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storeys to provide 570 build to rent residential dwellings (Class C3)
with residential amenity space, parking, landscaping and associated
engineering works (amended description)
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Peveril Securities Ltd
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Recommendation

REFUSE planning permission for the following reasons:

1. The proposed development, by reason of its failure to provide
Affordable Housing either on or off-site via a completed legal
agreement fails to address the housing needs of Reading
Borough, contrary to Policies H3, H4 and CC9 of the Reading
Borough Local Plan (2019), the Council's Adopted
Supplementary Planning Documents on Affordable Housing
(2021) and Planning Obligations under Section 106 (2015) and
paragraphs 9, 11, 12, 39, 48, 56, 58, 59, 61, 63 and 64 of the
National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024 as
amended).

2. The proposed development fails to demonstrate that it would
adequately safeguard land for future Mass Rapid Transit/Bus
Rapid Transit , harmful to the strategic major transport projects
aims of the Borough and contrary to Policies TR1, TR2, CR11
and CR11i of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019), and
paragraphs 109, 115 and 117 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (December 2024, as amended).

3. The proposed development fails to demonstrate that Active
Travel implications have been adequately considered and
therefore the Local Planning Authority are unable to determine
whether the additional pedestrian and cycle movements
generated by the proposal would adversely affect the safety
and flow of users of the existing Highway network within
Reading. This is contrary to Policies TR1, TR3 and TR4 of the
Reading Borough Local Plan (2019), paragraphs 109, 115 and
117 National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024, as
amended).

4. The proposed development does not comply with the adopted
standards of the Local Planning Authority in respect of the




design of the proposed footway/cycle to the front of the site
along Napier Road. The proposal fails to demonstrate that
satisfactory high quality design and form of the pedestrian and
cycle route can be provided which would be detrimental to
pedestrian and cyclist safety and fail to facilitate greater
pedestrian and cycle permeability within the Station/River
Major Opportunity Area. This is contrary to Policies TR1, TR3,
TR4, TR5 and CR11 of the Reading Borough Local Plan
(2019), paragraphs 109, 115 and 117 of the National Planning
Policy Framework (December 2024, as amended).

The proposed development fails to demonstrate that adequate
provision for cycle parking has been made to meet the
Council’s adopted standards for a development of this size and
type thereby failing to provide adequate sustainable transport
options for future occupiers. This is contrary to Policies TR5
and CC7 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019),
paragraphs 109, 115 and 117 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (December 2024, as amended).

The proposed development does not comply with the Local
Planning Authority’s standards in respect of servicing, refuse
collection and building maintenance, as a result this would
likely result in on street servicing and/or service vehicles
reversing to or from Napier Road to the detriment of Highway
safety on and off site and in conflict Policies TR2, TR3, TR4 of
the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019), and paragraphs 109,
115 and 117 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(December 2024, as amended).

The proposed development fails to demonstrate that by reason
of its siting and scale, it would not result in harm to or future
pressure to fell or prune five protected Norway Maple trees
(TPO ref. 13/10). The trees are of high visual amenity value
and harm to their health would be of detriment to their
longevity, whilst felling of the trees would result in harm to
surrounding visual amenity. This is contrary to Policy EN14 of
the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019), Reading Borough
Council adopted Tree Strategy (2021), paragraphs 136 and
187 of the National Planning Policy Framework (December
2024, as amended).

The proposed development does not make appropriate
provision for open space or to improve access to open space
to meet the recreational needs of future occupiers; neither is
there a legal agreement to secure an appropriate financial
contribution towards off-site improvements at Kings Meadow
and to secure provision of highway works to improve access
to this area of public open space. Therefore, the proposals fail
to meet the open space needs of the development. This is
contrary to Policies EN9, EN10, CR3 and CC9 of the Reading
Borough Local Plan (2019), Planning Obligations under S106
SPD (2015) and paragraphs 98 and 103 of the National
Planning Policy Framework (December 2024, as amended).

The proposed development does not make appropriate
provision for landscaping either on or off-site (where both are
considered to be required). This would fail to mitigate the visual
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impact of the development. Furthermore, in the absence of a
legal agreement to secure an appropriate financial contribution
towards off-site tree planting within Kings Meadow the
development fails to provide an appropriate landscaped setting
for development or to adequately improve tree coverage within
the Borough. This is contrary to Policies EN14, CC7 and CC9
of the Reading Borough Local Plan, Planning Obligations
under S106 SPD (2015) and paragraphs 136 and 187 of the
National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024, as
amended).

In the absence of a completed legal agreement to secure an
appropriate financial contribution towards carbon off-setting in
Reading Borough, the proposal would not acceptably adapt to
climate change, achieve zero carbon homes standards and not
provide appropriately towards energy infrastructure, contrary
to Policies CC3 (Adaptation to Climate Change), CC9
(Securing Infrastructure) and H5 (Standards for New Housing)
of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) and the Sustainable
Design and Construction SPD (2019), Planning Obligations
under S106 SPD (2015) and paragraphs 166 and 167 of the
National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024, as
amended).

In the absence of a completed legal agreement to secure an
acceptable Employment and Skills Plan (construction phase
only; employment and skills plan, or 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 (2015).

In the absence of a completed legal agreement, to secure an
appropriate contribution towards primary medical care facilities
the proposals fail to accommodate for the increase in
population as a result of the development and impact this
would have upon primary medical infrastructure within the
Borough. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy CC9
(Securing Infrastructure) of the Reading Borough Local Plan
(2019), Planning Obligations under Section 106 (2015) and
paragraph 96 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(December 2024, as amended).

In the absence of a completed legal agreement, to secure an
appropriate contribution towards alterations to the loading
restrictions along Napier Road the proposals fail to
demonstrate that the development would not result in ad hoc
loading, unloading and servicing of the development taking
place from the Public Highway which would be detrimental to
highway safety. This could be contrary to Policies TR3 and
CC9 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019), Planning
Obligations under Section 106 (2015), alongside paragraph
101 of the National Planning Policy Framework (December
2024, as amended) and alongside paragraph 116 of the
National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024, as
amended).




14. In the absence of a completed legal agreement to secure that
the development would operate in accordance with the
Council’s standard terms for Build to Rent accommodation as
described within Policy H4 of the Reading Borough Local Plan
(2019) the proposals fail to demonstrate that they would
provide an acceptable standard of residential accommodation
or meet the identified housing needs of the Borough. This
would be contrary to Policy H4 of the Reading Borough Local
Plan (2019), Planning Obligations under Section 106 SPD
(2015), alongside paragraphs , 11, 12, 39, 48, 56, 58, 59, 61,
63 and 64 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(December 2024 as amended).

15. In the absence of a completed legal agreement to secure
submission and approval of a completed legal agreement to
investigate the feasibility of the proposed development
connecting to a Reading Centralised Heat Network the
proposals fail to make adequate provisions in respect of
incorporating decentralised energy infrastructure and fails to
support sustainable energy consumption, reduce dependence
on a centralised network and to adequately tackle climate
change contrary to Policy CC4 of the Reading Borough Local
Plan (2019), the Sustainable Design and Construction SPD
(2019), the Planning Obligations under Section 106 SPD
(2015) and paragraph 166 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (December 2024, as amended).

Officers request that the Planning Applications Committee confirms
that it gives delegated authority to the Assistant Director of 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 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 and 15 could be overcome by
entering into a satisfactory s106 legal agreement or unilateral
undertaking (UU), including the necessary highways agreements,
as required.

4. Bio-diversity Net Gain requirements

1.1

1.2

1.3

Executive summary

The report considers a planning application for the proposed redevelopment of Napier
Court, proposing the demolition of three existing office buildings and construction of 570
Build-to-Rent (BtR) apartments across four linked 11-storey blocks, with associated
amenity spaces, landscaping and parking. The application site is allocated for residential
development under Policy CR11i of the current Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) and
sits within the wider Station/River Major Opportunity Area (MOA).

The principle of a high-density residential development in this sustainable,
town-centre-edge location is supported and would provide much needed new housing for
the Borough, however the proposals fail to meet several critical strategic and policy
requirements.

In particular the development fails to demonstrate that it would safeguard land required
for a future Mass Rapid Transit (MRT) route, as well as failing to provide an acceptable
pedestrian/cycle route to Napier Road or adequate on site cycle parking. These shortfalls
of the proposals conflict with strategic transport policies and undermine the vision for the
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wider Station/River MOA. Furthermore, the application also fails to adequately meet the
critical housing needs of the Borough by way of failing to provide any affordable housing,
including failure to secure an affordable housing deferred payment mechanism. The
proposals also fail to demonstrate that they would not result in harm of future pressure to
fell or prune five protected TPO trees of high amenity value.

While the scheme delivers other notable benefits such as good quality architecture,
sustainable construction, significant on-site biodiversity net gain and a net gain in on-site
tree planting, these benefits are not considered to outweigh the identified harms and it is
recommended that planning permission should be refused.

Introduction

The application site is 1.26 hectares in size and is a long and narrow piece of land located
on the south side of Napier Road, containing three, two storey office buildings with a car
park to the rear accessed from Napier Court. (See location plan in figure 1 and
photographs in figure 2 below).

To south the site directly abuts the railway line and to the east is an existing National Rail
depot. To the west of the site is Thames Quarter, a build to rent (BTR) residential
development of between 12 and 23 storeys and to the north on the opposite side of Napier
Road is Kings Meadow, an area of public open space forming part of the Thames Valley
Major Landscape Feature. Thames Lido, a grade Il Listed Building and the Napier Road
pay and display car park site opposite the site within Kings Meadow.
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Figure 1 Application Site Location Plan
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Figure 2 - photogrphs - fron of xisting office building viewed from Kings Meadow from the
opposite side of Napier Road

Figure 2 — photographs — rear of existing office building (right side of photo) shown looking west
from rear car park towards Thames Quarter. Railway line can be seen to the left side of the photo.

Napier Road is identified as being part of a future mass rapid transit route (MRT) within
the Borough and Policy TR2 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 and the Reading
Transport Strategy (2024) require that development safeguards land for this purpose.
The cycle way to the application site along Napier Road is also identified for improvement.

There are 5 x large, protected Norway Maple trees (TPO ref. 13/10) located at the far
western end of the site frontage adjacent to the existing vehicular access to the site from
Napier Road. The site is located within flood zone 2, contains contaminated land, is within
an area with potential for archaeological remains and is located within an air quality
management area (AQMA).

The application site is located within the Reading Central Area but is located outside of
the Central Core, Primary Shopping Area and Office Core of the Central Area as defined
by Policy CR1 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019. The site also forms part of a
larger site that is allocated for residential development under Policy CR11i (Napier Court)
which also includes the National Rail depot site to the east and forms part of the wider
Station/River Major Opportunity Area (MOA) defined by Policy CR11 which allocates
various parcels of land around the station and river for major developments. Policy CR11
outlines that the vision for this area is to extend the centre and provide a mixed use
destination centred on the station and public transport interchange and to integrate the
transport links areas to the north towards the River Thames and into the heart of the
centre. Figure 3 below shows the Station/River MOA area. Parcel | on this plan shows
the land allocated for residential development under Policy CR11i at the Napier
Court/depot site allocation.
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Figure 3 — Map showing the Station/River Major Opportunity Area

Members made an accompanied visit to the site on 16 April 2026.
The application is being report to PAC as a ‘major’ category planning application.
The Proposal

A full planning application for construction of new 11 storey buildings, to provide 570
residential dwellings consisting of 1, 2 and 3-bedroom apartments. The development
would include ancillary facilities for residents, including residents’ lounge, gym and
communal workspace. The buildings are to be set in landscaping to the rear , a pocket
park between buildings, public realm fronting Napier Road, and roof terraces. Parking is
proposed for 33 cars and 6 motorbikes . Three internal storage spaces are proposed at
ground floor for 316 bicycles, and an additional 20 cycle spaces are provided externally
for visitors.

The residential element of 570 dwellings comprises:
- 211 (37%) x 1 Bedroom Apartments
- 305 (53.5%) x 2 Bedroom Apartments
- 54 (9.5%) x 3 Bedroom Apartments
Of which 29 apartments would be M4(3) Accessible Apartments

All dwellings are proposed to be provided under the Build to Rent (BtR) tenure. Build to
Rent dwellings are defined within the glossary of the NPPF (December, 2024) as,
‘Purpose built housing that is typically 100% rented out. It can form part of a wider multi-
tenure development comprising either flats or houses, but should be on the same site
and/or contiguous with the main development. Schemes will usually offer longer tenancy
agreements of three years or more, and will typically be professionally managed stock in
single ownership and management control’.

The proposal being presented in this report is the outcome of considerable dialogue with
officers and two presentations to Design Sout East. The proposed development
description has been amended to acknowledge the reduction in height from ‘up to 12
storeys’ to ‘up to 11 storeys’ and consequently a reduction in the number of dwellings
from 576 to 570.

In appearance, the proposed new buildings would create a series of 4 x 11 (Blocks A—D
going to west to east) storey linked buildings running parallel to the street and Kings
Meadow — see figure 4 below.
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Figure 4 —isI of the proodevelopment fromKngs Meadow

Blocks A & B and C & D are connected by 5 storey high blocks set between and slightly
behind as shown in figure 5 and 6. Between Blocks B and C is proposed a “pocket park”
as shown in figure 7. Further on site amenity space is proposed on roof terraces where
the design includes raised planters with integrated top-mounted seating. A 1.5-metre-high
parapet will wrap around the entire edge of the terrace, primarily serving as a safety
barrier. See figure 8.

Figure 5 — Five storey high link blocks
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Figure 6 — Elevation
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Figure 8 — Roof Terrace

Parking for 33 cars and 6 motor cycles are proposed. Waste storage and collection
facilities also to be provided for each block.

The proposed development was subject to pre-application discussions with the applicant,
including a pre-application stage independent design review by Design: South East
(D:SE), albeit the current planning application was submitted before pre-application
discussions concluded and no formal advice letter was issued.

Environmental Impact Assessment Matters

Prior to submitting the planning application the applicant submitted an application
requesting (ref. PL/23/1216) an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Screening
Opinion from the Local Planning Authority (LPA). This application sought the LPA’s
determination as to whether the proposed development would be likely to have significant
effects on the environment such as to warrant an Environmental Statement being
submitted with a future planning application. The LPA’s decision on the Screening Opinion
application was that the development would be unlikely to have significant impacts upon
the environment that could not be reasonably mitigated or managed as part of the
development. Notably the site forms part of a wider site that is allocated for residential
development under Policy CR11i (Napier Court) of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019.
As such a negative screening opinion decision was issued advising that the proposed
development was not considered to be ‘EIA development’ within the context of the EIA
Regulation 2017 and that an Environmental Statement was therefore not required.

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. Overall, it is projected that the levy due for
application would be approximately £9,648,408. The actual levy payable may in reality be
less or more than this figure, given, subject to the Applicant completing the appropriate
forms, any floorspace provided as affordable housing would be exempt and providing that
any exemptions relating to existing floor space are correctly applied for and valid.

Relevant Planning History

PL/23/1264 - Request for EIA Screening Opinion from Reading Borough Council (RBC)
in accordance with Part 2 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2017 (as amended) in relation to the proposed redevelopment
of Napier Court, Napier Road, Reading for erection of a building of up to 11 storeys to
include 570 residential apartments (use class C3) — Not EIA development (Environmental
Statement not required). 3™ October 2023.
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PL/24/1173 - Application for prior notification for demolition of three two-storey office
buildings and substructure. The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted
Development) (England) Order 2015 (as amended) - Schedule 2, Part 11, Class B — Prior
Approval Given. 17" June 2025. Not implemented at the time of writing this report.

Consultations

RBC Transport — Object to the application for the following reasons:

- Insufficient information has been submitted with the planning application to enable the
Active Travel implications of the proposed development to be fully assessed. The
Highway Authority are therefore unable to determine whether the additional
pedestrian and cycle movements generated by the proposal would adversely affect
the safety and flow of users of the existing Highway network within Reading. This is
contrary to Policies TR1, TR3 and TR4.

- The proposed development does not comply with the Local Planning Authority’s
standards in respect of pedestrian/cycle provision, as a result, is in conflict with
Policies TR1, TR3, TR4 and TR5.

- The proposal fails to demonstrate that the future MRT bus provision within the land
set aside by the development could be adequately provided and, as a result, is in
conflict with Policy TR2.

The proposed development does not comply with the Local Planning Authority's
standards in respect of secure cycle storage provision. This is in direct conflict with
Policy TR5.

- The proposed development does not comply with the Local Planning Authority’s
standards in respect of servicing and, as a result, this would result in on street
servicing and / or service vehicles reversing to or from Napier Road to the detriment
of Highway safety and in conflict Policies TR2, TR3 and TR4.

RBC Natural Environment — Object to the application for the following reasons:

- The proposed development fails to demonstrate that it would not result in harm to or
future pressure to fell or prune protected trees of high amenity value contrary to Policy
EN14.

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 Conservation Officer — Objects. Considers that the proposed development's scale,
massing, large footprint, and lack of open/green spaces would detract from and result in
less than substantial harm at a moderate to low level to the setting of the Grade Il Listed
Thames Lido building within Kings Meadow opposite the site on Napier Road.

RBC Environmental Protection Officer — No objection subject to conditions to secure:

- Submission and approval of a contaminated land assessment and remediation
scheme prior to commencement of development

- Submission and approval of a remediation verification report prior to commencement
of development above foundation level

- Submission and approval of a construction method statement

- Submission and approval of a noise assessment and mitigation scheme in respect of
gym noise prior to occupation of any dwelling
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- Implementation of all other noise mitigation measures, including those to protect
against noise from the adjacent railway station, in full prior to occupation of any
dwelling.

- Submission and approval of details of the proposed bin stores, including measure to
secure the stores from pests and vermin

- That noisy construction works only takes place during the Council’'s recommended
standard working hours (0800 to 1800 hours Mondays to Fridays) and 0800 to 1300
hours on Saturdays and not at all on Sundays or Bank Holidays.

- That there shall be no burning of waste on site

RBC Leisure/Parks — Seek a financial contribution towards off-site open space and leisure
facilities within the Borough given the limited on-site provision of open space and to
mitigate for the increased use of existing off-site public open spaces within the Borough
that the additional population that would be created by the development would generate.

RBC Waste Services — No objection, subject to the developer entering into a formal
agreement to secure weekly refuse collection by private refuse contractor.

RBC Housing — No comments, given at the time of writing this report no information
regarding the proposed dwelling mix of distribution of affordable dwellings within the
development has been provided.

Historic England — Does not wish to comment on the application but recommends that
advice from the Council’s Conservation Officer is sought.

Sport England — Consulted as the development is for over 300 dwellings. No objection.

Royal Berkshire Fire and Rescue Service — Provides general comments and recommends
that the developer takes these into account before seeking the necessary Building
Regulations approvals.

Crossrail — Does not wish to comment on the application.

Berkshire Gardens Trust — Advise that the proposed development is sufficiently distant
from the nearest Registered Park and Garden (Forbury Gardens) such that there would
be no impact upon its setting. Recommend that the impact of the development upon the
setting of the Grade Il Listed Thames Lido building is given consideration as well as the
access for future residents of the development to on-site and off-site open space.

Environment Agency — No objection.

Health and Safety Executive - Fire Safety — Advises that they are content with the
proposed fire safety design in respect of planning land use considerations but identifies
some detailed matters that it is recommended the applicant addresses in advance of
seeking necessary Building Regulations approvals.

Network Rail — No objection. The applicant will need to engage with the National Rail
Asset Protection before commencing development and secure any necessary licenses.

NHS Integrated Care Board (ICB) — No objection, subject to a contribution of £492, 480
towards primary healthcare facilities being secured as part of a s106 legal agreement to
mitigate for the impact of the additional population that would be generated by the
development upon Local GP surgeries.

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

Thames Water — Recommend a series of conditions to secure submission and approval
of details confirming that foul, waste and clean water capacity to the serve the
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development exists off-site or a development and infrastructure phasing plan agreed with
Thames Water and that all foul water upgrades necessary to serve the development have
been completed. A condition is also recommended to require submission and approval of
a piling method statement prior any piling taking place. A series of informatives are also
recommended to advise the applicant of works potentially requiring a Thames Water
works license.

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.

Active Travel England — Refers the LPA to its Standing Advice.

