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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Barton Willmore LLP is instructed by P.J. Alexander Estates Ltd to submit a planning 

application for the demolition of Alexander House, Kings Road, Reading (the “Site”) and 

for the construction of a new Purpose-Built Student Accommodation (“PBSA”) building.  

1.2 The description of development for which full planning permission is sought is as follows: 

“Demolition of existing office building and construction of 
new 182 bed student accommodation development, over 7 

storeys of accommodation plus lower ground floor, together 
with ancillary landscaping, parking and amenity space.”  

1.3 The drawings and supporting documentation that accompany this application are as 

follows: 

Plans and Drawings 

01 - Location Plan
Location Plan 1:1250@A3 A-01-001

02 - Site Plans 

Existing Site Plan 1:500@A3 A-02-001

Existing Topographic Survey Plan 1:100@A0 A-02-002

Proposed Site Plan 1:500@A3 A-02-100

Proposed Landscape 1:200@A1 L-90-100

03 - Floor Plans

Existing Basement & Ground Floors  1:100@A1 A-03-001

Existing First Floor & Roof Plan 1:100@A1 A-03-002

Proposed Lower Ground Floor 1:100@A1 A-03-099

Proposed Ground Floor 1:100@A1 A-03-100

Proposed First Floor 1:100@A1 A-03-101

Proposed Second Floor 1:100@A1 A-03-102

Proposed Third Floor 1:100@A1 A-03-103

Proposed Fourth Floor 1:100@A1 A-03-104

Proposed Fifth Floor 1:100@A1 A-03-105

Proposed Sixth Floor 1:100@A1 A-03-106

Proposed Seventh Floor (Plant) 1:100@A1 A-03-107

Proposed Roof Plan 1:100@A1 A-03-108

04 - Sections 

Existing Section 1 1:100@A1 A-04-001

Proposed Section AA 1:100@A1 A-04-100

Proposed Section BB 1:100@A1 A-04-101

Proposed Section CC 1:100@A1 A-04-102

Proposed Section DD 1:100@A1 A-04-103

05 - Elevations 

Existing Elevations 1 & 2  1:100@A1 A-05-001

Existing Elevations 3 & 4 1:100@A1 A-05-002

Existing Elevations 5 & 6 1:100@A1 A-05-003
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Existing Contextual Elevations 7 - 9 1:100@A1 A-05-004

Proposed South Elevation 1:100@A1 A-05-100

Proposed West Elevation 1:100@A1 A-05-101

Proposed North Elevation 1:100@A1 A-05-102

Proposed East Elevation 1:100@A1 A-05-103

Proposed Street Scene - King's Road 1:200@A1 A-05-104

Proposed Street Scene - Rupert Street 1:200@A1 A-05-105

Proposed Context Elevation - North 1:200@A1 A-05-106

Proposed Context Elevation - East 1:200@A1 A-05-107

Proposed Bay Study - Main Entrance 1:50@A1 A-05-108

Proposed Bay Study - Typical 1:50@A1 A-05-109

Proposed Bay Study - Central Studios (S) 1:50@A1 A-05-110

Proposed Bay Study - Central Studios (N) 1:50@A1 A-05-111

06- Other

External Lighting Lux Plot 1:100@A1 4479-EX-00-DR-E-200 

External CCTV Layout 1:200@A1 4512-EX-00-DR-E-500 

  Supporting Documentation 

• Cover Letter and Application form (January 2019)

• CIL Form (January 2019)

• Daylight and Sunlight Analysis, Brooke Vincent and Partners (January 2019)

• Design and Access Statement, Broadway Malyan (January 2019)

• Ecological Impact Assessment, ECOSA (January 2019)

• Energy Strategy and Sustainability Statement Report, Wilson Gray Consulting (January 

2019)

• BREEAM Pre-Assessment Summary Report, Dewpoint Energy Services Ltd (January 2019)

• Flood Risk Assessment, Peter Brett Associates (January 2019)

• Heritage Assessment, Orion (November 2018)

• Air Quality Assessment, Apex Acoustics (January 2019)

• Noise Impact Assessment, Apex Acoustics (January 2019)

• Office Market Report, Campbell Gordon (November 2018)

• Residential Market Report, Haslams (January 2019)

• Statement of Community Involvement (January 2019)

• Student Management Plan, Homes for Students (January 2019)

• Student Market Report, Savills (January 2019)

• Transport Statement, Peter Brett Associates (January 2019)

• Travel Plan, Peter Brett Associates (January 2019)

• Infrastructure Report (January 2019)

• Superfast Broadband Statement, Wilson Gray Consulting (January 2019) 
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Structure of Planning Statement 

1.4 Chapter 2.0 of this statement (The Application Site and Surroundings) details the physical 

characteristics of the Application Site and its immediate surround ings as well as the 

relevant planning history for the Site. 

1.5 Chapter 3.0 (Pre-Application Advice and Community Involvement) details the engagement 

between the Applicants, Reading Borough Council (the “Council”), and other  key 

stakeholders during the preparation of the application, prior to submission. 

1.6 Chapter 4.0 (The Proposed Development) provides details of the proposed development 

of the site and should be read alongside the submitted supporting plans and reports. 

1.7 Chapter 5.0 (Planning Policy Context) refers to the relevant policies in the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and relevant local planning policy within the adopted 

development plan, plus any emerging planning policy.   

1.8 Chapter 6.0 (Planning Appraisal) provides a response to the development plan policies 

(including any material emerging planning policy)  and other guidance which relate to the 

Site and the proposed development. This chapter presents the planning balance which 

reviews the development’s conformity with the relevant polic ies of the Local Plans and 

other material considerations which should be given weight in determining the 

application. A detailed specific assessment is included against the requirements of 

emerging Local Plan Policy H12 (student accommodation). To aid the assessment, regard 

will be had to any relevant recent decisions. This chapter explains why the proposed 

development should be approved. 

1.9 Chapter 7.0 provides Draft Heads of Terms for the Section 106 agreement that would be 

required following approval of planning permission for the Proposed Development.  

1.10 Chapter 8.0 sets out the conclusions of this Planning Statement and concludes that the 

proposals are consistent with the relevant policies of the Development Plan. Moreover, 

the chapter emphasises that proposed development represents sustainable development 

and should, therefore, be approved in accordance with the NPPF’s presumption in favour 

of sustainable development. 
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2.0 THE APPLICATION SITE AND SURROUNDINGS 

 

Site Context 

 

2.1 Alexander House is a two-storey office building, located on the corner between Kings Road 

and Rupert Street. The existing building fronts onto Kings Road, with further service 

entrances off Rupert Street. Off-street parking and refuse bins are located to the rear of 

the building, accessed off Rupert Street. 

 

2.2 Either side of the building there are two large residential apartment buildings. The 

Pinnacle is located to the immediate west, and was granted full planning permission in 

2001 (reference 99/1128/FUL/PB and 992352), providing 52 flats within accommodation 

which reaches five, six and seven storeys in height. The Pinnacle replaced a former 1960s 

constructed 6 storey office building. To the eastern side of the Site, there is the Crossway 

Point residential apartment development. Crossway Point received planning permission 

(reference 030376) in 2003 for 98 affordable units within 7 storeys of accommodation. 

Both buildings provide height well in excess of Alexander House and therefore present an 

opportunity to develop the Site using a high quality design to further enhance the visual 

appeal of this part of Reading. 

 

2.3 Further residential flats are located to the rear at Saxon Court, a three-storey 1960s/1970s 

building, with further flats opposite on the opposite side (south side) of King’s Road at 

Sovereign Court. 

 

2.4 Kings Road is particularly characterised by a number of taller buildings of heights similar 

to that of The Pinnacle and Crossway Point to the degree that a building of similar height 

on the Site would not be out of character with the street scene. The character of 

properties along King’s Road is varied and incorporates a number of modern structures 

of large scale (height and massing). It is noted that there are two nearby Listed Buildings, 

neither of which are adjacent or directly opposite. These are the Grade II Listed Gladstone 

Club (Listing reference 113509) on the other side of King’s Road, and the Grade II Listed 

Wycliffe Baptist Church (Listing reference 1155966) near to the A329 King’s Road / A4 

London Road Junction. 
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2.5 Since the Environmental Act 1995, the local authority is required to regularly review and 

assess the local air quality. The Site is located within a designated Air Quality Management 

Area, which includes a number of the main arterial roads in and out of the centre of Reading 

and was designated in April 2009 (as stated within the 2017 Air Quality Annual Status 

Report). These are areas close to main arterial roads where the levels of nitrogen dioxide 

exceed air quality objectives and where levels of particulates are elevated. It is 

acknowledged that the Council are monitoring air quality levels along Kings Road  

 

2.6 In terms of sustainable access to services and facilities, the Site is v e r y  well located. 

The University of Reading Whiteknights campus is a c.19-22 minute journey using a regular 

public bus service (which travels via Reading Town Centre), approximately 20 minutes 

direct walk via public footways, or less than 10 minutes by bicycle. The University of 

Reading London Road campus is only a 10 minute (0.5 mile) walk from the Site, whilst 

Reading College is almost adjacent (next door but one) to the Site involving less than a 

50 metre walk to the west of the Site alongside King’s Road, effectively ‘next door but one’ on the 

western side of The Pinnacle. Both the University of Reading and Reading College offer full-time 

further education courses, and both are accessible via sustainable modes of transport (public 

transport, bicycle and walking).  

 

2.7 The Site is within extremely convenient and sustainable reach of a numbe r of other 

services and facilities, including those at Cemetery Junction a short walk to the east, and 

those within Reading Town Centre to the west and surrounding areas. A wealth of 

sustainable onward connections are also available from Reading Train Stat ion, providing 

access to London Paddington and London Waterloo and the West of England. This would 

significantly reduce dependence on the use of private vehicles, which would further be 

reduced with an appropriate parking strategy which encourages the use of sustainable 

transport modes.  

 

 Planning History 

 

2.8 There is relevant planning history for the Site. Currently, a valid, extant planning 

permission exists on the Site to demolish Alexander House and construct a new residential 

building comprising 56 residential apartments which was granted in 2017 under reference  

162057. The consented scheme would have risen to 7 storeys (plus basement level) facing 

King’s Road, but tapered down to 4 storeys facing the flats at Saxon Court to the rear. A 

key difference between the Proposed Development and the existing planning permission 

is that the design for the consented scheme incorporated a balcony for each flat, present 

on each elevation. The permitted scheme incorporated new planting fronting King’s Road  
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and attracted four objections from the adjacent ‘The Pinnacle’ residential building. The 

Council considered that the impact on amenity, however, would not be at a level which 

would warrant a sustained reason for refusal. In terms of scale, the Council considered 

the permitted development to be appropriate, responding to the local context with height 

comparable to adjacent buildings.  

 

2.9 In terms of the Proposed Development there is de minimus deviation from what the 

Council have already confirmed would be acceptable in determining the extant permission 

(162057) in terms of scale, massing and height (and the potential impact on local 

character). The only significant difference is that the consented scheme related to 56 

residential apartments (C3 Class Use), whereas the current proposals relate to sui generis 

student accommodation. 

 

2.10 Finally, it is worth noting in this introductory section of the planning statement that it is 

noted that, at the time of submission, that the site benefits from a draft allocation within 

the emerging Reading Borough Local Plan under reference ER1g. Draft allocation ER1g 

looks to allocate the site for 26-38 C3 residential dwellings. During pre-application 

discussions, the Council indicated that, should the allocation remain at the time the 

emerging Local Plan is adopted, any alternative proposal would need to demonstrate 

evidence of need and to balance that need against the need for housing at that time in 

Reading. This Planning Statement will draw on relevant evidence to make this planning 

balance.  
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3.0 PRE-APPLICATION ADVICE AND COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

 

3.1 The applicant has understood the importance of engaging with key stakeholders in the 

planning process prior to submitting a planning application. Therefore, pre-application 

engagements involved the submission of a pre-application advice request to the Council 

and a public consultation exercise which included a public exhibition. Summary details are 

provided below.  

 

Pre-Application Advice  

 

3.2 In preparing proposals to submit to the Council for pre-application feedback, it was known 

that pre-application advice had previously been sought of the Council with regard to a 

potential 230-bedroom scheme towards the end of 2017 / beginning of 2018, with regard 

to which the Council responded with a letter dated 30th January 2018. The Council’s 

response to that scheme was reviewed and considered. This proved useful as it provided 

a guide as to the Council’s opinions surrounding a development for student 

accommodation on the site and any key design considerations.  

 

3.3 The Council responded with the following key comments  to the former, unrelated, pre-

application submission:  

 

• Loss of existing office use was justified on determination of the consented scheme 

through point-by-point assessment of Policy CS11 and provision of an office market 

report, and that an updated analysis would be required;  

• The need to demonstrate compliance with emerging Policy H12 and the requirement 

for new student accommodation to be provided on or adjacent to existing f urther or 

higher education campuses unless it can be demonstrated that such sites cannot meet 

the need;  

• The need for a Student Management Plan (SMP).  

 

3.4 Matters of design:  

 

• The scheme largely followed the footprint  of the consented scheme, with some 

increase to sixth floor massing but concluded that it would likely be acceptable (with 

the caveat that elevation plans were not provided to ascertain a view on overall 

height, particularly in comparison to neighbouring properties);  

• A high-quality design would be expected on this site, citing potential that a more 

contemporary scheme may be more appropriate;  
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• Raised concern that on those proposals Rupert Street appeared to accommodate the 

main entrance to the proposals despite Kings Road providing the primary fr ontage 

and with the Rupert Street ground floor frontage lacking activity;  

• The quality of accommodation was questioned, compromising basement level 

accommodation (lack of light and outlook), large number of single aspect north 

rooms, no natural light / outlook for above ground floor kitchen areas, open 

space/landscaping quality concern.  

 

3.5 Whilst the abovementioned former pre-application exercise is unconnected in any way 

with the current planning application, the applicant considered it prudent to fully consider 

and address the points raised through the proposed development as submitted.   

 

3.6 The applicant submitted a pre-application advice request, dated 19 th July 2018 (Appendix 

A), which took into account the extant consent parameters and the Council’s response to 

the previous non-connected pre-application advice submission. The Council provided a 

detailed response to the July 2018 submission (Appendix B) following a pre-application 

meeting which took pace on 13 th September 2018.  

