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STATION HILL PHASE 2 HYBRID APPLICATION (REF. 192032)
CONSULTATION RESPONSE MATRIX
22nd May 2020


	Summary
	Consultee
	Responsibility
	Detailed Comment
	Team Response
	RBC Response
	Status

	Section 1 - Heritage

	Statutory

	Setting of Grade I listed Greyfriars Church 
	Historic England
	Watermans
	The proposed building for is markedly taller than the approved 2013 scheme but this is unlikely to have undue harm to heritage assets. However, the outline proposals for Plots A and C are for maximum heights to be considerably taller than permitted in the 2015 scheme which would result in them being a great deal more visible and intruding on the setting of Grade I listed Reading Minster and Grade I listed Greyfriars Church. They would also have a detrimental impact on the St Mary’s Butts/ Castle Street conservation area. 
The proposed maximum heights of Plot A and Plot C which are +151.5m AOD and +163m AOD respectively would have a demonstrably harmful impact on the Grade I listed Greyfriars Church when viewed from Friars’ Street and the roundabout to the west of this, looking east.
The proposed towers would be an unwelcome intrusion that would harm the remaining prominence of this building.
	See KM Townscape response
	
	

	Setting of Grade I listed Reading Minster
	Historic England
	Watermans
	In addition, because of the height of Plots A and C these towers would be highly visible within the setting of Grade I listed Reading Minster, as illustrated by the viewpoint 8.26 Viewpoint 28 (page 22 of the pdf) and within that central historic core of the Castle Street/ St Mary’s Butts Conservation Area. As a major medieval church, it was intended to dominate this part of town and the space around it allows for this.  As surrounding buildings are relatively low the church’s dominant position in the townscape remains intact. The proposed towers would rise up prominently behind and to the side of the Minster tower and could compete with the tower in views looking north, detracting from this important view of the Minster.
Whilst we would not go so far as to conclude that the impact on setting equated to substantial harm it would nevertheless be serious. To address this issue, we recommend that the heights on the parameter plan are adjusted so that they are no higher than that of the consented scheme from 2013.
	See KM Townscape response
	
	

	Harm to wider setting
	Historic England
	Watermans
	We would also note that the proposals have a degree of harm on the Town Hall, Church of St Lawrence and the Market Place/ London Street conservation area, which should be taken into consideration.
It is therefore recommended that planning permission is only granted if the application is revised and the maximum permitted height of Plots A and C are reduced.  
	See KM Townscape response
	
	

	Environmental Statement Views Assessment
	Historic England
	Watermans
	Friars’ Street and the roundabout to the west of this, looking east. Views from these points were not included in the Environmental Statement Views Assessment (views from Chatham Street were the closest on page 7 of the pdf). This church has always featured strongly in the townscape. When built it would have dominated one of the main entrances into the town and despite the increasing size of surrounding development it still remains a commanding presence on Friar Street.
	See KM Townscape response
	
	

	Section 2 - Archaeology

	Statutory

	Mitigation conditions
	Berkshire Archaeology
	
	This application is accompanied by an ES (December 2019), which is ‘a full update of all previous ESs’ (Paragraph 1.17). Chapter 9 addresses the historic environment, including archaeology, and has been updated to reflect recent archaeological work south of the application area, in Plots E and F (Oxford Archaeology, 2019). 
The document provides for archaeological investigations post demolition and pre-construction within the application area (Paragraph 6.13. and 9.62). This accords with previous proposals for the wider Station Hill development as set out in the previously approved ‘Overarching Archaeological Written Scheme of Investigation’ (OAWSI) prepared by Waterman in relation to applications 130436, 151426 and 151427. The programme of archaeological work will normally commence with an exploratory field evaluation which will establish if and what further archaeological mitigation measures are required. 
On this basis, Berkshire Archaeology recommends that, should this proposal be permitted, appropriate conditions are applied that reflect the previously agreed approach to mitigating the archaeological impacts of the Station Hill development. The following conditions are suggested: 
Condition 1: ‘The development will be undertaken in accordance with the ‘Overarching Archaeological Written Scheme of Investigation (Waterman, October 2019) in order to mitigate the impacts of development on the buried archaeological heritage’
Condition 2: ‘No development, other than demolition to ground level, shall take place within any Plot of the development until a written scheme of investigation for a programme of archaeological work, specific to that Plot has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local Planning Authority. Thereafter, the development of the phase shall only be undertaken in accordance with the approved scheme’. 
	Noted.
	
	

	Section 3 - Access

	Statutory

	Ramps & Lifts
	Reading Access Officer
	CRTKL / LDA
	I think ramps are a better solution than lifts overall, where possible.  Lifts break down – ramps don’t. Where there are lots of steps the ramped areas must be easy to spot, otherwise you might feel that you’re stuck if you can’t use steps. Where there is only lift access, it must be made very obvious how to find help if the lift breaks.
	The access strategy is to retain the existing ramps and steps immediately outside the station, which provides the easiest way of getting from the subway exit and taxi ranks on Station Hill up to the station – and then to provide new steps and a lift from the lower level up into the new development via the Pocket park. The lift will be located so that it is highly visible from both Station Hill and the subway exit, and a signage and wayfinding strategy developed as part of a site-wide wayfinding strategy to ensure it is easy to find.

	
	

	Lighting
	Reading Access Officer
	CRTKL / LDA
	Lighting is very important, especially for visually impaired people
	Unobtrusive lighting through the public realm is designed to provide the required levels, at the same time as assisting with wayfinding through the spaces, following site-wide landscaping and lightning guidelines.

	
	

	Mix of users
	Reading Access Officer
	CRTKL / LDA
	Cyclists and blind, elderly or disabled pedestrians don’t mix.
	The Station Hill cycle strategy allows leisurely (slow) cycling through the public realm to take account of the needs of the pedestrian environment and its users.

	
	

	Lower glass areas
	Reading Access Officer
	CRTKL / LDA
	Manifestation on lower areas where there is a lot of glass is a must
	Manifestation will be included on glass facades. Details of this can be controlled by condition.
	
	

	Paving
	Reading Access Officer
	CRTKL / LDA
	Tactile paving is also a must where there are steps, etc.
Contrast of paving colours is very important where there are level changes, but it must not be so dark that it reads as a step – I noticed that this was a problem on one of the information boards.
	The colour / darkness of the paving bands will be reviewed to ensure that they do not read as steps to the visually impaired.
	
	

	Planters
	Reading Access Officer
	CRTKL / LDA
	Planters/water features are a lovely idea, as long as they don’t present a trip hazard or other danger. Someone has been badly injured in town on one of the “boulders” on the pavement.
	There will be no actual stone boulders installed as part of the project. The reference to boulders relates to the river theme to the project where the planters are designed to act in a similar way to boulders in a stream – with pedestrians passing on either side. The planters will be raised up to seating height, and so will not be trip hazards.

	
	

	Section 4 - Network Rail

	Statutory

	Asset Protection
	Network Rail
	Cast
	There are no objections in principle to this proposal from Asset Protection. Any works on this land will need to be undertaken following engagement with Asset Protection to determine the interface with Network Rail assets, buried or otherwise and by entering into a BAPA agreement, if required, with a minimum of 3months notice 2 before works start. Initially the Outside Party should contact us through our generic inbox which is assetprotectionwestern@networkrail.co.uk 

Note the above comments from Asset Protection exclude the consideration of any proposed change to land under Network Rail ownership.
	There have been ongoing consultation between SH Reading Master LLP and Network Rail’s Asset Protection team. A draft form of BAPA has been reviewed and a response from Network Rail’s Legal Asset Protection team has since been commented on. Additionally, the project specific information required by Network Rail for the preparation of the draft BAPA agreement for the Station Hill Development is due to be issued shortly.

	
	

	Lighting
	Network Rail
	
	Any lighting associated with the development or fabric of the building should not cause glare or distraction to drivers of passing trains. 

	Noted and this has been picked up in the ES. A detailed glare assessment was recently completed and the impact assessment report issued to Network Rail for comment. Network Rail have since confirmed acceptance of the conclusions set out in the report with no further comments.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
	
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk35331707]Rights reserved
	Network Rail
	Gowlings
	This site is old railway land and there are some covenants on the land that benefit the railway. The applicant is to comply with any rights or obligations reserved which benefit Network Rail. 
	Confirmed. The applicant is in discussions with Network Rail regarding the release of certain rights reserved to Network Rail which impact on the proposed development. 

	
	

	Former BR Land
	Network Rail
	Gowlings
	The development appears to be located on an area of land previously under the ownership of Network Rail. Often these sites are sold and are subject to a demarcation or covenant agreement which may include particular rights in relation to the safe operation of the railway and associated infrastructure. It must be considered when Network Rail has access rights over the development site; access must not be blocked or restricted at any time. The applicant must comply with all post sale covenants in the demarcation agreement and understand the implications this will have on the implementation of this development. Any representations made are without prejudice to those rights and obligations and on the basis that they do not imply that Network Rail’s approval under the demarcation agreement will be given for the proposed development or for any part of it. 
	As above, the applicant is in discussions with Network Rails regarding the release of certain rights reserved to Network Rail in relation to the property. There is currently not a demarcation or covenant agreement in place. Given the proximity of the development to the railway it is anticipated that Network Rail will require the applicant to enter into an agreement in relation to the carrying out of works to allow for the continued safe operation of the railway. 

	
	

	Demolition
	Network Rail
	Cast
	The demolition works on site must be carried out so that they do not endanger the safe operation of the railway, or the stability of the adjoining Network Rail structures and land. The demolition of the existing building, due to its close proximity to the Network Rail boundary, must be carried out in accordance with an agreed method statement. Approval of the method statement must be obtained from the Network Rail Asset Protection Engineer before the development and any demolition works on site can commence. 
	Noted. Once the BAPA has been agreed, method statements can be submitted to NWR for review by the Asset Protection team with the involvement of the CRE and CEM as necessary.
	