Design: South East Advice

The proposed development has been subject to independent review by Design South
East at both pre-application and application stage. The Design South East comments
provided at application stage are summarised below:

- Commends the level of design development since pre-app stage and welcomes
omission of the previously proposed basement car park

- The scale of the development is appropriate for its location

- The relationship of the building to, and enhancement of, the park, are fundamental to
the success of the development.

- Supportive of how the massing contains the park but the development should form a
more consistent and continuous edge, reinforcing closure and creating a strong
backdrop.

- Welcome the consistent height but recommend this strengthened by creating a more
horizontal emphasis in the built form and maintaining a consistent tone in brickwork.
There should be greater linking between the 4 blocks.

- Not possible to specify a correct height for the proposed development but consider
height should be similar through the development and no higher than Thames
Quarter.

- The proposal neither forms a sufficiently well-defined edge to the park required to
create a sense of enclosure and a strong backdrop, nor enables ease of pedestrian
movement for residents to and from this important public amenity. There is also no
clear vision for the future of Napier Road, through which residents will move to and
from the park and the lido.

- There should be multiple crossing points to Napier Road providing access to Kings
Meadow. Landscape design should transform the character of the road.

- The reserved MRT buffer should be improved with tree planting and grass even if
temporary.

- Further work is also needed on the massing and the architecture, including further
consideration of the proportions of the blocks and their articulation.

- The south/rear side of the building should not be neglected. The current service yard
and parking function to this area will be inhospitable to residents. Recommend a more
radical approach to the railway embankment wall to provide more greenery and better
outlook, particularly to the ground floor rear flats. A variety of surface treatments could
also be used to articulate and vary character throughout its length and further tree
planting.

- A single muted brick tone is more successful than a mixture of brick tones.

- Flank elevations of the proposals are not well considered and need further articulation
to carry details from the front around the corner.

- Welcome how the blocks are joined at ground floor by colonnade/screen and this
should be used across and link the full width of the building frontage.

- The proposed central entrance porch and ramp/steps and balustrade are too large
and out of character and should be redesigned.
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The above comments were provided to and considered by the applicant prior to
submission of the latest set of amended plans which form the proposal that are under
consideration as part of this report. How successfully the comments have been addressed
by the latest plans will be considered in the Appraisal section of this report below.

Public Notification

The following neighbouring properties were notified of the planning application by letter:
- Reading Railway Station, Station Approach
- First Great Western Trains, Station Approach
- Thames Lido Napier Road
- 1 to 38 Kingfisher Place
- The Lodge 22 Kings Meadow Road
- 100 Napier Road
- Kings Meadow House Kings Meadow Road

5 x site notices were also displayed at the site along Napier Road on 9" August 2024.

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:
- The proposed building heights will dominate the Meadow and listed Thames Lido
building
- The proposed building frontage is repetitive across the full development and
results in monolithic appearance
- Given the need for family accommodation within the Borough a greater proportion
of 2 and 3 bed dwellings should be provided.
- More on-site play facilities are needed for future residents
- Taxi and delivery vehicles will stop on Napier Road and result in obstructions to
the road and pavement
- Any improvements to Kings Meadow must serve the wider community and not just
residents of the proposed development
- Inadequate flood risk management proposals

Statement of Community Involvement

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 held a an in-person
public consultation event attended by 50 people at Thames Lido on 6" November 2023
which was publicised via letter distribution to 630 nearby properties and advertisements
in local newspapers and online and a website with details about the proposed
development was also set up. Feedback following the public consultation event was
collected in person at the event, via online forms or dedicated email address and a total
of 37 responses were received.

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

- The proposals and use of materials would improve the setting of Kings Meadow

- Welcome the pedestrian and cycle route to the front of the development and
suggested pedestrian crossing over Napier Road

- Support the gaps between the proposed blocks facilitating views of Reading
Abbey

- The site is a good location for housing on a brownfield site opposite Kings Meadow
open space

- The site is well located for transport links and close to a supermarket

- Clarifications sought regarding the proposed build to rent model of
accommodation, the sustainability, energy efficiency, noise and fire safety
measures to be incorporated within the development, measures to prevent
disturbance to existing surrounding occupiers during construction and what social
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infrastructure would be provided as part of the development (eg. healthcare
services).

- Too few parking spaces proposed and too many cycle parking spaces

- Concern as to how delivery vehicles will be managed to avoid on-street parking
and the impact of the development upon traffic in the local area

- There is existing inadequate street lighting on Napier Road

- The visual impact of the proposals together with separate proposals at Forbury
Retail Park will be significant

- Concern regarding impact of noise from the railway line and station upon future
occupiers of the development

- Concerns regarding impact upon occupiers of Thames Quarter in terms of receipt
of daylight and sunlight and overlooking/loss of privacy

- The proposed design is not appropriate for a rural area

- Concerns regarding the quality of the dwellings to be provided

- There should be more variation to the design and proposed buildings heights

- Concern regarding the impact on the setting of the grade Il Listed Thames Lido
building on the opposite side of Napier Road

- Concerns regarding flooding

- Concerns regarding the impact on the development upon Kings Meadow

Legal Context

Section 16(2) and 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act
1990 requires the local planning authority to have special regard to the desirability of
preserving a listed building or its setting or any features of special interest which it
possesses.

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)
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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
EN2: Areas of archaeological significance

ENO9: Provision of open space

EN10: Access to open space

EN12: Biodiversity and the green network

EN13: Major Landscape Features

EN14: Trees, hedges and woodland

EN15: Air quality

EN16: Pollution and water resources

EN17: Noise generating equipment

EN18: Flooding and drainage

EM3: Loss of employment land

H1: Provision of housing

H2: Density and mix

H3: Affordable housing

H4: Build to rent schemes

H5: Standards for new housing

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
CR1: Definition of central reading

CR2: Design in central reading

CRa3: Public realm in central reading

CRG6: Living in central Reading

CR11: Station/River Major Opportunity Area

CR11i: Napier Court

Supplementary Planning Documents:
Sustainable Design and Construction (2019)
Revised Parking Standards and Design (2011)
Affordable Housing SPD (2021)

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

Other relevant guidance:

Reading Open Space Strategy (2007)
Reading Tree Strategy (2021)

Reading Biodiversity Action Plan (2021)
Reading Tall Building Strategy (2008)

Local Plan Partial Update

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 Update was submitted on 9" May 2025 and

examined earlier this year.
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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.

7. Appraisal

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

The main matters to be considered are:

. Land Use Principles
Development density, unit mix and affordable housing
. Design considerations including effect on character and heritage and public realm
considerations
. Amenity Matters
. Flooding, Drainage and Natural Environment
Transport
. Sustainability and Energy
. Other Matters
Equalities impact

—TETMUO OW>

Land Use Principles

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. The emerging Local Plan Partial Update includes provisions for an increased
housing target in Reading.

The site is allocated for development under Policy CR11i (Napier Court) which allocates
a wider parcel of land to the south of Napier Road, and north of railway line and east of
Thames Quarter for residential development within the Station/River Major Opportunity
Area (MOA). The wider parcel of land includes the Network Rail depot located the east of
Napier Court and is shown in figure 9 below outlined in light blue labelled | with the current
planning application site area shown outlined in red. Thames Quarter is shown labelled
H.
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Policy CR11i specifically allocates the wider allocation are for development as follows:

CR11i, NAPIER COURT:

This area will be developed for residential. The design must avoid detrimental effects on
the adjacent Thames Valley Major Landscape Feature, and building heights should reduce
from west to east across the site. Land on the Napier Road frontage will be safequarded
for Mass Rapid Transit. Development of the Network Rail depot will be dependent on an
alternative location at the railway triangle to the west of the centre becoming available.
Development should take account of mitigation required as a result of a Flood Risk
Assessment.

Site size: 1.62 ha Indicative potential: 210-310 dwellings.

The loss of the existing office use (Class E(g)i use class) at the Napier Court was
envisaged as part of the site allocation within the Local Plan (2019). The three existing
office buildings at Napier Court have been partly vacant for the last 3 years with the final
tenants vacating in summer 2025. Given the proposals seek to redevelop the site solely
for residential use (Class C3 use class) in line with the Local Plan allocation for the site
there are no land use principle concerns with the loss of the existing use office use at the
site in the context of this planning application, retention of which would not align with the
vision for this part of the Reading Central Area as set out within Policy CR11i above.

In terms of proposed land uses the proposed residential use of the site aligns with that
envisaged for the site under site allocation Policy CR11i. Furthermore, the provision of
new dwellings would also align with Paragraph 61 of the NPPF (December 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 noted 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. Policy CR6 (Living in Central Reading) also supports
proposals for residential development within Central Reading subject to meeting specific
criteria in terms of mix of proposed dwellings, affordable housing provision and
demonstrating that future occupiers of new residential dwellings would not be adversely
affected by noise and other disturbance from town centre uses or poor air quality, which
are considered later in this report.
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This report will also considered how the proposals align with the overarching strategy for
development within the wider Station/River MOA as detailed under Policy CR11 which
are as follows.

Development within the Station River Major Opportunity Area will:

i) Contribute towards providing a high-density mix of uses to create a destination
in itself and capitalise on its role as one of the most accessible locations in the
south east. Development for education will be an acceptable part of the mix;

i) Help facilitate greater pedestrian and cycle permeability, particularly on the key
movement corridors. North-south links through the area centred on the new
station, including across the IDR, are of particular importance;

iii) Provide developments that front onto and provide visual interest to existing and
future pedestrian routes and open spaces;

iv) Safeguard land which is needed for mass rapid transit routes and stops;

v) Provide additional areas of open space where possible, with green
infrastructure, including a direct landscaped link between the station and the River
Thames;

vi) Give careful consideration to the areas of transition to low and medium density
residential and conserve and, where possible, enhance listed buildings,
conservation areas and historic gardens and their settings;

vii) Give careful consideration to the archaeological potential of the area and be
supported by appropriate archaeological assessment which should inform the
development;

viii) Demonstrate that it is part of a comprehensive approach to its sub-area, which
does not prevent neighbouring sites from fulfilling the aspirations of this policy,
and which contributes towards the provision of policy requirements that benefit the
whole area, such as open space; and

ix) Give early consideration to the potential impact on water and wastewater
infrastructure in conjunction with Thames Water, and make provision for upgrades
where required.

More specifically the site allocation Policy CR11i provides an indicative development
capacity for the wider allocation site of 210-310 dwellings (a density of xxx). This proposal
for 570 dwellings on only part of the land included within the site allocation area would
therefore far exceed this indicative potential given for the wider site. However, it is
pertinent to acknowledge that paragraph 5.4.5 of the supporting text to Policy CR11
states:

5.4.5 Policy CR11 includes some figures for indicative development capacity. It
should be noted that, to an even greater extent than other areas, development
capacity can vary significantly on high density town centre sites, and these figures
are therefore an indication only. Of greatest importance will be the creation of a
high-quality, well-designed mixed use destination, and there is potential for
development figures to vary in order to achieve this aim.

With the above in mind, the other sections of this Appraisal will consider whether or not
the proposed development achieves these aims in order to justify the proposed number
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of dwellings, as well as how the proposals would comply with the other requirements of
the site allocation Policy CR11i.

It should be noted that the emerging Policy CR11i with the draft Local Plan Partial Update
proposes to increase the indicative development capacity for the same wider allocated
site to 250-370 dwellings. However, as discussed earlier in this report, given ongoing
Local Plan update is at an early stage, limited weight can attributed to the updated Policy,
albeit it indicates an anticipated direction of travel for the Policy in the future of a modest
x% increase in capacity). As such the proposals must be assessed against Policy CR11i
within the current 2019 adopted version of the Local Plan.

The development proposes that all 570 residential dwellings would be provided as Build
to Rent (BtR) residential accommodation, which is an established and accepted form of
housing provision at the national and local level. Policy H4 (Build to Rent Schemes)
clearly sets out the circumstances in which such developments will be supported. This
includes, but is not limited to single institutional ownership of the development as a whole
for a minimum 20 year term from occupation, providing minimum three year tenancies for
private renters, a high standard professional on-site management and meeting RBC’s
voluntary Rent with Confidence Standards. All the requirements are required to be
secured within a s106 legal agreement in order to demonstrate full commitment of the
applicant to these requirements of the RBC Housing Team.

From a general land use principles perspective, the proposed BtR residential use of the
site is considered to broadly align with relevant policies of the Local Plan (2019). Whether
or not the proposals comply the more detailed requirements of Policy CR11i, the
overarching strategy for the Station/River MOA detailed under Policy CR11 and other
relevant policies of the Local Plan (2019) will be considered in the following sections of
this report below.

Development Density, Dwelling Mix and Affordable housing
Density

The application site is 1.26 hectares in size, and the proposed development of 570
dwellings would deliver a development density of 452.4 dwellings per hectare. This
density of development meets the minimum ‘above 100 dwellings per hectare’ density
indicatively specified at figure 4.5 of Policy H2 (Density and Dwelling Mix) for sites within
the town centre. Policy H2 is clear that it is particular characteristics of a site will determine
whether development density is appropriate.

Throughout relevant policies of the Local Plan (2019) it is clear that high density
development is envisaged at the site. Part i) of Policy CR11 (as set out under paragraph
7.8 above) specifies in the context of the Station/River MOA as a whole that development
will contribute towards providing a high-density mix of uses to create a destination in itself
and capitalise on its role as one of the most accessible locations in the south east. Policy
CC6 (Accessibility and the Intensity of Development) is also clear in detailing that the
scale and density of development should relate to its accessibility level, by walking,
cycling and public transport to a range of services and facilities and supports the approach
that the densest and largest scale development should take place in the most accessible
locations. The proposed location, within the Reading Central Area and close to the station,
inner distribution road and transport interchange and when also considered within the
context of the need to maximise the efficient use of land, means that the high density
nature of the development is considered appropriate in principle in this location.

Dwelling Mix
In terms of dwelling mix, Policy CR6 (Living in Central Reading) requires that residential

developments within the Central Area should contribute towards providing a mix of
different sized units and that as a guide a maximum of 40% of units should be one
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bedroom dwellings and minimum of 5% of units should be at least three bedroom
dwellings. The application proposes to provide 211 x one bedroom dwellings (37%), 305
x two bedroom dwellings (53.5%) and 54 x three bedroom dwellings (9.5%) which is
considered to be an appropriate dwelling mix for development within the Reading Central
Area and complies with Policy CR6.

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 proposed development would provide 359 of
the 570 dwellings proposed as two and three bedroom units which would account for 63%
of the total dwellings. In this respect the proposed dwelling mix is acceptable, complies
with Policy H2 and would contribute appropriately to the housing needs within the
Borough which is a demonstrable benefit of the proposed development.

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 570 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. Additionally, the supporting text to Policy H4 (Build to Rent
Schemes) (at para. 4.4.31) clarifies that “The Council will expect rental levels for the
affordable housing or Affordable Private Rent housing to be related to Local Housing
Allowance (LHA) rate levels (including service charges) and be affordable for those
identified as in need of affordable housing in the Borough. The Council will expect such
housing to remain affordable in perpetuity”.

A viability assessment was submitted with the application which concluded that it was
unviable for the development to incorporate any affordable housing. The viability
assessment has been independently reviewed and also reviewed by RBC Valuations
Officers and the advice received is that they concur that it is unviable for the development
to incorporate any affordable housing. This application has had varying affordable
housing offers at different points of its consideration; indeed the offer a week ago was
10% on-site affordable housing (with no DPM), but on 15 April 2026 that offer was reduced
to zero (and no DPM mechanism either) and it is on the basis of this current zero offer
which the applicant wishes the application to be considered. The applicant’s explanation
for this is to ‘protect the deliverability of the scheme in light of the viability challenges’.

Planning viability guidance (contained within Policy H3, including as proposed to be
updated in the Local Plan Partial Update and as set out in the adopted Affordable Housing
SPD) does not require the LPA to negate or reduce affordable housing provision where
developments are found to be unviable but allows greater flexibility to agree a position
which would maximise delivery of affordable housing and support delivery of a
development which would give wider economic benefits. A key part of such delivery is
the provision of a Deferred Payment Mechanism (DPM), where there would be a sharing
of unexpected profits (for the developer in terms of returns, but also a share to the Council
via a commuted housing sum). This capturing of profit only becomes due if the
development fares better than expected in terms of build costs, rents, returns, etc. Itis
therefore considered inappropriate for the application to be considered only on its current
economic situation at the time of its determination; when a better situation has existed
during the consideration of this application and equally, may also occur after this
application is reported to your meeting.

There is a significant shortfall in provision of affordable housing within the Borough
compared with the identified and persistent need. Paragraph 4.4.19 of the Reading
Borough Local Plan provides some background to the policy and summarises the large
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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.”

Para 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 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 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.”

Given the demonstrated critical need for Affordable Housing in Reading, significant harm
is identified to the Borough as a result of the proposals not providing any affordable
housing. In this respect the development would fail to meet Policies H3 and H4 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 within the overall planning balance, against other material
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considerations and benefits of the development. The planning balance assessment is
carried out in the conclusion at the end of this report.

Relationship between Affordable Housing and BtR

BtR dwellings are defined within the glossary of the NPPF (December 2024) as, ‘Purpose
built housing that is typically 100% rented out. It can form part of a wider multi-tenure
development comprising either flats or houses, but should be on the same site and/or
contiguous with the main development. Schemes will usually offer longer tenancy
agreements of three years or more, and will typically be professionally managed stock in
single ownership and management control’. Policy H4 (Build to Rent Schemes) outlines
various specific criteria to ensure BtR developments provided a good standard of
accommodation and deliver a supply of rental housing to the market as intended,
including affordable housing. This includes securing BtR development in single ownership
providing solely for the rental market for a minimum 20 year term with provision for
clawback of affordable housing contributions should this requirement not be met.

The supporting text to Policy H4 under paragraphs 4.4.29 to 4.4.32 explains why securing
BtR accommodation on a long-term basis (i.e. 20 years) is needed.

4.4.29 Build to Rent developments are long term investment vehicles that it is
hoped will be attractive to financial institutions. Financial institutions will be looking
for large-scale, professionally managed developments. Such developments will
bring new providers into the UK housing market (financial institutions play major
roles on housing provision in much of Europe and North America), thus increasing
competition. They will bring higher quality and better managed accommodation
and associated services to the private rental market. They will operate with longer
tenancies as the model seeks to retain occupants for as long as possible.

4.4.30 Private rented sector (PRS) housing meets the housing needs of residents
who cannot afford to buy or do not want to buy private homes or who cannot get
access to social housing or subsidised housing in Reading. It can benefit the local
and regional economy as it enables greater household mobility. However, there
are many issues associated with private renting in the Borough revolving around
poor quality and poorly managed accommodation with limited security of tenure
and unjustified rent increases.

4.4.31 The Council wishes to encourage a private rented sector which provides
high quality, professionally managed accommodation and a greater level of
security for tenants than that which is offered by much of the current PRS market.
We will support institutional investment in the sector where benefits are secured
for residents and the economy of the Borough and where this produces high
quality development with positive benefits for the Borough. Such schemes will
normally be larger scale developments of more than 50 units to achieve the level
of quality and facilities and to efficiently provide the high quality of management
that is needed to support such accommodation.

4.4.32 It is accepted that as Build to Rent developments are dependent on long
term rental income rather than early sales, their funding is inevitably long term,
and operates to different viability models compared to for sale schemes.
Government policy therefore sees a need for some flexibility, particularly in
relation to affordable housing provision. Nevertheless, where such justification is
being made, the Council will expect the viability appraisal to also provide
information on the viability of the development as a for sale scheme.

In the event that in the initial 20 year period of providing the dwellings as BtR units, the
owner of a BtR development notifies the Council that it intends to sell or otherwise transfer
some or all of the units so that they no longer qualify as build to rent accommodation then
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they would need to obtain written agreement to this taking place from the Council. This
requirement as well as a mechanism to secure that in the event this happens, the Council
receives an equivalent financial contribution to share in any increase in value as a result
of the dwellings changing from build to rent to general market sale dwellings is required
to be secured as part of a s106 legal agreement. This is required because the affordable
housing proposals for the development were considered solely on the basis as the
dwellings being BtR accommodation. The mechanism would not apply if the dwellings
were to change from build to rent to market sale outside of the 20 year period.

In the absence of an agreement to secure that the development would operate in
accordance with the Council’s standard terms for Build to Rent accommodation as
described within Policy H4 of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) by way of a s106
legal agreement the proposals fail to demonstrate that they would provide an acceptable
standard of residential accommodation or meet the identified housing needs of the
Borough. By not agreeing to any type of BtR controls, the Council would have no control
over any aspect of the accommodation, and it would be entirely controlled by the
developer. This means that all of the normal advantages of BtR developments — including
a proportion of these 570 units being under suitable rent controls (or service charges) for
those who require it — would not be secured.