 

3.7 The submitted pre-application proposals proposed a predominantly studio-based scheme 

providing 178 bedrooms across 8 storeys of accommodation (plus lower ground floor) 

which represented one storey more than the consented scheme. The Council’s key 

comments can be summarised as follows; 

 

• There would need to be an evidence-based assessment of the need for further student 

(sui generis) accommodation; 

• In view of emerging Policy H12, conduct a sequential assessment of the availability 

of policy compliant sites within the Borough of Reading ; 

• In reference to the emerging allocation (ER1g) for the site, there would be a need to 

address this emerging policy designation, balancing the need for student 

accommodation against the need for residential housing;  

• That whilst the emerging Local Plan carries limited weight until the Local Plan 

Inspector comments on its soundness, it would carry increasing weight as the Local 

Plan progresses; 

• There is a need for a point-by-point assessment of Core Strategy Policy CS11 to 

address the loss of the existing office use and the provision of an updated office 

market report; 

• That the extant permission on the site would provide a benchmark for the proposals;  
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• Any height above that of the neighbouring buildings (and the consented  scheme) 

would need to be justified; 

• The need to consider day/sunlight impact on neighbouring properties;  

• The massing fronting Kings Road and towards Crossway Point appears uncontentious;  

• Recommended a change to the massing fronting Rupert Street to a 2 -4-6 storey 

stepped approach; 

• Review of design and materials to ensure it contains references to local distinctiveness 

and relationship with nearby buildings; 

• It is likely that a case can be advanced to satisfy potential impacts on nearby heritage 

assets;  

• Importance of trees along King’s Road as King’s Road is designated as an ‘Existing or 

potential treed corridor’; 

• A Section 106 would be required, if approved, to cover securing the Sui Generis use 

as student accommodation, and potential requirement for contr ibution towards 

Employment Skills and Training; 

• Suggested the use of a Planning Performance Agreement (PPA) to support a 

collaborative approach between parties; 

• The need for public / stakeholder engagement;  

• Other matters of detail which should be picked up in the submission (addressed within 

the submitted Design and Access Statement); 

• Suggested the proposals should be considered by the Reading Design Review Panel.   

 

3.8 The above comments, including other matters of detail, will be picked up through this 

planning statement and supporting reports. A key change from the submitted pre-

application proposals referred to above, is  the removal of the 8th floor shown within the 

pre-application submissions with the height and massing limited to the parameters of the 

consented scheme. In terms of height, scale and massing, in light of the feedback 

response received from the Council, the proposed development would be uncontentious.  

 

3.9 The Council’s pre-application response also drew attention to the following planning 

applications, which have been considered in forming the current proposals:  

 

• 172118 (40 Silver Street) – An application for student accommodation refused by the 

Council, and dismissed at appeal (Appeal reference 3199747) ;  

• 150752 (Yell House) – as an example of level / nature of information required for a 

student accommodation scheme, particularly a Student Management Plan;  

• 161205 (187-189 & 191 Kings Road) – a student accommodation scheme to increase 

the number of beds from 72 to 150, refused at Planning Committee;  
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• 170019 (East Street) – student accommodation proposals refused by the Council, later 

allowed at appeal;  

• 172045 (St Patrick’s Hall) significant expansion of existing halls of residence, refused 

by the Council and currently at appeal . 

 

3.10 In addition to the above schemes, later in this planning statement, the planning appraisal 

will also consider the approved student accommodation proposals at 79 Silver Street 

(Council reference 170685 and 180075) and the allowed appeal following the Council’s  

refusal for a student accommodation scheme at the Woodley Arms Public House on 

Waldeck Street (Council reference 171893).  

 

Design Review Panel 

 

3.11 Within the Councils response to the applicant’s pre-application submission, the Council 

recommended that the proposals be taken to the Reading Design Review Panel for a 

thorough design review. This took place on the 15 th November 2018. The DRP considered 

the proposals which had been revised to take account of the Council’s pre -application 

comments. 

 

3.12 The DRP commented (Appendix C) that; 

 

1) King’s Road does not have a coherent character; 

2) The massing of the building is uncontentious and respect is given to neighbouring 

buildings, including Saxon Court; 

3) “Overall the scheme is very elegant”;  

4) “Generally we would support this scheme, it appears to be an improvement on the 

previously consented scheme.” 

 

3.13 A number of design specific points were mentioned by the DRP and have been picked up 

in the design revisions which have followed, resulting in the submitted plans (further 

detail available within the Design and Access Statement (DAS).  

 

Community Engagement 

 

3.14 Following the DRP, the proposed development was refined and the applicant, following 

the Council’s pre-application advice, elected to conduct a public consultation exercise to 

ascertain any local resident views. Any material considerations received would then be 

addressed as appropriate, and if justified and reasonable,  they would result in 
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amendments to the proposals. The public consultation exercise has been fully documented 

within the Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) submitted with this application. It 

should be noted that the Council’s views on the consultation exercise had been sought 

prior to the event by email.  

 

3.15 The SCI submitted as part of this application outlines the pre-application public 

consultation activity undertaken by the applicant, which was conducted in line with 

Reading Borough Council’s Statement of Community Involvement (2014), the National 

Planning Policy Framework (2018) and the Localism Act (2011) to ensure that local people 

are at the heart of the planning system. 

 

3.16 A Public Exhibition was held on 12th December 2018 (2.00pm until 7.00pm) at Reading 

College. A total of 2,545 local residential properties and business addresses received the 

invitation to attend. Additionally, a consultation websi te was published at 

www.ahplans.co.uk , allowing local people who could not attend to view the proposals 

after the consultation event and submit feedback using an online form. Those attending 

the exhibition in person were offered printed feedback forms.  Given the consultation 

period covered the Christmas and New Year holiday, an extended period of time was 

provided for any respondents to send in their comments, concluding on 4 th January, 2019.  

 

3.17  A total of nine A1 boards were on display with detailed information about: 

 

• The site 

• Need for student accommodation 

• Student accommodation proposals 

• Proposed building layout 

• Design and materials 

• Transport and highways 

• Landscape and ecology 

• Working with the local community 

 

 

3.18 Verbal feedback from the Public Exhibition was largely positive with a number of attendees 

acknowledging that there is an unmet demand for student accommodation in Reading and 

that professionally-managed student developments are needed. Several people also 

commented positively on the design of the building. 
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3.19 Where concerns were raised verbally, they mainly centred around parking in the 

surrounding area and the enforceability of parking restrictions which seek to prevent 

students from bringing cars and prevents parking within a designated zone.  

 

3.20 A total of 15 people attended the exhibition, including Park Ward Councillor and Planning 

Committee Member, Cllr Josh Williams. Six people provided feedback on the proposals . 

Such a low response rate is symptomatic of the proportionally low level of concern 

surrounding the proposals for a new student accommodation development at Alexander 

House amongst local residents.  

 

3.21 Full details of the responses received and the information that was made available to the 

public are available to review within the SCI.
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4.0 THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

 

4.1 This planning application seeks full planning permission for the following development, 

henceforth referred to as the “Proposed Development”:  

 

 “Demolition of existing office building and construction of 

new 182 bed student accommodation development, over 7 
storeys of accommodation plus lower ground floor, together 

with ancillary landscaping, parking and amenity space.”  

 

4.2 The building would include a number of facilities for the beneficial use of future student 

occupiers, located in the lower ground floor. These facilities would include a  laundry 

room, bookable space / dining area, TV lounge, cinema room, games room and gym. 

Thirty-eight bicycle storage spaces would also be located at this level. 

 

4.3 The main entrance and frontage to the building would front King’s Road at ground floor 

level, with a communal study room and reception area. Within the building, arranged into 

clusters, there will be between 21 and 32 rooms on each floor. On the sixth floor (seventh 

storey) there would be a smaller number of around 15 rooms, 2 of which would have 

disabled access. All floors are accessible by li ft, whilst there are two internal stair 

columns.  

 

4.4 The Council’s Revised Parking Standards and Design SPD (2011) designates the Site as 

being within a Zone 2 parking area (Primary Core Area with walking distances up to 2km 

from the Town Centre, within walking distance of a railway station and well served by 

public transport). Zone 2 parking areas have lower parking requirements in reflec tion of 

the high sustainability of such locations. The Councils parking SPD sets out the Council’s 

maximum parking standards for C2 Class Use proposals (halls of residence) of 1 space 

per FTE staff and no spaces for students on the basis that the sustainab le nature of the 

location means dependence on a private car is not necessary and should be discouraged.  

In line with these standards, 2 parking spaces would be available for staff and 3 disabled 

parking spaces are proposed. 

 

4.5 The Site is located in a highly accessible, sustainable location with plentiful nearby 

facilities and services. The sustainability of the Proposed Development is further enhanced  

through the inclusion of a range of internal facilities allowing students to gather, socialise 

and study in a well-managed and controlled environment.  
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4.6 Attention has also been given to appropriate landscaping, having regard to the Council’s 

committee report for the consented scheme at Alexander House which stated the 

importance of trees along King ’s Road, in that it enhances the local environment and 

amenity for this area of Reading. Therefore, in order to support the Council’s designation 

of King’s Road as an ‘existing or potential treed corridor’ as set out within the Borough 

Tree Strategy, tree planting is proposed along the K ing’s Road frontage. 

 

4.7 The Proposed Development would also be highly energy efficient, and as demonstrated 

by the BREEAM Pre-Assessment report included with this application, would be able to 

achieve BREEAM ‘Excellent’.  

 

4.8 All 182 rooms within the proposal will be 1-bed. This will consist of 151 en-suite beds 

(84%), 6 en-suite beds with disabled access (3%), 20 studios (11%) and 3 studios with 

disabled access (2%).  The proposed unit schedule is listed in the table below.  

 

  Table 1 – Proposed Unit Schedule 

 

Floor Ensuite  

Beds 

Ensuite Beds 

(DA) 

Studios Studios 

(DA) 

Total by Floor 

Basement 0 0 0 0 0 

Ground Floor 15 0 5 3 23 

First Floor 29 1 2 0 32 

Second Floor 27 1 2 0 30 

Third Floor 27 1 2 0 30 

Fourth Floor 23 1 3 0 27 

Fifth Floor 21 1 3 0 25 

Sixth Floor 11 1 2 1 15 

TOTAL 153 
(94%) 

6 (3%) 19 (10%) 4 (2%) 182 

 

 

 Massing and Building Heights 

 

4.9 The Proposed Development has been carefully designed to follow the design parameters 

set by the consented scheme, the massing and height of which were considered 

appropriate by the Council in approving those proposals.  
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4.10 The consented scheme reached 7 storeys in height (ground floor plus 6 floors above), 

and was deemed by the Council to be acceptable, relating appropri ately to its 

surroundings. Therefore, great care has been taken to follow heights and massing which 

would fall within the same acceptable parameters.  

 

4.11 During pre-application discussions, the Council considered there is a need to reduce the 

massing demonstrated in the pre-application scheme facing Saxon Court. The 

amendments made to the rear facing Saxon court, as now submitted, have brought the 

design back within the design parameters of the consented scheme.  

 

4.12 For reference, it is useful to refer to the DAS and pages 52 – 57 where a comparison 

exercise has been conducted between the Proposed Development and the consented 

scheme. Further 3D illustrative views are provided to aid in demonstrating the high-quality 

nature of the development and how it fits well with the scale and massing of the 

surrounding buildings, whilst also enhancing the architectural quality of this part of 

Reading.  

 

  Open Space and Landscaping  

 

4.13  A mixture of soft and hard landscaping, including tall trees are proposed along the front 

edge of the Proposed Development facing King’s Road,  to reinforce the avenue of trees 

developing along the road (illustratively shown on p41 of the DAS). Following the Design 

Review Panel feedback, the front amenity area has been enhanced to  increase its size 

and usability. This has been achieved by using a more direct approach for the proposed 

ramp and steps, accented with planters where appropriate. Further, to the front would 

also be located a lightwell which would help provide direct sunl ight down into the lower 

ground floor amenity spaces.  

 

4.14 Landscaping to Rupert Street includes a mixture of soft and hard landscaping , including 

raised planters.  

 

4.15 During pre-application discussions the Council confirmed that they required the same 

high-quality approach and attention to landscaping to the rear as that shown to the front 

of the Proposed Development. The rear area would be used for  bicycle access and egress, 

for limited car parking (disabled and staff parking as discussed elsewhere) and for general 

amenity purposes. In order to achieve this, it is proposed that the rear amenity area use s 

a shared surface which integrates the 5no parking bays (including 3 disabled), accented 

by trees, ornamental planting and seating areas.  
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4.16 It should be noted that students residing within the building would have access to highly 

attractive indoor communal amenity spaces. Externally, the rear of the building would 

also be highly attractive and useable, providing an active, efficiently well used spa ce.  

 

4.17 Bin and bicycle storage will be located at lower ground floor level and accessed from the 

rear external amenity area. A substation will be located to the rear of the amenity area. 

   

 Access and Movement 

 

4.18 The site is in a very sustainable location within the Borough, located along main bus 

routes and within walking distance of local facilities and the town centre  including those 

at Cemetery Junction, Reading Town Centre and higher / further education institutions 

including Reading College and the University of Reading.  

 

4.19 Vehicle access to the staff parking and disabled parking spaces to the rear of the Proposed 

Development would utilise the existing access, though secure rear gates off Rupert Street. 

This would also provide access for students arriving and leaving with their bicycles; 46 

bicycle spaces would be provided, exceeding the policy compliant ratio of one space per 

five students and one space per three staff. Kings Road is located to the front of the site, 

providing a key route out of Reading, joining London Road at Cemetery Junction and 

linking with the A3290. Kings Road is a multi-lane one-way route, providing left-in / left-

out access onto and off Rupert Street.  

 

4.20 Pedestrian access would remain to the front of the building off Kings Road. Details of how 

access would be managed are provided within both the DAS and the Student Management 

Plan included with this application.  

 

4.21 In order to monitor movements around the building (and ensure compliance with  the 

relevant student tenancy agreement), 7 CCTV cameras are proposed in various locations. 

 

 Flood Risk and Surface Water Drainage 

 

4.22 The EA Flood Zone mapping shows the site to lie in Flood Zone 1; land assessed as having 

a less than 1 in 1,000 annual probability of river or sea flooding (<0.1%) and is therefore 

an area at lowest risk of fluvial flooding. The NPPF states that all development classes 

are appropriate for Flood Zone 1 and that an Exception Test is not required.  
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4.23 In terms of surface water, the RBC SFRA confirms that there are no historical records of 

any surface water flood events on or in close proximity to the site.  In relation to the 

surface water drainage options, it was found that discharge to ground was not suitable 

due to the small site area and high groundwater vulnerability. Therefore, it is proposed 

to continue to discharge to the Thames Water surface water sewer in Norwood Road.  

 

4.24 The proposed surface water strategy utilises SuDS to store runoff generated by the 

development up to and including a 1 in 100 year + 20% allowance for climate change 

event restricted to a reduced rate, for all storm events, in order to prevent an adverse 

effect on flood risk. 

 

 Sustainable Construction 

 

4.25  Greater detail on sustainable construction methods to be employed (and materials) are 

detailed within the appended reports, including the DAS, sustainability report, energy 

report and BREEAM pre-assessment. It is however worth noting that the whole 

development would be designed to meet a minimum BREEAM ‘Excell ent’ rating.  