	

	Drainage
	Network Rail
	Ramboll
	Soakaways / attenuation ponds / septic tanks etc, as a means of storm/surface water disposal must not be constructed near/within 5 metres of Network Rail’s boundary or at any point which could adversely affect the stability of Network Rail’s property/infrastructure. Storm/surface water must not be discharged onto Network Rail’s property or into Network Rail’s culverts or drains. Network Rail’s drainage system(s) are not to be compromised by any work(s). Suitable drainage or other works must be provided and maintained by the Developer to prevent surface water flows or run-off onto Network Rail’s property / infrastructure. Ground levels – if altered to be such that surface water flows away from the railway. Drainage is also not to show up on Buried Service checks. 
	All drainage attenuation structures (permavoid attenuation crates and below ground attenuation crates) are located 5m away from Network Rail boundary. 

	
	

	Site Layout
	Network Rail
	Boundary fence
	It is recommended that all buildings be situated at least 2 metres from the boundary fence, to allow construction and any future maintenance work to be carried out without involving entry onto Network Rail's infrastructure. Where trees exist on Network Rail land the design of foundations close to the boundary must take into account the effects of root penetration in accordance with the Building Research Establishment’s guidelines. 
	Noted.
	
	

	Ground Disturbance
	Network Rail
	LDA
	The works involve disturbing the ground on or adjacent to Network Rail’s land it is likely/possible that the Network Rail and the utility companies have buried services in the area in which there is a need to excavate. Network Rail’s ground disturbance regulations applies. The developer should seek specific advice from Network Rail on any significant raising or lowering of the levels of the site. LANDSCAPING It is recommended no trees are planted closer than 1.5 times their mature height to the boundary fence. The 3 developers should adhere to Network Rail’s advice guide on acceptable tree/plant species. Any tree felling works where there is a risk of the trees or branches falling across the boundary fence will require railway supervision. 
	Noted
	
	

	Plant, scaffolding and cranes
	Network Rail
	
	Any scaffold which is to be constructed adjacent to the railway must be erected in such a manner that, at no time will any poles or cranes over-sail or fall onto the railway. All plant and scaffolding must be positioned, that in the event of failure, it will not fall on to Network Rail land. LIGHTING Any lighting associated with the development (including vehicle lights), and building fabric, must not interfere with the sighting of signalling apparatus and/or train drivers’ vision on approaching trains. The location and colour of lights must not give rise to the potential for confusion with the signalling arrangements on the railway. 
	Noted.
	
	

	Environmental Issues
	Network Rail
	
	The design and siting of buildings should take into account the possible effects of noise and vibration and the generation of airborne dust resulting from the operation of the railway
	Noted.
	
	

	Section 5 - Design

	Statutory

	Floorspace increase
	Steven Vigar, RBC
	DP9
	It would appear that the floorspace now being sought exceeds that approved under 130436 (the extant scheme) by a significant amount. In a general this seems to be a move in the wrong direction given the high-density office use nature of the previous scheme which was characterised by bulky buildings and a restricted mix of uses. The amount, density and layout of an office scheme will almost certainly be very different in nature to that of a mixed-use scheme of the type now proposed. It does not seem correct to use the extant permission floorspace as a benchmark without further adjustment for the added constraints of a mixed-use scheme including residential-type uses, including an enlarged public realm, more outdoor amenity space, more generous separation between buildings etc. 
	The proposed development has a greater quantum of floorspace when compared to the extant permission. However, It is important to note that the areas of the extant permission excluded basements. 

The quantum of floorspace proposed is based on viability which takes into consideration the current economic climate, market and costs associated with the delivery of the substantial benefits derived from the scheme.
	
	

	Floorspace figures
	Steven Vigar, RBC
	DP9
	Please provide floorspace figures for each of the modelled indicative options in section 3.2 of the submitted Design and Access Statement. It is important to understand how the amount of floorspace being applied for translates into built form and this would be a helpful guide for further discussion.
	These are included within the updated Design Code and Development Specification. The total quantum of development has also reduced from 173,000 sqm GEA to 170,356 sqm GEA to reflect the largest illustrative option (Option 3).  This is set out within the Development Specification.
	
	

	Floorplans for proposed uses
	Steven Vigar, RBC
	CRTKL
	We have asked previously for indicative floorplans for the proposed uses. This is particularly important for residential uses as we would need to confirm that internal space standards can be met within the outline parameters and in a manner which would ensure an appropriate built form.
	These are included within the Design and Access Statement dated December 2019.
	
	

	Design Code Document
	Steven Vigar, RBC
	CRTKL
	Generally speaking a Design Code document needs to read as a set of clear and precise rules which build on already clear parameters within the parameter plans and masterplan. It needs to avoid the more general language of a Design and Access Statement. This is not fully achieved in the submitted version which includes vague terms such as ‘could’, ‘encouraged [to]’ and ‘it is envisaged that’. The Code should be more clearly defined, making clear what is not allowed and setting clear limits on an otherwise flexible permission. Placemaking and the social aspects of design must be the particular focus here. 
National Planning Practice Guidance provides a useful description: “Design codes are a set of illustrated design requirements that provide specific, detailed parameters for the physical development of a site or area. The graphic and written components of the code should be proportionate and build upon a design vision, such as a masterplan or other design and development framework for a site or area. Their content should also be informed by the 10 characteristics of good places set out in the National Design Guide.” Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 26-008-20191001. 
The ten characteristics set out in part 2 of the National Design Guide provide a useful basis for a Design Code. The Design Codes should be sufficiently detailed and precise to give the LPA confidence that high quality design will be secured.
	The Design Code has been updated to remove vague language and to be more definitive.
	
	

	Masterplanning
	Steven Vigar, RBC
	CRTKL / DP9
	The NPPG is clear that there is a need for the Design Code to build on a Masterplan. The DAS refers to a masterplan, but this does not translate across into the parameter plans, which offer very little in the way of explaining the arrangement of streets, spaces and buildings. Policies CR2 and CR3 require streets and public spaces to be well-designed. Pre-app advice was clear that the streets need to be designed first. This will then define the building edges (my note to you of 21 October 2019). As things stand it is not at all clear how well-designed public spaces, an appropriate sense of place, and linkages, will be secured within Phase 3 (Policy CR2). Policy CR3 requires spaces to be of a size and shape to accommodate uses that contribute to the offer of the centre.
	The purpose of the outline element was to ensure that there is sufficient flexibility within the consent to allow a range of development options to come forward quickly and be able to respond to market conditions. This was not possible in the earlier consents due to the ridged nature of the planning permission. This ultimately led to the failure of the site coming forward for redevelopment as it could not respond to the market. As such, flexibility is a key part of the outline element, and the success of the scheme being delivered.

Due to the nature of the planning application and the desire to provide as much flexibility as possible, we thought it sensible to simplify the parameter plans and provide as much detail as possible within the Design Code. Both documents/drawings will be approved and should always be read together. The main reason for this is because it is very difficult to clearly annotate the level of detail required on a plan which could be subject to misinterpretation. We thought it would be clearer to set this out within the Design Code by using text and supporting illustrations / sketches to show what is acceptable and what isn’t.

However, following our recent call on this we have updated the parameter plans in line with your comments to provide extra clarity on the location and extent of the public realm / amenity spaces, stepping of height and building edges. I have explained each item below:

Amenity – We understand that the area of public realm and amenity in Phase 3 is important. We have therefore updated the parameter plan to make it clear that there will be a minimum of 18 meters between buildings at podium and podium +1 level. In mixed used schemes the upper floors will have a minimum of 18 m distance between buildings except for the threshold points where a 12-meter minimum distance can be achieved. This is only possible where the threshold points have non-active frontages.

In commercial schedules, the upper floors will have a minimum of 12-meter distance between buildings except for the threshold points where a 9-meter minimum distance can be achieved.

We believe the inclusion of these zones are important as they align with one of the key design principles for the public ream which is the movement through narrow spaces to reveal a larger one. This is successfully included in the Phase 2 public realm with the narrowing of the entrance between Plots C and G and then again at the bride which links Phase 1. 

The Parameter Plans and Design Code include the ability for the amenity space to move between the Plots whilst maintaining the minimum distances between buildings. The Design Code also makes it clear that the width between buildings will increase in line with the heights of the buildings, I.e if the buildings are taller then the amenity space between them will also need to increase. It should be noted that these areas are minimums and there will be other factors that will determine the size of the amenity space such as daylight and sunlight and microclimate assessments. This will be determined at the Reserved Matters Stage.

Stepping Height – On our call it was discussed whether the Parameter Plans could include an annotation to clearly state that the Plot C building should step in height from east to west. This was already included in the Design Code but has also been included in the Parameter Plans for clarity.

Building Edges – The Parameter Plan show Plot Boundaries. Plot Boundaries are different to Building Plots as they can include everything, such as a building, amenity space, public realm, landscaping etc. The Parameter Plans include Building Line Limits of Deviation which clearly show where a building edge can be constructed within the Plot. The query raised on our call was that it should be made clear that the building line cannot extend past the ownership boundary and there should be relief to the road, especially given the height of the building. To make this clear we have updated the Design Code to show what arrangement would be acceptable and not acceptable. In summary, the proposed building can be built up to the ownership boundary but cannot overhand the boundary, except for the Station Hill frontage. Buildings should also provide appropriate relief to the road and should include set back from Plots A/B along Greyfriars Road. It should also be noted that the daylight/sunlight and microclimate assessments will have a role in how these edges are designed. The Parameter Plans have been updated to move the Building Line limits of deviation into the Plots to show the maximum extent of the building line.