Design considerations and effect on character and heritage

The NPPF (December 2024) states that good design is a key aspect of sustainable
development and is inextricably linked to good planning. In determining planning
applications, local authorities should ensure developments are sympathetic to local
character, including the surrounding built environment and landscape, whilst not
preventing or discouraging appropriate change.

In addition to the site specific requirements for development set out within the site
allocation policy CR11i and those sought by the Policy CR11 for the wider Station/River
MOA that are discussed above, Policy CC7 (Design and the Public Realm) requires that
all development is of high design quality that maintains and enhances the character and
appearance of the area. Policy CR2 (Design in Central Reading) requires development
to provide appropriate relationships between buildings, spaces and frontages within the
Central Area and Policy CR3 (Public Realm in Central Reading) requires development to
make a positive contribution toward the quality of public realm in Central Reading.

Policies EN1 (Protection and Enhancement of the Historic Environment) requires
proposals to safeguard the significance of heritage assets and their settings, avoiding
harm unless justified by clear public benefits. Policy EN13 (Major Landscape Features)
states planning permission will not be granted for development that would detract from
the character of appearance of a Major Landscape Feature.

Demolition of Existing Buildings

The three existing buildings on site are proposed to be demolished under this application.
Photographs of the existing buildings are shown in figure 2 in the introduction of this
report. The existing buildings are not considered to be of any special architectural or
historic merit that their demolition would be an inhibitor to development, whilst as
discussed above the site is allocated by Policy CR11i for high density redevelopment.
The demolition of the existing buildings could therefore be supported, subject to the
proposed replacement building being considered appropriate as discussed below.

It is also pertinent to note that a separate prior approval consent (ref. PL/24/1173) under
permitted development rights for full demolition of the existing buildings has already been
granted such that demolition of the buildings could already take place independently of
this planning application. At the time of writing this report the prior approval demolition
consent has not yet been implemented but if it was then the fall-back position as a result
of that consent would be a cleared site.
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Figure 10 —”Proposed land to be safeguarded for future MRT route
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Layout, Scale and Massing

Integration within the Station/River Major Opportunity Area

As discussed above, Policy CR11i outlines a number of principles and criteria that
development of the site allocation area should adhere to whilst Policy CR11 also outlines
similar principles for development and how this should integrate within the wider
Station/River MOA. A key requirement of both policies is that development safeguards
land which is needed for potential future mass rapid transit routes (MRT). Policy TR2
(Major Transport Projects) also requires development safeguards necessary land for this
purpose. Figure 10.2 of the Local Plan (2019) identifies Napier Road/Kings Meadow Road
as a location for the East Reading MRT which would be a Dedicated express, limited stop
bus-based rapid transit connecting Reading town centre/Reading Station and Thames
Valley Park and Ride (in Wokingham Borough). The emerging Local Plan Partial Update
refines the wording of Policies TR2, CR11 and CR11i to specify that the requirement for
land to be safeguarded relates to Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) routes.

In this respect, the layout of the development proposes to incorporate a 3m wide strip of
land to the front of the site between the proposed buildings and the Napier Road kerb line
which is shown as free from built development, and which is proposed to be safeguarded
for future MRT proposals. The proposed safeguarded land is shown as the hashed area
in figure 10, together with zoomed in sections shows the eastern and western ends of the
site frontage.

@

The proposed development would be set back from the Napier Road kerb line a minimum
of 6m, with this set back increasing to up to 13m in places as a result of the road alignment
and variations in the proposed building footprint. This is compared to the three existing
office buildings at the site which are set back between 5m and 8m from the Napier Road
kerb line. This is because in addition to safeguarding of land for the MRT route the
minimum 6m set back is also proposed to incorporate widening of the part of the existing
shared pedestrian and cycle route which runs across the front of the site along Napier
Road and does not currently meet up to date highway design standards. This is shown
as the grey line in figure 10 above, below the proposed safeguarded MRT strip of land.
Napier Road provides the only access to and from the site and facilitates connection to
the rest of the MOA and town centre to the east via Vastern Road or via the railway
pedestrian underpass to the west which links to Kenavon Drive. The proposals would in
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principle align with criteria ii) and iv) of Policy CR11 which seeks that development within
the MOA helps facilitate greater pedestrian permeability and safeguards land for the MRT.

However, RBC Transport Officers have reviewed the proposals for both the safeguarding
of the MRT land and for widening the existing shared footway/cycle and whilst the
principle of what is proposed is supported, in line with the above policies, they have
identified a number of technical failures of the proposals. This is in terms of the proposals
not meeting national highway design standards and meaning that the application fails to
demonstrate that the development would safeguard land for a future MRT route or
facilitate greater pedestrian and cycle permeability within the MOA. This is contrary to
parts ii) and iv) of Policy CR11 and Policy CR11i and the proposals would not align with
these key strategic aims for development within the Station River/MOA. These are
considered to be a significant shortfalls and disbenefits of the proposed development. The
technical reasons as to why the proposals are considered unacceptable are considered
in the Transport section of this report below. Should the proposed works to the shared
pedestrian cycle route and to safeguard land for future MRT use have been considered
to be acceptable then it would have been necessary to secure as part of a s106
agreement, for the applicant to enter into Highway Works agreements to carry out and
provide the works to an agreed design and standard and for the safeguarded MRT land
to remain as such in perpetuity.

Notwithstanding the above, in terms of pedestrian permeability, the development also
proposes to provide a new pedestrian crossing on Napier Road to improve connectivity
to Kings Meadow located directly opposite the site which is one of the major areas of
Public Open Space within the Borough. Kings Meadow is very likely to be the primary
area of public open space used by occupiers of the proposed development. There is no
pavement to the north side of Napier Road opposite the application site and therefore the
proposed pedestrian crossing would link directly into Kings Meadow. On the south side
of Napier Road the crossing point would be accessed from the footway in front of Block
C of the proposed development as shown in figures 11 and 12 below.

L ettt 4

Figure 11 — Proposed pedestrian crossing
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Figure 12 — Proposed pedestrian crossing

The principle of a new pedestrian crossing in the general location as proposed in the
location above by the applicant is generally supported by RBC Transport and
Leisure/Parks Officers. The full detail of the crossing design and connection into Kings
Meadow is required to be submitted and agreed as part of the s106 agreement and also
requires the developer to enter into appropriate highway works agreements to provide the
crossing prior to occupation of the development in accordance with an approved
specification. The proposed pedestrian crossing would be a significant benefit of the
proposed development providing direct access to Kings Meadow Public Open Space and
facilities within and facilitating a more direct route to access the Thames Path along the
River Thames further north within Kings Meadow. This is considered of particular benefit
given the current limited formal crossing opportunities on Napier Road to access Kings
Meadow. The proposed crossing would align with criteria ii) of Policy CR11 in the
development facilitating greater pedestrian permeability as well as Policy EN10 (Access
to Open Space) which requires that in areas with relatively poor access to open space
facilities (including as a result of severance lines), new development should make
provision for, or contribute to, improvements to road and other crossings to improve
access to green space and/or facilitate the creation or linking of off-road routes to parks.

The layout of the proposed development would retain the two existing vehicular
access/egress points from Napier Road located at the western and eastern ends of the
site which would provide access to vehicle parking and servicing areas which are
proposed to be located to the rear of the site shielded by the proposed buildings and not
visible from the public realm areas to the front of the site on Napier Road. Access to the
site would be via the eastern access creating a one way loop with vehicles exiting the site
as the western access as shown in figure 13 below.

QO]

Figure 13 — Proposed vehicular access arrangements

Primary pedestrian access to the development would be obtained from Napier Road with
two main access points proposed, one serving propsoed blocks A and B and one serving
proposed blocks C and D. The location of these entrances are shown by the red circles
in figure 14 below. Secondary pedestian entrances to the building would be located to the



rear of the site which are shown by the green circles in figure 14 below providing direct
access from the vehcile and cycle parking spaces located to the rear of the site.

Figure 14 _ Proposed pedestrian access arrangements
Pattern of Development and Layout

7.48 In terms of pattern of development within the site the proposed residential development
forms a linear pattern and layout with four linked buildings proposed fronting onto Napier
Road. The linear pattern of the development is informed by the long and narrow nature of
the application site sandwiched between the railway line to the south and Napier Road to
the north. In general terms the linear pattern of development reflects that of the three
existing office buildings at the site. Existing and proposed site layout plans are shown
below in figures 15 and 16.
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As can be seen in figures 15 and 16 above the proposals would result in a larger footprint
of development compared to the existing buildings with the development extending closer
to the east and west side boundaries of the site with the Network Rail depot and Thames
Quarter respectively, and also closer to the rear (south) boundary with the railway line
and bordering retaining wall/embankment on the parts of the site currently used for car
parking for the existing office use. Unlike the three separate existing office buildings, the
proposed development whilst described as four blocks, would all be linked at ground floor
level resulting in a continuous block across almost the entire part of the site fronting Napier
Road.

As discussed above, to the front (ie. north) of the site the proposed development is set
back further from the Napier Road kerb line (between 6m and 13m) than the existing
buildings (between 5m and 8m) as a result of the proposals, in order to safeguard land to
the front of the site for the future MRT use and to provide a widened pedestrian/ cycle
route. The application site tapers and become narrower from west to west, gradually
reducing from a site depth of 50m to 30m, with the proposed building having a similar
tapered layout and the building footprint also becoming narrower the further east in the
site it extends (as is shown in figure 16 above). Notwithstanding this, the siting of the
building is such that parts of the front elevations of proposed blocks C and D to the eastern
part of the stie would sit very close and in places directly abut the edge of the proposed
cycle and pedestrian route along Napier Road, with limited or no set back or soft
landscape buffer in front of the building proposed to be provided to this part of the
development. Officers consider the relationship of blocks C and D with the front of the
site and footway to be cramped. For reference, the existing buildings at the site and the
eastern end of the site maintained a minimum 2.7m landscape buffer and set back from
the existing narrower Napier Road footway (see photograph in figure 17 below)

Figure 17 — Existing site frontage with Napier Road

To the wider west part of the site, the proposed wider building footprint means that set
back from the proposed widened cycle and footway to the front of the site remains limited
for Block B. Proposed Block A at the far west end of the site provides the most relief
between the building and proposed widened cycle and footway with a gap of between 3m
and 4m facilitating provision of a more significant soft landscaped buffer area including
more generous tree planting. This is considered to present a more spacious relationship
between the building and the front of the site to this part of the site.

At its closest point the west flank elevation of the building (block A) would be located 15m
from the side boundary with the Thames Quarter Site separated by the retained circulation
road within the site exiting onto Napier Road as well as retained trees to this part of the
site. The Thames Quarter building sits very close to the shared boundary set off by only
1m, such that separation from the west flank elevation of proposed Block A to the east
flank elevation of the Thames Quarter building would be 16m. To the west of the site the
flank elevation of the proposed building (block D) would be located 16m from the Network
Rail depot separated by the retained western site access from Napier Road and internal
circulation road to the site.
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To the rear of the site the proposed buildings would project closer to the railway line and
Network Rail retaining wall than the existing buildings. The existing buildings are located
between 25m (at the wider western end of the site) and 10m (at the narrower eastern end
of the site) from the boundary retaining wall (see figure18) whilst the staggered rear
elevation of the proposed building would be sited between 10m and 5m away from the
retaining wall (see figure 16 above).

Figure 18 — Existing view Iobking west and east from the rear car bark howing the Network

Rail retaining wall
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Figure 19 — Existing Urban Grain
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As can be seen in figure 19 above, the character of the immediate area surrounding the
site and this part of Napier Road is dominated by the Kings Meadow green open space.
In terms of urban grain and pattern of development, the railway line to the rear severs
connection with the Central Core of the Central Area to the south and the more grid-like
pattern of development. The long and narrow nature of the application site and other side
sandwiched between the railway line and Napier Road inevitably means a more linear
pattern of development materialises here as evidenced by the existing office buildings at
the site.

Along Napier Road generally, the development pattern and layout is mixed with the more
modest lower density Network Rail depot building and yard to the east where built form is
set back from the Napier Road and the side boundaries of the site but sited very close to
the railway line to the rear. Albeit the Network Rail depot site also forms part of the same
site allocation Policy CR11i as the application site and is also allocated for high density
residential redevelopment. To the west the higher density Thames Quarter development
is similarly sited close to the railway line to the rear but also to the side boundaries of the



7.56

7.57

7.58

7.59

site (including that shared with Napier Court) but provides a more generous set back from
Napier Road.

Further to the east along Napier Road as can be seen in figure 19 above are Luscinia
View flats and the large Tesco Extra superstore building whilst to the west along Vastern
Road are Reading Bridge House, Clearwater Court and Norman Place which are
medium/large block form developments similar to no.1 Forbury Place and Forbury Retail
Park to the south directly the other side of the railway line. A separate planning application
ref. PL/25/1706 has been submitted at the site of Forbury Retail Park for redevelopment
of the site to provide up to 700 residential units and 3000m2 of commercial floors. The
indicative image shown in figure 20 below from the design and access statement for that
application provides an indication of the nature of likely development layout. That proposal
is an outline planning application with all matters reserved for consideration in detail at
reserved matters stage expect for access arrangement so details of the proposals are not
full defined at this stage but given the description of development and indicative image
below it is considered fair to conclude that proposals here would be for high density
medium/large block form development.

Figure 20 — Indicative proposals at Forbury Retail Park

Given the mixed pattern, grain and density of existing (and proposed) development near
the site, officers to not consider the proposed layout and linear pattern of the proposed
development to be out of keeping with its surroundings. However, officers do have
concerns regarding the close relationship and limited set back of parts of the building from
Napier Road and cramped nature of this layout.

Overall, from a layout perspective it is considered that the proposed buildings within the
site would broadly integrate with the site’s surroundings in terms of pattern and grain of
development, but there are concerns that the limited set back of parts of the building from
the Napier Road frontage would result in a cramped relationship. The proposed
pedestrian crossing to Napier Road providing a direct link between the development and
Kings Meadow is a public benefit of the development. However, under more detailed
scrutiny, the proposals fail to demonstrate that they would safeguard land for future MRT
use or facilitate greater pedestrian and cycle permeability along Napier Road to the front
of the site. This is contrary to the strategic vision for the Station/River MOA set out under
Policies CR11 and CR11i which seek to improve connectivity within the MOA and are
considered to be significant shortfalls and disbenefits of the proposed development.

Scale, Massing and Townscape Views

The four proposed blocks of development would each have a height of 11 storeys. The
blocks are all connected by smaller scale link elements creating one overall building. The
central linking element that connects blocks A and B with blocks C and D is a single storey
facade only element behind which would be the proposed on-site residents only ‘pocket
park accessible from within the site or from Napier Road. The linking elements connecting
Blocks A and B would be 5 storeys in height. This is shown in the context of the Napier
Road street scene in figure 21 below. Aside from the linking elements the development
presents a consistent 11 storey height.
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Figure 21 — Proposed development within Npier Road street-scene.
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As can be seen in figure 21 above the 11 storey building height would be set just below
the 12 storey height of the lower shoulder element of the adjacent Thames Quarter
building to the west. The taller tower element of Thames Quarter is 23 storeys in height.
Unlike the application site, Thames Quarter is located within the Station Area Tall
Buildings Cluster which is one of three defined areas within the Central Area that are
considered appropriate to accommodate tall buildings. This is defined by Policy CR10
which is clear that tall buildings will only appropriate within these specific areas. The
application site is not located within a tall building cluster and therefore is not considered
appropriate for tall buildings. Policy CR10 defines a tall building as 12 storeys for
residential development and therefore the proposed development at 11 storeys is not
considered a tall building in the context of the Local Plan (2019) but is the maximum storey
height of a building that could be considered appropriate outside of the defined tall
building cluster areas. When originally submitted, the planning application did propose
Block A, located closest to Thames Quarter, at 12 storeys and therefore a ‘tall building’
(with blocks B, C and E at 11 storeys). Officers highlighted the clear conflict of the 12
storey element with Policy CR10 to the applicant and amended plans were submitted
resulting in the current proposals which present a consistent 11 storey building height. It
is pertinent to note that the above does not mean that a building of the maximum height
appropriate for areas outside of the tall buildings area is automatically considered
appropriate in terms of scale. It must be demonstrated in the context of the other relevant
Local Plan policies that the development is appropriate, for instance, suitable architectural
quality.

In this respect Policy CR11i specifies that for the wider site allocation area (which is
formed from the application site at Napier Court and the Network Rail depot to the east)
The design must avoid detrimental effects on the adjacent Thames Valley Major
Landscape Feature building heights should reduce from west to east across the site.
Kings Meadow opposite the site forms the south east edge of the wider Thames Valley
Major Landscape Feature which extends west along the river towards The Warren in
Caversham and also includes areas of green open space to the north such as Caversham
Park. Primarily encapsulating land either side of the river the character the Major
Landscape Feature is of flat and open lowland with much of the land forming part of the
flood plain of the River Thames. Policy EN13 (Major Landscape Features) states that
planning permission will not be granted for any development that would detract from the
character or appearance of a Major Landscape Feature.

Apart from the linking elements connecting the four blocks the proposals maintain a
consistent 11 storey height across the development site. Policy CR11i is not specific as
to where or by how much building heights should reduce across the wider allocated site
of which the application site forms just over 50% of in terms of site area, with the Network
Rail depot site making up the rest of the allocation area. In this respect officers do not
identify conflict with Policy CR11i in terms of the building heights reducing west to east
across the allocation area and the proposed development would not prevent any future
redevelopment of the Network Rail depot site from satisfying this requirement should that
site come forward for development. Notwithstanding the above the appropriateness of the
scale and massing of the proposed development still needs to be considered in the
context of other relevant policies of the Local Plan (2019), including its impact upon Kings
Meadow and the Thames Valley environs (i.e the Major Landscape Feature).
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redevelopment of the entire site allocation area (the application site plus the Network Rail
depot) could look like what is shown in figure 22 below and shows building heights within
the Network Rail depot site reducing to satisfy the broad CR11i requirement for building
heights to reduce across the allocation area from West to East. The applicant’s view is
that Kings Meadow can be broadly split into 3 zones defined by existing tree lines, and
they suggest that a reduction in building heights could align with these zones. Figure 22
below indicatively shows lower building heights could align with zones 2 and 3 in front of
the Network Rail site where Kings Meadow is deeper and has a more open character,
with zone 1 in front of Napier Court characterised more by built development at Thames
Lido and the Napier Road car park and nearby larger buildings to the west. Officers note
this indicative masterplan approach but consider that this is not the only possible
approach and that a proposal which incorporated building heights reducing from West to
East within the application site would also accord with the requirements of Policy CR11i.

\
Figure 22 — Applicants indicative masterplan for the CR11i site allocation area

The application site is considered to be ‘transitional’ in a visual sense, being located at
the north edge of the Reading Central Area where building heights and densities reduce
away from the Central Core of the Central Area and then transition to the lower scale and
more suburban development within Caversham further to the north of the railway line.
However, as discussed above, the site is allocated for residential development within the
Station River MOA where high density development is envisaged and where the
supporting text to Policy CR11 identifies that current low density development represents
inefficient use of one of the most accessible locations in the South East.

The scale of surrounding buildings includes the directly adjacent Thames Quarter
development which is a large single block building that sits just 1m from the west side
boundary of the application site at 12 storeys in height before increasing to 23 storeys
further west along Kings Meadow Road at the Vastern Road roundabout. To the south
of the application site, separated by the railway line, are three office buildings at Forbury
Place which are of similar scale at between 8 and 10 commercial storeys. Forbury Retail
Park is also located to the south of the application site on the other side of the railway line
which as discussed above, contains large footprint but lower scale warehouse-style retail
buildings but is currently subject to planning outline planning application ref. PL/25/1706
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for a major mixed use residential led development for up to 700 dwellings with buildings
ranging from 5 to 11 storeys. The Biscuit Factory development at Kenavon Drive further
to the south east, also includes buildings up to 10 storeys in height. The contrast to the
above is the Network Rail depot adjacent to the east of the site which contains a two
storey building but as set out above is allocated for high density redevelopment under
Policy CR11i.