 

 Utilities Infrastructure 

 

4.26 The site has shown from the Superfast Broadband Statement that it demonstrates 

excellent broadband availability for the future occupiers of the Proposed Development. 

No issues have been found with regard to other utilities, such as gas, electric and water 

supply.  
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5.0 PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT 

 

5.1 This section of the Planning Statement summarises the relevant policy context for the 

planning application. Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 

states that the determination of a planning application must be made in accordance with 

the Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.   

 

5.2 The Development Plan for the Application Site comprises: 

 

(i) Saved policies from the Reading Borough Local Development Framework Core 

Strategy (adopted 2008); and 

(ii) Saved policies from the Reading Borough Local Development Framework Sites and 

Detailed Policies Document (adopted 2012). 

 

5.3 The Proposed Development has also had regard to all relevant Supplementary Planning 

Documents (SPDs). Reading Borough Council are also in the latter stages of preparing a 

new Local Plan. The emerging Reading Borough Local Plan was examined in public during 

September 2018, with the Local Plan Inspector currently considering what modifications 

may be required in order for the Plan to be considered sound. There is no definitive date 

by which the Inspector’s comments will be received, however, adoption may take place 

during the Spring of 2019. Accordingly, policies within the Council’s submission version 

of the emerging Local Plan have also been taken into consideration through the evolution 

of the Proposed Development.  

 

National Planning Policy 

 

5.4 Relevant National Planning Guidance is found in the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF), the revised version of which came into force on 24th July 2018.  Paragraph 47 

reinforces the fact that planning law requires that applications are determined in 

accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

 

5.5 Sections of the NPPF of relevance in this instance include: 

 

• Achieving sustainable development  

• Decision-making  

• Delivering a sufficient supply of homes 

• Promoting healthy and safe communities 

• Promoting sustainable transport 
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• Making effective use of land 

• Achieving well-designed places 

• Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change  

• Conserving and enhancing the natural environment  

• Conserving and enhancing the historic environment  

 

5.6 It has been established in recent Reading Borough planning appeals that the emerging 

Local Plan carries only limited weight at this point in time. Whilst it is acknowledged that 

an emerging Local Plan can gain material weight the further it progresses, to date, there 

is nothing that has materially increased the weight of a number of its policies since the 

commencement of the Examination in Public (EiP). This is particularly true with regard to 

emerging Policy H12 which has been the subject of substantial unresolved objections by 

the University of Reading; the planning weight of which cannot be deemed to have 

increased until at least the Inspector’s comments on potential modifications, and will not 

carry full weight until the adoption of the Local Plan. In the interest of robustness, this 

planning statement considers the relevant policies within the emerging Local Plan in 

anticipation of its adoption prior to the determination of this application.  

 

5.7 This section will now set out the policies within the adopted Development Plan, and the 

emerging Local Plan, which are considered relevant to the Proposed Development.  

 

5.8 The following policies are considered relevant , and the ‘Consultant Output’ column, 

indicates where the substance of each policy is addressed and compliance demonstrated: 

 

  

Core Strategy (Adopted 2008, revised January 2015) 
 

Policy Requirements Consultant Output 

CS1: 
SUSTAINABLE 

CONSTRUCTION 
AND DESIGN 

• Minimum 50% of the provision 

meets BREEAM ‘Excellent’ 
standards 

• Maximise energy efficiency 

and energy conservation 

• Incorporate on-site 
generation of energy from 

renewable sources and energy 

efficient design measures to 
offset at least 20% predicted 

carbon dioxide emissions 

• Reduce mains water use and 
incorporate water 

conservation measures where 
appropriate 

• Incorporate SuDs  

  Wilson Gray Consulting 
 

- BREEAM pre-

assessment; 

- Energy Statement; 

- Sustainability 

Statement 
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CS2: WASTE 
MINIMISATION 

• Minimise the generation of 

waste in the construction, use 
and life of buildings 

• Provide space to facilitate 

waste storage, reuse, 
recycling and composting 

Wilson Gray Consulting  
 

- (Sustainability 

Statement) 

PBA 

- Waste Collection 

details 

CS3: SOCIAL 
INCLUSION AND 

DIVERSITY 

• Demonstrate measures to 

enhance social inclusion; 
access to housing, 

employment, services, 
community facilities, leisure, 

health, education and other 

services and facilities 

• Access to good quality health, 
education and social facilities 

• Public involvement planning 

will be encouraged 

Quatro 
 

- Statement of 

community 

Involvement 

 

Broadway Malyan  
 

- DAS 

 

Homes for Students  
 

- Student 

Management Plan 

CS4: 
ACCESSIBILITY 

AND THE 
INTENSITY OF 

DEVELOPMENT 

• The scale and density of 

development will be related to 
its level of accessibility to the 

district and local centre with a 
good range of facilities by 

pedestrian routes, and to a 
bus stop 

 

PBA 
 

- Transport 

Statement 

- Travel Plan 

CS5: INCLUSIVE 
ACCESS 

• Ensure location, site and 

design provides suitable 
access to its facilities for all 

potential users, including 

disabled people 
 

Broadway Malyan 
 

- DAS 

- Plans 

CS7: DESIGN AND 
PUBLIC REALM 

• Ensure high design quality 

that maintains and enhances 
the character and appearance 

of the area, including layout, 

landscape, density and mix, 
scale and architectural detail 

• Makes a positive contribution 

to the following urban design 
objectives: character, 

continuity and enclosure, 

quality of the public realm, 
ease of movement, legibility, 

adaptability and diversity 

• Respond positively to the local 
context  

• Creates local character and 

distinctiveness 

Broadway Malyan 
 

- DAS 

- Plans 

 
Brooke Vincent 

 

- Daylight/Sunlight 

Analysis 
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• Protects and enhances the 

historic environment 

• Creates safe and accessible 
environment 

• Addresses the needs of all in 

society 

• Visually attractive 

• Accompanied by a Design and 
Access Statement 

 

CS9: 
INFRASTRUCTURE, 

SERVICES, 
RESOURCES AND 

AMENITIES 

• Infrastructure, services, 

resources, amenities or other 
assets lost will be re-provided 

• Planning obligations to secure 

the replacement and 
enhancement of additional 

physical and social 

infrastructure where justified 
 

Barton Willmore 
 

- S106 Draft Heads of 

Terms) 

 

CS11: USE OF 
EMPLOYMENT 

LAND FOR 

ALTERNATIVE 
USES 

• Within Core Employment 

Areas, the overall level of 
employment land should be 

maintained 

 
In other areas, when assessing 

proposals which would result in a loss 
of employment land the following 

would apply; 

 

• Is access by a choice of means 
of transport? 

• Is employment use viable? 

• Is there a surplus of a similar 

size and type of 
accommodation in Reading? 

• Would continued use of 

employment use be 
detrimental to the area? 

• Is the need for alternative 

uses stronger than the 

retention of employment land? 
 

Campbell Gordon 
 

- Office Market Report 

 

Savills 
 

- Student Market 

Report 

CS15: Location, 

Accessibility, 
Density and 

Housing Mix 

Development density and mix is to be 

informed by; 

• Area characteristics including 
the mix of uses, accessibility, 

good design, minimise 
environmental impacts, to 

inform an appropriate mix and 
density. 

Broadway Malyan 

 

- DAS 

 

PBA 
 

- Transport Statement 

 

CS22: TRANSPORT 
ASSESSMENTS 

• Appropriate provision for 

works and contributions to 
ensure an adequate level of 

accessibility and safety by all 
modes of transport 

PBA 
 

- Transport Statement 
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CS23: 
SUSTAINABLE 

TRAVEL AND 
TRAVEL PLANS 

• Promote and improve 

sustainable transport facilities 
e.g. encourages walking, 

cycling and public transport 

• Agreed travel plans including 
safe routes to schools and 

park 

 

PBA 
 

- Transport Statement 

CS24: CAR/ CYCLE 

PARKING 
• Maximum car parking standard 

and cycle parking 

requirements in relation to the 
accessibility of locations 

 

PBA 

 

- Transport Statement 

CS33: 
PROTECTION AND 

ENHANCEMENT OF 

THE HISTORIC 
ENVIRONMENT 

• Protection of historic 

environment, including their 
settings, including; Listed 

Buildings, Conservation Area, 

other features with local or 
national designation 

 

Orion Heritage 
 

- Heritage/Archaeology 

Statement 

CS34: POLLUTION 

AND WATER 

RESOURCES 
 

 

• Prevent harm to the 
environment through air, land, 

noise of light pollution, 

preserve or enhance ground / 
surface water resources, 

sewerage and wastewater. 

Apex Acoustics 

 

- Noise Assessment 

- Air Quality 

Assessment  

PBA 

 

- Drainage Strategy 

CS36: 

BIODIVERSITY 
AND GEOLOGY  

• Protection of features of 
biodiversity or geological 

interest (including protected 
species and their habitats).  

 

ECOSA 

 

- Ecology survey 

Sites and Detailed Policies Document (October 2012 with Alteration January  
2015) 

 

Policy Requirements Consultant Output 

SD1: 

PRESUMPTION IN 

FAVOUR OF 
SUSTAINABLE 

DEVELOPMENT 
 

• General sustainable 
development principles which 

align with the NPPF 

Barton Willmore  

 

- Planning Statement 

DM1: ADAPTATION 

TO CLIMATE 
CHANGE 

• Designed to incorporate 
measures to adapt to climate 

change 

• Maximise opportunities for 
natural heating and ventilation 

and reducing exposure to wind 

• Maximise resistance and 
resilience to climate change 

e.g. solar shading, thermal 

mass, heating and ventilation, 

Wilson Gray Consulting  

 

- Energy Statement / 

Sustainability 

Statement 

Broadway Malyan 
 

- DAS / plans 
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appropriately coloured 
materials 

• Use of trees and planting 

• Minimise the impact of surface 

water runoff 
 

DM2: 

DECENTRALISED 
ENERGY 

• Consider securing energy for 

the development from a 

decentralised energy source 
including CHP to meet 

Ecohomes or BREEAM 
standards 

• Consider the inclusion of a 

CHP plant, or biomass-fuelled 

heating scheme, or other form 
of decentralised energy 

provision, within the site, 
unless it can be demonstrated 

that the scheme is not suitable 

or feasible for this form of 
energy provision. 

 

Wilson Gray Consulting 

 

- Energy Statement 

DM3: 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

PLANNING 

• Provision for infrastructure, 
services, resources and 

amenities through planning 

obligations and/or CIL 
 

PBA 

 

- Transport Statement 

Barton Willmore 
 

- Draft S106 Heads of 

Terms 

DM4: 
SAFEGUARDING 

AMENITY 

• Avoid detrimental impact to 

the living environment 
including privacy, access to 

sunlight, visual dominance, 
noise and disturbance, 

artificial lighting, vibration, 

dust, smell and crime 

Broadway Malyan  
 

- DAS / plans 

APEX 
 

- Noise / Air Quality 

Assessments 

Brooke Vincent 
 

- Daylight/Sunlight 

Analysis 

DM10: PRIVATE 
AND COMMUNAL 

OUTDOOR SPACE 

• Functional private or 

communal open space, that 
allows for suitable sitting-out 

areas 

• Designed to respect the size 
and character of other similar 

space in the vicinity, ensure 

they are appropriately related 
to main entrances, enhance 

safety and perception of 
safety 

Broadway Malyan  
 

- DAS / plans 

 



Alexander House, Kings Road, Reading 
Planning Statement  Planning Policy Context 

28485/A5/P2c/JL Page 24 January 2019  

DM12: ACCESS, 
TRAFFIC AND 

HIGHWAY-
RELATED MATTERS 

• The generation of additional 

trips on the transport network, 
consideration will be given to 

the effect on safety, 
congestion and the 

environment 

• Access and works to the 

highway will comply with 
standards of the Transport 

Authority 

• No detrimental impact on the 
functioning of the transport 

network 

• No detriment to the safety of 
users of the transport network 

• No encouragement of the use 

of the network for short local 

trips or compromise the safe 
movement and free flow of 

traffic 

PBA 
 

- Transport Statement 

/ Travel Plan 

 

DM18: TREE 
PLANTING 

• Provision of tree planting 
within or off-site in 

appropriate situations to 

maintain and enhance 
character, appearance, 

biodiversity and reduce carbon 
 

Broadway Malyan 
 

- DAS  

 
 

DM19: AIR 

QUALITY 
• Improve air quality and reduce 

the effects of poor air quality 

• Detrimental effects within an 

AQMA will be mitigated 

• Planning obligation will secure 
contributions to measures to 

tackle poor air quality 

 

APEX 

 

- Air Quality 

Assessment 

Submission Draft Reading Borough Local Plan (March 2018) 

 

Policy Requirements Consultant Output 

CC1: 

PRESUMPTION IN 

FAVOUR OF 
SUSTAINABLE 

DEVELOPMENT 
 

• General sustainability 
principles.  

Barton Willmore 

 

- Planning Statement  

CC2: 

SUSTAINABLE 
DESIGN AND 

CONSTRUCTION 

• The design of buildings and 

site layouts use energy, water, 

minerals, materials and other 
natural resources 

appropriately; 

• All major non-residential 
developments or conversions 

to residential are required to 

meet the most up-to-date 
BREEAM ‘Excellent’ standards, 

where possible.  

Wilson Gray Consulting  

 

- Sustainability 

Statement  

- Energy Statement 

- BREEAM Pre-

Assessment 
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CC3: ADAPTATION 
TO CLIMATE 

CHANGE 

• All developments to 

demonstrate how they have 
been designed to incorporate 

measures to adapt to climate 
change.  

Wilson Gray Consulting 
 

- Sustainability 

Statement 

- Energy Statement 

- BREEAM Pre-

Assessment 

CC4: 
DECENTRALISED 

ENERGY 

(Similar to Policy CS4: Decentralised 
Energy) 

• Demonstrate how 

consideration has been given 
to securing energy from a 

decentralised energy source, 

including CHP 

• Consider CHP or other form of 
decentralised energy provision 

unless demonstrated that the 
scheme is not suitable, 

feasible or viable for this form 
of energy provision.  

• Expectation to link to nearby 

CHP or district energy network 

where connection available.  
 