	




























	

	Internal Plot Boundaries
	Steven Vigar, RBC
	CRTKL / DP9
	With regard to the proposed internal plot boundaries shown on drawing SHRN-CRL-S3-ZZ-PL-A-0705-P00, these differ significantly from the building plots drawing approved under permissions 130436/151427/190441 in they show contiguous plots, including ‘limits of deviation’ which allow these to overlap. This appears to be incompatible with the ‘Minimum extent of public realm and amenity’ shown on the parameter plan SHRN-CRL-S3-ZZ-PL-A-710-P00. 
	The Parameter Plan show Plot Boundaries not Building Plots. Plot Boundaries are different to Building Plots as they can include everything, such as a building, amenity space, public realm, landscaping etc. Therefore, the Parameter Plans need to include Building Line Limits of Deviation to clearly show where a building edge can be constructed within the Plot. As noted above, these have been moved into the Plots to make it clear that the building line will not extend past the ownership boundary. There is also further clarity in the Design Code which states and illustrates how the building edges should work along the key street frontages (Station Hill, Greyfriars and Garrard Street).

The Parameter Plans have been updated to show a fixed minimum quantum of public realm in Phase 3. However, due to the flexible nature of the permission, the Parameter Plans and Design Code clearly state that the Public Realm Area can move within and around the Plots whilst maintaining the key principles on minimum distances and key routes.
	
	

	Limits of deviation
	Steven Vigar, RBC
	CRTKL / DP9
	Notwithstanding this inconsistency, the ‘limits of deviation’ stated on the parameter plans involve tolerances which are far in excess of those allowed previously on the site under permission 130436 etc. It is also important to note that the extant permission refers to these limits of deviation in terms of plots whereas the parameter plans refer to “building edge”. This is concerning as the building edge extends across space that will be required for public realm, streets and associated landscaping. This must change if the proposals are to progress.
	Larger limits of deviation are required because of the nature of the permission and the flexibility sought. As noted above we have identified Development Plots which can include buildings, public realm, landscaping etc. The Building Line limits of deviation are for the buildings and not the Plots. I.e it shows where building lines can come forward within the Plots (provided that they comply with the controls within the Design Code and Conditions).

The Public Ream area is a fixed minimum amount and includes limits of deviation which means that it can move around the Plots with the Buildings (whilst maintaining key principles set out in the Design Code such as key routes etc). For example, if a thinner office building was to come forward on Plot C and a slightly wider Building was to come forward on Plot D then the Parameter Plans and Design Code give us the ability to extend the public realm north around the smaller Plot C office building.
	
	

	Design Code Common Use Classes
	Steven Vigar, RBC
	CRTKL / DP9
	Page 10 of the submitted Design Code is also concerning due to the suggestion that buildings containing common Use Classes can cross plot boundaries. For example, combining Plots A and C would almost certainly result in overly bulky form and no public realm. Policy CR10a requires development to have “adequate space between the buildings” and avoid “the creation of an overly dense townscape” and “allows buildings to be viewed as individual forms;”. The parameters need to be amended to clearly define this.
	To confirm, Plot B is the only Plot that can link with its neighbouring Plots (A and/or D). This can only happen when the Plots have the same use class. Top confirm, Plot A and Plot D cannot merge with Plot C. The Design Code has been updated to provide greater clarity on this.
	
	

	Design Code Public Realm
	Steven Vigar, RBC
	CRTKL / DP9
	“The spacing (scale and layout) of buildings is fundamentally a townscape, urban design and amenity matter. However, the proposed Design Code persists in linking layout to ‘use’. It is 
considered that a primary aim should be the creation of a good quality public realm and townscape including well-designed buildings that provide a good quality environment for future occupiers. It is recommended that the Design Code should ‘unhitch’ layout and spacing from ‘use’ as it would be better link these to scale, layout and ultimately landscaping. Put simply we need to establish the streets, squares, routes and other spaces before we can consider the arrangement of buildings and how they fit within, and respond to, these areas of public realm.
	Agreed. However, the layout of a building will be dependent on its use and function. As this element is in outline the design of these buildings is unknown at this stage and will need to come forward at the Reserved Matters stage.

The Design Code and Parameter Plans provide further clarity on the townscape principles, where the location of height should be and how this steps down through the Phase 3 site. It also provides further clarity on the location and quantum of minimum public realm.
	
	

	Parameter Plans
	Steven Vigar, RBC
	CRTKL / DP9
	Parameter plans show buildings extending to the surrounding highway on all sides. This is very unlikely to be acceptable on Greyfriars Road under any circumstances due to effect on neighbouring properties (see also comments relating to scale). It would also be harmful to the character of the area and fail to accommodate the public realm improvements that are required to this street. (cycleway, footway, carriageway and landscaping). Garrard Street also has sensitivities in this respect and a set back from the street is likely to be required for the most part
	Noted. The Parameter Plans and Design Codes have been updated to clearly state that buildings will not overhand on the Garrard Street or Greyfriars Street frontages. The Design Code also clearly states that the Greyfriars Road elevation should will incorporate a setback.
	
	

	Designated Cycleway and Pedestrian routes on Garrard Street
	Steven Vigar, RBC
	CRTKL / Stantec / DP9
	The land designated for cycleway and pedestrian routes on Greyfriars Rd and Station Hill needs to be made very clear in the proposals. As explained at pre-app and again in recent correspondence, this cycleway should form part of the second phase detailed proposals (linked to Plot G and wider public realm) rather than waiting until Phase 3. It is impossible to determine the correct building line to Greyfriars Road without a detailed design at this stage.
	This is being dealt with separately under the cycle response.
	
	

	Public Square
	Steven Vigar, RBC
	CRTKL
	It has already been made clear at pre-app that 1,500sqm minimum public realm (square) between the buildings within Phase 3 is not sufficient as this currently assumes very minimal spacing between buildings on Plots A, B, C, D throughout (12m building-to-building). This is not sufficient. The amount of space needs to be worked out based on appropriate massing and layout (see above) and respond to the scale of buildings surrounding them. The space needs to be design-led and the resulting area (square metres) can then be set once a suitable design is established. The 12m spacing might be suitable for very short stretches of frontage, framing an entrance gateway for instance, but would generally be far too tightly spaced. 
	Based on a minimum building distance of 18m the minimum quantum of Public realm in Phase 3 would be 1,780 sqm.
	
	

	Play & Recreation
	Steven Vigar, RBC
	CRTKL
	The proposed square/public realm between buildings on Phase 3 is insufficient to accommodate the Play and Recreation suggested in the application or to meet the Council’s requirements. The pictures included in the Design Code document would appear to have very little relevance to the current design.
	It should be noted that the area of Public Realm shown in the Parameter Plans and Design Code are minimum areas not maximums. At the reserved matters stage the scheme will need to be designed to the relevant Development Plan policy requirements. This means that if we bring forward a residential scheme, it will need to provide the requisite amount of play, recreation and amenity space. I.e if we need to increase the public realm area to meet the Development Plan requirements then that will need to be included in the scheme.
	
	

	Space between buildings
	Steven Vigar, RBC
	CRTKL
	Importantly the spacing between buildings needs to be clearly defined so that it relates to the height and massing of the building at that location. Taller buildings are likely to require greater spaces between them. 
The public realm between buildings on Plots A/B/D and C will need to be suitably large to allow for public routes and spaces, plus ‘defensible space’ to dwellings, private amenity areas, public seating and incidental play, plus suitable tree planting and other soft landscaping. Semi-private café seating etc. spilling out into the space should also be accommodated. This is an area of transition rather than abrupt change (see Design Code 3.2.2). The current minimum parameters do not allow for this and the pictures shown in section 3 of the Design Code seem inconsistent with the minimal public realm, heavily enclosed by very tall buildings that is currently provided for within the submitted parameter plans. 
	The Design Code has been updated to note that the areas of public realm between buildings will need to respond to the heights of the building, I.e if the buildings are taller than the public realm between buildings needs to be wider to respond to the height. The acceptability of this will be agreed at the reserved matters stage and will also be subject to daylight and sunlight and wind assessment. The proposed minimum distances between building will provide sufficient space to ensure the buildings are clearly defined.
	
	

	Public and private outdoor spaces between buildings
	Steven Vigar, RBC
	CRTKL
	It will also be necessary to demonstrate how both public and private outdoor spaces can be accommodated between the buildings. A safe, but not gated, community is required. Natural surveillance, active frontages, permeability, defensible space and a clarity over ‘public’ and ‘private’ spaces is needed. This applies to all building edges, including Greyfriars Road where residential entrances are indicated. As already stated at pre-app, the reference to “minimum 
extent of public access” needs to be omitted from the parameter plans, or at least revised so that only northern part of Character Area 2 is potentially private (a clear design-led proposal is needed before this can be agreed in any detail). See also, L3 (p.48) of the National Design Guide. 
	As requested, we have omitted reference to “minimum extent of public access” from the Parameter Plans.

The Design Code sets out character areas for the public realm and also set out the requirement to deliver active frontages and natural surveillance. It also notes that terraces will be used within the buildings to provide private amenity space for residents. The final design of the private and public amenity spaces will come forward at the reserved matters stage. As noted above, the proposals at reserved matters stage will need to ensure they incorporate suffice space to meet the requirements of the Development Plan policy.
	