Located 100m to the west along Napier Road at the junction the Vastern Road roundabout
is the 11 storey Reading Bridge House office building and 6 storey Kings Meadow House
(Environment Agency offices), whilst located 200m further to the west along Napier Road
are the residential flats at Luscinia View which extend up to 9 storeys. There are some
lower scale buildings nearby with a two storey detached dwelling at 22 Kings Meadow
Road and the three storey townhouses at Kingfisher Place located directly to the north
west of the application site on Kings Meadow Road, as well as the two storey Thames
Lido building. However, with regard to the visual relationship of the proposed development
with existing surrounding buildings and particularly its immediate neighbours it is
considered that the 11 storey building height would integrate with the pre-dominant scale
of buildings to this edge of the town centre location.

Whilst the scale of the proposals may be broadly in-keeping with that of surrounding
buildings the relationship of the development with Kings Meadow directly opposite the
site is also significant as one of the major Thames Parks and areas of public open space
within the Borough, as well forming part of the Major Landscape Feature. Kings Meadow
is also a designated Local Green Space (LGS) within the Borough as designated by Policy
EN7Cd. LGSs are defined by the NPPF as green spaces which are in close proximity to
the local community, special or significant to the local community in terms of beauty,
recreational value, tranquillity or richness of wildlife and is local in character and Policy
EN7 states that LGS’s will be protected from development and proposals that result in
loss of any of these areas of open space, erode their quality through insensitive adjacent
development or jeopardise their use or enjoyment by the public will not be permitted.

The application explains that the proposals are based around providing a ‘mansion block
style’ development. Mansion block development is characterised by series of buildings of
rhythmic consistency and uniform massing, lining and forming a hard edge to, and looking
out onto a park or open green space. Mansion block style developments historically date
back to the Victorian and Edwardian era and typically consisted of residential apartment
buildings of 4 to 8 storeys with grand and ornate facades looking out over town centre
parks. The applicant provides examples (shown in figure 23 below) of more contemporary
and larger scale mansion block style development that has occurred in London such as
at One Hyde Park, Brent Cross and Kings Cross.
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Figure 23 — Mansion block development examples

Brent Gross Town, London —

7.69 The proposed development presenting four 11 storey blocks will have a significant visual
impact on Kings Meadow as a result of its scale and location directly opposite the open
space. The application is accompanied by a Townscape and Visual Appraisal which
consider the impact of the development upon the Borough’s townscape, including upon a
number of short, medium and long range views. Figures 24 and 25 below show existing
and proposed views looking south from the centre of Kings Meadow.

Figure 24 — Existing view looking south from Kings Meadow



Figure 25 — Proposed view looking south from Kings Meadow
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The proposals would result in a significant change in the relationship of the application
site with Kings Meadow appearing visually prominent to views south from within Kings
Meadow when compared to the existing two storey office buildings at the site. However
as can be seen in figure 24 above given the modest scale of the existing buildings at the
site the taller buildings to the south of the site on the opposite side of the railway line are
already prominent to views centrally from within Kings Meadow where the 8 to 10 storey
office buildings at Forbury Place can been seen, as can The Blade albeit this is more
distant and Thames Quarter to the north side of the railway line is also visible to the east
of this view. Figure 26 below shows a more distant existing view looking towards the
application site from the Thames Path along the river where these existing buildings also
appear prominent.

Figure 26 — View from the Thames Path looking towards the application site

7.71

Figures 27 and 28 below show an even more distant view of the application site looking
south east from the Thames Path to the rear of Luscinia View flats. Similar to the more
centrally located view from Kings Meadow shown in figure 25 above, this view shows that
the level of change experienced to the more distant view would be lower with the
roofscape of the buildings visible in the proposed view not significantly different to the
roofscape of the office buildings to the rear of the application site on the south side of the
railway line shown in the existing view. The view also shows that from this part of Kings
Meadow; the scale of the proposed development would not appear out of keeping when
viewed between the Luscinia View flats to the west and Thames Quarter to the east and
the existing tree coverage within Kings Meadow provides a good degree of screening to
more distant views from this location towards the application site.
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7.72 The visual impact that the scale of the development would have upon views and the open
character of Kings Meadow is therefore considered to be tempered given this existing
context resulting in a lesser degree of change from central and more distant northern
parts of the area of open space. The visual impact of the development will be most
pronounced when viewed directly from Napier Road itself and from the southern perimeter
of Kings Meadow closest to the application site as shown in figures 29 and 30 below.
From here, views of the neighbouring buildings to the south side of the railway line are
still possible within the existing and proposed site context, but the immediacy of the
relationship with the application proposal would be such that the proposed scale of the
development will be significant in terms of visual impact. The scale of the proposals and
visual impact from the close up views at a human scale is considered to exacerbate the
officer concerns raised above in respect of the cramped layout and lack of setback of
blocks C and D in relation to the Napier Road frontage.
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Figure 29 — itg view looking west along Napier Road
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Figure 30 - Propoed vial looking west along Napier Road

Officers highlighted concerns to the applicant during discussions at both pre-application
and at application stage regarding the lack of visual permeability of the development when
viewed from the Kings Meadow and following the submission of amended plans the
massing of the development was altered to reduce the scale of the linking elements
between blocks A and B and between blocks C and D by two storeys (reducing from 7 to
5 storeys). This has facilitated greater visibility through the development allow views of
the existing buildings on the south side of the railway line to be experienced from both the
more distant views of the development from Kings Meadow and also from the close up
views. This is considered to have resulted in some success in ‘breaking up’ the massing
of the development which is considered important given the significant length of the block
and creates greater visibility of sky between the individual blocks reducing visual
dominance.

The proposed development has also been independently reviewed by Design South East
(DSE) at both pre-application and application stage. Advice provided was that it is not
possible specify a ‘correct’ height for the development, but they considered that the
proposed scale was appropriate for the site’s location and context. DSE also considered
that the height of the proposals should be similar across the development and no higher
than the shoulder element of Thames Quarter. In terms of the relationship with Kings
Meadow DSE were supportive of the applicants proposed mansion block design approach
and how the massing would contain Kings Meadow and of the approach to creating
consistent edge and strong backdrop to the area of open space given its expanse.

In respect of more medium range views of the development, the applicant’s Townscape
and Visual Assessment (TVIA) identifies the development would be visible from Reading
Bridge and Christchurch Bridge to the north east of the application site. This is shown in
figures 31, 32, 33 and 34 below. From Reading Bridge, the development would sit in the
backdrop behind the 3 storey townhouses at Kingfisher Place and the view from here
would continue to be dominated by the 11 storey Reading Bridge House. From the more
distant Christchurch Bridge, the development would be visible above the middle of
Reading Bridge behind the large conifer trees that sit adjacent to the north elevation of
Reading Bridge House, which also remains prominent in the foreground. Officers do not
identify any significant harmful impacts to these views.
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7.76 To the south, the applicant’s TVIA identifies that there would be glimpses of the proposed
development when viewed from Forbury Gardens across the railway line and between
The Forbury office buildings as shown in figures 35 and 36 below. Given the separation
between the application site and Forbury Gardens the visible part of the development is
of diminished scale compared to the existing foreground buildings with sky still visible
between them. Officers do not identify harmful impact to views from this location.
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7.77 Visibility from other identified medium range views of the proposals spread throughout
the Borough including from Forbury Road and Mount Pleasant to the south, Kennetside
footbridge to the east, Christchurch Meadows and Great Knollys Street to the west, The
Horse Close (a residential cul de sac in Emmer Green) to the north are also considered
within the Townscape and Visual Appraisal but visibility of the development would be
limited within the context of the existing townscape and tree cover. A long range views is
also provided from Dunsden Green further to the north beyond Caversham (in South
Oxfordshire), which is a strategic view towards the Central Area identified within the
Reading Tall Building Strategy (2008), but the distant nature of the view is such that no
harmful impacts of the proposed development are considered to result with the taller
Thames Quarter (tower) and The Blade being the prominent buildings within this
viewpoint.

7.78 ltis considered that the scale and massing of the proposals would sit appropriately within
the prevailing scale and character of buildings that surround the site and within the wider
Borough townscape. The more immediate impact of the scale of the development in
relation to the open character of Kings Meadow and Napier Road to the north would,
however, be more significant. The applicant’s Townscape and Visual Appraisal considers
that the proposed development would result in a high magnitude of change for Kings
Meadow but concludes that the overall impact upon views and character of Kings Meadow
would be ‘moderate’ and as a result of the high quality design approach consider this
would be reduced to a neutral impact. The applicant’s design approach, which is
supported by DSE, is to provide a mansion block style development which creates a
strong defined edge and backdrop to the open space. Officers consider that the success
of such an approach will be dependent upon the design detail and treatment of external
areas of the site in order to mitigate for the developments scale. This is considered below.

Building Design

7.79 The Reading Tall Buildings Strategy (2008) identifies that the limited combination of
building heights and style along Napier Road, none of which are distinctive townscape
elements, means that the area has an overall weak townscape character. Reflecting this,
nearby buildings are a wide mix of contrasting styles and materials. Most prominent is
Thames Quarter which presents itself with a simplistic form with grey and red brick slips
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to the lower shoulder element closest to Napier Court and lighter grey/white tile slips to
the tower element and uniform window proportions. Reading Bridge House opposite
Thames Quarter is a 1960’s flat roof office building with buff brick and concrete finish with
green spandrel panels between windows. To the east of Reading Bridge House is Kings
Meadow House (occupied by the Environment Agency) is an orange/pink brick flat roof
building with arched windows and the more modest town houses at 6 Kingfisher Place
which are mottled buff, orange and red brick with pitched slate roofs. Thames Lido
opposite the application site within Kings Meadow is a smaller Grade Il Listed Building, a
predominantly red brick building incorporating a contemporary glazed extension. The
blocks of flats within Luscinia View at the eastern end of Napier Road present buff brick
elevations with blue and white render panels have distinctive blue sloping roofs.

To the south, the railway embankment presents an imposing plain buff brick retaining
wall. To the other side of the railway line, the three modern office buildings at The Forbury
have a contemporary and entirely glazed appearance. The Network Rail depot building
adjacent to the application site is a modest two storey building with pitched tile roof, and
white render/, timber-clad elevations. Kings Meadow dominates the character of Napier
Road and has a strong open, green and tree lined character with small open air park in
the south west corner directly opposite the application site fronting the road.

In keeping with the proposed mansion block typology and consistent scale and massing
of the proposals the four blocks present a uniform grid like appearance showing a strong
horizontal and vertical emphasis to the long front facade fronting Napier Road. This
articulation is considered to tie in visually with the similar grid like appearance to the
Thames Quarter shoulder element and continues this to the east along Napier Road as
is shown in figure 37 below.

Block D | Block C Block B 1 Block A | Thames Quarter

Figure 37 — horizontal emphasis of the design along Napier Road
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7.83

The materials palette for the development references Reading’s strong history and
character of brick built buildings and in particular use of red brick. The proposed design
incorporates varying brick bonds and mortars to provide variation, texture and visual
interest to the elevations. DSE advice was that the proposals should maintain a consistent
brick tone to align with the proposed mansion block typology and create a strong
consistent backdrop to Kings Meadow. A red multi brick is proposed (see figure 38 below)
which provides a mottled appearance with the bricks displaying varied darker and lighter
red tones providing some variation to the building’s appearance. A mixture of stretcher
and ‘stack bond’ is proposed to the brickwork to distinguish between the vertically and
horizontally of the grid appearance of the elevations. The proposed predominant red
colour palette is also reflected with the proposed use of both darker red copper and lighter
rose coloured aluminium window frames and reveals and copper red aluminium rail
balconies. Varied use of both red copper and lighter rose coloured vertically ridged
aluminium cladding and louvres are also proposed above and below windows (see figures
39, 40 and 41 below). The use of different red tones of brick and metal work give the
building a distinctive appearance aligning with the proposed mansion block typology in
creating a bold character.

Light grey brick, also typical of Reading, is proposed to the linking elements between the
blocks which would assist in breaking up the horizontality and massing of the
development. A light grey multi red brick is proposed which presents a similar mottled



appearance together with light grey windows surroundings, metal cladding panels and
louvres, providing depth and texture to the elevations of the link elements as well (see
figures 38 and 41 below).

W m u“.—-.li‘

Flgure 38 Proposed red and Ilght grey mult| brlck .

7.84  Whilst a uniform grid like appearance to the development is proposed there is variation to
this within each of the blocks. Both the front and rear elevations of the building step in
and out, resulting in depth and visual interest to these facades, whilst differing window
proportions, balcony sizes and insets provide more intricate articulation to the elevations
(see example bay study below in figure 39). The two uppermost floors of the development
show greatest variation and incorporate significant recesses with windows to the recessed
parts of the upper floor presenting full height glazed windows (see figure 40 below). Both
aspects are also shown in context of the full height of part of the proposed front elevation

in the visual in figure 41 below.

Figure 39 — ' Example bay study — ' Iowerlrs Figure 40 — Example bay study —top 2 floors

Figure 41 — CGl visual of front elevation

7.85 A criticism of the proposals from the application stage DSE review was that the articulation
proposed to the front elevation was of the proposals did not turn the corner to the side



elevations including those internal side elevations to the individual blocks visible above
the lower height linking elements. Amended plans were submitted to address this
incorporating open sided balconies to the corners, greater varied window proportions to
the side elevations and further varied use of brick bonds with feature panel bands of stack
bond brick with alternating projecting courses providing varied texture to the brickwork.
This is considered to be successful in continuing the grid like appearance and articulation
of the front elevations around the side elevations of each of the blocks. This can be seen
in figure 42 below. Similar articulation and details are proposed to continue to the rear
elevation of the blocks (see figure 43 below).

Figure 42 — Visual showing side elevations of the blocks and close up of the fatur brick panel
bands of projecting brick courses

Figure 432 Visualhowing rear elevations

7.86 At street level the front elevation of the building towards Napier Road would present a
continuous plinth/colonnade across the entire ground floor of the building linking all four
blocks. This was introduced to the development by the applicant as a result of DSE advice
who considered that this would create a coherent threshold to the development and give
the building a strong street-level presence; more so than if the vertical elements of the
grid pattern to the upper floors continued straight down to the ground level. The brick
colour tone of the plinth/colonnade and its forward projection to different parts of the
frontage would relate to the appearance and configuration of the corresponding upper
floors of the building and would be constructed from the feature panel bands of stack
bond brick with alternating projecting courses providing varied texture to the brickwork
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and contrast with the upper floors. Officers consider that the plinth provides a strong street
level presence and visual interest and is also successful at framing the entrances to the
building from Napier Road. The visual in figure 44 below shows the plinth/colonnade from
Napier Road.

Figure 44 — Visual showing the propos'éa ground floor level plinth/colonnade

The plinth also creates the entrance/exit point to the proposed residents’ pocket park
which would sit centrally within the development between Blocks B and C behind railings
and gates allowing street-level visibility to the pocket park area (see figure 45 below). The
two other entrances to the building from Napier Road (to blocks A and B and to blocks C
and D) provide both stepped and ramped access to elevated ground floor of the building
which is required as a part of the flood mitigation measures for the development (see
figure 44 above).

7.88

Taking into account the independent design advice provided by DSE, officers consider
that the proposed building presents a suitably high standard of design quality as required
by Policy CC7 and would also align with criteria iii) of Policy CR11 which states that within
the MOA developments should front on to and provide visual interest to existing and future
pedestrian routes and open spaces. However, given the concerns set out above in
respect of the layout and massing of the development impacts upon views and character
from Napier Road and the closest parts of Kings Meadow, it is also important to consider
the treatment of external areas within and surrounding the site to fully understand the
relationship that the development would present to these areas. The following section of
this report will consider the design of external areas and public realm and open space
matters.



Design of External Areas, Public Realm and Open Space
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Napier Road is the only route to and from the site and together with Kings Meadow is
where views of the development would be primarily experienced. Treatment of the
external areas within the application site to the building’s frontage with Napier Road will
therefore be important in creating a pleasant residential environment but also in
attempting to mitigate the scale of the development and its limited set back from Napier
Road. The design proposals for the application site frontage are led and also constrained
by the requirement for the development to safeguard land to the front of the site for
possible future provision of an MRT route along Napier Road, as well as the proposals as
part of the application to widen the existing shared cycle and footway that runs along the
front of the building to bring this up to current standards. As discussed above, these
elements of the proposal are welcomed in principle, but the application does not
demonstrate that they can actually be achieved whilst meeting national highway design
standards. Notwithstanding this, these proposals do also reduce space within the site
frontage for meaningful hard and soft landscaping. The proposed siting of the building
with limited or no set back from the cycle and footway at ‘pinch-points’ exacerbates this
issue and is a function of the constrained nature of the site frontage with Napier Road and
the unwillingness of the applicant to adjust the building’s footprint, as advised by officers.

To the front of the site the proposed safeguarded MRT land, widened shared cycle, and
footway would be surfaced in black tarmac with limestone chippings. This is material
treatment is required in order to meet adoptable highway standards. The entrances to the
buildings and pocket park including steps and ramps would be demarcated with a change
in surfacing to light grey block paving incorporating tactile elements for inclusive access.
Soft landscaping to the front of the application site is set within the thin strip of land
between the building and the edge of the proposed widened shared cycle and footway.
As discussed above this strip of land is widest at the west end of the site in front of Block
A at around 4m but the width of this strip gradually reduces to the east in front of Blocks
C and D where in parts the building directly abuts the southern edge of the cycle and
footway with no scope for meaningful soft landscaping. The staggered and varied footprint
of the front elevation of the building create a series of recessed bays and these areas can
be soft landscaped.

The soft landscaping proposals are shown in figure 46 below and consist of varied
ornamental planting beds along the strip of the land and recesses to the front of the
building as well as around the building entrances. A 1.7m high hedgerow is also proposed
along the entire building frontage following the building’s staggered footprint. The
coloured dots in figure 47 below show proposed tree planting to the frontage which
includes 16 trees of 2 species (Amelanchier arborea ‘Robin Hill' and Cornus kousa
varchinensis). Whilst trees are supported in this location, the RBC Natural Environment
Officer raises concern over the proposed species which are relatively small and would be
dwarfed by the scale of the proposed building. It is considered that taller and narrower
trees would be required in this location to provide meaningful softening to the visual
impact of the development. In terms of existing trees 6 ‘B’ category trees (of moderate
quality), 4 ‘C’ category (of low quality) trees are proposed for removal to the Napier Road
frontage to accommodate the proposed development, as well as full and part removal of
2 ‘B’ category groups and 1 ‘C’ category group (a mixture of beech, alder and birch, rowan
and English oak species). 5 ‘B’ category protected trees (all Norway Maples) located at
the western end of the site frontage are proposed to be retained as part of the
development. Loss and retention of existing trees is considered in the Natural
Environment Section of this report below.

14 trees are also proposed to be provided in intervals along the strip of land safeguarded
for the MRT. As a result of the presence of underground services under this strip of land
trees in this location are proposed set in extra-large planters. This planting would add
additional softening and depth to the landscaping which combined with the trees proposed
adjacent to the building would result in trees set either side of the widened shared cycle
and footway creating a pleasant route past the front of the building. Albeit should the MRT



proposals ever come to fruition then the trees along this strip of land would be lost.
Therefore, this planting to the MRT strip of land cannot be considered on the basis of
retention in perpetuity but would provide visual mitigation for the length of time it would
remain in place.

— —

Iiigurg 46 — Proposed soft landscaping
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Figure 47 — Proposed tree planting

7.93 Centrally within the development between blocks B and C an open air ‘pocket park’ is
proposed which the application describes as a green heart to the development (see figure
45 above). This is a 300m2 area of open space containing amenity grass, ornamental
shrubs, tree planting, incidental children’s play equipment and seating. The pocket park
would be for residents only accessed via secure fob access or internally from within the
development. However, sited in a 16m wide gap between the 11 storey elevations of
blocks B and C the pocket park will suffer from overbearing impacts from the scale of built
form to either side.

7.94 For similar reasons the pocket park would also not be optimally served in terms of access
to sunlight. Receipt of sunlight to the pocket park (and other outdoor amenity areas within
the development) has been considered within a daylight and sunlight assessment
submitted with the application. This assessment has been independently reviewed by the
BRE who set the national guidance for such matters and their advice is that receipt of
sunlight to the pocket park and all external amenity areas within the development is that
the development would meet minimum requirements (i.e. receive at least 2 hours of
sunlight at the spring equinox (215t March) which is the time most representative of
average solar conditions throughout the year). Officers attach limited benefit to the value
of the pocket park for future residents given concerns about its usability and quality of the
space that would be provided. Set behind railings the pocket park would also have limited
visibility from Napier Road. Other than facilitating a gap down to ground floor level at the
centre of the development, and notwithstanding the green wall proposed by climbing
plants to the entrance railings, the fact that there is a park and area of open space would
not be readily observable from outside of the site and has limited benefit in terms of
softening and mitigating views of the development and the scale of the proposed
buildings.