Wilson Gray Consulting 
 

- Energy Statement 

CC5: WASTE 

MINIMISATION 
AND STORAGE 

• Minimise the generation of 

waste in construction, use and 

life of buildings 

• Promote more sustainable 
approaches to waste 

management, including the 
reuse and recycling of 

construction waste 

• Promoting layout and designs 
that provide adequate, well-

designed space to facilitate 

waste storage, reuse, 
recycling and composting 

PBA  

 

- Waste collection 

details 

Wilson Gray Consulting  
 

- Sustainability 

Statement 

 
Broadway Malyan 

 

- DAS / plans 

CC6: 
ACCESSIBILITY 

AND THE 
INTENSITY OF 

DEVELOPMENT 

• The scale and density of 

development relates to level of 
accessibility by walking, 

cycling and public transport to 
a range of services and 

facilities 

 

PBA 
 

- Transport 

Assessment 

CC7: DESIGN AND 

THE PUBLIC 
REALM 

(Similar to Policy CS7: Design and 

Public Realm) 

• Ensure high design quality 
that maintains and enhances 

the character and appearance 

of the area, including layout, 
landscape, density and mix, 

scale and architectural detail 

Brooke Vincent 

 

- Right of Light 

- Daylight / Sunlight 

Analysis 

 
Broadway Malyan 
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• Makes a positive contribution 

to the following urban design 
objectives: character, 

continuity and enclosure, 
quality of the public realm, 

ease of movement, legibility, 

adaptability and diversity 

• Respond positively to the local 
context  

• Creates local character and 

distinctiveness 

• Protects and enhances the 
historic environment 

• Creates safe and accessible 

environment 

• Addresses the needs of all in 
society 

• Visually attractive 

• Accompanied by a Design and 

Access Statement 

 

- DAS / plans  

 

CC8: 

SAFEGUARDING 
AMENITY 

(Similar to Policy DM4: Safeguarding 

Amenity) 

• Avoid detrimental impact to 
the living environment 

including privacy, access to 

sunlight, visual dominance, 
noise and disturbance, 

artificial lighting, vibration, 
dust, smell and crime. 

Broadway Malyan  

 

- DAS 

APEX 

 

- Noise / Air Quality 

Assessments 

Brooke Vincent 

 

- Daylight/Sunlight 

Analysis 

 

CC9: SECURING 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

(Similar to Policy DM3: Infrastructure 

Planning) 

• Provision for infrastructure, 
services, resources and 

amenities through planning 
obligations and/or CIL 

PBA 

 

- Transport Statement 

 

Barton Willmore 
 

- Draft S106 Heads of 

Terms  

 

EN1: PROTECTION 

AND 
ENHANCEMENT OF 

THE HISTORIC 

ENVIRONMENT 

• Protection and wherever 
possible, enhancement of 

historic features and their 
settings, Including; Listed 

Buildings, Conservation Area, 

other features with local or 
national designation 

• Accompanied by a Heritage 

Statement 
 

Orion Heritage 

 

- Heritage/Archaeology 

Statement 
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EN2: AREAS OF 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL 

SIGNIFICANCE  

• Consult the Historic 

Environment Record assessing 
the archaeological impacts of 

development proposals to be 
submitted before the planning 

application 

• No adverse effect on 

scheduled monuments and 
other nationally important 

archaeological remains unless 
public benefits outweigh this 

 

Orion Heritage 
 

- Heritage/Archaeology 

Statement 

EN4: LOCALLY 
IMPORTANT 

HERITAGE ASSETS 

• Conservation of architectural, 

archaeological or historical 
significance including the 

appearance, character and 
setting of locally important 

heritage assets.  

 

Orion Heritage 
 

- Heritage Statement 

EN9: PROVISION 

OF OPEN SPACE 
• Provision for appropriate open 

space based on the needs of 

the development.  

Broadway Malyan  

 

- DAS 

EN12: 
BIODIVERSITY 

AND THE GREEN 
NETWORK 

 

• Consideration of potential 

impact on biodiversity 

ECOSA  
 

- Ecology surveys 

EN14: TREES, 
HEDGES AND 

WOODLANDS 

• New development shall make 

provision for tree retention 
and planting.  

• Protection for existing trees 

and hedgerows where they are 
of importance. 

 

Broadway Malyan  
 

- DAS  

EN15: AIR 
QUALITY 

(Similar to Policy DM19:Air Quality) 

• Improve air quality and reduce 
the effects of poor air quality 

• Detrimental effects within an 

AQMA will be mitigated 

• Planning obligation will secure 

contributions to measures to 
tackle poor air quality where 

justified 
 

APEX 
 

- Air Quality 

Assessment 

EN16: POLLUTION 

AND WATER 
RESOURCES 

• No damage to the environment 

and sensitive receptors 

through land, noise or light 
pollution 

• No deterioration of ground and 

surface water quality  

• Water resources, sewerage 
and wastewater treatment 

infrastructure will support the 

development 

APEX 

 

- Air Quality / Noise 

Assessment 

 
Wilson Gray Consulting 

 

- Drainage details 
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EM3: LOSS OF 
EMPLOYMENT 

LAND 

When assessing proposals which 
would result in a loss of employment 

land in this area; 

• Is access by a choice of means 
of transport? 

• Is employment use viable? 

• Is there a surplus of a similar 

size and type of 
accommodation in Reading? 

• Would continued use of 

employment use be 

detrimental to the area? 

• Is the need for alternative 
uses stronger than the 

retention of employment land? 

• Would there be a piecemeal 
loss of employment land 

where there is potential for a 

more comprehensive scheme 
 

Campbell Gordon 
 

- Office Market Report 

 
Savills 

 

- Student Market 

Report 

H2: DENSITY AND 
MIX 

Density and mix will be informed by 
that of the surrounding area,  levels 

of accessibility, need to achieve high 

quality design, maximisation of land 
use, minimising environmental 

impacts.  
 

Barton Willmore  
 

- Planning Statement 

H10: PRIVATE 

AND COMMUNAL 
OUTDOOR SPACE 

 

(Similar to Policy DM10: Private and 

Communal Outdoor Space) 

• Functional private or 
communal open space, that 

allows for suitable sitting-out 

areas 

• Designed to respect the size 
and character of other similar 

space in the vicinity, ensure 
they are appropriately related 

to main entrances, enhance 
safety and perception of 

safety  

 

Broadway Malyan 

 

- DAS / plans 

H12: STUDENT 

ACCOMMODATION 
• Student accommodation will 

be provided on or adjacent to 

existing further or higher 

education campuses, or as an 
extension or reconfiguration of 

existing student 
accommodation 

• Clearly demonstrate how the 

proposal meet a need that 
cannot be met on other sites 

Savills 

 

- Student Market 

Report 

 

Barton Willmore  
 

- Student 

Accommodation 

Assessment 
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TR3: ACCESS, 
TRAFFIC AND 

HIGHWAY-
RELATED 

MATTERS 

(Similar to Policy DM12: Access, 
Traffic and Highway- Related Matters) 

• The generation of additional 

trips on the transport network, 
consideration will be given to 

the effect on safety, 

congestion and the 
environment 

• Access and works to the 

highway will comply with 
standards of the Transport 

Authority 

• No detrimental impact on the 
functioning of the transport 

network 

• No detriment to the safety of 

users of the transport network 

• No generation of the regular 
movement of HGV on 

unsuitable roads 

• No encouragement of the use 
of the network for short local 

trips or compromise the safe 

movement and free flow of 
traffic 

 

PBA 
 

- Transport Statement 

 
 

TR5: CAR AND 

CYCLE PARKING 

AND ELECTRIC 
VEHICLE 

CHARGING 

• Provide car parking and cycle 
parking appropriate to the 

accessibility of locations to 

sustainable transport 
facilities, particularly public 

transport 
 

PBA 

 

- Transport Statement  

Broadway Malyan 
 

- DAS / plans 

ER1: SITES FOR 

DEVELOPMENT IN 
EAST READING 

• Policy ER1g identified 

Alexander House as allocation 

for redevelopment of offices 
for residential. Development 

should; 

• Site size: 0.16 ha with 
potential capacity for 26-38 

dwellings 
 

Barton Willmore 

 

- Planning Statement 

 

Savills 
 

- Student Market 

Report 

 

5.9 The following section will provide an assessment of the proposa ls against the above 

relevant planning policies, drawing on relevant evidence within consultant produced 

reports as necessary. Where relevant, reference will also be made to the policies 

contained within the NPPF.  
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6.0 PLANNING APPRAISAL 

 

6.1 This section will provide an assessment of how the Proposed Development performs when 

assessed against the requirements of current and emerging local planning policy.  Where 

relevant, reference will be made to recent decisions made by both the Council and the 

Planning Inspectorate.  

 

6.2 There are two core elements that this planning appraisal must address, the first being 

the principle for the proposed development and the second being the proposed design, 

scale and massing.  

 

 Principle of Development 

  

6.3 A revised version of the NPPF was published in July 2018, reflecting the Government’s  

latest planning policy position for development. The NPPF at paragraph 59 reveals the 

Government’s objective to significantly boost the supply of homes and that it is important  

that; 

 

“… a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where 

it is needed, that the needs of groups with specific housing 

requirements are addressed and that land with permission is 

developed without unnecessary delay.” (emphasis added) 

 

6.4 It is important to note that the above quoted extract from the NPPF (paragraph 59) refers 

to different groups of the population which have differing specific housing requirements 

and places the onus on Council’s to look at delivering for such needs and for  the housing 

market to deliver without any unnecessary delay.  

 

6.5 The NPPF at paragraph 61 elaborates on the paragraph 59 extract quoted below by stating 

that it is in this context (i.e. of providing housing for the needs of groups with specific 

housing requirements) that; 

 

“the size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in 

the community should be assessed and reflected in planning 

policies (including, but not limited to, those who require affordable 

housing, families with children, older people, students, people with 

disabilities, service families, travellers, people who rent their 
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homes and people wishing to commission or build their own 

homes.” (emphasis added) 

 

6.6 It is important to note that national planning policy holds the need for student 

accommodation in the same regard as the need to provide for other groups of society. It 

would therefore be in conflict with the NPPF to not sufficiently address the need for 

student accommodation where such a need is evidenced.  

 

6.7 In addressing the matter of evidenced need, this planning appraisal will draw on two 

forms of evidence; 

 

1) Student Market Report (produced by Savills) on behalf of the applicant;  

2) Accommodation Strategy; Part 1 – gap analysis, July 2018 – 2028 (produced by 

Cushman & Wakefield) on behalf of the University of Reading, as submitted to the 

Reading Local Plan Examination in Public (EiP).  

 

6.8 As discussed within the pre-application exercise between the applicant and the Council, 

the below represent core issues which need addressing in order to establish the principle 

for the development; 

 

1) Demonstration of a need for further student accommodation in Reading Borough;  

2) Demonstration of compliance with emerging policy H12 (student accommodation);  

3) Evidenced justification for the loss of office floorspace within Alexander House in line 

with the requirements of Core Strategy Policy CS11 (use of employment land for 

alternative uses) and emerging Policy EM3 (loss of employment land);  

4) Development of a site with an emerging allocation for residential development within 

the emerging Local Plan under reference ER1g. 

 

6.9 Each of the above will be responded to in turn, in addition to why the Site is specifically 

suitable for PBSA development of the type and scale proposed .  

 

 The Need for Student Accommodation 

 

6.10 The Council have relied upon the Berkshire (including South Bucks) Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment from February 2016 during the recent Reading Borough Local Plan EiP 

(the “SHMA”). The SHMA used census data from 2011  for much of its data. It is interesting 

to note that the SHMA, in reference to house prices within Reading, noted that median 

prices in Reading rose by 190% over the pre-recession decade, the highest in either the 

Western Berkshire or Eastern Berkshire HMA areas, potentially exacerbated by the buy to 
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let market fuelled by student demand. In other words, the SHMA is essentially saying that 

housing affordability problems may have been worsened through students, unable to find 

suitable PBSA, driving up demand and therefore rental prices in Reading. The logical 

method of reducing a potential influence on rental price growth is to provide further 

student accommodation to reduce demand for HMO accommodation.  

 

6.11 The SHMA appears to indicate that (paragraph 7.77), bucking the regional and national 

trend, there has been a reduction in the number of shared dwellings in both HMAs as a 

percentage of all households, which may be in part as a result of “a shift in student 

culture of shared properties towards purpose built halls of residence and landlords 

converting shared properties into more lucrative studio flats.” In Reading the number of 

HMOs has continued to rise with the growth of student numbers from the University of 

Reading (the “University”), however, the SHMA indicates that as a proportion of all 

households, this figure has seen a reduction.  

 

6.12 The SHMA used data regarding trends in student numbers for the University of Reading 

from the Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA). As quoted within the SHMA, the 

HESA put student numbers at the University by the academic year of 2012/13 at 13,435, 

which represented a drop of around 2,500 students from a peak number in 2008/09. The 

SHMA indicates that the reduction up to 2012/13 was driven in the main by a decl ine in 

part-time undergraduate numbers. This corresponded with an increase in full-time student 

numbers, which can be seen since 2010/11; SHMA, paragraph 9.94. The growth in full-

time courses at the University influenced an increase in students living in s tudent 

residences by around 1,250 persons between 2001 – 2011 according to the SHMA 

(paragraph 9.96).  

 

6.13 At paragraph 9.98 of the SHMA, the report refers to a rise in overseas students between 

2001/2 and 2012/13 of some 25% (EU and non-EU). The SHMA states that non-UK 

students are more likely than other groups to reside in student halls. This indicates that 

if a growth in non-UK demand is evident (EU and/or non-EU), this would drive a need for 

more PBSA as this would be their preferred accommodation (as opposed to HMOs which 

such students may be forced into without sufficient PBSA spaces to accommodate their 

growth in numbers).  

 

6.14 In terms of growth, the SHMA referenced that the University expected growth of around 

23% (2,960 students) over the years 2015 to 2018, of which international students were 

expected to make up around a third of that growth. The SHMA recognised (paragraph 

9.102) that international student growth would lessen the impact on the wider housing 
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market (as opposed to domestic growth) as students from the international market tend 

to seek residence in PBSA.  

 

6.15 Whilst the SHMA used figures at the time from the University which showed relatively 

modest growth between 2015 – 2018, at paragraph 9.103 it noted that such international 

growth is likely to bring student numbers back to the previous record high levels seen in 

2008/09 (just under 16,000). The SHMA considered that with an increased supply of PBSA 

coming through the pipeline (plus the quoted 5,000 University accommodation capacity 

at the time), based on those numbers, there would unlikely be a significant need over 

and above previous levels. 

 

6.16 There is a need to consider the findings of the SHMA, which based its conclusions on data 

up to the 2012/13 academic year, against more up to date data. This is available as set 

out in paragraph 6.7 above.  

 

6.17 The University commissioned an updated review of current  and future student 

accommodation need. The resultant report, titled Accommodation Strategy; Part 1 – gap 

analysis, July 2018-2028 (the “UoR Accommodation Strategy”) was submitted by the 

University along with Hearing Statements for the September 2018 Local Plan EiP. The 

content of the UoR Accommodation Strategy was discussed at the EiP and formed the 

basis of a Statement of Common Ground between the University and the Council 

(Appendix D), which shall be discussed later in this section.  

