
methods and as such is not something which points strongly in favour of this
particular scheme. There is some limited weight to be given to this benefit..

The scheme also indicates good performance of the development in respect of
energy efficiency, carbon off-setting (Policies CC2, CC3 and H5). Again, this is
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largely dependent on the specification of the buildings and could be achieved
across a wide range of different design approaches.

Whilst acknowledging the above benefits, there are considered to be a significant
amount of harm resulting from the proposals in conflict with policies. The harms
identified in the report are summarised as being:

The absence of acceptable affordable housing provision, causing the proposal to
fail to contribute adequately to housing needs of Reading Borough and the need
to provide sustainable mixed and balanced communities. Objective evidence
confirms a critical need for Affordable Housing in Reading Borough. The failure to
meet this critical need would result in a substantial degree of harm. (Policies H3,
CC9, Affordable Housing SPD and paragraph 64 of the NPPF 2024)

The submission fails to demonstrate that there is no need to retain the existing
education/community use. The existing nursery in particular remains in active use
and the proposal would result in the loss of a valued community facility (Policy
Oou1)

The proposal would result in harm to the non-designated heritage assets — the
Lodge and the Hemdean House School. This harm would be less than substantial
but not outweighed by the public benefits, (Policies EN1, EN4, EN6, NPPF para
216)

The proposal would result in harm to the character and appearance of the area
and street scene (Policy CC7 and paragraphs 96, 129, 131, 135 and 136 of the
NPPF 2024)

The proposal fails to demonstrate that it would not harm trees of high amenity and
result in unacceptable tree loss (Policies CC7, EN12, EN14 the Tree Strategy
2021 and paragraphs 135, 136 and 187 of the NPPF)

The proposals would result in harm to neighbouring amenity through overbearing
effects, loss of privacy and vehicle disturbance (Policy CC8)

The proposals would result in poor quality of accommodation for future occupiers
due to cramped units, insufficient daylight/sunlight and insufficient amenity space
(Policies CC8, H5, H10 and paragraphs 96,135 and 198 of the NPPF 2024)

The proposals which include general housing as well as specialist housing would
fail to provide larger dwellings of 3 bedrooms or more failing to adequately
contribute towards meeting identified housing need (Policy H2 and paragraphs 61
and 129 of the NPPF 2024.

The proposals would fail to make appropriate provision for open space to serve
the needs of the development. (Policy EN9 of the Reading Borough Local Plan
2019 and paragraphs 98 and 103 of the NPPF 2024.)

The proposals would fail to provide sufficient bin storage for all aspects of the
development (Policy CC5).

The proposal would provide insufficient car parking, insufficient pedestrian
footway, unsuitable new access and would fail to demonstrate that harmful
overspill parking would not occur (Policies TR1, TR3, TR5, Parking Standards and
Design SPD and paragraphs 109, 115 and 117 of the NPPF 2024)
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The absence of an acceptable Sustainable Drainage Strategy to demonstrate
acceptability in terms of sustainable drainage and attenuating localised flooding,
fails to secure links to existing green network and integration with tree planting
and landscaping (Policy EN18, Sustainable Design and Construction SPD and
paragraph 182 of the NPFP 2024).

With regard to paragraph 11)d)ii, Footnote 9 confirms that the relevant key policies
are those in paragraphs 66 and 84 of chapter 5; 91 of chapter 7; 110 and 115 of
chapter 9; 129 of chapter 11; and 135 and 139 of chapter 12.

Relevant to this development are the following:

Paragraph 66 — Affordable Housing - this major development conflicts with
paragraph 66 in that whilst a financial contribution is proposed, at 2.8% and off
site rather than on site this is significantly below the 30% required and without
acceptable justification. As such the affordable housing does not meet critical local
need for that housing, in fact there is very little scope for it to do so given the
minimal amount of affordable housing offered by the applicant, and the absence
of a S106 legal agreement to secure any affordable housing. Failure to provide
adequate affordable housing would fail to make the most appropriate use of the
land resource. This is a significant shortcoming of the proposed development.

Paragraph 88 - Paragraph 110 and 115 — Sustainable transport — the proposal
is within a sustainable location near to services and facilities. However, this would
be true of any housing in this location and does not in itself justify the particular
form of development proposed and is largely neutral in terms of weight. The
development fails to prioritise sustainable transport modes through failure to
provide pedestrian routes of acceptable standard.

Paragraph 129 - Density - In terms of whether the development would make
efficient use of land, it is noted that the density is high but that this is achieved
through poor design and without proper consideration of the social needs of the
area. It is apparent that the proposal would not provide for the identified need for
different types of housing due to the significant shortfall in affordable housing
proposed. It has also been identified elsewhere in this report that the proposed
buildings and development as a whole would be harmful to the area’s prevailing
character which includes the setting of heritage assets, which also militates
against the importance of securing well-designed and attractive places.

Paragraphs 135 and 139 — Achieving well-designed places —

These paragraphs require that “Planning policies and decisions should ensure that
developments:

a) will function well and add to the overall quality of the area, not just for the short

term but over the lifetime of the development;
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b) are visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and appropriate
and effective landscaping;

¢) are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built
environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging
appropriate innovation or change (such as increased densities);

d) establish or maintain a strong sense of place, using the arrangement of streets,
spaces, building types and materials to create attractive, welcoming and
distinctive places to live, work and visit;

e) optimise the potential of the site to accommodate and sustain an appropriate
amount and mix of development (including green and other public space) and
support local facilities and transport networks; and

f) create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which promote health
and well-being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and future users51;
and where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine the quality
of life or community cohesion and resilience.”