7.95 How external areas to the rear of the site are treated is also considered key to the
development given the significant constraint of the railway line and its retaining wall. The
area to the rear of the building is proposed to be multifunctional providing a secure
barriered one way route for vehicles providing access to 33 vehicle and 6 motorcycle
resident parking bays and for servicing vehicles accessing bins stores and collection



points. The area is also proposed, in addition to the pocket park, to function as a
communal amenity area for residents, is described as a ‘play street’ by the applicant and
includes a 100m2 courtyard garden with seating, other sporadic small areas of amenity
grass, shrub planting, planting of 26 trees, play along the way equipment and seating
areas. Block paving hard surfacing is proposed to demarcate the shared function of the
area; hedgerow is also proposed to demarcate the community areas from the road and
parking space and planters set upon granite sets are proposed as traffic calming
measures. Figure 48 below shows the proposed courtyard garden area to the rear of

Block B.

Figure48 — Proposed courtyard garden to the rear of block B.

7.96
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The retaining wall to the railway line is tallest at the western end of the site to rear of Block
A at around 5.8m and gradually reduces in height to around 1.8m to the rear of block D
at the eastern end of the site. Given the height of the retaining wall particularly to the rear
of Blocks A and B where the courtyard garden is proposed officers have concerns
regarding how confined this area would be and the visual quality of the environment that
would be created with the space set between the retaining wall and 11 storey rear
elevations of the proposed development as well as the dominance of hardstanding. The
varied footprint of the building to the rear means separation between the rear of the
building and retaining wall ranges from 20m to 6m. The shared relationship with the road,
car parking and servicing route exacerbates these concerns. Whilst the proposed tree
planting, play equipment are welcomed officers attribute limited benefit to the treatment
of external areas to the rear of the site which do little to mitigate for the scale of the
proposed building and its relationship with the railway line retaining wall. It is understood
that Network Rail would not permit alterations such as addition of a green wall to the
retaining wall given it is an infrastructure asset which they must be able to access and

maintain.

A large paved 530m2 communal amenity terrace area is proposed to the roof of Block A
(see figure 49 below), containing seating, tables, incidental furniture (such as table tennis
tables) and soft landscaping elements set behind a 1.5m high parapet wall to the
perimeter of the terrace. The terrace area is considered to create a high quality external
environment within the development for future occupiers but would not be readily visible
from outside of the application site. Flat roof areas to the other blocks would provide

biodiverse green roof areas.

Figure 49 — Proposed roof terrace
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As is the case with many high density developments within the Central Area there is often
limited open space on site for residents, including space for provision of play facilities and
are reliant upon roof terraces or courtyards. As discussed above the proposed
development does incorporate a range of on-site outdoor spaces for residents with the
roof terrace area being a particular benefit in this respect, however officers have concerns
regarding the usability of the ground level pocket park and courtyard garden and how
pleasant these areas would be for future occupiers.

Policy CR3 (Public Realm in Central Reading) requires that proposals for new
development in the Central Area make a positive contribution towards the quality of public
realm in the Central Area, including open space. Policy EN9 (Provision of Open Space)
is clear that public open space should be publicly accessible so whilst the on-site outdoor
residents only area are of benefit for residents their function is limited in terms of
recreation, and the development is also expected to provide and contribute to publicly
accessible open space and play facilities. More specifically Policy EN9 requires that new
development makes provision for appropriate open space based on the needs of the
development, either through on or off-site provision, contributions or improvements to
existing leisure and recreation facilities.

With the proposed introduction of a significant residential use, additional creation or
improvement to existing off-site open is considered to be necessary to serve the needs
of the development and proposed residential occupiers. Such wider open space provision
or improvements is also required to mitigate for the failure of the proposals to provide any
formal children’s play facilities (beyond those ad hoc play along the way facilities
proposed within the on-site pocket part and courtyard garden) whilst private balconies
within the development are primarily only provided for flats to the corners of each block,
which as per Policy H10 (Private and Communal Outdoor Space) heightens the
importance of alternatives to the proposed on-site communal facilities for future occupiers
in terms of access to open space. In this instance future residents are very likely to look
to Kings Meadow for their open space and outdoor recreation needs. Furthermore,
improvements to off-site open space, and in particular Kings Meadow given the direct
relationship with the application site, could also incorporate additional landscaping to
provide some visual mitigation for the development given the limited landscaping
proposed to the building frontage as discussed above.

Following discussions with RBC Parks and Leisure Officers a contribution of £500,000
towards improvements to the existing Kings Meadow children’s play area for renovation
of the play area, improvements to its accessibility and creation of an additional section
within the play area for toddler & junior age ranges is considered to be justified. Given the
direct relationship of the development to Kings Meadow the improvements to the existing
play area would benefit future residents of the development. In conjunction with the
proposed new pedestrian crossing to be secured as part of the application as discussed
above, the proposals would provide enhanced access to Kings Meadow Local Green
Space (Policy EN10) and the proposed enhanced play area. Both these elements of off-
site works are considered to be benefits of the proposed development and would ensure
compliance with Policies (EN9, EN10, CR3). Creation of more direct access into Kings
Meadow and the enhanced play facilities would create greater connection, both in terms
of pedestrian links but also visually, of the development to Kings Meadow. Given the
limited extent of soft landscaped public realm to be provided as part of the development
to the Napier Court frontage of the proposed building, creation of a direct link for residents
into one of the Borough’s major Local Green Spaces and areas of Public Open Space
would be a valuable option for future residents in terms of quality of residential
environment to be created by the development as well as for members of the wider
community seeking to access Kings Meadow from this part of Napier Road. At the time
of writing this report the applicant has not confirmed agreement to provide the necessary
contribution towards Kings Meadow Play Area or the pedestrian crossing. Failure to do
so would result in conflict with Policies EN9, EN10 and CR3 and the proposals would be
considered to fail provide appropriate provision towards open space and access to open
space to serve the needs of the development.
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Heritage Matters

Kings Meadow Swimming Pool (known as Thames Lido), a Grade Il Listed Building is the
closest hertage asset to the appication site. The appication is accompanied by a heritage
statement which notes this. The heritage statement also references several heritage
assets to the south of the railway line, including Forbury Gardens a Grade Listed
Registered Park and Garden and the Grade | Listed Abbey Ruins. However, the
statement concludes that given these heritage assets do not derive their significance (or
setting) from Napier Road or Kings Meadow, there would no loss of hertiage significance
as a result of the proposed development. The RBC Conservation Officer agrees with this
conclusion also noting there would be no direct impact of the development to these
heritage assets to the south of the railway.

In respect of Thames Lido the heirtage statement identifies that the Grade Il Listed
Building’s significance derives from the building being an extremely rare and very fine
example of a complete Edwardian lido and being a communally important facility with a
local history going back to ¢.1860 and that in terms of setting it has contextual
relationships with the River Thames and King's Meadow, but that it does not derive any
significance from Napier Road or Napier Court. As such the applicant’'s Heritage
Statement concludes that no harm to the Grade Il Listed building’s signifiance or setting
would result from the proposed development. An addendum heritage note provided by
the applicant considers that whilst the Lido has meaningful setting relationship with Kings
Meadow and the development can be seen from the Kings Meadow, those two
interactions are discrete and do not harm the signifiance of the Lido.

The RBC Conservation Officer disagrees with the above findings and considers the large
scale of the proposals compared to the exising modest buildings at the application site
together with the direct relathonship the proposed development would have with Kings
Meadow would result in harm to the Listed Building’s setting. The Conservation Officer
concludes that the harm would be less than substanital at a low level. Officers have
considered the impact on the lido and given the separation to the proposed deveopment,
located 90m to the south on the opposite side of Napier Road and separated by Napier
Road car park, the lido car park and an existing tree line to the north of the car parks, are
of the view that the setting of the lido would not be materially affected. In terms of the
setting the lido derives from within Kings Meadow, this would remain as existing,
benefiting from the surrounding open parkland setting. As such, officers conclude that the
setting of the Grade Il Listed lido building would be preserved and no conflict with Policy
EN1 is identified.

Design considerations and effect on character Conclusions

In overall design terms officers conclude that the scale and massing of the proposed
development would sit appropriately within the prevailing scale and character of buildings
that surround the site and within wider townscape views. The proposal would also align
with the principles of the type of high density development sought to take place within the
Station/River MOA and the architectural detail to the building is considered to be of good
quality. However, officers have identified concerns regarding the proposed direct
relationship of the development with Napier Road and with the closest parts of Kings
Meadow designated Local Green Space also forming part of the Thames Valley Major
Landscape Feature. Officers concerns are in respect of the visual impact of the
development as a result of its siting and scale with very limited set back from the proposed
footway and cycle way to the front of the site provided for parts of the building and how
this would impact on the quality of environment that would be created to the front of the
site along Napier Road, particularly given the presence of a high-density residential use
of the site. The siting of the building and its scale in relation to the railway line retaining
wall/embankment to the rear of the site also create some similar issues in respect of the
quality of the communal spaces to be created to the rear of the development
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The close proximity of parts of the building and pinch points created to the Napier Road
frontage also create a number of conflicts with the landscaping and public realm aspects
of the proposals to the site frontage due to lack of adequate space for these elements
between the building and the footway/cycleway to the front of the site. This adversely
impacts upon the ability of the development to provide meaningful soft landscaping
(including tree planting) to all of the site frontage, means that the proposed
footway/cycleway is not provided to an acceptable standard, and that the proposals fail
to adequately safeguard land required for future strategic MRT/BRT routes within the
Borough.

The proposed long street-scene sections, site layout plans and CGl visuals in figures 49A
to F below show the relationship of the building with Napier Road and the closest part of
Kings Meadow. Figures 49C and 49E show the relationship of blocks A and B with Napier
Road where the development is considered to provide a reasonable relationship with the
footway/cycleway to the front of the site with small, landscaped buffer areas with existing
and proposed trees to be accommodated between the front elevation of the building and
the footway/cycleway. However, the RBC Natural Environment Officer objects to the
application due to the proximity of proposed Block A to five existing protected Norway
Maple trees that are proposed to be retained as part of the development (shown in the
CGl visual in figure 49E), and considers the close relationship would result in harm to the
root protection areas of these trees and future pressure to prune (this is discussed in more
detail in the Natural Environment Section of this report below). The space that would be
provided to the front of the site to accommodate landscaping, the footway/cycleway and
land to be safeguarded for future MRT/BRT is shown by the vertical dotted line to the front
of the building which delineates the edge of the strip of land proposed to be safeguarded
for the MRT/BRT in figure 49A. Notwithstanding, the conflicts with the five retained TPO
trees the relationship to the front of Blocks A and B (the western end of the site) is
considered to provide an adequate set back and spaciousness to mitigate for the 11
storey scale of the proposals.
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Figure 49A - Proposed Napier Road street-section looking east
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Figure 49D — Layout of proposed Blocks C and D
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Figure 49E — Proposed Napier Road CGl visual
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Figure 49F — Proposed Napier Road CGl visual

7.104 The proposed arrangement for Blocks A and B is considered to share some similar

characteristics with that of the example Mansion Block developments discussed and
shown in figure 23 above which predominantly incorporate landscaping, including tree
planting to the front between the buildings and the road, with areas of green open space
set beyond the other side of the road providing expansive views. At this part of the
development officers consider that the proposals do adequately achieve the mansion
block stye of development that is being proposed. As discussed above, the proposals
would have a significant visual impact upon views from Napier Road and the closest parts
of Kings Meadow as a result of the immediacy of the relationship, but in part this is as a
consequence of the proposed mansion block approach which by its nature looks to
provide a hard and strong edge to facing areas of open space. To this part of the site it is
considered that the set back of the building and landscaping to the frontage provides
adequate buffer and spaciousness to accommodate the 11 storey scale of the proposals
and provides an adequate balance between this and providing a strong edge to Kings
Meadow such that it avoids detrimental visual overbearing impacts upon the public realm
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areas to Napier Road and from within Kings Meadow. The frontage relationship here
reflects that of the Napier Road frontage of Thames Quarter, albeit the Thames Quarter
building is set back in the site a further 2.5m compared to block A of the proposals so
does present an even more spacious relationship with Napier Road.

The vertical dotted line shown in figure 49B above together with the site layout plan in
figure 49D and CGl visual in figure 49F show how the space that would be provided
between the front of the building and the Napier Road frontage reduces to eastern part of
the site for proposed blocks C and D. Here much more limited frontage landscaping is
able to be provided and in parts just a narrow strip of hedgerow between the building
elevation and edge of the footway/cycleway. Some tree planting is still able to be provided
but only where the sections of the frontage where the building line recesses. As a result
of this it is considered that this part of the development falls short of providing the
landscape buffer that would be expected for a mansion block proposals. This lack of set
back and landscaping to the front of blocks C and D means an appropriate balance
between providing a hard edge to Kings Meadow and softening of this with a landscaped
buffer is not adequately achieved and presents as a cramped overdevelopment of this
part of the site. However, given the open expanse of Kings Meadow and close proximity
of Napier Road car park as well as the presence of large buildings nearby at Thames
Quarter, Kings Meadow House and Lucinia View with close relationships to the open
space which can be seen in the sections in figures 49A and 49B officers do not go as far
as to conclude that blocks C and D of the proposals would be so imposing at to be
considered overbearing or harmful to the character of Kings Meadow or Napier Road.
Tree planting is proposed in planters to the MRT strip which provides some additional
softening of the site frontage, remembering that this mitigation will only be present for a
temporary basis.

The limited space proposed to be provided to the front of blocks C and D and perceived
overdevelopment also exacerbates the technical highway design standards failures in
respect of the proposed widened footway/cycleway to the front of the development and
in respect of how the development propose to safeguard land for future MRT/BRT use
with there being too little space to the front of the site to adequately deliver these
infrastructure measures to an acceptable standard. The failures are discussed in more
detail in the transport section of this report below.

Expansive views over open space are a key characteristic of mansion block
developments and such a relationship inevitably means that the open space forms a key
part of the character of such development and their attractiveness. However, it is not
considered that such a relationship should be what a development relies upon entirely in
order to provide good quality aspect, outlook and landscaped setting. In this respect it is
considered that Blocks C and D would be borrowing more aspect, outlook and landscape
setting from Kings Meadow than they should be and that this part of the development fails
to provide its own adequate on site buffer, set back and landscaping relative to its scale.

The proposed communal areas for residents to the rear of the site including courtyard
garden area, ‘play on the way’ facilities as well as the central pocket park are also
considered to be compromised, in terms of the quality of outdoor spaces and environment
that they would provide as a result of their constrained layout in between the buildings
significant elevations and between the building and the railway line retaining
wall/lembankment. The roof top terrace would be a more pleasant spacious environment.
The proposed new pedestrian crossing providing improved access to Kings Meadow is
therefore necessary in respect of improving access from the site to public open space
and play facilities within .

The site’s allocation within the Station River MOA means that any development that would
come forward on this site would be for a high density development and it is considered
any development is very likely to take its cues in respect of scale and massing from
Thames Quarter given the close relationship between the two sites and the adjacent
development to the south of the railway line. The proposals present a challenging
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consideration for officers with half of the development considered to present a reasonable
relationship with public realm areas to Napier Road and the parts of Kings Medow closest
to the site, but with the other half of the development failing to fully acknowledge that the
site tapers in width to the west, meaning that the proposed building sits too close to Napier
Road and presents as an overdevelopment of this part of the site. Officers consider that
a greater set back and buffer could and should have been provided here between the
building and Napier Road frontage to provide a higher quality environment to this part of
the site.

In terms of the visual impacts of the development, overall officers reach a conclusion that
the development is adequate. Notwithstanding the localised issues at pinch-points in
respect of Blocks C and D, the proposals are considered to be appropriate in terms of
their impact upon medium and longer range views of the development, including those
more distant views from within Kings Meadow. The proposals would integrate
satisfactorily with these wider townscape views, given the site’s location with the Reading
Central Area and surrounding density and scale of buildings. Officers also attach merit to
the architectural design of the proposals and consider this to be of good quality and
present suitable articulation and variation to provide visual interest when viewed from
street level as well as to longer range views, and are not considered to detrimental to
Kings Meadow as a designated Local Green Space or to jeopardise enjoyment of this
space. The proposals have also been sited such that they are not considered to place
undue burdens on the remainder of the site allocation area (Network Rail depot site) in
that site coming forward for development in the future.

The application describes and includes an indicative masterplan showing a variety of off-
site works to enhance Kings Meadow as part of the application, this includes those
improvements to Kings Meadow playground and the proposed pedestrian crossing
discussed above and RBC Parks/Leisure Officers are generally supportive of these
aspects of the masterplan proposals and have proposed a contribution to secure the
works to the playground as part of a s106 agreement. At the time of writing this report,
the applicant has not confirmed to officers’ agreement to this contribution being secured
by way of s106 agreement. Failure to secure this would be significant shortfall of the
proposals, as the development lacks suitable on-site open space and lack of formal play
provision would be considered to fail to provide appropriate open space for the occupant’s
needs contrary to Policy EN9. The proposals to secure that the developer provide the
new pedestrian would also be secured as part of the s106.

However, the submitted indicative landscape masterplan plan also includes a number of
landscaping improvements to Kings Meadow but does not detail how all these proposals
could be provided or the feasibility of doing so. Officers have explored the proposed
options with RBC Parks/Leisure Officers, and a number of the proposals are not
considered feasible (such as a proposals to plant trees in the grass verge to the front of
Napier Road Car Park given the presence of significant below ground services in this
location), as well as proposals to plant trees within Napier Road car park itself (given this
would result in a loss of parking spaces). However, one aspect of the proposed master
plan in respect of off-site landscaping that is considered feasible, which would be
welcomed by RBC Parks/Leisure Officers and that would be of benefit to the
development, is for some additional tree planting to reinforce and thicken the existing tree
line to the north of Napier Road car park within Kings Meadow which is currently sparse
in places. This would assist in reinforcing this tree band and to softening views of the
development from within Kings Meadow, in addition to associated benefits in respect of
increasing the Borough's tree canopy coverage and wildlife benefits. This off-site
landscaping would accord with Policy EN14 and the RBC Tree Strategy (2021) which
seeks to increase tree coverage within the Borough and particularly within the Central
Area and would provide some mitigation for the failure of the proposals to provide
adequate on-site landscaping to the frontage of blocks C and D. RBC Parks/Leisure
Officers are working up a costing for this tree planting to put to the applicant for
agreement, which officers would propose to secure as a s106 obligation. Officers will
advise in an update report of what this figure is and if the applicant agrees to this being
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secured as a section 106 obligation. The above measures are considered feasible to
achieve, align with RBC Parks/Leisure wider aspirations for Kings Meadow and to
reasonable, justified and directly related to the proposed development to mitigate for its
impact upon Open Space within the Borough in accordance with Policy CC9 (Securing
Infrastructure).

No harm to the setting of the Grade Il Listed Thames Lido Building located within Kings
Meadow is identified.

However, significantly the proposals fail to demonstrate that they would safeguard land
for future MRT use or facilitate greater pedestrian and cycle permeability along Napier
Road to the front of the site. This is contrary to the strategic vision for the Station/River
MOA set out under Policies CR11 and CR11i which seek to improve connectivity within
the MOA and these failure are considered to be significant shortfalls and disbenefits of
the proposed development.

Amenity Matters

Policy CC8 (Safeguarding Amenity) and CR6 (Living in Central Reading) seek 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.

Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing

Existing Surrounding Residential Occupiers

The applications are accompanied by a daylight, sunlight and overshadowing report which
considers the impacts of both proposals upon existing surrounding residential properties
in relation to the standard Building Research Establishment (BRE) guidelines. Due to the
technical nature of the report, this has been independently reviewed on behalf of the LPA
by a specialist daylight, sunlight and overshadowing consultant (BRE themselves). The
report has identified nearby residential properties at Thames Quarter, 1-8 Kingfisher
Place, and 22 Kings Meadow Road as potential sensitive receptors that could be
impacted by the proposed development.