	

	Pinch point between Plots C and G
	Steve Vigar, RBC
	Gensler
	The proposed parameter plan appears to allow for a significant pinch point between Plots C and G. Bearing in mind that Plot G will be ‘fixed’ under the full planning permission, the extent of Plot C needs to be addressed. The maximum footprint parameter needs to be drawn back away from G or the design relationship between the two carefully set out in the Design Code.
	As discussed on our call we have added text to the Design Code to identify a minimum of 15m between Plots C and G.
	
	

	Building setback
	Steve Vigar, RBC
	CRTKL
	Generally, the Building edge parameter needs to be set back from street, so that they are no closer than the maximum extents approved under 130436, plus any additional requirement where additional space is required (e.g. to accommodate the road/cycleway/footway/landscaping arrangement to Greyfriars Road/Station Road) and then further-refined through the Design Code and more detailed parameter plans. The possibility of extending onto or over highway land to the north on the Station Hill frontage has been discussed briefly at pre-application meetings. This could be explored further but it would need to be subject to definite parameters and codes informed by a clear design rationale, a generous footway and cycleway will need to be maintained at this location. Please refer to our recent correspondence in terms of detailed cycle/footway requirements.
	This has been addressed above.
	
	

	Discrepancy in building height within documents
	Steve Vigar, RBC
	DP9
	DAS page 31 suggests that the Tall Buildings Strategy calls for buildings up to 160m high. However, it appears that the document only refers to 135m AOD (page 9), which is significantly lower than stated.
	I believe this is an error. The reference to height should be taken from the RSAF which uses the consented SH2 scheme which is circa +/- 169M AOD.
	
	

	Stepping down
	Steve Vigar, RBC
	CRTKL
	The parameters proposed offer very little of the stepping down to the fringes of the tall building cluster or the spaces between buildings and the creation of slender elegant built forms required under the tall buildings strategy/RSAF/policy CR10. The parameter plans and design codes need to prove that these will be achieved both in terms of the maximum parameters and in terms of the amount of floorspace that it being sought.
	The Parameter Plans have been updated to note that the tallest element of the proposals will be on the eastern part of Plot C which will then step down east to west and down to Garrard Street. This is also included as a key townscape principle within the Design Code.

The height and design of the buildings will come forward at the Reserved Matters stage but will align with the design principles set out within the Parameter Plans and Design Code.
	
	

	Height & Bulk pre-app comments
	Steve Vigar, RBC
	CRTKL / DP9
	My pre-app email of 27 November 2019 set out a number of concerns in respect of height and bulk. The application proposals do not appear to have moved on this issue. 
I have sent you a copy of the objection from Historic England which raises concerns regarding height, layout and bulk in relation to nearby heritage assets. 
The heights of all plots (with the possible exception of G at this stage) as proposed can be generally be described as ‘excessive’.
	Please see our separate response which address HE comments and our townscape response.

The proposed height is sought in order to deliver the significant benefits which are derived from the scheme, include the substantial public realm offering. This is clearly set out within the application and Viability Assessment which is currently under review. That being said, the proposed amendments include a 5 storey reduction in the height of the Plot A Max parameter plan to address RBC’s comments. We believe this is a significant reduction to the scheme which addresses RBC’s comments on townscape and height along Greyfriars Road.

As a point of clarity, the proposed max parameter plans for Phase 3 are oversized to provide flexibility. I.e the planning permission could not deliver a scheme that uses the full extent of the max parameter boxes. The total quantum of development is sought to be fixed via condition (170,356 sqm for both Phase 2 and 3). The illustrative options provide a better representation of the proposed heights and massing that will be delivered on the Phase 3 scheme.
	
	

	Cluster beyond site boundary
	Steve Vigar, RBC
	Watermans / CRTKL and DP9
	An important point to bear in mind when designing for this site is that the cluster, and related ‘crown’ and ‘blister’ concept, extend beyond the Station Hill application site boundary to the southwest, north and east. The Greyfriars Road boundary of the application site represents the western edge of the cluster and is identified as an “Area with particular sensitivity to the effects of tall buildings” (RSAF, fig 6.10).
Para. 2.2.1 of the draft Design Code needs amending to acknowledge the wider extent of the cluster.
	Noted.
	
	

	Plot A height
	Steve Vigar, RBC
	CRTKL
	A maximum height of 91mAOD was approved under permission 130436/151427. 151.5mAOD is now proposed for Plot A – this is considered to be excessive. Plot A lies at the edge of the cluster and local policy and guidance is clear that buildings should step down in scale towards this western edge of the cluster as referred to above. The scale should be limited to that allowed under 130436 (with additional set-back ‘shoulder’ as per condition 24 and Station Hill South Planning and Urban Design Brief).
	Noted. The Design Code clearly sets out that the buildings step down from Plot C and there will be a minimum difference of 12 m between the height of Plot C and Plot A.

Height has been pushed to the north of the site to allow reduced height on the south where we believe there is a more sensitive context with the residential dwellings to the west (reduce heights on Plot B).

It should be noted that SH2 included a building of 113m AOD in this location with a 125m AOD building to the south (new location of Plot B). Our proposals seek to move the height to the north to allow a stepping down in height to the south. We believe that this leads to a much better arrangement and townscape character. The Design Code notes that a setback / shoulder should be included within the Greyfriars Road elevation as per the extant permission.

To address RBC’s comment, the max parameter height of Plot A has been reduced by 5 storeys from 151.5mAOD to 136.5m AOD. This is a significant reduction in height in this location which seeks to address RBC’s comments on townscape and height in this location.
	
	

	Plot B height
	Steve Vigar, RBC
	CRTKL
	The proposed height of 97.4mAOD is too high in this edge-of-cluster location adjacent to an “Area with particular sensitivity to the effects of tall buildings” It is reasonable to expect the scale to step down to the Garrard St corner as per previous parameters and codes and the height should be set at or close to the minimum height of 67mAOD (with set-back shoulder – see above) as approved under 130436.
	We acknowledge that the proposed height is slightly above that of the extant permission, but this should be viewed in the context of the proposed development and not that of the extant permission which is fundamentally different (in respect of land use, public benefits and context). The proposed scheme will deliver substantial public realm benefits compared to the extant permission. To deliver the public realm, the building footprints need to reduce at podium level which has a knock-on effect on the height of the buildings. This was a key principle that was discussed at the pre-application sage.  

It should be recognised that the proposed height is considerably below the 125m AOD height consented under SH2 which is arguably a more realistic comparable. The proposals also alight with the density ranges set out within the RSAF. 

We believe the height is suitable in this location in principle as it allows the massing to step down from C – A – B.  The height of the corner will be subject to other matters such as the daylight and sunlight and microclimate assessments.

	
	

	Plot C height
	Steve Vigar, RBC
	Gensler
	As mentioned previously, it is conceivable that a building on ‘new’ Plot C could be the tallest building within the cluster (and Borough as a whole). This is based on figure 6.10 in the RSAF which shows the centre of the height ‘hotspot’ sitting across new Plots G and C. However if this approach is to be pursued, the tallest building at this location would need to focus the height tightly within the north east corner of Plot C. This draws together the guidance in the RSAF and Policy CR10a and Station Hill South Planning and Urban Design Brief, (i.e. focusing  the tallest buildings closest to the station entrance with elegant, individual, forms and height reducing rapidly to the western edge of the cluster). 
The maximum height for Plot B (same siting as new Plot C) approved under 130436 was 128m AOD. The new pre-app proposal rises to 163mAOD. This is excessive in this location and needs to reduce much closer to 130436 limits. The visual harm would be particularly marked if the bulk and massing were to be as large as currently indicated. 
It is not clear how the 8m and 12m difference in heights between plots referred to in the Design Code have been arrived at. It is likely that a greater step down relative to the tallest building will be required to provide a discernible difference in height and the required subservience relative to the tallest building in long, medium and short-range views. 15 metres difference is considered to be a minimum to achieve a discernible difference in height from most vantage points.  The indicative illustrative scheme, fig. 1.7 of the submitted Design Code shows the beginnings of a design for Plot C which focuses height in the eastern edge of the plot. However, the building shown is rather slab-sided and bulky. It would certainly need significant further refinement to achieve the “excellent urban design and architecture” required under RBLP 2019, Policy CR10(v) and para. 5.3.51 of the supporting text to that policy.
	The Parameter Plans and Design Code have been updated to clearly show that the tallest element of Plot C will be focused on the eastern corner to align more closely with the RSAF. This will then step down to the west and Garrard Street. The eastern corner of Plot C sits within the tallest part of the “hotspot”.

The proposed height of Plot C is required to deliver the significant public benefits derived from the scheme such as the public realm offering. A reduction of height and massing would mean that these benefits would need to be reviewed in the context of scheme viability. I understand these discussions are currently underway.

You have noted that 15m difference is considered to be a minimum to achieve a discernible difference in height form most vantage points. This is 3 meters more than what is proposed within the Design Code and we believe the difference is negligible and would not affect the perception of the building height.


	
	

	Plot D height
	Steve Vigar, RBC
	CRTKL
	A maximum height of 105mAOD was approved under 130436. An increase to 116.5m AOD is now proposed. This is closer to the extant permission but arguably the extant permission was at the limits of acceptability on the basis that the RSAF suggests a ‘Benchmark’ height of 8 storeys in this location. Massing and the scale of all plots taken as a whole within the cluster will be key to acceptability and this needs to be clearly defined in the Design Code. Clearly, the building should not rise to its maximum height across the footprint.
	Noted.
	