 

6.18 The UoR Accommodation Strategy demonstrated (page 12) that there has been a 

significant growth in students (28%) between 2007/2008 and 2016/17, with a 47% 

increase in non-UK students over the same period. In terms of age profiles, the University 

has seen a growth in younger students aged 20 or under. Whilst the UK is currently 

experiencing a short-term demographic dip in the number of 18 year olds within the UK 

population, which is projected to reach its lowest point in 2020, the demographic 

projections indicate this would then rise significantly to 2030, increasing the demand from 

UK students alongside the growth in Internat ional demand. The UoR Accommodation 

Strategy refers to the Higher Education Policy Institute forecasts that 300,000 – 350,000 

full-time places will be required by 2030 to keep pace with demand, and if the male 

participation rate was to keep pace with that of females, this could rise to 500,000. The 

growth in University demand for student places is a reflection of this wider sector growth.  

 

6.19 As referenced within the UoR Accommodation Strategy,  it is apparent that the 

Government’s removal of Student Number Controls in 2015/16 has had a significant 

impact. This followed the Government’s Browne Report (2010) which looked towards 
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changes to the student funding system and sought to create genuine competition for 

students. Growth in demand for student places at the University has accelerated since 

2015 as demonstrated within the UoR Accommodation Strategy at page 17 .  

 

6.20 International demand is expected to rise, with the UoR Accommodation Strategy (page 

22) predicting this may increase further following the University’s launch of a new campus 

in Malaysia in 2016. In agreement with the SHMA, the UoR Accommodation Strategy states 

that this increasing number of international students would generally prefer PBSA due to 

high convenience, security, facilities / services within which enable a more conducive 

atmosphere to study than a HMO and the ability to book online. The University’s data 

shows that students from the EU grew by 29% between 2011/12 to 2016/17 and non-EU 

International students by 45%. The increase in non-UK students at the University has 

increased by 41% since 2011/12, over five times the national average rate of increase.  

 

6.21 The SHMA by contrast with the above referenced more up-to-date information, was based 

on 2011 census data, HESA and University information up to 2012/13. This will not have 

taken account of the increasing demand from the non-UK (significantly non-EU) student 

market, and the removal of the student number controls in 2015/16. Since the removal 

of the controls, the University has benefitted from a growing market outside the South 

East of the UK and the non-UK market, and whilst this was not accounted for by the 

SHMA, it is projected to continue. 

 

6.22 The applicant has commissioned a report to reinforce the demand picture. Therefore, a 

Student Demand in Reading report (the “Student Demand” report) has been produced  by 

Savills and is included with this application. The Student Demand Report, using the same 

HESA source as the SHMA found that in 2016/17 there were 15,835 students at the 

University, of which 14,005 were full time. During 1998/99 to 2016/17 the overall 

population of students has remained relatively steady, but  significantly has seen growth 

in full-time undergraduate students replace a fall in part -time undergraduate students.  

 

6.23 The Student Demand Report also identifies that the UK’s population projections show a 

demographic dip in university students over the next couple of years, but emphasises that 

this will be short lived and UK student numbers would then continue to increase. As shown 

within Figure 3 of the Student Demand report, the increase in the UK student population 

attending the University is growing at an increasing rate, as are those students from the 

international non-EU market. It is also anticipated within the report that any potential 

impact from Brexit on EU students would be mitigated by the fact that EU students (as at 

2016/17) only made up 6% of the student population and the significant growth of non-

EU international students shows no signs of faltering. The Student Demand report also 
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highlights the fact that a weaker Sterling makes the UK relatively less expensive to study 

in. This can only further increase International demand.  

 

 

6.24 Against the above picture, the University anticipates, as depicted within the UoR 

Accommodation Strategy, that it will grow from just over 16,000 students in 2017/18 to 

around 21,000 students by 2028, an increase of circa 5,000 students. It should be noted 

that the demand figures quoted by the UoR Accommodation Strategy (page 48) are lowe r 

than the total student population as the demand figures only relate to those students who 

register their interest in taking up a bedspace within University Halls of Residence.  

 

6.25 Using the University figures within the UoR Accommodation Strategy (page 48), it is clear 

there is a consistent increase in demand for PBSA rooms and a corresponding increase in 

the number of students to whom the University cannot offer accommodation. The 

University state within their evidence to the EiP that for the 2017/18 academic year the 

number of students who registered interest in University Halls of Residence, that could 

not be offered accommodation, amounted to 5,015 students (c.1,000 students who were 

first year students) in 2017/18, and is projected to rise to a shortfall of 6,875 student 

bed spaces by 2020/21. Whilst this growth to 2020/21 would cover the Brexit period , as 

demonstrated through the Student Demand report, non-EU International demand would 

be expected to mitigate the relatively small proportion of demand which originates from 

the EU. It is worth noting that the UoR Accommodation Strategy also predicts that the 

shortfall in student bed spaces against those who register interest, could rise to 12,865 

by 2028/29. All these numbers are significant and if not managed properly through an 

increase in efficiently developed and well managed PBSA would inevitably see an increase 

in the HMO population.  

 

6.26 The subject of the scale of student accommodation need has been discussed at length 

during the Reading Local Plan EiP, following which, the University and the Council reached 

agreement on a Statement of Common Ground (“SoCG”) (Appendix D). The content of 

the SoCG provides some further context to how the above growth figures, and current 

shortfall, have been considered by both parties thus far.  

 

6.27 Within the SoCG the Council mention concerns that the need for PBSA is not as clear cut 

and consistent as for general housing. It is argued however that the above summarised 

evidence, within the UoR Accommodation Strategy and the Student Demand report both 

clearly indicate, using the same data used by the SHMA within the HESA, that growth has 

both occurred consistently, at an increasing rate, and is projected to continue.  
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6.28 Within the SoCG the Council (at paragraph 6.10) state that there is no “particular reason 

to doubt the general scale of existing shortfall identified”. Further, in reflection of this, 

the Council agreed, at paragraph 6.16 of the SoCG to add to the supporting text of 

emerging Policy H12 (student accommodation) to include wording stating that there is a 

current shortfall in University accommodation of around 1,000 bed spaces for first year 

students and, across all years of study, for 2017/18, 5,000 students who registered 

interest could not be housed in University Halls of Residence. Furthermore, the Council 

agreed to include text which accepts that groups from outside the UK (which represent 

the largest growth area) are particularly reliant on PBSA (including private PBSA and 

University Halls of Residence).  

 

6.29 It should be noted that the shortfall figures for 2017/18 accepted by the Council for 

insertion into paragraph 4.4.96 of the emerging Local Plan represent the shortfall of 

University accommodation to accommodate those students who registered an interest in 

University Halls of Residence. There will be additional students, on top of those figures 

which makes up the total student population who may take up a place within PBSA if it 

were available. For example, there were c.16,000 registered students at the University in 

2017/18; if you deduct from this figure the c.12,000 students the UoR Accommodation 

Strategy states had registered interest, this would leave c.4,000 who did not register 

interest in University accommodation. Of this c.4,000 additional student number for 

2017/18, an as yet unknown number may not have registered their interest in University 

Halls of Residence due to considering their chance of an accommodation place to be so 

low that they may have decided to go directly into private PBSA, live with friends/family 

or to go directly into HMO accommodation. It is worth noting that the SoCG between the 

Council and the University records the Council’s acceptance that there is a clear 

relationship between an insufficient provision of PBSA and a greater number of students 

in private housing including HMOs, with a knock-on effect for the provision of family 

housing.  

 

6.30 Notwithstanding any demand shortfall above the figures quoted by the University for 

2017/18, the current shortfall as already stated, which has been accepted by the Council 

within the SoCG between the Council and the University , presents a significant challenge 

if the requirements of the NPPF to provide for the housing needs of specialist groups 

(including students) are to be met.  
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 Emerging Policy H12 (Student Accommodation) 

 

6.31 Whilst emerging Policy H12 carries limited weight at present by virtue of not being part 

of an adopted Local Plan, it is considered prudent to assess compliance given it may 

become adopted prior to the determination of the Proposed Development by the Counc il.  

 

6.32 Emerging Policy H12 currently reads as follows (but may be subject to modification 

following the Local Plan Inspector’s impending EiP feedback);  

 

“H12: Student Accommodation 

 

New student accommodation will be provided on or adjacent to 

existing further or higher education campuses, or as an extension 

or reconfiguration of existing student accommodation.  

 

There will be a presumption against proposals for new student 

accommodation on other sites unless it can be clearly demonstrated 

how the proposal meets a need that cannot be met on the above 

sites.” 

 

6.33 The above draft policy text first requires an assumption that there is a ‘need’. The 

evidence available to the Council through the University’s UoR Accommodation Strategy 

and  the Student Demand report submitted with this application, establishes that there is 

a current shortfall in the region of at least 5,000 student bed spaces within Reading 

Borough. That number is however based on a calculation set against the University’s own 

accommodation supply and does not account for those PBSA developments with which 

the University does not hold current agreements.  

 

6.34 The total number of current private PBSA bed spaces total 1,770 (Appendix E). Against 

the total number of current (2017/18) students to whom the University was unable to 

offer accommodation (5,015 students),  this would mean there is a shortfall of the 

availabe student accommodation within PBSAs of at least 3,245. Once consented PBSA 

schemes within the planning pipeline become available, a further 305 bed spaces will be 

added to the supply, this would still result in a shortfall of student accommodation in the 

region of 2,940 bed spaces. The Council will be aware that the University and UPP have 

submitted an appeal against the Council’s refusal of application 172045 (St Patrick’s Hall). 

If that appeal is successful, it would add a further net 654 bed spaces (see Appendix E 

for calculations).  
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6.35 What is notable and requires attention is that this shortfall is a current shortfall, which, 

without further PBSA in the Borough would worsen significantly over the coming years.  

 

6.36 Despite this, emerging Policy H12 requires that meeting an identified need for student 

accommodation is approached in a sequential manner , including the identification as to 

whether whether the scale of need could be accommodated within a policy preferred list 

of locations, in the following order; 

 

1) On or adjacent to existing further or higher education campuses; or 

2) Extension or reconfiguration of existing student accommodation.  

 

6.37 An assessment of potential locations in line with the above approach is therefore provided.  

 

 Assessment of the potential capacity of the University of Reading campus 

locations 

 

6.38 The Council will be aware that the University submitted a Campus Capacity Study 

(September 2018) with the University Hearing statements prior to the Local Plan EiP. 

Within that document, available to view on the Local Plan examination webs ite, the 

University found that there is theoretical capacity, on-campus locations (or extension / 

redevelopment of existing University PBSA) for around 1,935 new student bedrooms and 

50,609sqm of additional academic space.  

 

6.39 It was noted within the SoCG, by the University, that many of the potential sites identified 

on the Whitenights campus are not immediately available, but would form part of the 

University’s longer-term future planning for the campus. This is an important distinction 

when discussing when such development could theoretically come forward.  

 

6.40 It was agreed by both the Council and the University within the SoCG that it is unlikely 

that there would be capacity for further University delivered PBSA within or adjoining the 

existing University campus to provide the necessary level of student accommodation.  

 

6.41 The Campus Capacity Study provided an initial assessment of the potential development 

locations on campus, but it was noted within the SoCG that many of the potential 

development sites included within that study are wholly or partly in Wokingham. In 

conclusion, the Council considered that the Campus Capacity Study may have 

overestimated the potential capacity for further growth on some sites and raised concerns 

regarding the potential loss of sports facilities, landscape impacts and the setting of 

heritage assets.  
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6.42 The Council concluded that the Campus Capacity Study appeared to overestimate 

potential residential (i.e. PBSA) capacity at an amount in the region of 500 beds, b ut that 

there may be scope for some other sites considered within the study as suitable for 

academic purposes that could be rebalanced to provide residential beds. In summary 

therefore, it is understood that the Council considered the potential capacity id entified of 

c.1,935 new student bedrooms on campus or University owned land seemed a reasonable 

assumption.  

 

6.43 It should be noted that the Camus Capacity Study assessment of potential on-campus 

capacity (including any other University land) includes the appeal, if successful, for St 

Patrick’s Hall. If the St Patrick’s Hall appeal is dismissed it would reduce the capacity on 

the University’s campuses to 1,281 (i.e. having deducted the 654 bedspaces net increase 

which the proposals would have provided). This would mean a current shortfall of 1,659 

bedspaces (i.e. shortfall of 2,940 minus 1,281 potential capacity on campus, equals 

1,659). If the St Patrick’s Hall appeal is allowed, this would increase supply  by 654 (net) 

meaning the shortfall in overall terms would fall to 1,005 bedspaces across all years of 

study (for 2017/18).  

 

6.44 What should be made clear is that the shortfall figures, if ‘all’ available capacity is 

developed from the University’s on-campus locations and having accounted for all private 

PBSA (both operational and pipeline consented schemes) , would still be insufficient to 

meet registered demand by some 1,005 bed spaces even if the St Patricks Hall proposals 

are successful, and short by some 1,659 bed spaces if it is unsuccessful. It also must be 

reiterated that these shortfall figures only represent those students who have registered 

interest in University accommodation in 2017/18 and does not capture those who have 

already decided to seek alternative accommodation (such as private PBSA). Further such 

shortfall calculations appraise the overall shortfall against the overall potential capacity; 

it does not account for the reality that we are now a year further from those figures, with 

shortfall projected to grow over the next five years and beyond as demand increases, and 

crucially doesn’t account for the event that such capacity could not be built out 

immediately due to operational and likely financial reasons (but would need to be covered 

by a phased development programme). By the time much of that identified capacity on 

the University campus locations can be built out, the demand for accommodation is 

projected to have grown significantly again.  

 

6.45 It is evidentially very clear therefore that there is insufficient capacity from on-campus 

locations to meet the current shortfall in student accommodation (2017/18 figures) and 

that the gap between demand and supply is likely to grow significantly over the coming 
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years as identified within the UoR Accommodation Strategy and having regard to the 

findings of the Campus Capacity Study.  

 

6.46 The next step required by emerging Policy H12 is to review the potential capacity which 

may arise from land adjacent to existing higher or further education  campus locations.  

 

 Assessment of the potential capacity of land adjacent to higher or further 

education campuses  

 

6.47 In order to assess the potential capacity of sites adjacent to existing higher or further 

education locations there is a need to review the land and property which fall within this 

criteria. This review has been transposed into a map, included for the Council’s attention 

at Appendix F, and henceforth referred to as the “Adjacent Study”.  

 

6.48 The Council clarified during pre-application discussions that in the Council’s opinion, the 

“adjacent” test which would be required by emerging Policy H12, if adopted  in its current 

form, would relate to land which is immediately adjacent. Therefore, the review of land 

adjacent to existing campus locations has followed the Council’s guidance and o nly 

provides an assessment of immediately adjacent land.  