In respect of impacts of the proposed development upon the single detached dwelling at
no. 22 Kings Meadow Road to the north west of the application site, the BRE report
identifies that 8 of the 19 windows to this dwelling would be below the BRE vertical sky
component (VSC) guidelines. VSC measures the percentage of the total unobstructed
view that is available once the development is placed within the view, calculated from the
centre of a window, measuring the amount of light available following the introduction of
the new buildings. BRE conclude that there would be an overall minor adverse impact to
daylight receipt to 22 Kings Meadow Road noting that whilst some windows that would be
below the target VSC are in general close to the target values and that in terms of
distribution of daylight within the impacted rooms this would meet BRE guidelines. In
respect of impact of the development upon sunlight to this dwelling BRE conclude that
probable sunlight hours guidance would be comfortably satisfied which is the amount of
direct sunlight windows would receive throughout the year. However, in terms of direct
sunlight received to windows during winter months BRE identify a major adverse impact
to 4 windows at ground floor and 7 at first floor level. A major adverse impact is also
advised in respect of receipt of sunlight to the garden of this dwelling, albeit the report
acknowledges that there is a dense hedge and thick tree cover surrounding much of the
garden which are likely to have a measurable impact on sunlight amenity to the garden.

Located further to the north-west of the application site are the townhouses at no. 1-8
Kingfisher Place, where as a result of the proposed development, BRE confirms any
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impact would be negligible in respect of both daylight and sunlight, largely due to the
intervening distance involved.

The closest and most direct relationship with neighbouring dwellings to the application
site is that with the flats to the east-facing elevation of Thames Quarter. BRE conclude
that 72 windows to the east elevation of Thames Quarter would be below the VSC
guidelines, including all 10 windows to the 15t to 5" floors of the building and all but one
windows (9) on the 6" floor, 7 windows on the 7' floor, 5 on the 8" floor and 1 on the 9"
floor, around half of these affected rooms served by these windows would also fail to
satisfy BRE daylight distribution guidelines. Around 1/3 of these affected windows would
also fail to achieve recommended probable sunlight hours as a result of the proposed
development and BRE conclude a major adverse impact upon the east elevation of
Thames Quarter in terms of receipt of both daylight and sunlight. However, BRE confirm
that the major adverse impacts in respect of both daylight and sunlight are as a result of
the relevant windows at Thames Quarter being located unusually close (just 1m away)
from the shared boundary with the Napier Court site (16m away from the closest part of
the proposed development) and taking more than their fair share of light from over the
application land. BRE advise that in such circumstances a different approach to daylight
and sunlight impact is appropriate, referred to as a ‘mirror-image assessment’ which
measures whether or not the impacts would be worse than if the existing development
was looking at a mirror of itself. In this instance, BRE advise that when considered using
the mirror image assessment, impacts of the proposed development upon the east
elevation of Thames Quarter would meet relevant guidelines and adverse impacts are not
identified.

The daylight /sunlight report submitted with the application also considers the potential
cumulative impact of the proposed development on the east facade of Thames Quarter
together with the separate prospective development at Forbury Retail Park which is being
considered under planning application PL/25/1706. The advice received is that since the
Forbury Retail Park scheme would be located some distance across the railway line
impact cumulative impacts upon Thames Quarter would not be significant and that
similarly impacts between both the proposed Forbury Retail Park and Napier Court
developments would also be unlikely to be significant. In terms of the relationship with
the Network Rail Depot site the eastern elevation of block D of the proposed development
would be set back 15m from the boundary with the Network Rail site which forms the rest
of the Policy CR11i site allocation area to the east. As such it is not considered that the
proposed development would result in any unacceptable daylight/sunlight impacts upon
the depot site which would prevent its development in the future for residential use.

The impact of the development upon receipt of sunlight to the existing playground within
Kings Meadow is also considered which BRE confirm would meet recommended
guidelines. BRE also advise that Kings Meadow as a whole would not be significantly
impacted by loss of sunlight as a result of the development given its large expanse.

In overall terms officers consider the impact of the development upon receipt of daylight,
sunlight and overshadowing to existing surrounding dwellings is considered to be
acceptable. The adverse impacts upon receipt of daylight/sunlight to no. 22 Kings
Meadow Road are acknowledged, however BRE advise that in terms of receipt of
daylight, levels would only be just below those recommended, whist receipt of sunlight is
already impacted by the existing hedging and trees surrounding the dwelling such that
officers do not conclude any significant unacceptable impacts to this dwelling. The
application site is allocated for high density redevelopment within the Local Plan and given
the close relationship of the dwelling to the site, some impact upon daylight and sunlight
is likely to result from the site being redeveloped for the nature of development sought by
Policy CR11it.

Future Occupiers of the Development
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The daylight, sunlight and overshadowing report also considers the standard of
accommodation to be provided for future occupiers of the proposed developments in the
context of relevant BRE guidelines. This part of the report also has also been
independently reviewed on behalf of the LPA by the BRE.

The independent review concludes that the development performs well in terms of receipt
of daylight with 79% of the shared living room/kitchen/dining rooms and 97% of bedrooms
within the development being able to meet recommended guidelines. Where rooms do
not meet standard, this is largely those located to the rear (south) of the site to the lower
floors around the courtyard areas and close to the railway embankment retaining wall. In
respect of receipt of sunlight 67% of living rooms/kitchen/dining rooms would meet BRE
standards. BRE advise this is a reasonable overall result for a development of given north
facing rooms are naturally limited in the sunlight they receive. The two open spaces for
residents within the proposed development (central pocket park and rear courtyard
garden) would adhere to BRE standards in terms of receipt of sunlight.

Overlooking and Privacy

The closest residential occupiers to the proposed development which could receive a less
than ideal privacy situation would be those flats within Thames Quarter which have
windows on its 12 storey east elevation. Flats within the proposed development with
windows to the west elevation would face these windows at Thames Quarter separated
by a distance of 16m. Policy CC8 (Safeguarding Amenity) recommends a minimum
separation distance between facing habitable room windows of 20m to prevent
overlooking and loss of privacy for residential occupiers. However, within the Central
Area, separation distances are often less than this given the higher density of
developments. In this instance the separation distance to Thames Quarter is considered
adequate and not unusual for the Central Area such that no unacceptable overlooking or
loss of privacy is considered to result. As discussed above, Thames Quarter is considered
to be ‘unneighbourly’ in being built so close to the boundary with Napier Court and
effectively borrowing its daylight and outlook from over neighbouring land.

The closet other neighbouring residential properties are all located more than 20m away
from the proposed development such that no unacceptable relationships are considered
to exists in terms of any loss of privacy or overlooking. The closest other dwelling(s) is
that at no.22 Kings Meadow Road located 30m to the north of the site on the opposite
side of Napier Road. The eastern elevation of block D of the proposed development would
be set in 15m from the boundary with the Network Rail site which forms the rest of the
Policy CR11i site allocation area. This is considered adequate separation to ensure that
the proposals would not prevent future development of this adjacent site to fulfil the
aspirations of the site allocation. There would be a separation of over 70m to the proposed
Forbury Retail Park development on the other side of the railway line such that no adverse
overlooking would result should this separate development subject to an as yet
undetermined planning application come forward.

Within the proposed development itself separation distances between windows to each
of the four proposed blocks and projections of the buildings would generally achieve a
minimum separation of 16m which, as discussed above in relation to neighbouring
properties is considered to be adequate within the Central Area to ensure future occupiers
of the development would not be subject to unacceptable living conditions in terms of
overlooking or loss of privacy. The exception to this would be in relation to proposed
Blocks C and D where separation between facing windows to a small number of flats
would be at their minimum, 12.5m. In this instance the majority of facing windows would
be secondary windows with primary windows facing the front or the rear of the building
such that a condition is recommended to secure the secondary side facing windows as
obscurely glazed which would be sufficient to prevent overlooking and loss of privacy.
However, the proposed layout does result in a situation where one flat in block C and one
flat in block D to each floor (1%t to 10™) (a total of 20 flats, 10 in block C and 10 in block D)
would face each other with primary habitable rooms (bedroom/living room kitchen diners)



directly across from each other at a distance of 12.5m. This relationship is shown in figure
50 below.

Figure 50 — relationship between proposed blocks C and D

7.122 ltis considered that this relationship would result in potential for overlooking and a loss of
privacy between these specific flats. Whilst, as discussed above, close relationships
between buildings within the Central Area and within high density developments are not
uncommon the closeness of these particular flats is considered sub-optimal in terms of
privacy and overlooking considerations, albeit this situation would relate to a small
proportion of flats within the development as a whole (20 of 570).

7.123 Figure 51 below also shows the relationship of blocks C and D with Napier Road where
there is limited set back of a number of ground floor flat windows from the footway cycle
way that would run along the front of the building. As can be seen in the figure some flats
notably to Block C (left hand side of the figure) would - apart from a narrow hedgerow -
directly abut the edge of the footway cycleway. Aspect on to the footway/cycle way would
be the only outlook for some of the ground floor units which is likely to result in potential
for loss of privacy to these units from passing pedestrians and cyclists and poor outlook
for occupiers. This situation affects units to the ground floor of Block C and further
evidences that the proposals would be an overdevelopment of this part of the site and
provided inadequate space between the front of the building and Napier Road to
accommodate the proposed building, infrastructure and landscaping requirements of the
development. The set back from the edge of the footway/cycle way increases to a
minimum of 1m to block D shown on the right hand side of the figure 51 below and a more
spacious relationship with the front of the site is provided for Blocks A and B.

=
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Figure 51 — relationship of proposed Block C and DW|th|n

7.124 Notwithstanding the sub-optimal arrangement proposed for a small number of units in
terms of the relationship between blocks C and D and the relationship of some ground
floor units with Napier Road, overall, officers consider that the development would provide
adequate conditions for future occupiers and in relation to existing surrounding occupiers
in respect of overlooking or privacy matters.

Standard of Accommodation to be Provided and Accessibility
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Part a. of 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). The policy does not require new build housing within the Central Area to adhere
to these standards, however all dwellings within the development would meet and exceed
the NDSS. This is considered to be a benefit of the proposed development in terms of
providing a good standard of spacious accommodation.

The proposals incorporate measures within the accommodation and landscaped areas to
meet the accessibility needs of all users. Whilst level approach cannot be provided to the
main entrances to the building from Napier Road as a result of a raised ground floor level
to combat flooding, both main entrances would incorporate DDA-compliant ramped
entrances in addition to stepped access. Once inside the building there are lifts within the
main stair/lift cores which provide inclusive access throughout and once inside there are
no level changes on each floor of the development. The application proposes that in
accordance with part f. of Policy H5, 5% of the total number of dwellings (19 x one
bedroom dwellings and 10 x two bedroom dwellings) would be provided as accessible
units in accordance with Part M4(3) of The Building Regulations.

Entrances to the proposed accessible dwellings would meet necessary minimum widths
and provide suitable clearance for wheelchair users with motion activation lighting whilst
communal hall way widths throughout the development would also be wide enough for
access by wheelchair users. A variety of other measures are included such ensuring
adequate clearance between intern doors such that wheelchair users can navigate
through once door before opening the next as well as user of appropriate door handles
which would not conflict with wheelchair wheels. Step-free access would also be provided
within the external areas of the site including level access to the Pocket Park from Napier
Road and within the courtyard garden area to the rear of the site. There would be a step
free route from the proposed 33 car parking spaces (including the 3 accessible car parking
space) into once the secondary pedestrian entrance to the rear of the building which
would lead to the lead to the two lift cores shared by the four blocks to provide access to
and from the upper floors of the building and the car park and external amenity areas
within the development.

All public realm areas and entrances to residential lobby areas within the proposed
developments are considered to benefit from good surveillance and access arrangements
and to provide appropriate safe access for all. The ground floor and upper floors of the
building present windows to all facades of the development providing passive surveillance
of exterior spaces. The development is proposed to include a CCTV system whilst the
main reception of the building would be staffed by 24 hour concierge. All entrances at
ground floor will be included in this CCTV coverage and will have access control for entry
to residents or building management only. Gated secure access to both sides of the
building at the rear will provide egress and a secure boundary for residents and ground
floor areas. A detailed security strategy for the development could be secured by
condition.

The proposed BTR residential accommodation within the development is considered to
provide a good standard and choice of communal accommodation for future occupiers, in
particular by providing access to the large roof terrace, pocket park and rear courtyard
garden, whilst within the building the ground floor residential lobby areas include residents
lounge, communal workspace, on-site gym and cinema room and 24 hour on site
management concierge services.

External Lighting

The proposals would incorporate external lighting to ensure safe access arrangements to
and around the building and indicative external lighting is shown to the building on the
various visual of the development provided. To ensure future occupiers of both
developments are not adversely impact by the proposed external lighting, a condition is
recommended for each proposal to secure submission and approval of a detailed external
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lighting scheme to ensure all lighting is designed such that lux levels would not exceed
those recommended in close proximity to residential dwellings. Subject to the
recommended condition it is considered that external lighting impacts upon future
occupiers at both sites can suitably managed to ensure no harm results to residential
amenity.

Noise and Disturbance

The application is accompanied by a noise and vibration impact assessment which
considers how future occupiers would be impacted by noise. Noise from the railway line
to the south including vibrations and road noise from Napier Road to the north are the
main potential sources of disturbance. RBC Environmental Protection Officers have
reviewed the submitted details and have been in direct discussion with the applicant’s
acoustic consultant in respect of consideration of impacts from the railway line. The advice
received is that subject to the achieving the recommended standards in terms of building
fabric construction, windows and ventilation then the proposed development would
suitably mitigate against noise and vibration impact and ensure future occupiers would
not be adversely impact in this respect. Mechanical Ventilation Heat Recovery (MVHR) is
proposed as part of the mitigation scheme to provide future occupiers with the option of
an alternative form of ventilation to open windows. The noise assessment also includes
mitigation in respect of noise and vibration impact from the proposed resident’'s gym
located on the ground floor of the development which is considered to be acceptable.
Conditions are recommended to secure submission and approval of the exact
specifications of all noise mitigation measures prior to the development commencing.

A condition is also recommended to prevent any externally-located mechanical plant
being installed prior to a noise assessment being submitted to ensure such equipment
would not generate unacceptable noise impacts up on future or existing surrounding
occupiers.

Itis not considered that the proposed development itself would result in any adverse noise
impacts to existing surrounding dwellings. The increase in general activity at the site
would be significant due to the introduction of such a high number of residential units.
However, due to the nature of the site, in the town centre, it is not considered that there
would be any undue increase in noise or disturbance for existing neighbours.

Likely noise and disturbance impacts are also identified from the developments at
demolition and construction phase as well as a range of other impacts including from dust
and vibration. In this respect conditions are recommended to secure submission and
approval of a detailed construction and demolition method statement prior to the
commencement of either development to ensure suitable mitigation measures are put in
place and adhere to through the development. Further conditions are also recommended
to ensure all construction, demolition 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.

Subject to the above recommended conditions it is not considered that the proposals
would result in any unacceptable impacts upon existing or proposed occupiers. The
conditions discussed above would be relevant to attach in the event that planning
permission were to be granted.

Air Quality

The application is accompanied by an air quality impact assessment. RBC Environmental
Protection Officers are satisfied that this demonstrates that level of pollutants at the
application site, including those from the adjacent railway line, and those increased
emissions that would occur as a result of the proposed development, would likely be
within recommended levels and that additional air quality mitigation is not required as part
of the development. In terms of increased emissions these would be low given the
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additional trips that would be generated by the development are low and would not have
a significant impact.

Contaminated Land

A contaminated land assessment has been submitted with the application. RBC
Environmental Protection Officers note that the assessment concludes that further
assessment is required post demolition to determine what remediation measures are
required. Therefore, conditions are recommended to secure submission and approval of
a more detailed contamination assessment followed by a remediation strategy and
remediation verification report was the remediation has been completed. The
recommended conditions would, in term of potential contamination, ensure that the
development would be suitable for the proposed residential use. This would accord with
Policy EN16 (Pollution and Water Resources) which seeks to protect existing and future
occupiers from sources of pollution including contamination.

Bin Storage

Policy CC5 (Waste Minimisation and Storage) requires that new developments
incorporate facilities for storage of all type of waste and recycling. RBC Waste Officers
have reviewed the bin storage proposals for the development and are satisfied that the
stores and bin collection points proposed are of suitable size to accommodate the
necessary number of bins for the development. However, this would be based upon a
weekly collection of waste from the development, and this frequency of collection would
require the developer to enter into a private arrangement with a commercial waste
collection company as the stores would not be of adequate size for the standard fortnightly
Local Authority waste collection service. This requirement could be secured by way of
condition if planning permission were to be granted.

As discussed in the Transport section of this report below it is considered that the refuse
collection arrangements in terms of how bin lorries would enter and leave the site are
considered to be acceptable. A condition is recommended to secure submission and
approval of vermin and pest control measures for all bin stores to ensure to ensure the
stores are secure and do not generate pollution in terms of odour.

Wind and Microclimate

A technical report assessing the microclimate/wind impacts of the development within the
site application site and its surrounds has been submitted with the application. Given the
technical nature of the report, it has been independently reviewed on behalf of the LPA
by a specialist consultant. Advice received from the independent review is that with the
development in place, the wind microclimate in and surrounding the application site would
remain suitable for the planned uses within the boundaries of best practice for wind
microclimate assessments within the UK. A condition is recommended (in the event of a
permission) to ensure the proposals are carried out in accordance with the submitted
wind/microclimate report which includes provision of appropriate safety balustrades to the
edges of upper floor external terraces and suitably sited landscaping at ground floor level.

Fire Safety

The proposals are accompanied by a Fire Statement. The Health and Safety Executive
(HSE) have reviewed both proposals and the Fire Statement and advise that they are
content with the fire safety design the proposals in respect of the land uses proposed.
Both the HSE and the Royal Berkshire Fires and Rescue Service advise that the Applicant
will need to address further matters at the later regulatory stages of the build but for the
planning stage the submitted information is considered to be satisfactory. The Fire
Statement outlines a number of fire safety measures for the development which includes
dual stair cores for each block, provision of protected escape routes and firefighting and
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evacuation lifts. Fire alarms and sprinklers will also be provided throughout the
development.

Overall the proposal is considered to provide a satisfactory standard of accommodation
for future occupiers and the applications are considered to satisfactorily demonstrate that
they would not result in any significant adverse impacts upon existing surrounding
occupiers. Both proposals are considered to demonstrate compliance with Policies CC?7,
CC8, EN15, EN16, EN17, CR11.

Flooding, Drainage and Natural Environment

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 application is accompanied by a detailed Flood Risk Assessment (FRA). This
identifies that the application site is located within Flood Zone 2 (land at a medium
probability of flooding). As per National (NPPF chapter 14 — Meeting the Challenge of
Climate Change, Flooding and Coastal Change) and Local Planning Policy and Guidance,
development should be directed to areas at the lowest risk of flooding (i.e. Flood Zone 1)
and the applicant is required to carry out a sequential test to try to demonstrate that there
are no other suitable sites available where the development could be carried out that are
at a lower risk of flooding. However, 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. Therefore, 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 FRA submitted with the application has been reviewed by the Environment Agency
(EA) who are a Statutory Consultee for developments major residential development
within flood zone 2. The EA raise not objection to the proposed development or flood risk
assessment which 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 a an extreme flooding event. A condition is
recommended 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. In respect of flooding the proposals are considered to comply with the site
allocation Policy CR11i which requires development within the allocation area to take
account of necessary flood mitigation measures.

Drainage

A sustainable drainage strategy (SuDS) for the development is included within the
submitted FRA. This has been reviewed by the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) who
advise that the strategy adequately demonstrates that the development would result in a
significant reduction in surface water run-off from the site compared to the existing
situation as a result of the proposed areas of on-site soft landscaping and therefore would
in principle satisfy the requirements of Policy EN18. The strategy proposes to provide
attenuation tanks, areas of permeable paving together with the areas of soft landscaping.
A condition is recommended to secure submission and approval of full details of the SuDS
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strategy prior to commencement of the development to ensure that the detailed strategy
aligns with the principles that have been proposed.

Ecology and Biodiversity

An ecological report and assessment of the site and surrounding area have been
submitted with the application. This identifies that the proposals would be unlikely have
any direct adverse impacts upon protected species other than potential disturbance to
nesting birds within the small amount of on-site vegetation. The RBC Ecology Adviser has
reviewed the ecology report and considers it has been prepared to an appropriate
standard and agrees with its findings. In respect of nesting birds, a condition is
recommended to stipulate that no vegetation clearance shall take place within the bird
nesting season (March to August).