	

	Plot G within the wider masterplan
	Steve Vigar, RBC
	Gensler
	In many ways Plot G appears to comply with the Reading Station Area Framework which seeks to define the form/skyline of the Station Cluster. Proposed Plot G is taller than Thames Tower and the recently approved hotel at 29-35 Station Road. The danger is that it has been assessed somewhat in isolation. Plot G has a substantial bulk and lacks the slender forms that will be required elsewhere on the site to achieve the “adequate space …between the buildings to avoid the creation of an overly dense townscape and to allow buildings to be viewed as individual forms” required under Policy CR10a. This may be acceptable, but only if other buildings compensate and do not repeat the bulk of Plot G across other plots. 
Thames Tower and proposed Plot G together would represent quite a significant bulk in terms of their built form. The tallest building (Plot C as proposed) would certainly need to have a narrower more slender form to provide relief from the bulk of Plot G and Thames Tower and achieve the “elegant landmark towers rising above to mark important places, creating a dramatic new silhouette for the town centre” described in the RSAF (para. 14.6). 
Height Massing and bulk are therefore key constraints. Long and medium range views are a very important part of this (see para 5.3.42 and Fig. 5.2 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019). 
The Local Plan and RSAF give clear guidance on what might be expected for the Station Area Cluster. The checklist in Policy CR10(v) needs to be fully adhered to and expressed in the design codes and parameter plans. As currently drafted the design codes and parameter plans do not give the necessary assurance of good quality design. Detailed, robust and tightly-defined design codes and parameter plans are required to give LPA confidence that granting 
Outline permission for Plots A, B, C and D would result in the best possible outcome for a development which includes the tallest building in the Borough (note the reference to Outline permission in paragraph 5.3.51 of the RBLP 2019). There is no reason why this cannot also achieve a reasonable degree of flexibility in the design but at the same time ensuring that all elements of this flexibility are designed and ‘coded’ and not left open to mis-interpretation.
	The size of Plot G is defined by the need to achieve the required floorplate sizes and efficiencies.   The massing strategy of Plot G seeks to visually reduce the bulk of the resulting building by dividing in three parts, appearing as three smaller ‘taller’ conjoined structures, in proportion to the local context, increasing in height towards the open expanse around the station area cluster. 

Plots C and G are intended as an interrelated pair, climbing to their confluence to create a gateway.  Their silhouettes are therefore intended as one composition, one architectural expression, that changes as seen from different angles, including long and medium views to create diversity and a strong architecture.

The completed design for Plot C will be subject to separate pre-application discussions with the Council at the Reserved Matters stage but will follow the principles of the Design Code.
 
	













	

	Section 6 - Landscaping

	Statutory

	Reduced Station Square landscaping
	Steve Vigar, RBC
	LDA
	This will require a significant amount of further discussion. However it appears that the area of landscaping in Station Square has reduced significantly compared with pre-application discussions, as has the extent of tree planting and general greenery. The current design would be dominated by hard surfaces rather than the significant ‘greening’ that is required. The Council is taking a comprehensive approach to this, linking with current proposals for significant redevelopment north of the railway and onwards to the Thames and Christchurch Meadows.
	The proposed trees outside the railway station were removed prior to the submission of the application due to concern around being able to provide sufficient soil depths and the structure of the existing podium.
However, this has been carefully reviewed and with a slight revision to the proposed layout it is possible to plant one feature tree in this area in the ground just outside of the existing podium structure.
As part of this technical review, we are also assessing how we can increase the greenery in this area, while also protecting the pedestrian routes through the space.
	
	

	Hard surfacing
	Steve Vigar, RBC
	LDA
	The hard surfacing also appears to stop abruptly at the application boundary whereas it is reasonable to expect a more unified approach to extend across public land. This is disappointing as pre-app discussions focussed on significant greening and large species tree planting and even got as far as agreeing tree species towards the end of 2019. The new design appears to ignore this and the truncated design results in a disjointed patchwork of public realm treatments at the front of the station. More needs to be done to unify the square. If comprehensive re-paving is not feasible, a substantial amount of tree and other planting to the front of the station should still be secured.
	We support the aspiration to have a continuous paving surface to the entrance to the railway station. On the plans the new paving ended just short of the railway entrance because this is the boundary between land owned by RBC and Network Rail. 
We are engaging with Network rail on this matter to try to accommodate a consistent approach to the hard landscaping. However, as this area falls outside of the redline of the planning application and it is not within the clients or RBC’s ownership then these works are subject to Network Rail agreement. We therefore cannot guarantee that this work will go ahead.

See above for comments about the proposed trees in the Station Square.

	
	

	Tree planting on Greyfriairs Road
	Steve Vigar, RBC
	LDA
	The tree planting to Greyfriars Road needs to be considered at this stage, we did discuss species and general principles at pre-app. This will need to form an integral part of the cycleway/footway/public realm improvement to this street
	There are a number of potential street tree species being considered for Greyfriars Road, including Hornbeam (Carpinus betulus), Whitebeam (Sorbus incana), and Pear (Pyrus calleryana Chanticleer). The criteria for selection is based on a number of factors including reduced canopy spread, shade tolerance, and pollution tolerance.
	
	

	Council’s climate plans
	Steve Vigar, RBC
	LDA
	This should be considered within the wider context of the Council’s declared climate emergency, revised tree strategy, BAP, Reading Climate Change Action Plan, the new relevant Local Plan policies, and Sustainable Design & Construction SPD. The need for greening for climate mitigation and importantly for air pollution mitigation in the Station area cannot be overemphasised.
	There are 16 existing trees within the application area all of which will need to be removed or moved to construct the new public realm. We are reviewing with our arboriculturalist the feasibility of moving these trees so they can be incorporated within the proposed layout. 

Within the proposed public realm there are 42 proposed trees, so a significant increase in greening within the site. A range of different tree species are proposed that will contribute to reducing urban heat island effect and air pollution.

	
	

	RBC Landscape Response dated 24th April
	Steve Vigar, RBC
	LDA
	My response at this stage is that it is encouraging that space has been found for one tree into natural ground in the square to the front of the station. I trust that this will be a large-species tree. Perhaps the Chestnut Leaved Oak agreed at pre-app. I’m sure you will appreciate that this only goes a limited way to meeting our requirements.  I will be looking for additional planting within the space as per pre-app and more recent comments. We spent a good deal of time at pre-app working on the layout of the square and planting within it. 

Please map the voids and solid ground areas on a drawing so we can better understand the constraints.

It would also seem appropriate to explore whether strengthening the podium to support planting beds which extend out from, and connect with, natural ground would be possible, in effect extending natural ground laterally (perhaps using some sort of soil cell setup). We have made it clear that significant greening, including substantial tree planting is a basic requirement here. This will justify the cost of some more technical/engineered solutions given its importance.

Please refer to Sarah’s pre-app comments attached including advice on tree species. It is also expected that the landscaping will tie in with the cultural strategy – N.B. the Chestnut Leaved Oak comment.

Further exploration of the potential for green walls, whether in the form of climbing plants or irrigated frames should be undertaken in respect of Phase 2.

	We can confirm that the feature tree to be planted in the square will be a Chestnut Leaved Oak and we are ensuring that the tree pit and soil volume is sufficient to ensure that the tree can reach the size at maturity. 

The proposed scheme includes a significant amount of greening, through the use of green walls, soft landscaped areas and trees. A total of 42 trees are proposed within the scheme so far (excluding Phase 3) which is substantially more than the existing condition (16 trees).
In addition, the proposed changes to the Pocket Park has resulted in increasing the area of green space in front of the station and station square.
	
	

	Section 7 - Waste

	Statutory

	Foul Water
	Thames Water
	Ramboll
	With the information provided, Thames Water has been unable to determine the waste water infrastructure needs of this application. Thames Water has contacted the developer in an attempt to obtain this information and agree a position for FOUL WATER drainage but have been unable to do so in the time available and as such, Thames Water request that the following condition be added to any planning permission. “No properties shall be occupied until confirmation has been provided that either: - 1. Capacity exists off site to serve the development, or 2. A housing and infrastructure phasing plan has been agreed with Thames Water. Where a housing and infrastructure phasing plan is agreed, no occupation shall take place other than in accordance with the agreed housing and infrastructure phasing plan, or 3. All wastewater network upgrades required to accommodate the additional flows from the development have been completed. Reason - Network reinforcement works may be required to accommodate the proposed development. Any reinforcement works identified will be necessary in order to avoid sewage flooding and/or potential pollution incidents. The developer can request information to support the discharge of this condition by visiting the Thames Water website at thameswater.co.uk/preplanning. Should the Local Planning Authority consider the above recommendation inappropriate or are unable to include it in the decision notice, it is important that the Local Planning Authority liaises with Thames Water Development Planning Department (telephone 0203 577 9998) prior to the planning application approval
	A Drainage Strategy has been prepared and submitted as part of the ES Documentation. This drainage strategy sets out the proposed points of connection for Foul Water discharge from the site, and the anticipated flows.

As part of the scheme, Thames Water are undertaking a site wide capacity assessment, and as such identifying if any upgrades to the Thames Water network(s) are required.

Therefore, this condition will remain until Thames Water have reviewed and accepted the information, and completed their Impact Assessment works.
	