For the reasons set out in this report, it is considered that the proposal would not
add to the overall quality of the area. Conversely, it would detract from it. Due to
the excessive scale, bulky form and site coverage of the new-build element, this
would result in an overly dominant, unattractive development that fails to
accommodate buildings, parking areas, tree planting and other soft landscaping
in a manner that enhances the character and appearance of the area. The
increased prominence of an inappropriately designed building would not be
sympathetic to local character and history. It would represent inappropriate
change rather than a high quality redevelopment. It is considered that high quality,
attractive, design could successfully increase density and provide significant
housing on the site. The current scheme does not achieve this.

Paragraph 139 states that “Development that is not well-designed should be
refused, especially where it fails to reflect local design policies and government
guidance on design...”

With regard to paragraph 11)d)ii, and for the reasons given, the proposals are not
considered to comply with Making Effective Use of the Land, Securing Well-
Designed Places or Providing Affordable Homes.

Taking account of the Framework as a whole, it is considered that the benefits of
the proposal are significantly and demonstrably outweighed by the identified harm
as described above, all matters specifically referenced under Footnote 9 and as
such it is considered that the adverse impacts of granting permission would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the
policies in this Framework taken as a whole, having particular regard to key
policies for directing development to sustainable locations, making effective use
of land, securing well-designed places and providing affordable homes,

individually or in combination.
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At this point, it is also pertinent to outline the position in respect of the status of
the Local Plan, the current version of the Local Plan (adopted in November 2019)
which turned five years old on Tuesday 5th November 2024. The Local Plan was
reviewed in March 2023 and around half of the policies in the plan are considered
still up to date. However, the rest needed to be considered for updating to reflect
changing circumstances and national policy. The submission draft of the Local
Plan Partial Update was submitted in May 2025, and the Local Plan hearings took
place in February 2026. Although there is a five-year period for carrying out a
review of a plan after it is adopted, nothing in the NPPF or elsewhere says that
policies automatically become “out of date” when they are five years old. It is
considered in respect of the Local Plan policies pertinent to this application that
they remain in accordance with national policy and that the objectives of those
policies remain very similar in the draft updated Local Plan, aside from Policy H1
(Provision of Housing) which is accepted to be out of date. Therefore, they can
continue to be afforded weight in the determination of this planning application
and, aside from Policy H1, are not considered to be ‘out of date’. Policy H1 is out
of date because the Council is not currently meeting its annual housing targets for
general housing as calculated using the standard method in National Planning
Practice Guidance (NPPG) (as required now policy H1 is out of date) or for the
provision of Affordable Housing.

The LPA’s view, as described above, is that the main policies, with the exception
of Policy H1, are not out of date, despite only one policy being relevant it is
accepted that the ‘tilted balance’ by paragraph 11 of the NPPF is engaged and is
also addressed above. Even if relevant policies were considered out of date
(which, for completeness, in the case of all but one they are not) it is considered
that the provisions of NPPF paragraph 11 still do not support the granting of
planning permission in this specific instance and taking account of the Framework
as a whole (Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 and the NPPF December 2024), it
is considered that the benefits of the proposal are significantly and demonstrably
outweighed by the identified harms.

The proposals are therefore recommended for refusal for the reasons listed in the
recommendation box at the top of this report.

Plans and documents considered:

Proposed Floor Plans — School House Drawing No.10137CS PA16 Rev A

Proposed Floor Plans — Lodge Drawing No.10137CS PA12 Rev A

Proposed Ground Floor Plan — Retirement Block Drawing No.10137CS PAO2 Rev A
Proposed First floor Plan — Retirement Block Drawing No.10137CS PAO3 Rev A
Proposed Second Floor Plan — Retirement Block Drawing No.10137CS PA0O4 Rev A
Proposed Roof Plan — Retirement Block Drawing No.10147CS PAOS Rev A
Planning Statement
Received 24" February 2026
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Location Plan Drawing No.10137CS PALOC

Proposed Site Plan Drawing No.10137CS PAOO

Proposed Site Plan and Roof Plan Drawing No.10137CS PAO1

General Arrangement Plan Landscaping Drawing No.PLAN24902 09
Landscape Masterplan Drawing No.PLAN24902 10

Proposed East Elevation — Retirement Block Drawing No.10137CS PAOG
Proposed North Elevation — Retirement Block Drawing No.10137CS PAO7
Proposed South Elevation — Retirement Block Drawing No.10137CS PA 08
Proposed West Elevation — Retirement Block Drawing No.10137CS PAQ9
Proposed Elevations — Lodge Drawing No.10137CS PA13

Proposed Elevations — Hemdean School House Drawing No.10137CS PA17
Archaeological Assessment 1.1

Affordable Housing and Viability Statement

Arboricultural Impact Assessment and Method Statement 25058-AlA-JB
Manual for managing trees on development sites

Badger Survey Report 784-B073665

Biodiversity Statutory Metric

Bat Roost and Activity Report 784-B073665

Preliminary Ecological Appraisal 784-B03775

Design and Access Statement Part 1

Design and Access Statement Part 2

Great Crested Newts Report 3493-2025

Flood Risk Assessment 1953

Heritage Statement 1.1

Statement of Community Involvement

Energy Statemetn

Transport Statement 536.0100/TS/1

Tree Protection Plan T5058-TPP-01

Received 2™ February 2026
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Former Hemdean House School, Hemdean Road - Proposed Retirement Housing - Proposed Site Plan (with existing trees and Roof Plan)

Proposed Site Plan — not to scale
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