 

6.49 It is apparent from the review of adjacent land, as illustrated on the Adjacent Study map, 

that the predominant land use of those adjacent areas a re taken up by residential 

properties, which would  

 

6.50 Other adjacent locations which are not residential development have been considered and 

these are identified in blue on the Adjacent Study map. These locations are set out below; 

 

1. Leighton Park School 

 

6.51 Leighton Park School is a secondary school which also offers Sixth Form places to 

students, with both day schooling and boarding available. Whilst the school grounds are 

extensive, these consist of education facilities and sports facilities used by the school.  

 

6.52 Policy OU1 of the emerging Local Plan seeks to protect existing community facilities, 

including schools and playing pitches, development will not be supported unless it can be 

clearly demonstrated that there is no longer a need to retain that facility.  

 

6.53 It is therefore clear that it would be compliant with emerging Policy H12 to rule out  

Leighton Park School from further consideration for additional PBSA.  
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2. The Abbey School 

 

6.54 The Abbey School is a Church of England girls school which provides Nursery and Junior 

School places, and secondary school places with a Sixth Form. For the same reasons as 

above in terms of compliance with emerging Policy OU1, whilst the location of the Abbey 

School would be suitable for PBSA in terms of its location adjacent to the University’s 

London Road campus, it cannot be considered as available for development.  

 

3. Kendrick School 

 

6.55 Kendrick School is a selective girls’ grammar school which became an academy in 2011. 

The school offers places for Years 7 to 11, plus a Sixth Form. For the same reasons as 

that stated for Leighton Park School and the Abbey School in terms of compliance with 

emerging Policy OU1, whilst the location of Kendrick School would be suitable for PBSA 

in terms of its location adjacent, to the north of the University’s London Road campus, it 

cannot be considered as available for development for the purposes of this assessment 

against emerging Local Plan Policy H12.  

 

4. St Josephs College (6 th Form) 

 

6.56 Located to the north of the University’s Whiteknights campus, the St Josephs College 

grounds would represent a suitable location for PBSA development and in terms of being 

adjacent to a further or higher education campus would comply with Policy H12 of the  

emerging Local Plan.  

 

6.57 However, for the same reasons as for the other school establishments within this 

assessment, St Josephs College cannot be considered an deliver option for PBSA and is 

discounted from further assessment.  

 

5. Royal Berkshire Hospital 

 

6.58 As stated within the emerging Local Plan at paragraph 9.1.5, the  Royal Berkshire Hospital 

on London Road is the main hospital for residents of west and central Berkshire, 

employing over 4,000 staff. It is therefore a very significant facility prov iding health care 

for the wider sub-region. The hospital requires land within its grounds for the provision 

of additional hospital floorspace regarding which there are various applications (reference 

paragraph 9.3.6 of the emerging Local Plan.  
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6.59 Emerging Policy ER3 specifically relates to the hospital and states that “unle ss it is 

proposed to move to a new site, the Hospital site on Craven Road will continue to be a 

focus for healthcare development to meet requirements” and that any proposal to move 

the hospital (and develop its land) would not be supported if this would lead to a reduction 

in the standards of or access to care.  

 

6.60 Development within the already highly developed Royal Berkshire Hospital grounds would 

inevitably lead to a restriction in the development of further required healthcare facilities, 

and with no current plans to relocate the hospital, cannot be considered available for 

development. Any proposal to do so, without acceptable plans for its relocation in 

accordance with the emerging Local Plan Policy ER3 requirements, would conflict with 

that policy. It is therefore appropriate, in line with the emerging Local Plan Policy H12 

assessment to discount the hospital site from further consideration as a potential PBSA 

location.  

 

6. Chancellor House Surgery 

 

6.61 Certain facilities are required in order to support sustainable growth. The emerging Local 

Plan includes (paragraph 10.3.4) health provision as being an important facility to support 

such growth. Further, it is an objective of the emerging Local Plan (Objective 3 at 

paragraph 2.2.2) to support infrastructure, such as healthcare services to meet identified 

needs. Emerging Policy CC9 (securing infrastructure) places a high priority to the 

appropriate provision of health facilities. Additionally, emerging Policy OU1 seeks to 

prevent the redevelopment of existing community facilities (including healthcare 

facilities), unless there is no longer a need to retain that facility.  

 

6.62 It would therefore conflict with the aforementioned policies to propose the redevelopment 

of the Chancellor House Surgery for PBSA accommodation and it should be discounted 

from further assessment. Notwithstanding these conclusions, the Chancellor House 

Surgery site would be of insufficient size to provide meaningful PBSA provision (which 

would likely be restricted to two storeys in keeping with surrounding residential 

properties).  

 

7. Lakeside Residential Care Home 

 

6.63 This residential care home is not identified as being available on the market for 

redevelopment so cannot be deemed an option for PBSA. Notwithstanding this, the 

emerging Local Plan at Policy H6 (accommodation for vulnerable people) states (using 

SHMA evidence) that there is a need for an additional 253 residential care bed spaces for 
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elderly people between 2013 and 2036. Given this need and the unavailability of the  site 

for re-development, it cannot be considered an option at the present time for PBSA and  

is therefore discounted from further assessment.  

 

8. Allotments 

 

6.64 Emerging Local Plan Policy EN8 states that there would be a presumption in favour of the 

retention of undesignated open space, which would include allotments and that 

“development should not result in the loss of or jeopardise use and enjoyment of 

undesignated open space.” 

 

6.65 It is apparent that the allotments are very much still in use and as su ch, it would conflict 

with emerging Policy EN8 to propose PBSA in this location. It is accordingly not considered 

further as a suitable location for PBSA.  

 

9. St William of York Church 

 

6.66 The St William of York Church is located to the north of the University’s Whiteknights 

campus and is an active parish church. It operates a number of local community events 

on a regular basis from the building, predominantly surrounding religious themes at the 

building.  

 

6.67 The building is also currently not offered for sale, which isn’t entirely surprising given its 

current and likely continued active use.  

 

6.68 In any event, as a highly functioning community facility, there is no evidence to suggest 

(as required by emerging Policy OU1 for the redevelopment of any exi sting community 

facility) that there is no longer a need to retain it for its current use. I t is therefore 

discounted from any further assessment and cannot be considered available at the present 

time for PBSA.  

 

10. Petrol Station 

 

6.69 This petrol station, operated by BP, is located to the north of the University’s London 

Road campus. It has not been identified to be available for sale / redevelopment and as 

such cannot be considered available for PBSA. It has therefore been discounted from 

further assessment and does not provide opportunity for further PBSA development.  

 

11. Reading School, Morgan Road Playing Fields 
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6.70 Whilst the Morgan Road Playing Fields (a Reading School sports facility with three rugby 

/ football pitches and tennis courts) would be in an appropriate location, adjacent to the 

University’s London Road campus, its current use as sports pitches would require any 

proposed development to comply with Policy OU1 (new and existing community facilities). 

Policy OU1 requires that the loss of sports pitches and playing fields could only be 

developed where; 

 

a) an assessment clearly shows the area to be surplus to requirements; or  

b) the loss would be replaced by equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity 

and quality in a suitable location; or  

c) the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the needs for 

which clearly outweigh the loss.  

 

6.71 The sports pitches currently form facilities for the use of Reading School, and there are 

no current indications that it is surplus to requirements. It is also not currently possible, 

as part of the Proposed Development, to replace those sports pitches with equivalent or 

better provision. Finally, PBSA on the playing fields, without replacement elsewhere, 

would not comply with c) above given that it would not be for alternative sports and 

recreation provision.  

 

6.72 Therefore, the Morgan Road playing fields area are discounted from further assessment.  

 

12. Rosedale Clinic (Private Health Clinic)  

 

6.73 As discussed in relation to the Chancellor House Surgery, the Rosedale Clinic represents 

a facility that the Council considers to be required in order to support sustainable growth. 

The emerging Local Plan includes (paragraph 10.3.4) health provision as being an 

important facility to support such growth. Further, it is an objective of the emerging Local 

Plan (Objective 3 at paragraph 2.2.2) to support infrastructure, such as healthcare 

services to meet identified needs. Emerging Policy CC9 (securing infrastructure) places a 

high priority to the appropriate provision of health facilities. Additionally, emerging Policy 

OU1 seeks to prevent the redevelopment of existing community facilities (including 

healthcare facilities), unless there is no longer a need to retain that facility.  

 

6.74 It would therefore conflict with the aforementioned policies to propose the redevelopment 

of the Rosedale Clinic for PBSA accommodation and it should be discounted from further 

assessment. Notwithstanding these conclusions, the Rosedale Clinic site would be of 

insufficient size to provide meaningful PBSA provision.  
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13. Public Open Space 

 

6.75 The Emerging Local Plan Policy EN8 seeks to protect open space. Not only would it conflict 

with emerging Policy EN8, it would also be of insufficient size to accommodate PBSA and 

is located on a junction between Redlands Road and Christchurch Road making suitab le 

access difficult. It has accordingly been discounted from further assessment and cannot 

be considered available for PBSA development.  

 

14. St Johns C of E Primary School 

 

6.76 This primary school is located immediately north of Reading College, a further / higher 

education institution. Policy OU1 of the emerging Local Plan seeks to protect existing 

community facilities, including schools and play pitches. In accordance with this  emerging 

policy, redevelopment of such sites will not be supported unless it can be clearly 

demonstrated that there is no longer a need to retain that facility.  

 

6.77 It is therefore clear that it would be compliant with emerging Policy H12 to rule out S t 

Johns C of E primary school from further consideration for additional PBSA.  

 

15. Religious Centre (MFM Reading Transformation Centre, UK) 

 

6.78 The MFM centre is a religious organisation who occupy the building to the east of Reading 

College. It operates a number of religious events within the building which are open to 

the local community on a regular basis from the building. The building is also currently 

not offered for sale. 

 

6.79 In any event, with being a highly functioning community facility, there is  no evidence to 

suggest (as required by emerging Policy OU1 for the redevelopment of any existing 

community facility) that there is no longer a need to retain it for its current use. It is 

therefore discounted from any further assessment and cannot be cons idered available at 

the present time for PBSA.  

 

16. Young People’s Hall 

 

6.80 This building is relatively small, located to the south eastern corner of Reading College. 

The building as existing occupies the majority of the site and fronts onto Kingsgate Stree t. 

On such a confined site, it would be difficult to ascertain how the necessary facilities, to 
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support a PBSA proposal, could be provided (i.e. parking, access and amenity space) and 

still retain sufficient space for a PBSA scheme.  

 

6.81 As the building occupies a highly restricted site and is not currently available for sale on 

the market, it has been discounted from further consideration as a potential PBSA site.  

 

17. Offices (ITS construction recruitment) 

 

6.82 This building is currently occupied by a recruitment company (ITS). As it is a currently 

occupied, it remains viable for now as an office building, its loss would not comply with 

emerging Policy EM3. This is in stark contrast to Alexander House, a vacant low -quality 

office building which, despite a marketing campaign, has not been taken up by office 

tenants. Further, the ITS recruitment building site is very narrow, making any meaningful 

provision of student accommodation difficult (i.e. with required amenity, parking and 

entrance facilities). Finally, as the building is not currently available to purchase, it has 

therefore been discounted from further assessment for PBSA.  

 

18. Offices (WIPRO) 

 

6.83 This building is currently occupied by IT company WIPRO, who use the building as offices. 

The building has undergone a number of fairly recent upgrades as indicated by the 

relevant planning history available on the Reading Borough Council website (using si te 

address 185 Kings Road, Reading). Such investment and the continued occupation by 

WIPRO indicate the building remains of sufficient quality to meet their needs and 

accordingly it should be retained as office floorspace in accordance with emerging Policy  

EM3. Further, the building is not available for sale and as such has been discounted from 

having potential for PBSA.  

 

19. Retail (Newsagents) 

 

6.84 This site is far too small to be considered capable of accommodating PBSA and as such 

has been discounted from further assessment for PBSA.  

 

 Summary of potential PBSA capacity on land adjacent to existing further or  higher 

education campus locations 

 

6.85 Having conducted a full review of potential development locations on land immediately 

adjacent to existing further or higher education campuses, it is apparent that there would 

currently be no available potential capacity. The shortfall in student accommodation would 



Alexander House, Kings Road, Reading 
Planning Statement  Planning Appraisal 

28485/A5/P2c/JL Page 48 January 2019  

therefore remain at the level previously identified having accounted for University PBSA 

and private PBSA combined.  

 

 

 Extension or reconfiguration of existing PBSA 

 

6.86 Having established that no potential PBSA development locations have been identified on 

land adjacent to existing further or higher education campuses in Reading (having 

assessed the University of Reading and Reading College sites), emerging Policy H12 

requires that the question of whether or not the extension or reconfiguration of existing 

PBSA within the Borough could provide sufficient capacity to meet an identified need.  

 

6.87 In order to make this assessment, all current PBSA development locations have been 

identified, including both those that are operational and those which have planning 

permission but are yet to be completed. The list of sites appraised are included at 

Appendix E and their locations illustrated on a map at Appendix G. The map at Appendix 

G which illustrates the locations of existing PBSA shall from this point be referred to as 

the “Existing PBSA map”. It should be noted that whilst the location of University student 

accommodation is shown on the Existing PBSA map, the potential for additional capacity 

of those sites and any other University land has been considered within the Campus 

Capacity Study and as such, to prevent double counting, are not re -appraised within this 

section of the emerging Policy H12 assessment.  

 

6.88 The search for existing PBSA has revealed that there are currently 10 private 

accommodation buildings in Reading Borough, generating a total capacity of 1, 770 bed 

spaces. There are only six sites which currently have planning permission for private 

PBSA, totalling an additional capacity, once constructed, of 305 bed spaces. This means 

a combined total of 2,075 bed spaces.  

 

6.89 For the purposes of this assessment, it is not considered appropriate to appraise recent 

planning applications as it can be assumed that those submissions, as permitted, 

represent the current capacity of those sites. This assessment will however look at the 

10 existing PBSA developments. This is set out in brief within the below table:  

 

  

PBSA name 

(Existing PBSA 

map number) 

 

Comments 
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Crown House (1)  It is evident that this site has been built out to occupy the entire 

site. There would therefore be no opportunity for further  

extensions to increase capacity. Further, as a fairly recent 

building, it would be highly unlikely that it would be viable to 

redevelop the site for a building which provides increased student 

accommodation.  

Kendrick Hall (2) This is a fairly recently developed PBSA, operated by Unite, and 

represents a full utilisation of the site capacity. There would be 

no further opportunity for extension without loss of amenity space 

designed for the use of current resident students.  

Saxon Court (3) Whilst not as recent as others within this assessment, the Saxon 

Court PBSA maximises the use of the site with limited, if any, 

scope for extension. As the PBSA is currently occupied, it is 

unlikely to present a redevelopment opportunity, which is even 

less likely at the current point in time due to the shortfall in 

accommodation driving up demand. 