	

	Surface Water
	Thames Water
	Ramboll
	With the information provided Thames Water has been unable to determine the waste water infrastructure needs of this application. Thames Water has contacted the developer in an attempt to obtain this information and agree a position for SURFACE WATER drainage but have been unable to do so in the time available and as such Thames Water request that the following condition be added to any planning permission. “No properties shall be occupied until confirmation has been provided that either:- 1. Capacity exists off site to serve the development or 2. A housing and infrastructure phasing plan has been agreed with Thames Water. Where a housing and infrastructure phasing plan is agreed, no occupation shall take place other than in accordance with the agreed housing and infrastructure phasing plan. Or 3. All wastewater network upgrades required to accommodate the additional flows from the development have been completed. Reason - Network reinforcement works may be required to accommodate the proposed development. Any reinforcement works identified will be necessary in order to avoid flooding and/or potential pollution incidents. The developer can request information to support the discharge of 2 this condition by visiting the Thames Water website at thameswater.co.uk/preplanning. Should the Local Planning Authority consider the above recommendation inappropriate or are unable to include it in the decision notice, it is important that the Local Planning Authority liaises with Thames Water Development Planning Department (telephone 0203 577 9998) prior to the planning application approval.
	A Drainage Strategy has been prepared and submitted as part of the ES Documentation. This drainage strategy sets out the proposed points of connection for Surface Water discharge from the site, and the anticipated flows.

As part of the scheme, Thames Water are undertaking a site wide capacity assessment, and as such identifying if any upgrades to the Thames Water network(s) are required.

Therefore, this condition will remain until Thames Water have reviewed and accepted the information, and completed their Impact Assessment works.
	
	

	Public sewers
	Thames Water
	
	There are public sewers crossing or close to your development. If you're planning significant work near our sewers, it's important that you minimize the risk of damage. We’ll need to check that your development doesn’t limit repair or maintenance activities, or inhibit the services we provide in any other way. The applicant is advised to read our guide working near or diverting our pipes. https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planningyour-development/Working-near-or-diverting-our-pipes.




	Noted.

The project are aware of these existing assets, and as such design proposals have taken these into account. The contractor will need to liaise with Thames Water throughout the construction stages. As such this condition will remain in force for the duration of the works.
	
	

	Section 8 - Water

	Statutory

	Existing water network capacity
	Thames Water
	Hoare Lea and Ramboll
	Following initial investigations, Thames Water has identified an inability of the existing water network infrastructure to accommodate the needs of this development proposal. Thames Water have contacted the developer in an attempt to agree a position on water networks but have been unable to do so in the time available and as such Thames Water request that the following condition be added to any planning permission. No properties shall be occupied until confirmation has been provided that either:- all water network upgrades required to accommodate the additional flows to serve the development have been completed; or - a housing and infrastructure phasing plan has been agreed with Thames Water to allow additional properties to be occupied. Where a housing and infrastructure phasing plan is agreed no occupation shall take place other than in accordance with the agreed housing and infrastructure phasing plan. Reason - The development may lead to no / low water pressure and network reinforcement works are anticipated to be necessary to ensure that sufficient capacity is made available to accommodate additional demand anticipated from the new development” The developer can request information to support the discharge of this condition by visiting the Thames Water website at thameswater.co.uk/preplanning. Should the Local Planning Authority consider the above recommendation inappropriate or are unable to include it in the decision notice, it is important that the Local Planning Authority liaises with Thames Water Development Planning Department (telephone 0203 577 9998) prior to the planning application approval.
	Noted. Hoare Lea are already liaising with Thames Water regarding the new water connections to Phases 2 and 3 (Thames Water reference DS6063409). It is understood that reinforcement of Thames Water Network might be required to accommodate the additional flows of Phase 3.
	
	

	Water Mains
	Thames Water
	Hoare Lea
	There are water mains crossing or close to your development. Thames Water do NOT permit the building over or construction within 3m of water mains. If you're planning significant works near our mains (within 3m) we’ll need to check that your development doesn’t reduce capacity, limit repair or maintenance activities during and after construction, or inhibit the services we provide in any other way. The applicant is advised to read our guide working near or diverting our pipes. https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planning-yourdevelopment/Working-near-or-diverting-our-pipes
	Noted
	
	

	Underground water assets
	Thames Water
	Ramboll
	The proposed development is located within 15m of our underground water assets and as such we would like the following informative attached to any approval granted. The proposed development is located within 15m of Thames Waters underground assets, as such the development could cause the assets to fail if appropriate measures are not taken. Please read our guide ‘working near our assets’ to ensure your workings are in line with the necessary processes you need to follow if you’re considering working above or near our pipes or other structures. https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planning-your-development/Working-near-ordiverting-our-pipes. Should you require further information please contact Thames Water. Email: developer.services@thameswater.co.uk
	Noted

The project are aware of these existing assets, and as such design proposals have taken these into account. The contractor will need to liaise with Thames Water throughout the construction stages. As such this condition will remain in force for the duration of the works.
	
	

	Drainage
	Thames Water
	Ramboll
	Thames Water advise that a drainage strategy should be provided with the details of pre and post development surface water runoff rates and the proposed methods of surface water flow management e.g. attenuation, soakaways etc. The drainage strategy should also contain the points of connection to the public sewerage system as well as the anticipated size of the proposed sewer connection/s (including flow calculation method and whether the flow will be discharged by gravity or pumped) into the proposed connection points. If the drainage strategy is not acceptable an impact study will need to be undertaken.
	A Drainage Strategy has been prepared and submitted as part of the ES Documentation. This drainage strategy sets out the proposed points of connection for Foul and Surface Water discharge from the site, and the anticipated flows.

	
	

	Section 9 - Employment & Training

	Statutory

	Employment and Skills Plan
	Reading CIC
	DP9
	We note the need for a substantial Employment and Skills Plan to be attached to this development, and look forward to working with the developer and contractors (when appointed) to continue the good work we have started with the construction team of Phases E and F.
	Noted. We anticipate that this will be controlled and dealt with via the Section 106 agreement.
	
	

	End Use Programme
	Reading CIC
	DP9
	There is also substantial opportunity for the development of an end use programme of recruitment and training, dependent on end use occupiers, which we note should include retail, leisure and cultural offers. With regard to the end use offer we have submitted some suggestions for potential use of space to drive footfall and create a welcoming image for visitors, which will be especially important for the buildings fronting the Station.
	The permission seeks maximum flexibility on uses to ensure that the appropriate mix of uses can come forward in this location to create a vibrant and successful space.

The vision for the how the spaces will be used/activated is set out within the Play Book which covers the strategy for culture, public realm, events and art installations.
	
	

	Innovation Space
	Reading CIC
	DP9
	There is huge potential for innovation space, perhaps sitting alongside the Urban Room concept which has been established in other cities, and we encourage the developers to consider the option for exhibition or gallery type spaces, which could provide revenue streams as well as becoming important additions to the mixed economy of the modern high street.
	The application includes a range of flexible land uses at ground floor level, including those which cover exhibition and gallery spaces. This flexibility will allow a range of different complimentary uses on the site to help activate the spaces. Unnecessary limitations on the flexibility of land uses significantly impacts valuation and therefore the viability of the scheme. 

The provision of community / cultural spaces will be considered by Lincoln on a site wide basis (Phase 1, 2 and 3) to ensure there is an appropriate mix across the entire site. This will form part of the Play Book (placemaking and retail strategy) for the site. It should be noted that we already have a number of community spaces within Phase 1, including the family leisure space in Plot F and it is important that there is not an overconcentration on the site.

At this stage we cannot commit to the provision of a dedicated space to a particular tenant / offering but welcome a continued dialog on what can be achieved in the future.
	
	

	New Open Space
	Reading CIC
	DP9
	Reading UK welcomes the provision of a new open space for residents and visitors to enjoy, and the striking design which will create a major new thoroughfare between the Station and the rest of the town, adding to the vibrancy of Reading and to its reputation as a leading urban centre.
	Noted.
	
	

	Mix of town centre uses
	Reading CIC
	DP9
	The development will sit within the Central Reading Business Improvement District and is welcomed as one of the most important regeneration projects the town centre has seen. The BID welcomes the proposals, but again would ask developers to consider the scale and type of retail and hospitality provision, to ensure our town centre continues to thrive with a mix of unique and attractive options contributing to the visitor economy.
	Noted.
	
	

	Police Office
	Reading UK CIC
	Lincoln / Gensler
	We have a small area reserved as a Police Office on the north site currently. We are looking to retain this but as a space for Business Wardens who come under the Business Improvement District. It would work as an office base for the wardens, somewhere police could drop into and would be close to vertical drinking and anti social behaviour hotspots. 

Please can you could suggest some locations within Plot G for both spaces (Ground floor reception area for the urban room/visitor space) and somewhere on GF or LGF of the warden office). We would need to demarcate the floor area/layout on a plan annexed to the s106.

	The provision of a dedicated Police Office space within the scheme appears to be an out of date requirement that could otherwise be dealt with through the provision of links with the wider RBC CCTV and security network. If the concern is around anti-social behaviour, then it should be noted that the estate will have its own security as part of the estate management service, which will monitor the public realm areas.

As discussed, the viability of the scheme is challenging. The provision and maintenance of such a facility on the site would further hinder the viability of the scheme. 
	
	

	Section 10 - Ecology

	Statutory

	AIA (Trees)
	Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer
	LDA
	With reference to the AIA, the conclusions within this in relation to trees to be lost and retained are not unexpected given the scale of development.  Emphasis is made on the fact that the majority of trees to be lost are only category ‘C’ trees – it should of course be appreciated that they are only categorised as such due to being relatively newly planted trees secured via previous planning approvals within the site, hence are relatively young. 
The majority are in good condition with good future potential (if the site was left as is) so would rightly be retained if development of this part of Station Hill did not occur.  There is a net gain in tree number as would be expected so in terms of tree loss Vs planting, it is acceptable. 
 It should be worth noting that if consideration of this application continues past the point of adoption of the revised Tree Strategy there is likely to be an expectation of providing a 3 for 1 replacement ratio. 
	Noted. We are reviewing how many of the existing Birch and Sweet Gum trees currently within the amphitheatre and along the boundary with the NCP car park can be kept, and moved into the new development – or kept in moveable planters while the development is being constructed. This of course is an aspiration and we would expect the detail of which to be controlled via the landscape condition.