Beyond the application site is the railway line to the south and Kings Meadow and the
River Thames to the north are of value for wildlife and likely to be used by foraging and
commuting bats, also a protected species. A condition is recommended (were permission
to be granted) to secure submission and approval of details of all external lighting prior to
installation to ensure this is designed in a wildlife friendly manner and to limit the impact
of light pollution from artificial light on bats .

Subject to securing the above conditions in a planning permission it is considered 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
including bat and bird boxes and green roof areas, full details and specifications of which
could be submitted Authority by condition.

The application is also accompanied by a biodiversity net gain (BNG) metric calculation.
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 metric
submitted with the application demonstrates that the development would result in a
51.84% net gain in biodiversity habitat units at the site as well as a 192.41% net gain in
hedgerow units. The RBC Ecology Adviser has reviewed the metric calculation, and it
satisfied that this has been correctly carried out. The BNG that would be achieved by the
proposed development significantly exceeds the statutory requirement. Whilst this is
largely as a consequence of the limited biodiversity present at the existing site this
significant BNG as a result of the on-site landscaping proposed within the development
is considered to be a benefit of the proposals. 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 there are 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.

Trees and Landscaping

7.153 A Tree Survey and Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA) has been submitted with the

application. This states there are currently a total of 17 individual trees, five groups of
trees and two hedgerows within the application site (a mixture of beech, alder and birch,
rowan and English oak species). The individual trees are made up of 12 ‘B’ category trees
(trees of moderate quality) and 5 ‘C’ category trees (trees of low quality); with the 5 groups
made up of 3 ‘B’ category and 2 ‘C’ category groups. There are 5 protected trees (all
Norway Maples) located at the west end of the site (all ‘B’ category) which are of high
amenity value to the street-scene as a result of their size, age and appearance.
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To accommodate the proposed development and larger built footprint of buildings it is
proposed to remove 6 ‘B’ category trees, 4 ‘C’ category trees, and full and part removal
of 2 ‘B’ category groups and 1 ‘C’ category group, along with full/part removal of two
hedges. Overall, the development would result in removal of 10 individual trees, removal
of 3 full/part tree groups and full/part removal of two hedges. These are primarily located
along the building frontage with Napier Road, where all but the five protected Norway
Maple trees are proposed to be removed.

The 5 protected trees at the western end of the site are proposed to be retained as part
of the development. In relation to these trees the applicant’s AlA states that a new ‘tree
friendly’ path will be constructed with the root protection areas (RPAs) of the trees as part
of the hard and soft landscaping for the development and to provide a pedestrian route
around the perimeter of the building, the feasibility of which is unclear, that ‘facilitation
pruning’ would be required to each of the TPO trees to allow sufficient room for
construction purposes and overall crown reduction proposed to create a sustainable
relationship between the trees and building. As shown in figure 52 below the proposed
building would be located closer to these trees than the existing small two storey office
building.
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Figure 52 — Existing (left) and proposed (layout) in relation to TPO trees

The RBC Natural Environment Officer considers that western elevation of Block A of the
development is located too close to these trees, as evidenced by the need to carry out
facilitative pruning during construction, a crown reduction to improve the relationship, and
there is likely to be further pressure to prune them in the future, to the detriment of their
long term health or fell, to the detriment of the street-scene. The applicant was advised
of the conflict with these trees at pre-application stage and also application stage but has
not adjusted the building layout in order to provide sufficient room within the site or provide
any adequate justification or mitigation for officers to be satisfied that the trees would not
be harmed, directly or indirectly as a result of the proposed development. The RBC
Natural Environment Officer also raised concern as to the accuracy of the RPAs that have
been drawn for the TPO trees within the AIA given they are drawn as circular RPAs,
incorporating the foundations of the existing building, whereas good arboricultural
practice advises to adjust RPAs to omit areas where roots are unlikely to have proliferated
(therefore these appear representative rather than accurately plotted).. Notwithstanding
this, based on the proposed RPAs which would appear to abut the closest elevations of
the proposed building, it is considered that the foundations required for this part of
proposed Block A would be very likely to impinge on the RPA area and result in further
harm to the health and long term survival of these protected trees.

Policy EN14 states that Individual trees, groups of trees, hedges and woodlands will be
protected from damage or removal where they are of importance, and Reading’s



7.158

7.159

7.160

7.161

7.162

7.163

vegetation cover will be extended. As evidenced by their TPO status the protected trees
at the western end of the site are of importance to the Borough as a result of the visual
amenity value they provide as a result of their age, size and appearance. On this basis,
the RBC Natural Environment Officer objects to the application because the proposals fail
to demonstrate that they would not result in harm or result in future pressure to fell or
prune protected trees of high amenity value contrary to Policy EN14.

In terms of proposed landscaping, the RBC Natural Environment Officer advises that it is
not possible confirm a net gain in tree planting as a result of the proposed development
given the submitted Tree Survey and AIA document does not detail the number of trees
to be removed within the 3 tree groups that are identified for removal, this is despite the
Natural Environment Officer seeking exact numbers of trees involved. The submitted
landscaping plan shows that a total of 64 new trees to be provided as part of the
development located to the building frontage and to the courtyard garden area to the rear
of the development. On this basis officers, are satisfied that a net gain in tree numbers on
the site would occur and further details including planting of a minimum 64 trees could be
appropriately secured as part of a detailed landscaping scheme condition to ensue this.

The RBC Natural Environment Officer considers that the siting of the proposed building
so close to Napier Road means that there is limited space for meaningful soft landscaping.
In respect of the landscaping that is proposed to the building frontage, concern is raised
regarding tree species selection (Amelanchier arborea ‘Robin Hill and Cornus Kousa
Varchinensis) which are small trees (5-7m at maturity). The Natural Environment Officer’s
view is that taller but narrower trees species should be considered here given the scale
of the proposed building in order to provide any meaningful visual mitigation of softening
of the building’s elevations. Officers consider that a condition would be required to secure
submission and approval of a full detailed landscaping scheme for the proposals as part
of which more detailed discussion with the applicant regarding proposed tree species
could be carried out and finalised.

The RBC Natural Environment Officer supports the proposed additional tree planting
within Kings Meadow that is discussed above and securing this via s106 obligation. . This
is in terms of the additional visual mitigation this would provide to views of the
development from Kings Meadow area of public open space and public realm, as well as
in terms of the broader targets within the Reading Tree Strategy (2021) to increase tree
canopy cover within the Borough and particularly within the Central Area.

The RBC Natural Environment Officer also identifies that 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. The Lead Local
Flood Authority (LLFA) also identified this issue but is satisfied that full details of this can
be secured as part of the full and final drainage strategy for the development which could
be secured by way of condition.

Transport and Highways

Policies TR1 (Achieving the Transport Strategy), TR2 (Major Transport Projects), TR3
(Access, Traffic and Highway related matters), TR4 (Cycle Routes and Facilities) and TR5
(Car and Cycle Parking and Electric Vehicle Charging) seek to address access, traffic,
highway and parking related matters for new development.

The site is located on the edge of the Central Area, towards Caversham. As per the
adopted Parking Standards and Design SPD (2011) the site falls within Zone 2, the
primary core, which is the part of the Borough that directly surrounds the Central Core of
the Central Area and extends to walking distances of 2 kilometres from the centre of
Reading. This zone is well served by public transport, with buses continuing either into or
out of the Central Core Area via this zone and other local centre facilities. A Transport
Statement has been submitted with the application.



7.164

7.165

7.166

7.167

7.168

7.169

Access
MRT and Proposed Widened Cycle/Footway

As discussed above the development proposes to provide a minimum 6m depth to the
site frontage to facilitate widening of the part of the existing footway and cycle way than
spans across the front of the site along Napier Road together with safeguarding of a strip
of land for a future MRT route. This is required for development on this site in accordance
with Policies CR11, CR11i and TR2. Whilst RBC Transport Officers consider that the
principle of the widened footway/cycle way and safeguarding of MRT land to be welcomed
they have identified a number of technical shortfalls of the proposals which mean the
application currently fails to demonstrate that both the widened footway/cycleway and
safeguarding of MRT land could be provided to an acceptable standard.

The applicant’s proposed scheme for the widened footway/cycleway would align with the
existing footway/cycleway to the front of the adjacent sites along Napier Road (i.e those
to the front of Thames Quarter to the west and the Network Rail depot to the east). At the
easter boundary of the site, land is also to be dedicated as Public Highway to enable the
footway to be realigned in the future should the MRT to the east come forward. However,
the RBC Transport Officer identifies that the extent of the proposed adoption does not
continue across the full width of the road, which would create a barrier for the Local
Highway Authority to bring forward the MRT route in the future and that this proposed
arrangement would fail to provide the necessary safeguards to facilitate the Council’s
strategic aims for a future MRT route along Napier Road.

Furthermore, to the western end of the site the proposed plans show that the
footway/cycleway would reduce in width to 1.8m and also do not illustrate a connection
of the footway/cycle way to the existing crossing point over the western site vehicular
entry/exit from Napier Road. National highway design standards (LTN 1/20) require a
minimum 3m width to the footway/cycleway and the proposals are therefore not
considered to be designed to an acceptable standard nor to adequately connect to the
existing footway/cycle way network along Napier Road.

RBC Transport Officers also considered the proposed gradients of the widened
footway/cycleway. Whilst these are considered to be acceptable the proposed gradients
do not continue along the footway/cycleway to the crossing facilities at the western and
eastern extents of the development. This is not considered to be acceptable, and the
proposed gradient is required to be maintain along the full route to the front of the site.
Furthermore, the proposed gradient for the strip of land proposed to be safeguarded for
a future MRT route is considered to be unacceptable (1:30). RBC Transport Officers
advise that a gradient of not less than1:40 is required for this land.

In addition it is identified that the proposed gradient would create a low point between the
grass verge to the front of the building and the proposed footway/cycleway which, as per
national highway design guidance (LTN 1/20) could have adverse implications in respect
of surface water drainage and would necessitate the provision of gullies to collect surface
water run off. RBC Transport Officer advise that the proposed width of footway/cycleway
is insufficient to accommodate drainage gullies whilst also maintaining a minimum 3m
width to the route.

The siting and width of the proposed footway/cycleway in relation to the proposed building
is also considered to be unacceptable. As discussed above there are parts of the site
frontage where the proposed building would directly abut the southern edge of the route.
Should the MRT route come forward in future the footway/cycle way would also be up
against the MRT kerb edge to its north side. RBC Transport Officers advise that these
proposed arrangements would not be in accordance with national highway design
requirements (LTN 1/20) which required an additional 200m width where routes are
adjacent to kerb edges and 500m additional width when adjacent to vertical features
which are 600mm and above in height (i.e. the front elevation of the proposed building)
Such buffers are required in order to provide for safe use of the proposed pedestrian/cycle
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route without risk of interference/obstructions from adjacent built form (such as from open
windows) or from vehicular traffic on a future MRT/BRT route passing too close to the
proposed footway/cycle route resulting in a cyclist/pedestrian hazard.

Therefore the proposed footway/cycleway is not considered to be designed to an
acceptable standard and as proposed, would be detrimental to the safety of pedestrians
and cyclists by way of providing insufficient width or connection to existing routes either
side of the site to ensure the route is usable and safe along its length. The unacceptable
design of the proposed footway/cycleway route also means that the development fails to
adequately implement or promote measures to support sustainable transport and
facilitate greater pedestrian and cycle permeability within the Station/River MOA. In this
respect the proposals are contrary to Policies TR1, TR3, TR4 and CR11.

The development also proposes to provide a loading bay in front of the site along Napier
Road which would be located within the strip of land proposed to be safeguarded for the
future MRT route. The proposed location for the layby and its use for servicing of the
development is not acceptable as this would conflict with the safeguarded MRT land
contrary to Policies TR2 and CR11. The application sets out that this is proposed as a
temporary arrangement with provisions proposed for the bay to be relocated to the rear
of the site should the MRT route come forward, however this is not considered acceptable
and in order to adequately safeguard this land, the RBC Transport Officer advises that all
servicing must take place from within the development. Notwithstanding this, the
proposed siting of the loading bay to the site frontage would also be unacceptable given
its position alongside the proposed footway/cycleway where national highway design
guidance (LTN 1/20) requires the footway to provide a 0.5m buffer when passing loading
bays and the current proposed width of the footway/cycleway does not achieve this
standard resulting in further unacceptable relationships in respect of highway safety for
pedestrians and cyclists contrary to Policies TR1, TR3 and TR4.

RBC Transport Officers do not object to the principle of the proposed temporary
landscaping (trees set in large planters) being provided along the proposed strip of land
to be safeguarded for a future MRT route but as above highlight that the width of the
proposed cycle/footway would is currently insufficient given its proximity to the proposed
trees along its route, failing to provide adequate buffer to the trees to ensure they do not
interfere within and create hazards for pedestrians and cyclists . Full details of the size of
the proposed planters has also not been provided to ensure these would be located
sufficient distance from the kerb edge. Furthermore, all trees along the site frontage (both
those proposed to be plated at the front of the site and those temporary trees in planters)
will need to be crown lifted to ensure that a clearance of 2.4m is provided for cyclists along
the footway/cycleway. In addition, it would need to be confirmed that the canopy of the
tree will not come into contact with vehicles travelling along Napier Road. The application
fails to demonstrate that the safeguarded MRT land and cycleway/footway could be
provided to an acceptable standards and would not be detrimental to highway safety
resulting in further conflict with Policies TR1, TR2, TR3 and TR4.

In respect of the above matters the proposed development does not comply with the Local
Planning Authority’s standards (National Guidance — Local Transport Note 1/20) in
respect of pedestrian and cycle provision. This is contrary to Policy TR1 which require
major development proposals to implement measures to promote or improve sustainable
transport such via walking or cycling, Policy TR3 which requires works to the highway to
comply with the adopted standards of the Local Highway Authority and not be detrimental
to the safety of users of the transport network, including pedestrians and cyclists and
Policy TR4 which requires development to make full use of opportunities to improve
access for cyclists to, from and within development. The Natural Environment Officer
agrees with the above concerns.
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The failure of the proposals to adequately safeguard land for future MRT proposals is
contrary to Policy TR2, which requires land identified for major transport projects within
the Borough (such as MRT) to be safeguarded for this purposes.

The Government department, Active Travel England (ATE) became a Statutory
Consultee on major planning applications from 15t June 2023. Active Travel England were
consulted on this planning application and provided their Standing Advice which is to be
considered by the Local Planning Authority when assessing the planning application.
Paragraph 1.8 of the standing advice notes that ATE has produced a planning application
assessment toolkit that aids developers with their submission and active travel
requirements of new development. At the time of writing, no assessment of the
surrounding active travel routes has been prepared in accordance with the Active Travel
Route Check Tool. Consequently, the proposals fail to adequately assess the pedestrian
and cycle implications of the development and as a result of the LPA is unable to
determine whether the additional pedestrian and cycle movements generated by the
proposal would adversely affect the safety and flow of users of the existing Highway
network within Reading, contrary to Policies TR1, TR3, TR4 and TR5.

Vehicle Access

Vehicle access arrangements to the development would utilise the existing entrance and
exit junctions onto Napier Road which is considered to be acceptable. Further information
is required to be provided regarding the proposed access barriers to the entrances to
include details of how the barriers will be operated and to ensure there is sufficient space
that allows for appropriate access and egress. Submission and approval of these details
could be secured by way of condition should the application be approved.

The Transport Assessment submitted with the application indicates that a one-way
system is being proposed within the site with vehicles entering at the eastern end of the
site and exiting at the western end of the site. However, conflicting proposed plans have
been supplied which show vehicles travelling in both directions within the site. This is also
referred to within the submitted design and access statement (sections 7.17 and 7.3)
which illustrates 2-way refuse vehicle movements ’Indicative Mobile Elevating Work
Platform (MEWP) (for building maintenance and cleaning purposes) Access Route’ as
being two-way. RBC Transport Officers advise that two way movements within the site
would not be acceptable as insufficient width is provided to the proposed circulation route
within the site to facilitate this and vehicles to safely pass.

Following submission amended plans increased landscaping has been proposed to the
rear of the site with the proposed courtyard garden and additional tree planting. However,
an updated swept path analysis for a refuse vehicle serving the site has not been
provided. The bin stores and collection points are location and accessed to the rear of the
site and therefore the proposals fail to demonstrate that refuse and other servicing
vehicles can safely manoeuvre within the development. The proposals therefore are
considered unacceptable in respect of proposed servicing access and would result in on-
street servicing taking place or service vehicles reversing to or from Napier Road which
would be to the detriment of highway safety contrary to Policies TR2, TR3 and TR4.

Pedestrian Access

As discussed above the proposals includes provision of a new pedestrian crossing on
Napier Road to provide a direct pedestrian route from the footway to the front of the
development on the south side of Napier Road to Kings Meadow on the north side of
Napier Road. The principle of the new crossing in this location is accepted by RBC
Transport Officers but full details of the design of the crossing would need to be submitted
and approved as part of a s106 agreement as well as to require the applicant to enter into
the necessary highway works agreements to carry out the works and provide the crossing
0 an acceptable standard.
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Vehicle and Cycle Parking

In accordance with the Council’s current Parking Standards and Design SPD (2011) a
total of 654 vehicle parking spaces are required to serve the development. The
development proposes to provide 33 vehicle parking spaces, which includes 3 disabled
parking bays and 6 motor bike spaces. Whilst the proposed vehicle parking is well below
the Council’s current required standards the site is in a highly sustainable location and
the extensive parking restrictions in place along Napier Road in the form of double yellow
lines already prevent unauthorised on street parking in the area. As such the proposed
lower provision in terms of vehicle parking spaces provision can be accepted.

The Council’s residential parking permit scheme operates in the surrounding roads.
Under the Borough’s current parking standards, this proposal would generate additional
pressure for parking in the area: therefore, if this application is approved there should be
an assumption that any future occupants of the proposed residential units will not be
issued with resident or visitor parking permits which will covered by condition and an
informative applied. This will ensure that the development does not harm the existing
amenities of the neighbouring residential properties by adding to the already high level of
on street car parking in the area.

The Council’s Local Transport Plan 3 Strategy 2011 — 2026 includes policies for investing
in new infrastructure to improve connections throughout and beyond Reading which
include a network of publicly available Electric Vehicle (EV) charging points to encourage
and enable low carbon or low energy travel choices for private and public transport. The
Council’s Local Plan was adopted in November 2019, and this includes a requirement at
Policy TR5 that communal car parks for residential and non-residential developments
10% of spaces should be provided with an active charging point. All 33 proposed parking
spaces are shown to be EV charging points which is in excess of the required 10% and
is therefore acceptable.

The proposed vehicle parking provision also incorporates 3 disabled parking bays. This
meets the standards set out within the Revised Parking Standards and Design SPD
(2011) which requires 5% of total number of spaces to be accessible and in terms of size
and design of the space. This is therefore considered to be acceptable.

The applicant states that provision of 316 cycle spaces on the site which would be
provided in in excess of the 313 spaces required to comply with the Council’s SPD. This
provision is made of mainly two tier cycle racks with some Sheffield stands also provided
which is acceptable in principle. However, having reviewed the cycle parking areas
proposed, RBC Transport Officers advise that only 308 cycle spaces have been
illustrated. In addition to this, the cycle store for Blocks A and B is of insufficient size to
accommodate the proposed number of Sheffield stands. The size of this store as currently
proposed would in reality mean a total of only 306 cycle parking spaces could be provided.
Furthermore, no information is provided as part of the application to demonstrate that the
proposed cycle stores are of adequate size to accommodate the proposed two tier cycle
parking facilities, meaning that the number of cycle parking spaces the development is
able to provide could reduce even further. The level of cycle parking proposed is therefore
considered inadequate and fails to provide the development and future occupiers with
appropriate sustainable transport options contrary to Policies TR1 and TR5.

The development also proposes to provide visitor cycle stands which is welcomed albeit
not required as per the Councils adopted standards within the SPD. However, the visitor
parking is proposed to be located to the frontage of the site, directly adjacent to the
footway/cycle way and as a result, and as discussed above in details, means the width of
the footway/cycleway is inadequate due to conflict with the visitor cycle spaces. Details
of the location of the visitor cycle store could be secured by condition if planning
permission were to be granted.

Trip Generation
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The applicant has undertaken a trip rate analysis as part of the Transport Assessment.
Given the limited number of car parking spaces proposed the development would
generate less vehicle movements that the existing office use of the site. This is considered
to have an overall beneficial effect on the wider road network.