Loddon House (4) This is a very recent development which represents the maximum 

capacity at this point in time. No further capacity for extension or 

reconfiguration could be reasonably expected at present.  

Central Studios 

Reading (5) 

Central Studios is a recent development and represents the 

maximum current capacity for the site.  

Queens Court (6) This student accommodation development represents the 

maximum current capacity for the site.  

CityBlock (7) CityBlock (Berkshire House) is a PBSA that has been fairly recently 

converted from offices to student accommodation, including retail 

on the ground floor. There is no further capacity for expansion of 

this building at the present time.  

New Century Place 

1 (8) 

Recently converted under a Prior Approval Notification (reference 

161601), the current accommodation as converted represents the 

maximum current capacity for the site.  

New Century Place 

2 (9) 

Recently converted by Prior Approval Notification applications 

(172271 and 172272). Having recently been converted and as 

evident from a review of the site, there is no further capacity for 

additional accommodation.  

Kings Road (10) Kings Road is a recent development which maximises the capacity 

of what is a long narrow site. There is no further capacity on this 

site for additional PBSA.  
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6.90 Having conducted an in-depth appraisal of each existing private PBSA development, and 

accepting that those which have recently gained permission ( six sites totalling 305 beds) 

represent the full capacity of those sites, it is apparent that there is no identifiable fur ther 

capacity from existing PBSA within the Borough.  

 

 

 Emerging Policy H12 Summary 

 

6.91 This assessment has had regard to the Council’s emerging Local Plan Policy H12 on the 

basis that it may have increased planning weight (i.e. if the Local Plan Inspec tor does not 

require modification to it), or full weight in the event that the emerging Local Plan is 

adopted prior to the determination of this planning application.  

 

6.92 The latest data from the University finds that the University is experiencing a sh ortfall of 

5,015 student bed spaces (correct as of the 2017/18 academic year) when taking into 

account those students, across all years of study, who have registered interest in 

University student accommodation. This shortfall is understood to not take account of the 

following; 

 

1) Students who do not register interest in University PBSA by virtue of going straight 

into private PBSA, HMOs or living with friends / family;  

2) The capacity of the private PBSA sector where students who form part of that 5,000 

shortfall figure may go (although some may go to HMOs) when the University cannot 

offer accommodation.  

 

6.93 In order to understand true shortfall, having accounted for both the supply available from 

the University and private PBSA with which the University does not have an agreemen t, 

there is a need to discount from the University published shortfall, the amount  of capacity 

provided by the private PBSA sector.  

 

6.94 The summary of this assessment is set out in the below table:  

 

 Table 1: Current Shortfall Summary 

  

 

Category 

 

 

Number of bedspaces 
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1.Total shortfall (2017/18) of student bedspaces based 

on the number of students who registered interest in 

University accommodation but could not be accommodated 

by University supply. It should be noted that the total 

shortfall stated by the University has already accounted for 

total University PBSA supply.  

5,015 

2.Total Private PBSA supply (constructed and consented 

pipeline) 

2,075  

(1,770 + 305) 

3.Total Private PBSA supply plus St Patrick’s Hall  

proposals1 (if appeal allowed) 

2,729  

(2. Plus 654 net) 

4.Total potential on-campus supply (St Patrick’s Hall 

appeal dismissed 

1,281 

5.Total potential on-campus supply (St Patrick’s Hall 

appeal allowed) 

1,935  

(4. Plus 654 net) 

6.Total potential adjacent to campus supply 0 

7.Total potential extension / reconfiguration of 

existing PBSA supply 

0 

8.Shortfall Remaining (Shortfall minus Private Supply / on 

campus potential supply but St Patrick’s Hall appeal 

dismissed) 

1,659  

(2. + 4. deducted from 

1.) 

9.Potential Shortfall Remaining (as above but 

accounting for St Patrick’s Hall proposals if appeal allowed, 

add net of 654) 

1,005  

(2. + 5. Deducted from 

1.) 

 

6.95 Taking rows 8. and 9. from the above table, it is clear that there is a current shortfall 

based on the latest figures from the University of Reading, amounting to 1,659 without 

the St Patrick’s Hall appeal being allowed, and 1,005 with it being allowed. These shortfall 

figures have had regard to all current and potential emerging Policy H12 compliant 

locations (i.e. on campus, adjacent to campus and extension / reconfiguration of existing 

PBSA). For ease of comparing supply and demand numbers, the University’s assessment 

of potential on-campus supply has been presented as a whole number, without assuming 

delivery over the passage of time. In reality, it is unrealistic to assume that the University 

could deliver its entire on-campus supply immediately. It is more likely that it would be 

delivered over a number of years, to a logical development programme and reflecting 

available resources. By the time such identified potential on-campus supply is built out in 

full, the reality is that the shortfall figure, as projected by the University, will have likely 

increased significantly.  

                                                
1 Note: Please see Appendix E for calculations.  
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6.96 The UoR Accommodation Strategy projects that shortfall  figures could increase from 5,015 

in 2017/18 (actual figures), to a projected 6,875 by 2020/21 and 12,865 by 2028/29. The 

below table illustrates how the shortfall figures, having regard to Table 1 above, would 

increase should the University’s projections  take place; 

 

 Table 2: Projected Future Shortfall  

 

 

Year 

 

UoR Accommodation Strategy 

Shortfall 

 

Resultant Shortfall taking 

account findings of Table 1. 

 

2017/18 

5,015 

(emerging Local Plan references 

5,000 within the supporting text 

to Policy H12) 

1,659 

(St Patrick’s Hall appeal dismissed) 

1,005 

(St Patrick’s Hall appeal allowed)  

 

2020/21 

6,875 

(projected) 

3,519  

(St Patrick’s Hall appeal dismissed)  

2,865 

(St Patrick’s Hall appeal allowed)  

 

2028/29 

12,865 

(projected) 

9,509 

(St Patrick’s Hall appea l dismissed) 

8,855 

(St Patrick’s Hall appeal allowed)  

 

6.97 As seen from the assessment against the criteria of emerging Policy H12 for preferred 

locations for student accommodation, the preferred sites within the first paragraph of 

that policy cannot meet the current shortfall, or that projected to 2020/21 or the projected 

shortfall for 2028/29 (acknowledging that long term forecasts are more difficult). The 

shortfall numbers are significant, even in the event that the St Patrick’s Hall appeal is 

allowed. The second paragraph of emerging Policy H12 is therefore also satisfied and 

PBSA can, in compliance with emerging Policy H12 come forward in other sustainable 

locations, including the Application Site on King’s Road.  

 

 Loss of Office Floorspace 

 

6.98 The Council stated within the September 2018 pre-application advice (Appendix B) that 

at the time application 162057 (the consented scheme) was determined, the loss of the 

existing office use was justified through a combination of a point by point assessment of  
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policy CS11, supplemented by a market report. Policy CS11 is the adopted Core Strategy 

Policy, which would be replaced by emerging Policy EM3 if the emerging Local Plan is 

adopted in its current form. This planning statement will conduct the same exercise .  

 

6.99 The Council also advised at the pre-application stage that the office market report 

submitted with application 162057 to demonstrate the acceptable loss of the office use 

at Alexander House was accepted by officers to be sufficient in accordance w ith the 

requirements of Core Strategy Policy CS11. This application includes an updated Office 

Market Report.  

 

 Core Strategy Policy CS11 and emerging Local Plan Policy EM3 point-by-point 

criteria assessment 

 

6.100 Emerging Policy EM3 references Core Employment Areas, which the Site is not within, and 

sets out a criteria for all other areas which does apply to the Site. The criteria within 

Emerging Policy EM3 is the same as the current adopted criteria within Core St rategy 

Policy CS11.  

 

6.101 In order to assess compliance with the criteria within both Core Strategy Policy CS11 and 

emerging Local Plan Policy EM3, it is worth referencing the updated Office Market Report, 

included with this application.  

 

6.102 The Office Market Report, conducted by Campbell Gordon in November 2018 sought to 

provide an updated position on the Reading Office Market. The report found that in recent 

years, the low demand for grade B office space (such as Alexander House) has continued. 

This was reflected when Campbell Gordon conducted a letting campaign from May 2013 

to June 2015, for a term up to September 2017 at a rent rate far below the prime rent 

figures for Reading Town Centre (i.e. £20 sq.ft rather than £33.50 sq.ft). During that time  

Campbell Gordon only undertook 5 viewings with none progressing. Campbell Gordon 

conclude that the market trends identified in that letting campaign have continued in the 

years following, with market data up to 2018 continuing to show that grade B buildings 

continue to represent only a miniscule proportion of the Reading office take up.  

 

6.103 Campbell Gordon, conclude that there is little or no demand for standard leasehold office 

accommodation in this location, and would be highly unlikely that office tenants could be 

attracted either in it’s current condition; refurbished; or redeveloped. In reaching that 

conclusion, the Office Market Report looked at other letting campaigns which similarly 

had failed to attract interest, with only three examples of town centre fringe offices being 

taken up in the past three years (UTP at Sapphire Plaza, Razoom at 83 London S treet, 
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and Just Lamps at Advantage), all of which were let at very low rental rates and 

represented more attractive locations. 

 

6.104 With the above information and the Office Market Repor t submitted with this application, 

it is possible to conduct an updated point by point assessment against the criteria of Core 

Strategy Policy CS11 and emerging Local Plan Policy EM3 as set out below;  

 

 Table 3: Core Strategy Policy CS11 and emerging Local Plan Policy EM3 point-

by-point assessment 

  

Policy Criteria Assessment 

(i) Is access by a choice of means of 

transport, including access to the 

strategic road network, poor, and 

likely to remain poor? 

 

The site is sustainably located with good 

connections by road, public transport and by 

foot, including to the Town Centre and 

Reading Railway Station. However, as found 

by Campbell Gordon in the Office Market 

Report, there is little or no demand for office  

accommodation in this location, being in 

neither of the locations which see office 

demand (i.e. in the Town Centre or out of 

town very close to motorway junctions in 

attractive statement buildings). The location 

is a significant factor in why there is no 

demand for office stock in this location, 

especially for grade B stock.  

(ii) Is the continued use of the site for 

employment, including the potential 

for redevelopment for employment 

uses, viable? 

 

It is not viable to retain a building for which 

there is no demand to rent it out as an office 

building. The Office Market Report concludes 

not only is there little or no demand for office 

accommodation in this location, but further, 

even if it were refurbished or redeveloped into 

modern office accommodation it is highly 

unlikely to attract any tenants. Further, 

examples of other office premises which are 

similarly grade B and in town centre fringe 

locations have also struggled to attract any 

interest as demonstrated within the Office 

Market report. It is clear that it would not be 
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viable to continue to retain the site with an 

office use.  

(iii) Is there a surplus of similar size 

and type of accommodation in 

Reading? 

 

There is a clear surplus of office 

accommodation in Reading. The Office Market 

Report provides figures up to 2018 which 

illustrate the percentage take up of available 

office accommodation. Since 2016 the takeup 

of stock in-town has been 14%, 69% and 

51%, and for out of town, 86%, 31% and 

49%. Alexander House is grade B office stock, 

for which the figures are extremely low at 4%, 

3% and 5% over the past three years, with 

the highest percentage since 2011 being that 

year at 6.2% take up (offices over 5,000 

sq.ft). This clearly provides up to date 

evidence that not only is there is a surplus, 

but that there is little to no demand for Grade 

B office stock.  

(iv) Would continued employment use 

of the site detrimentally affect the 

amenity and character of a 

residential area? 

 

The continued employment use of the building 

as offices would not be detrimental to the 

amenity and character of the area because the 

locality is characterised by a mix of uses, 

including residential, retail and offices. 

Alexander House is however an old building 

which is becoming tired in its appearance, and 

would therefore benefit not only the 

immediate location, but King’s Road as a 

whole (and thereby a main exit from Reading) 

if it were to be redeveloped with a quality 

design.  

(v) Is the need for alternative uses 

stronger than the need for the 

retention of employment land? 

 

Yes. There is little or no demand for office 

stock in this location, reflected by the findings 

of the Office Market Report. Against this 

position there is a high demand for PBSA in 

Reading, but specifically in locations which are 

in sustainable locations and within walking 

distance to further / higher education 

campuses, public transport, and facilities and 
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services such as those at Cemetery Junction 

and Reading Town Centre. There is a current 

shortfall of at least 1,659 student bedspaces 

as at 2017 / 18, a figure which is projected to 

grow to 3,519 bedspaces by 2020/21 and 

9,509 bedspaces by 2028/29.  

(vi) Would the proposal result in a 

piecemeal loss of employment 

land where there is potential for a 

more comprehensive scheme? 

 

Alexander House is located within an area 

characterised by a mix of uses. The 

redevelopment of the site for PBSA would not 

result in the piecemeal loss of employment 

land as not only does the site not form part of 

a larger well performing office location, but 

there is little to no demand for grade B office 

space in this location, a position which the 

Office Market Report states is highly unlikely 

to change even if the property were 

refurbished or redeveloped as updated office 

stock.  

 

 

6.105 The above assessment against the criteria of both Core Strategy CS11 and emerging Local 

Plan Policy EM3 clearly demonstrates that there would be no conflict with the relevant 

current or emerging policy to redevelop the Site for a non-employment use. It would 

result in the loss of a grade B office building for which there is little or no demand, and 

to attempt to refurbish it or redevelop for office use purposes would be fruitless as take -

up, given its fringe town centre location would be highly unlikely. Al exander House is 

therefore not required in order to meet any current or longer term office floorspace 

requirements and its loss in the face of a greater evidenced need would be a policy 

compliant position.  

 

 Development of the Site for PBSA in the context of a potential residential 

allocation (ER1g) 

 

6.106 The Site is currently included as a draft allocation in the emerging Local P lan under 

reference ER1g for 26 – 38 dwellings. The Council, at pre-application, stated that the 

allocation refers to C3 residential accommodation and not student accommodation which 

it considers to be Sui Generis. As such, the Council consider there would, if the emerging 
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Local Plan is adopted with that proposed allocation retained, be a conflict with the site 

allocation.  

 

6.107 There are a number of factors which need to be addressed when considering the matter 

of the draft allocation; 

 

1) A look at the current and projected demand positions for C3 residential (having regard 

to the pipeline) and compare it to the current demand for  PBSA; and 

2) The potential impact the proposals could have on the C3 residential housing market 

and compare it to the potential impact it could have on the need for further student 

accommodation.  