	
	

	Arboricultural method Statement
	Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer
	
	An Arboricultural Method Statement will be required (via condition) to detail protection and works around retained trees.  I note the intention to re-use removed trees where feasible and to offer the remaining to RBC which is positive.
	Noted.
	
	

	Thames Tower Public Realm
	Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer
	LDA
	As you have acknowledged in your letter, the area north of Thames Tower (included within the site) should be incorporated within the Station Square open space. This space is currently dominated by hard surfacing and hard seating with no soft landscaping provision – omission of this will detrimentally compromise the overall public space.  It is appreciated that this area is a supported structure with underground space below.  However, this does not mean that soft landscaping cannot be incorporated at all.  Consideration of the maximum soft landscaping (taking into account weight limits) should be factored into the open space.

	Noted. See comment above about adding back the feature tree.
	
	

	Service Zones
	Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer
	LDA / Stantec
	I note reference to the (deep) service exclusion zone and services within the current stairs.  I think, given the scale of development, it is appropriate to obtain confirmation of the extent of all existing services throughout the site and likely new services in order to understand how landscaping has been constrained and designed around this.

	Asset records for the surrounding highway area were obtained. These have been reviewed alongside the ground penetrating radar (GPR) survey of the site and discussions are currently being undertaken with the service providers to accommodate the Pocket Park proposals and surrounding highway alterations.

The proposed landscape is not impacted / constrained by services/utilities as they are all fed through the podium and car park.
	
	

	Wind Mitigation
	Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer
	RWDI / LDA
	It would also be helpful for a statement to be provided on how landscape design had evolved to deal with wind mitigation.
	RWDI’s wind assessment identified a number of locations where additional shelter was required on the plaza to the west of Block G in the period of time until the wider masterplan is built out.  RWDI in collaboration with LDA design used physical wind tunnel testing to develop the proposed landscaping scheme in the form of trees and large shrubs to provide wind shelter to ensure a safe and useable space.  

	
	

	Greyfriars Road
	Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer
	LDA
	You have mentioned in your letter the need to reconsider the Greyfriars Road design to allow to a green cycle link.  Tree provision along this route will need to consider services, quality tree pit design and careful species selection to minimise issues for cyclist.
	Noted. See comment above about potential street tree species. This detail will come forward at the reserved matters stage.
	
	

	Green Walls
	Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer
	LDA / CRTKL
	Green wall elements have been included on the Garrard Street elevations to improve the appearance of edging.   This principle should be extended to all locations where the level changes result in ‘bare’ building elevations.
	The proposed “green wall” along the steps at Garrard Street is created by a series of wires and climbing plants and is the most appropriate location for the Phase 2 scheme. The provision of “green walls” within the Phase 3 (outline) scheme will be considered at the reserved matters stage.

	
	

	Green Spaces
	Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer
	LDA
	I note the inclusion of interesting features within the landscape design such as play, WiFi access seating areas, shared dining, beaches around landscape areas and water features.  I am unconvinced about the success of the small raised green spaces that have no public access and no tree planting.  Where there is a green area, tree planting should be included.  Where individual areas of green space could be combined (where this would not affect pedestrian routes), this should be considered in order to 1) provide a larger soil volume for tree roots and 2) potentially provide more useable green space.
	All raised planters will contain either shrub planting or trees. Unfortunately, it is not possible to locate trees in all of the raised planters, but we believe the mix provides a variety of spaces and functions within the public realm. The form / size of some of the smaller raised planters within the Rest are being reviewed.

The design of The Rest and the planters just to the north are currently being revised in order to maximise the area of planting, while not blocking any important pedestrian routes through the space.
	
	

	Tree Pits
	Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer
	LDA
	I don’t’ think that detailed information (apologies if it has) has been submitted on tree pit design – this would include raised landscape area specifications to provide sufficient soil volume provision and specially designed tree pits within hard landscape areas to ensure that trees will thrive, not just survive.  I would suggest that it is necessary to have this information now to demonstrate the feasibility to long-term survival of the proposed landscaping.
	Soil volumes for each of the tree planting has been added to the General Arrangement plan. The tree pits – whether raised planters – or within the ground, have been designed to maximise soil volume within the constraints of the project to ensure the trees thrive.
	
	

	Tree Species
	Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer
	LDA
	In terms of proposed tree species, the design includes only two large canopy trees (one Holm oak and one Chestnut-leaved Oak) which is not acceptable.  Further large canopy species are required for the multiple benefits they provided.  I question the use of Gleditsia given its thorns and (with experience outside the Civic Offices) the mess they create.  In terms of the wildflower meadow, it would (with reference to heritage comments) be good consider use of Sutton Seed mixes.
	A large canopy feature tree has been added back into the Station Square, which will be planted in the ground just to the west of the existing podium structure.
The proposed Honey Locust would be a thorn-less variety, and was selected due to their shade tolerance and suitability growing adjacent to buildings – with their light canopy providing pleasant dappled shade underneath. With regards the wildflower meadow, we have contacted Sutton Seeds to discuss their involvement in the project.

	
	

	Section 11 - Environment Agency

	Statutory

	Contamination
	EA
	
	Condition: Prior to each phase of development approved by this planning permission no development shall commence until a remediation strategy to deal with the risks associated with contamination of the site in respect of the development hereby permitted, has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning authority. This strategy will include the following components:

1. An additional site investigation scheme, based on the initial site investigation to provide information for a detailed assessment of the risk to all receptors that may be affected, including those off-site. 

2. The results of the site investigation and the detailed risk assessment referred to in (1) and, based on these, an options appraisal and remediation strategy giving full details of the remediation measures required and how they are to be undertaken. 
3. A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in order to demonstrate that the works set out in the remediation strategy in (2) are complete and identifying any requirements for longer-term monitoring of pollutant linkages, maintenance and arrangements for contingency action. 

Any changes to these components require the written consent of the local planning authority. The scheme shall be implemented as approved.
	Noted.
	
	

	Section 12 - Transport (Cycles)

	Statutory

	Cycle Comment 1
	Darren Cook
	Stantec
	The northbound cycle lane should continue to the top of Greyfriars Road, through the bus stop (which is not used frequently and this type of layout has been installed on Wokingham Road recently). It would seem appropriate to widen the start of the cycle lane at the Friar St junction to aid legibility and discourage motor vehicles cutting across. More thought should be given to the relationship with the 4 way junction with Friar St/West St/Greyfriars Road.

	See separate response on cycle scheme.
	
	

	Cycle Comment 2
	Darren Cook
	Stantec
	The design should retain the speed cushions north of Sackville Street.

	See separate response on cycle scheme.
	
	

	Cycle Comment 3
	Darren Cook
	Stantec
	The Southbound cycle lane must be a continuous link, as has previously been discussed the parking bays should be removed / relocated to Garrard Street (which is drawn on the submitted drawing). Presumably removing parking bays will also assist with the visibility splay for Garrard St/Greyfriars Rd junction.

	See separate response on cycle scheme.
	
	

	Cycle Comment 4
	Darren Cook
	Stantec
	A raised crossing facility should be provided at the entry to the Station Hill car park entry / exit to allow the shared footway/cycleway pavement to continue at grade.

	See separate response on cycle scheme.
	
	

	Cycle Comment 5
	Darren Cook
	Stantec
	The southbound cycle lane should extend fully to the junction with Friar St.

	See separate response on cycle scheme.
	
	

	Cycle Comment 6
	Darren Cook
	Stantec
	The radius of the junction kerb to the south side of Garrard St could be tightened as very few large vehicles could be expected to turn left from Garrard St onto Greyfriars Rd. The radius of the kerb to the north side of the junction needs to allow for larger delivery vehicles.

	See separate response on cycle scheme.
	
	

	Cycle Comment 7
	Darren Cook
	Stantec
	Further details are required on how cyclists will merge from the shared footway/cycleway facility on Station Road to the on-carriageway facility on Greyfriars Rd. Road markings to create a box at the junction, directional signage and a designated lane for at least the first few metres on the Station Road route would seem to be a good start.

	See separate response on cycle scheme.
	
	

	Cycle Comment 8
	Darren Cook
	Stantec
	The on-carriageway cycle lanes must be mandatory and should be provided with physical segregation wherever possible.

	See separate response on cycle scheme.
	
	

	Cycle Comment 9
	Darren Cook
	Stantec
	The surfacing, roundels, signage etc to be used for the shared pavement route running alongside the length of the cycle lane on Greyfriars Rd and then turning east along Station Road to join with the underpass need to be clarified.

	See separate response on cycle scheme.
	
	

	Cycle Comment 10
	Darren Cook
	Stantec
	The kerb design should be detailed throughout – e.g. where will kerbs be dropped to allow access between on carriageway and shared pavement routes?

	See separate response on cycle scheme.
	
	

	Cycle Comment 11
	Darren Cook
	Stantec
	What provision will be made to facilitate turning right from the new cycle lanes into cycle routes along Stanshawe Road  and Garrard Street?  Box markings at junction? Directional signage etc?
	See separate response on cycle scheme.
	
	

	Cycle Comment 12
	Darren Cook
	Stantec
	What consideration has been made to integrating the design with the necessary landscaping, tree planting etc? The cycle and pedestrian route needs to be accommodated within the design for the street as a whole.

	See separate response on cycle scheme.
	
	

	Cycle Comment 13
	Darren Cook
	Stantec
	How will Garrard Street be designed to minimise conflict between other users and cyclists. The current design simply shows on carriageway markings. Signage, junction marking and the design at the eastern end at the junction with Station Road all need considering please.

	See separate response on cycle scheme.
	