Servicing Arrangements

The unacceptable nature of the loading bay proposed to the site frontage is discussed
above. Even without such a loading bay there is considered to be potential for ad hoc
servicing/deliveries to take occur along the site frontage to Napier Road, as is referred to
in CADRA’s comments on the application. Such ad hoc servicing would be hazardous to
highway safety. Therefore, a contribution of £5,000 towards alterations of the loading
restrictions along the site frontage is considered to be justified to mitigate against such ad
hoc activities occurring and to be able to allow prosecution, as necessary. At the time of
writing this report the applicant has not confirmed agreement to secure this contribution
as part of a s106 legal agreement. Failure to do so means the development would fail to
adequately mitigate for adverse highway safety impacts likely to result from ad hoc
servicing of the development from Napier Road contrary to Policies TR2, TR3 and TR4.

Refuse collection is proposed to take place on-site from the rear of the block with an on-
site management team coordinating waste collection including being responsible for
moving the bins to the collection point on collection day. This is considered acceptable
from a Transport perspective.

The design and access statement submitted with the application details that cleaning and
maintenance of the building will be undertaken by way of abseil cleaning. RBC Transport
Officers advise that the applicant should note that this would require them to apply for an
licence for any structure that would over sail the Public Highway, given the proposed
footway/cycleway is located directly adjacent to the building at several locations along the
frontage. This also raises further conflict with the position of the proposed widened
cycleway/footway to the front of the site and risk that pedestrians/cyclists could be
splashed with dirty water and is a further reason why the footway/cycle way must be
separated from the building. The demonstrates further conflict within Policies TR1, TR3
and TR4.

The application references Mobile Elevating Work Platform (MEWP) access around the
whole building for cleaning and maintenance which would also include the site frontage
at street level which would entail the footway/cycleway. Use of the footway/ cycleway for
these purposes would result in the closure of the only footway/cycleway along Napier
Road which could not be supported by the Highway Authority and would not be an
acceptable arrangement. Furthermore, MEWP areas have also been illustrated to the rear
of the development with significant space required in several areas that will likely restrict
egress from the development. Given that a one-way route through the rear of the site is
proposed the application fails to demonstrate that the proposed MEWP would not be
detrimental to safe egress from the site, contrary to Policies TR1, TR3 and TR4.

Construction Matters

A construction and demolition method statement would be required to be submitted and
approved to demonstrate measures to ensure the development can be carried out without
adversely impacting upon the highway networks near the application site. This could be
secured by way of pre-commencement condition.

Sustainability and Energy
Policy H5 (Standards for New Housing) requires that all new-build housing is built to high

design standards. In particular, new housing should adhere to water efficiency standards
in excess of the Building Regulations and achieve Zero Carbon homes standards (for
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major schemes), 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. Policy CC4 (Decentralised Energy) requires
developers to consider inclusion of decentralised energy infrastructure, in particular any
development of more than 20 dwellings and/ or non-residential development of over
1,000 sq m shall consider the inclusion of decentralised energy provision, within the site,
unless it can be demonstrated that the scheme is not suitable, feasible or viable for this
form of energy provision.

In accordance with the adopted RBC Sustainability and Design SPD (2021) adherence
to the Zero Carbon Homes standards requires a minimum 35% improvement in the
dwelling emission rate over the 2013 Building Regulations standard, and a financial
contribution towards carbon offsetting within the Borough to off-set the remaining
dwelling emission rate to zero. The Building Regulations were updated in 2021 to require
a higher standard dwelling emission rate performance from all dwellings which is already
a 31% improvement over 2013 Building Regulations Standards. The Sustainability and
Energy Statement submitted with the application models/predicts that the proposals will
achieve over a 70% improvement in the 2021 Building Regulations emission rate which
equates to an even higher performance when compared to the 2013 Building
Regulations standards as required by Policy H5. As per Policy H5 and the SPD a
financial contribution to off-set the dwelling emission rate performance of the
development to zero is required to be secured by way of s106 financial contribution
obligations.

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. The projected dwelling emission rate performance of the
development has also been reviewed on behalf of the LPA by a specialist independent
consultant who confirms that the applicant’s energy performance projections have been
carried out to an appropriate standard and are reasonable and achievable and that the
LPA can have confidence that the development will achieve a dwelling emission rate
performance which exceeds the standards required by Policy H5.

The submitted sustainability and energy statement measures to be incorporated within
the development 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 the extensive on-site ecological and soft landscaping
enhancements discussed earlier in this report to comply with Policies CC2 and CC3.

Key to achieving these standards is also provision of sources of decentralised energy
within the development in accordance with Policy CC4. The proposals for the
development include provision of on-site air source heat pumps (ASHPs) for provision of
hot water to each of the proposed dwellings (with electric panel heaters proposed for
heating) together with roof mounted photovoltaic panels for on-site provision of electrical
energy. The applicant’s sustainability and energy statement explores potential use of
ground source heat pumps (GSHPs) (which are sequentially favoured within the
Council’s Sustainable Design and Construction SPD) but identifies issues in respect of
the constrained nature of the site and available space such that ASHPs were instead
pursued as a preferred priority and which are also supported by the SPD.

Policy CC5 (Waste Minimisation and Storage) requires that development minimises the
generation of waste in the construction, life and use of buildings. The application
proposes demolition of three existing office buildings which date from the 1980’s and are
not particularly old and whilst they are not of any notable architectural merit, they are not
an eyesore or harmful to the existing visual amenity of the site. In this instance given the
site is allocated for high density redevelopment within the Local Plan (2019) it is
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considered reasonable to accept that this Borough’s aspirations for future development
on this site would not be achieved via retention/conversion of the existing modest two
storey buildings. It is also pertinent to note that there is a separate extant prior approval
consent for demolition of the three existing building which could be implemented in
isolation from the current planning application without any consideration of any waste
that would result. Given the above and the good overall performance of the proposed
development in respect of sustainability, energy efficiency and tackling climate change
it is not considered that any unacceptable concerns in respect of construction waste arise
as a result of the development. If planning permission for the development were to be
granted, then a demolition and construction method statement would be required to be
secure by condition which would include a requirement to demonstrate re-use and
recycling of construction waste where possible. No conflict with Policy CC5 is identified.

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 both proposals.

The Council has plans for a Reading Centralised Heat Network, as outlined with the SPD
which in paragraph 8.8 identifies development at Napier Court as being potentially
suitable for heat network schemes. Such plans are evolving but a s106 obligation is
included with the heads of terms at the top of this report to require the developer to
undertake a feasibility study for the development to connect to such a centralised heat
network prior to commencement of the development. At the time of writing this report the
applicant has not confirmed agreement to such an obligation. Failure to do so would
present conflict with Policy CC4 and the SPD which require development to link to
existing decentralised energy networks or demonstrate why this is not feasible.

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. In the event that the applicant chooses to make a
financial contribution towards providing this training, officers have calculated the required
amount to be £128,112.50. 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 applicant has submitted a desk-based
archaeological assessment of the site with the application which has been reviewed by
Berkshire Archaeology who advise that the site lies within Thames Valley adjacent to the
river which is known to be a focus for human activity since prehistory and that there are
numerous record that indicate survival of archaeology in this area which could be
damaged by ground disturbance as a result of the proposed development. As such a
condition is recommended to secure submission, approval and implementation of a
written scheme of archaeological investigation to ensure the identification and recording
of any buried archaeological remains, in accordance with Policy EN2 and Policy CR11.

Medical facilities:




7.200

The addition of the 570 new residents will have an impact on medical facilities in the
Borough. The NHS Integrated Care Board has sought a financial contribution towards the
provision of extra primary clinical capacity to mitigate the increased impact of both
developments on primary care function in local GP practices. A relevant contribution of
£492,480 is sought to be secured through S106 obligation. This is sought to offset the
additional impact of the proposals on medical facilities as a result of the population
increase via the development in accordance with Policy CC9 and also reflects emerging
requirements in respect of (new) Policy CC10 (Health Impact Assessment) H11 within the
draft Local Plan Partial update (2025) which requires developments to mitigate negative
impacts upon health. Other developments in the central area may also contribute towards
this facility (as may be appropriate to those developments’ individual circumstances and
impacts). At the time of writing this report the applicant has not confirmed agreement to
secure this contribution as part of a s106 agreement. Failure to do so would mean the
development would fail to mitigate for the impacts it would have upon local healthcare
infrastructure contrary to Policy CC9.

Equality implications

7.201 a. Under the Equality Act 2010, Section 149, a public authority must, in the exercise of its

7.202

7.203

7.204

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.

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.

CONCLUSION

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.

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.

The proposed development would deliver a number of benefits for the Borough. Officers’
summary of these is set out below:

- Provision of 570 dwellings towards meeting the Council’s housing needs on an
accessible brownfield site and in an appropriate mix of dwellings sizes (Policies H1,
CC6 and CR6). This is particularly important given that the Council is currently not
meeting its housing targets.

- Provision of a generally appropriate high density residential development in a
sustainable location aligning with the strategic vision for the site and its location within
the Station/River MOA (Policies CR11 and CR11i)

- Provision of a building of good architectural quality and visual interest (Policies CC7,
CR2 and CR11)

- A net gain in on-site tree planting and soft landscaping proposals within the site and roof
top amenity terrace (Policies CC7 and EN14)



7.205

7.206

7.207

7.208

7.209

- Good performance of the development in respect of energy efficiency, carbon off-setting
and provision of on-site sources of decentralised energy (Policies CC3, CC4 and H5)

- Creation of a good standard of residential accommodation for future occupiers in respect
of all units meeting or exceeding national described space standards and provision of
on-site communal facilities (Policies H5 and CC8)

- Construction phase — creation of jobs, contribution to the local economy, apprentice
schemes and commitments to utilise local labour and agreement to provide a
construction phase employment and skills plan (Policy CC9)

The following matters to be secured by way of s106 legal agreement are considered
justified and acceptable to the Local Planning Authority to mitigate for the impacts of the
proposed development and would also be considered benefits of the development if
secured as part of a s106 agreement. At the time of writing this report the applicant has
not confirmed agreement to these obligations

- Off-site public realm and open space enhancements to Kings Meadow, including
provision of a new pedestrian crossing over Napier Road, additional tree planting and
contributing towards improvements to the existing Kings Meadow children’s play area
(Policies CC7, CR3, EN9, EN10 and EN14)

- Zero carbon off-setting contribution (Policy H5).

- Provision of a financial contribution towards healthcare facilities within Thames and
adjacent wards (Policy CC9)

- Submission, approval and implementation of a feasibility study for connection of the
developments to a future Reading Centralised Heat Network (Policy CC4).

Notwithstanding the above, there are considered to be several unresolved harms resulting
in policy conflicts The proposals fail to provide adequate space to site frontage of the
building with Napier Road, resulting in a number of pinch points and conflicts between the
proposed building, existing and proposed landscaping, the proposed footway/cycleway
and land required to be safeguarded for future MRT use.

Significantly, the proposed development fails to demonstrate that it can adequately
safeguard land required for future Mass Rapid Transit (MRT) which is a prioritised major
transport project within the Borough and strategic requirement for development on this
site, which is contrary to Policies TR2, CR11 and CR11i and harmful to the Borough’s
strategic and sustainable transport infrastructure needs. The proposals would also fail to
deliver an acceptable shared pedestrian and cycle route to the front of the site along
Napier Road resulting pedestrian and cyclist safety concerns, or provide adequate on-
site cycle parking facilities contrary to Policies TR1, TR3, TR4 and TRS5 failing to
adequately support or promote sustainable transport within the Borough. The
development’s failure to facilitate greater pedestrian and cycle permeability within the
Station River MOA is also contrary to Policy CR11, and the strategic vision set out within
this policy for connectivity within the MOA.

Furthermore, given the demonstrated critical need for Affordable Housing in Reading
significant harm is identified to the Borough as a result of the proposal’s failure to provide
any affordable housing and means the development would fail to meet the requirements
of Policies H3 and H4 and the Affordable Housing SPD and their associated aims of
achieving mixed and balanced communities within the Borough. Failure to provide
adequate affordable housing would fail to make the most appropriate 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. The
absence of a completed s106 legal agreement to secure the provision of Affordable
Housing, together with associated obligations regarding a deferred contribution
mechanism is a significant shortfall of the proposal.

The proposals also fail, as a result of the insufficient space provided to the front of the
building, to demonstrate that the development would not harm or result in future pressure
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7.211

7.212

7.212

7.213

7.214

to fell or prune five protected Norway Maple TPO trees of high visual amenity value
located at the western end of the site, contrary to Policy EN14.

Failure of the applicant to agree to secure the s106 obligations set out in paragraph 7.205
above also results in further policy conflicts and harm to the Borough. Failure to secure
necessary off-site public realm and open space enhancements to Kings Meadow,
including provision of a new pedestrian crossing over Napier Road, additional tree
planting and contributing towards improvements to the existing Kings Meadow children’s
play area means the development would not mitigate the additional strain on social and
economic infrastructure and fail to make appropriate provision towards improvement of
and access to existing open space based on the needs of the development. The
proposals also fail to make adequate provision for appropriate off-site tree planting in
order to improve the level of tree coverage within the Borough and in order to provide an
appropriate landscape setting for the development, contrary to Policies CC7, CR3, EN9,
EN10 and EN14.

Failure to secure a zero carbon off-setting contribution as part of a s106 agreement
means the development is contrary to Policy H5 and the Sustainable Design and
Construction SPD (2021) and means the development would fail to provide an appropriate
standard of new housing and fail to contribute to the Borough’s contribution to tackling
climate change; whilst failure to secure a feasibility study for the development to connect
to a future Reading Decentralised Heat Network would conflict with Policy CC4 and the
Sustainable Design and Construction SPD which require development to link to existing
decentralised energy networks or demonstrate why this is not feasible.

Failure to secure an appropriate contribution towards medical facilities within the Thames
Ward (or adjacent wards) also means the development would fail to mitigate for the impact
of the development and associated population increase would have upon healthcare
infrastructure within the locality, contrary to Policy CC9.

Carefully weighing all of the above matters in the balance, officers consider that the
benefits of the proposed development would be significantly and demonstrably
outweighed by the identified harms. This position is reached having particular regard to
the failure of the development to safeguard land for a future MRT route, a major strategic
transport project in the Borough which would be detrimental to the Borough'’s transport
infrastructure needs, as well as the failure of the proposals to meet the Borough's
identified critical housing needs as a result of the failure to secure appropriate provision
in relation to affordable housing.

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.

It is important to consider that the emerging Local Plan Partial Update, and the NPPF,
both require an increased provision of housing, rather than any reduction. Noting that the
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existing Local Plan, the emerging Local Plan and the NPPF are all aligned in their overall
objective of creating mixed and balanced communities, and 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.

It is also considered that any harm in respect of meeting identified housing need, once
identified, is far from being an abstract concept and will have direct impacts on the housing
of local residents. This is not to deny or lessen any benefits which might outweigh this
harm and could, if sufficient, still outweigh the harm, but must be clearly demonstrated.

Notwithstanding the above and for completeness, in terms of the status of the Local Plan,
para 11 of the NPPF sets out a framework for decision making where policies are
considered out of date:

11. For decision-taking this means: c) approving development proposals that accord with
an up-to-date development plan without delay; or d) where there are no relevant
development plan policies, or the policies which are most important for determining the
application are out-of-dates, granting permission unless: i. the application of policies in
this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importancer provides a strong
reason for refusing the development proposed; or ii. any adverse impacts of doing so
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 combinations.

Footnote 7 confirms that “The policies referred to are those in this Framework (rather than
those in development plans) relating to: habitats sites (and those sites listed in paragraph
194) and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land designated as Green
Belt, Local Green Space, a National Landscape National Park (or within the Broads
Authority) or defined as Heritage Coast; irreplaceable habitats; designated heritage
assets (and other heritage assets of archaeological interest referred to in footnote 75);
and areas at risk of flooding or coastal change.”

Areas and Assets of particular importance in respect of the current proposal are Kings
Meadow a designated Local Green Space as per Policy EN7, the location of the
application site within flood zone 2 and Thames Lido located on the opposite side of
Napier Road, a Grade Il Listed Building. However, in these respects the proposals are
not considered harmful.

In addition, 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 of the NPPF.

Considering each of these in turn the following is advised:

Paragraph 66 — Affordable Housing — This major development conflicts with paragraph
66 in that, as per the appraisal above, it does not proposal to provide any affordable
housing, failing to meet the Policy H3 and H4 requirements and together with the
applicants failure to agree to an affordable housing deferred payment mechanism the
proposals do not meet identified local needs in respect of affordable housing. This is a
significant shortall of the proposed development.

Paragraph 84 — Rural housing — Not applicable to this proposal.

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. However, the development fails to prioritise sustainable
transport modes through failure to safeguard land for a future MRT route, failure to provide
pedestrian and cycle route of an acceptable standard and to provide insufficient provision



for cycle parking. These failure are considered to be significant shortfalls of the proposed
development.

7.224 Paragraph 129 — Achieving appropriate densities — Whilst the density is high, it is
considered appropriate given the sustainable location and in the interests of making
efficient use of the land. However, the viability information submitted by the applicant,
suggesting that despite the high density of development, local market / site conditions
equate to a negative viability position (in the viewpoint of the applicant), with this
representing a barrier to the delivery of development.

7.225 Paragraphs 135-139 — Achieving well-designed places — Whilst the proposed building
design is considered acceptable the development fails to demonstrate that it would not
result in harm to five protected TPO trees which is a shortfall of the proposals.

7.226 The LPA’s view, as described above, is that the relevant policies of the Local Plan are not
out of date, nevertheless for completeness the ‘tilted balance’ engaged by paragraph 11
of the NPPF is also addressed above. Even if relevant policies were considered out of
date (which, for completeness, 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.

7.227 The officer recommendation is to refuse planning permission for the reasons listed in the
recommendation box at the top of this report.
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* Design and Access Statement (5plus Architects)

* Planning Statement, including Affordable Housing Statement (CarneySweeney)

* Air Quality Assessment (Air Quality Consultants)

* Acoustics Report (CPWP)

* Arboricultural Assessment and Method Statement (FPCR)

* Archaeological Desk Based Assessment (Orion Heritage)

» Contamination - Phase 1 Preliminary Risk Assessment and Phase 2 Ground Investigation

Report (Curtins)*

* Daylight and Sunlight Report — Assessment of Proposed Development (MES Building Solutions)

* Daylight and Sunlight Report — Assessment of Impact on Neighbours (MES Building Solutions)

* Ecological Appraisal and Biodiversity Net Gain Metric (FPCR)



* Energy and Sustainability Statement (CPWP)

* Fire Statement (Design Fire Consultants)

* Flood Risk Assessment, SuDS and Drainage Strategy (Curtins)
* Heritage Impact Assessment (HCUK)

+ Statement of Community Involvement (CarneySweeney)

* Transport Assessment (Curtins)

* Framework Travel Plan (Curtins)

» Townscape and Visual Appraisal (HCUK)

* Utilities Statement (HVSS)

» Wind Microclimate (Urban Microclimate)
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Proposed Ground Floor Site Plan — whole building




Proposed 1sto 4" floor plan — whole building

Proposed 11" floor plan — whole building

Proposed roof plan — whole building
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Proposed 11" floor plan — blocks A and B
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Proposed 3™ floor plan — blocks C and D



Proposed 7' floor plan — blocks C and D



Proposed roof plan — blocks C and D
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Proposed elevations - block D
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Example proposed bay study 2

Example proposed bay study 3



Example proposed bay study 4
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Proposed visual from Napier Road (trees in foreground to Napier Rd Car Park are not existing
and are shown indicatively but are not to be provided as part of the development)

Proposed visual — entrance to blocks A and B



Prbposed V|sual corner of proposed bIock A

Proposed visual — sectional view of corner of proposed block A
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Proposed visual from Kings Meadow (trees in foreground to Napier Rd Car Park are not existing
and are shown indicatively but are not to be provided as part of the development)



Proposed visual from Kings Meadow (trees in foreground to Napier Rd Car Park are not existing
and are shown indicatively but are not to be provided as part of the development)
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Proposed visual — rear of proposed block B



Proposed visual — rear of proposed block C

Proposed visual — front of proposed block C from Napier Road (trees in foreground to Napier

Rd Car Park are not existing and are shown indicatively but are not to be provided as part of
the development)
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Proposed visual — entrance to block C