	

	Cycle Comment 14
	Darren Cook
	Stantec
	The underpass has been described as an aspiration in the TA. It is in fact a basic requirement if the north south route is to function in any meaningful sense. Please provide an assessment of the works required, costings and commitment to fund these under s106, as advised previously. An estimate of £300k has been provided by RBC Highways previously. I haven’t received anything that might suggest a lesser amount.

	See separate response on cycle scheme.
	
	

	Cycle Comment 15
	Darren Cook
	Stantec
	Fundamentally, the cycle improvements must be provided as part of Phase 2 rather than Phase 3. This was made clear at pre-app and the works have already been deferred from Phase 1 (see relevant committee report). The creation of key routes through and around the site is a necessary part of Phase 2 (and Phase 1 for that matter). It is also relevant that a good quality commuter cycle route is required at Phase 2 to discourage fast cycling through the centre of the scheme.

	See separate response on cycle scheme.
	
	

	Section 13 - Land Use

	Statutory

	Plot G Active frontages
	Steve Vigar
	RBC
	We clearly need to ensure active frontages and this is particularly important to the GF western frontage to the new public square and LGF to Garrard St. The wide range of uses proposed for these elements seem to conflict with this. 
	Noted. A flexibility of uses are proposed to encourage activation along this frontage and the central square. The proposed uses align with what has already been consented in this location on the 2015 OPP. We are happy for a similar worded condition(s) which control the amount of retail floorspace (A1-A5) and a clear percentage of frontages being “active”.

We suggest the following condition wording:

The western finger of the ground floor of Plot G shall have active frontages. For the purpose of this condition, an active frontage means that a minimum of 75% of the defined frontage length shall comprise either shopfronts with the ability for seating to spill out into the public realm, office lobby areas and be predominately glazed.
 
	
	

	Plot G limiting uses
	Steve Vigar
	RBC
	The western ‘third’ of the ground floor from Station Square through to Garrard St should really have just A1, A3, A4, D1 (restricted to active uses) and D2 (restricted to active uses). A2, B1 and A5 don’t fit well with these aims.
	As noted above, the 2015 OPP does not restrict the land uses in this location and we question why additional restrictions are sought now. The retail market is constantly changing and we need to ensure that the scheme can accommodate and respond to the market without having to require a change of use.

If the concern is around an overconcentration of a particular land use such as A2, A5 or B1 then this could be controlled by condition noting that only X% of the frontage could come forward as Class A2, A5 or B1.

	
	

	Plot G cultural space
	Steve Vigar
	RBC
	I have already mentioned to you about cultural/urban room space within the building. I will have a full consultation response from our Director of Culture shortly. In the meantime as a basic requirement we would want to secure space in Plot G for cultural uses. Management will be key and part of this would be independent access. The LGF unit fronting Garrard Street would appear to be suitable as a single cultural space. Urban room/exhibition space etc.
	Please see response above.
	
	

	Reading museum/tourist office
	Steve Vigar
	RBC
	In addition, we are also considering further use of the main foyer at GF level and this could potentially also host a small Reading museum offshoot/ tourist information section as that will need more footfall. 
	As noted above, you will be aware that the viability of the scheme is challenging, and we are seeking to improve this through a number of different measures that we are in the process of discussing with you. The removal of high value space within the frontage of Plot G will further negatively impact on the viability of the scheme as this space is high value and forms part of the offer to the Plot G tenant(s), particularly if a single tenant takes the building.

That being said, we understand the opportunity the site brings (as the entrance to Reading) to promote and create links with other key facility’s within Reading. Alternatively, we could explore incorporating tourist information within the public realm either by way of signage (static or electric) as part of the wayfinding strategy, or as part of the public art offering. The requirement could then be controlled via condition.
	
	

	Section 14 - Energy

	Statutory

	Energy
	Ben Burford & Element Energy
	Hoare Lea
	Our comments on the Energy Strategy for Phases 2 and 3 are set out below. These are based on advice received from Element Energy and subsequent discussions with the Council’s Sustainability Manager.
The approach set out in the strategy does go much further towards complying with RBC energy and carbon policy in that, unlike Phase 1, the scheme is not relying on centralised electric heating. A decentralised Air Source Heat Pump network is proposed for Phase 2, however a Ground Source Heat Pump network is discounted. The possibility of a GSHP approach is retained in Phase 3, but with ASHP being the other option and no certainty that GSHP will be adopted.
The recently-adopted Sustainable Design and Construction SPD (December 2019) is clear that
“8.6 Evidence should be provided at the detailed planning application stage where GSHP systems are discounted, and ASHP systems selected, with the following technical analyses: 
· Calculated system seasonal efficiency comparison; 
· Evidence of any constraints on boreholes related to existing utilities or other sub-surface infrastructure; 
· Borehole spatial constraints; and 
· Any other technical reasons why GSHP cannot be progressed and ASHP must be taken forward as the primary heat technology.”
As things stand currently, it is considered that insufficient information has been provided to support the justification of  the ASHP approach within Phase 2 (and possibly Phase 3), its carbon emissions performance and its selection over GSHP in particular. 
The applicant needs to provide further evidence why GSHP, which would normally be expected to result in better carbon reductions, has been omitted in Phase 2 (and not confirmed in Phase 3). This evidence may be in the form of, for example, detailed spatial analysis of GSHP plant and boreholes in relation to the wider Station Hill Phase 2/3 sites. This should be more detailed evidence than that which was provided in the planning application’s energy statement.
Open-loop GSHP is currently discounted due to an imbalance of annual heating/cooling loads, which are required for optimal open-loop GSHP operation. However, the applicant’s current carbon compliance models for Phase 2 differ significantly from the expected energy consumption of the building in operation (heating-led from compliance modelling, cooling-led from Hoare Lea experience of office buildings).
The applicant should therefore demonstrate confidence in assertions that cooling will dominate the thermal energy load in operation (contrary to the current carbon compliance models), and thus why an open-loop GSHP system is not appropriate at Phase 2.
GSHP systems are generally more efficient than ASHPs. The Applicant should provide evidence to quantify the extent to which simultaneous heating/cooling demand may in fact result in similar annual efficiencies as has been suggested.
The applicant should demonstrate the difference in total thermal energy supply system efficiency when employing ASHP versus open-loop GSHP.
If confidence in the thermal loads and the comparative efficiencies of ASHP versus open-loop GSHP cannot be demonstrated, (and it is expected that in most cases it cannot), then the following should be undertaken in respect of open-loop GSHP: 
· Demonstrate whether open-loop GSHP is technically feasible considering available aquifer water within the vicinity of the Station Hill North development.  A hydrological/geological study is required but to save some time/effort, the Council understands there to be plenty of water in the aquifer.
· Demonstrate whether open-loop GSHP is technically feasible with regard to utility clashes in the surrounding area. This should be a detailed assessment and not a general overview.  
 
If the proposed ASHP system energy supply strategy can be shown to perform similarly to an open-loop GSHP thermally, or that GSHP is technically unfeasible, only then will it be accepted that the proposed energy strategy is acceptable as the best solution for Station Hill North Phase 2.
Potential disadvantages of ASHP on this scale, noise levels, high electrical load at peak times (exacerbating peak demand on the local electricity network) and localised cooling effects in cold weather should be addressed and balanced against claimed benefits.
Regardless of the technology adopted  the SPD is clear in seeking a heat network at Station Hill, beyond the current site boundary: “Station Hill and around – centred on seven plots of the large Station Hill redevelopment site and includes three other planned redevelopments at Sainsbury’s, Garrard House and Weldale Street.”
The applicant should engage further with the Council and Element Energy to ensure that adequate provisions are put in place to facilitate future connection of the Station Hill development to a wider area DH scheme. For example, this might include agreeing a position for connecting pipework to be laid to and capped off, ready for later connection. This should address the neighbouring sites referred to in the SPD.

	See separate Hoare Lea Energy response and email sent 22.05.20.
	
	

	Section 15 – Secure by Design

	Statutory

	DOCO response darted 17.04.20
	Steve Vigar & DOCO
	Hoare Lea
	Comments made via email on 17.04.20
	See Hoare Lea response dated 20th April 2020 and email dated 13.05.20.
	
	

	Section 16 – Air Quality

	Statutory

	Rebecca Moon
	RBC
	Watermans
	I have discussed with Rebecca Moon (EHO). The Air Quality comments for 192032/HYB will be similar to those expressed in the email below. It is difficult to discuss detailed mitigation and enhancement measures without first agreeing the baseline data.

It is noted that Policy EN15 refers to a need to improve air quality. It is therefore not sufficient to demonstrate a neutral (no worsening) effect as a result of new development. The scope for mitigation and enhancement  is therefore important on the North Site (192032/HYB). It appears that there is a good deal of scope to incorporate measures to improve air quality through an integrated approach with landscaping (including street tree planting and green walls), provision of additional EV charging points within private car parks and in public parking areas and measures to encourage travel by means other than the private motor car. These suggestions are not exhaustive and I would ask that you also suggest other innovative approaches.

Policy CC9 allows for S106 agreements to secure “Measures to tackle poor air quality or for on-going air quality monitoring”. This is repeated in Policy EN15 states that: “Where required, planning obligations will be used to secure contributions to measures to tackle poor air quality or for air quality monitoring.” We need to agree a suite of mitigation and enhancement measure as per the attached email and as set out above in this email. However in addition to this, if there remains some disagreement over the extent of the AQ impact, then a programme of on-site monitoring could be secured over a period of time following implementation of the development to include additional mitigation as necessary, to be informed by the findings of the monitoring. This might include installation of fixed monitoring equipment, to be agree with our EHO. 

	To be included within the ES addendum.
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