 

6.108 The above mentioned two areas for consideration will be discussed below: 

 

 Current demand for C3 residential compared with current demand for PBSA 

 

6.109 The emerging Local Plan identified a need for an average of 671 homes per annum in 

Reading Borough over the period to be covered by the emerging Local Plan of 2013 to 

2036, matching the period covered by the SHMA evidence. In terms of completions and 

how this matched against the need from 2013 to the latest completion figures for 2016/17, 

this is set out in the below table: 

 

 Table 4: New Housing Delivered 2013/14 to 2016/17 

 

Monitoring Year Net completions Delivery Target Surplus / 

Shortfall 

2013/14 361 671 -310 

2014/15 635 671 -36 

2015/16 751 671 +80 

2016/17 717 671 +46 

Total   -220 

 

6.110 The housing delivery figures for 2017/2018 have not yet been published in a revised 

annual monitoring report at the time of writing, however, it is possible to review the 

pipeline of residential developments coming forward and looking how the projected supply  

affects the overall delivery picture.  
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6.111 The applicant has commissioned Haslams (Chartered Surveyors) to review the supply of 

housing entering the market in the short to medium term, including  those which are 

currently under construction and those which have recently been granted planning 

permission. If there are any notable draft allocations which may come forward in the 

medium term, these have also been highlighted by Haslams to provide a complete picture 

of the pipeline of housing.  

 

6.112 Haslams Residential Market Supply Report (the “Residential Report” ) identified 13 

developments currently under construction, making a total supply of 1,092 dwellings 

(comprising 976 flats and 116 houses) which will be entering the housing market in the 

short term. This is supplemented by a further 12 residential sites wh ich benefit from 

planning permission, making a total of 3,157 dwellings (comprising 2,925 flats and 232 

houses). Combined, this means that in the short term (1-3 years equating the normal 

length of Planning Permission before construction must commence) 4,249 dwellings are 

due to enter the Reading residential market, predominantly around the town centre as 

illustrated within the Residential Report. This number is well in excess of the annual 

requirement, of 671 dwelling per annum as identified in the emerging Local Plan to 

calculate housing need.  

 

6.113 Having regard to the ‘shortfall’ since 2013 of 220 as identified within Table 4 (i.e. 4,249 

minus shortfall of 220), this would mean those dwellings under construction or recently 

granted planning permission, would provide 4,029 dwellings in the short term. This would 

equate to 6 years supply of housing (i.e. 4,029 / 671 annual housing requirement), 

covering housing need up to and including 2022/23.  

 

6.114 Two further significant developments are currently under consideration by the Council, 

including Green Park Village (Phase 6A) adding 339 dwellings, and Bristol and West Arcade 

adding 43 dwellings. If approved, those developments would add a further 382 dwellings 

to the short-term housing supply pipeline, ra ising the total to 4,631 dwellings. That 

number would represent a housing supply equivalent (having deducted the shortfall since 

2013, reducing the ‘supply’ to 4,411 dwellings) of 6.57 years supply.  

 

6.115 Additional to that picture, the Residential Repor t identifies two draft allocations within 

the emerging Local Plan which would add a further 1,170 dwellings to the short to medium 

term housing supply, improving the picture further. This does not include any dwellings 

at Reading Golf Club if allocated.  

 

6.116 It should be noted that this exercise relates to short to medium term housing supply in 

Reading and is provided to demonstrate what type of housing need is presently in greatest 
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need between general C3 Class residential and student accommodation. This is designed 

to assist the Council in making an appropriate planning balance judgement, directing 

development to the area of greatest present need. It is not an analysis of housing need 

over the emerging Local Plan period (to 2036), which finds a shortfall of 644 dwellings  

over the Plan period.   

 

6.117 What is clear however, is that the pipeline of residential development  demonstrated to 

be available is more than sufficient to meet housing needs over the 6 years beyond the 

last housing completions data from 2017/2018 as quoted within the Council’s latest Annual 

Monitoring Report. By contrast, there is a current significant shortfall of student housing 

by at least 1,659 bedspaces, which, if the same approach to providing for student 

accommodation is taken (i.e. projecting what the need could be in future years), would 

rise to 3,519 bedspaces shortfall by 2020/21, and 9,509 bedspaces by 2028/29. 

 

6.118 It should be noted again that the NPPF at paragraph 61 does not make a prioritised 

distinction between the importance of one housing need group over another, but clearly 

states that the Council should consider the needs for different groups in the community, 

including students. Against the above backdrop of need, it is considered that there is a 

robust planning argument to permit PBSA on the Site, notwithstanding the potential 

existence of a residential allocation.  

 

 Potential impact on housing (C3) if the Site is developed for PBSA 

 

6.119 The Council have stated within the emerging Local Plan, and at the Local Plan EiP in 

September 2018, that the amount of general housing which may be freed up through 

PBSA development would not make as great a contribution to housing supply as an 

allocation would once built out.  

 

6.120 In order to consider this assumption further, it is worth noting a few points; 

 

1. the Council have acknowledged within a SoCG between the University and the Council , 

following the Local Plan EiP hearing sessions, that PBSA can free up general market 

housing through the movement of students away from HMOs to PBSA;  

2. the draft allocation for Alexander House (ER1g) is for 26 – 38 dwellings on the site; 

3. the Council’s methodology for converting student bed spaces to residential unit 

numbers as set out within the Reading Housing and Economic Land Availability 

Assessment (November 2017), at paragraph 7.3, is four student bedrooms per single 

dwelling.  
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6.121 Therefore, the question arises whether there would be greater housing supply from the 

retention of the draft allocation (taking the higher number of 38 dwellings), or whether 

a greater number of dwellings could be prevented from becoming student occupied HMOs 

through the provision of PBSA at A lexander House. Using the Council’s conversion rate 

methodology from student bedrooms to dwellings, the 182 bedrooms proposed would 

equate to c. 46 dwellings (rounded up from 45.5). Therefore, using the Council’s 

methodology, the Proposed Development would not only provide for the greater housing 

need (student accommodation) in the short to medium term, but would also prevent a 

greater number of more general C3 housing from becoming student occupied HMOs than 

the Borough would ‘lose’ through the loss of the allocation on the Site.  

 

6.122 It is therefore clear again that there is strong material planning reasoning as to why it 

would be compliant with the NPPF to permit student accommodation through efficient 

PBSA, which would free up more general residential dwellings than the allocation allows 

for, and would also provide much needed accommodation for the greater short to medium 

term housing need.  

  

 Why PBSA is required at the location of the Site 

 

6.123 The discussion above which supports the principle of developing PBSA on the Site is clear 

and evidenced. There is a significant unmet need for student accommodation  in the 

Borough which represents a greater short to medium term need than general housing 

(having regard to the short to medium term residential pipeline). There are further 

reasons why the Site is particularly suitable for student accommodation. These reasons 

will be set out below.  

 

6.124 We have first established within the preceding sections of this planning statement that 

there is insufficient capacity to meet the scale of current student accommodation shortfall 

and the projected shortfall growth on the campus of existing further and higher education 

institutions, or through extension / reconfiguration of exi sting PBSA. On that basis, to 

look at meeting the scale of shortfall first, and secondly the projected further need, 

requires PBSA to come forward in other sustainable locations.  

 

6.125 The Site is situated in a location which is very sustainably located considering it would be 

occupied by students. Students, who would reside in the Proposed Development would 

be prevented from bringing a car to their accommodation ( through their tenancy 

agreements which prevent the parking of vehicles within 1km of the Site), and are not 

provided with parking spaces on site (the only parking spaces being staff / disabled). 
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Therefore, PBSA needs to be in a location from which students can satisfy day -to-day 

needs by other sustainable means such as walking, cycling and public transport.  

 

6.126 Further, when selecting a location for PBSA, it needs to be within such sustainable 

commuting distance to each location students would need to reach, including primarily 

their place of study (which could include the University of Reading  campuses at 

Whiteknights and London Road, but also could include Reading College), but also 

importantly where key services and facilities are located.  

 

6.127 It is evident therefore that the Site is ideally located and satisfies all of the requirements 

to ensure Students are able to reside and commute sustainably. The University’s 

Whiteknights campus is c.20 minutes’ walk, a similar time by public bus, and only 10 

minutes by bicycle. The University’s London Road campus is only a 10 -minute walk. Whilst 

Reading College is a smaller institution than the University of Reading, it is part of the 

Activate Learning group which also includes Banbury and Bicester College, Bracknell and 

Wokingham College and the City of Oxford College. Reading College offers a range  of 

courses, both full time and part time and any students which occupy the Proposed 

Development and study a course at Reading College would find the Site 

conveniently next-door-but-one. The site is therefore ideally located to access the 

relevant nearby higher / further education campuses.  

 

6.128 The Site is also within convenient 200 metre walking distance of the services at Cemetery 

Junction to the east of the Site, and Reading Town Centre only  a 15-minute walk to the 

west. This enables students to access a wide and extensive range of facilities within a 

convenient walking distance and time. These beneficial accessibility factors are specific 

to locating the Proposed Development at the Site.  

 

6.129 In addition to the convenient proximity to places of study, services and facilities, there 

are the specific immediate site attributes which make it particularly suitable for PBSA. 

First, the immediate surroundings and the length of Kings Road is characterised by 

generally larger structures, particularly either side in the form of The Pinnacle and 

Crossway Point which are a similar height to the Proposed Development. This provides 

the opportunity for a development of scale which makes the most efficient use of the 

Site, providing a credible amount of student accommodation which would not be possib le 

in areas characterised by smaller scale development.  

 

6.130 Furthermore, it is also more in keeping with adjacent neighbouring residential apartments 

and a generally mixed-use area to situate PBSA on this specific site than in other less 

densely populated areas, such as general residential streets. This is clearly apparent by 
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the notably low objection rate to the Proposed Development following a public exhibition 

and consultation exercise held in December 2018.  

 

6.131 The above factors, in isolation and combination, mean that the location of the Site is 

particularly well suited to accommodating PBSA of the type and scale proposed.  

 

 Relevant Planning Decisions 

 

6.132 There are a small number of student accommodation applications which have been 

determined in 2018 that, notwithstanding the evolving planning policy background with 

the emerging Local Plan, are worth considering. These will be set out briefly below, 

including a brief discussion of what relevance they bring to this application.  

 

 40 Silver Street (Council application reference 172118; Appeal reference 

3199747) 

 

6.133  The Council’s refusal reasons for the above application were based on;  

 

1. Design – bulk and height considered to represent overdevelopment; 

2. Amenity – loss of privacy, overlooking and disturbance; 

3. Community – over concentration of student accommodation failing to provide a 

mixed and balanced community; 

4. S106 – absence of a legal agreement.  

 

6.134 The Council’s reasons for refusal which concern design are site specific and considered in 

the context of a residential area that is characterised by buildings which are generally 

modest in scale. The site-specific considerations relevant to Silver Street are very different 

to King’s Road, particularly the Site, which is characterised by va rious uses and building 

scales; particularly the immediate area which accommodates a number of buildings similar 

in scale to that proposed.  

 

6.135 What was interesting in the Inspector’s decision to d ismiss the appeal, other than areas 

of agreement with the Council’s site-specific assessment, was that she was not convinced 

that the proposals would ensure a mixed and balanced community (with reference to Core 

Strategy Policy CS15), or that there was sufficient evidence of a need for student 

accommodation in that location. The appellant had argued that there were no specific 

student accommodation policies which direct student accommodation to particular 

locations. The Inspector’s decision stated that no substantive evidence had been placed 

before her to demonstrate a specific need for student housing in that location and 
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accordingly, the Inspector was not able to be certain that it would provide an appropriate 

density and mix. It is notable that the Inspector did not conclude it would ‘not’ provide 

an appropriate density and mix, but rather pointed to the lack of evidence, including that 

required to demonstrate that there would not be a resultant harmful impact on the lives 

of neighbouring residents.  

 

6.136 It is clear that the lack of evidence submitted with the 40 Silver Street planning application 

and appeal that followed prevented the Inspector from being able to apply the planning 

balance. Further, no site-specific reasoning was provided as to why the dismissed 

proposals would be appropriate for the area i t was to be placed and also why the site 

would be specifically suitable for student accommodation.  

 

6.137 This Planning Statement has provided robust reasons as to why the Site is specifically 

suited to student accommodation (paragraphs 6.123 – 6.131) and a clear evidence on the 

need for student accommodation in the Borough in preceding sections. Further evidence 

on the specific suitability of the location has been provided within other consultant 

produced reports appended to this planning application, including (but not limited to) the 

Air Quality Assessment, Noise Assessment and DAS.  

 

6.138 Further, the potential impact from the occupation of the Proposed Development by 

students (i.e. noise, disturbance and parking) would be comprehensively managed as set 

out within the submitted Student Management Plan. This would include careful 

management of the internal communal areas, outside amenity space and parking 

restrictions; and strict tenancy agreement terms.  

 

6.139 In summary, the Council and appeal decisions concerning the proposals for PBSA at 40 

Silver Street, cannot be compared directly to the Proposed Development on the Site, but 

do provide a useful context to the evidence which has been required, and duly provided, 

within this planning application.  

 

 79 Silver Street (Council reference numbers 170685 and 180075)  

 

6.140 The Council granted planning permission for the erection of a part 3 and part 4 storey 

student accommodation building at 79 Silver Street (Council reference 170685) to provide 

56 student studio rooms in January 2018.  An application to vary the permission to 

introduce a larger basement, increasing the number of student studios to 61 was granted 

planning permission in June 2018 (Council reference 180075). 
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6.141 Whilst direct comparisons cannot be made between this site and the Site for the Proposed 

Development due to different site-specific considerations, it is useful to note that the 

proposals at 79 Silver Street were deemed by the Council to be appropriate in scale, 

design and the relationship with neighbouring properties. The contents of this application 

were appraised and noted in the formation of the Proposed Development for the Site, 

whilst appreciating that Silver Street is a residential area with buildings of a modest scale, 

in contrast to King’s Road which includes a number of large -scale buildings, particularly 

adjacent to the Site.  

 

 Former Private Car Park, East Street (Council reference 170019; Appeal 

reference 3190317) 

 

6.142 The Planning Inspector’s comments in allowing the above planning application at East 

Street provides some useful, relevant guidance when considering the Proposed 

Development on the Site.  

 

6.143 The Council asked the Inspector to consider, as a material consideration, the content of 

emerging Local Plan Pol icy H12 (student accommodation). Whilst this Planning Statement 

deems it prudent to address the content of the emerging policy, the Inspector’s decision 

in the East Street appeal clearly stated that limited weight was given to emerging Policy 

H12 due to the fact there remain substantial and unresolved objections, and it is yet to 

be tested at examination.  

 

6.144 In light of the Inspector’s comments, it is clear that emerging Policy H12 cannot be 

afforded full weight until the emerging Local Plan has been adopted. Further, the policy 

cannot be afforded greater weight, in the light of yet unresolved objections, until the 

Local Plan Inspector has provided her report on the soundness of the emerging Local 

Plan.  

 

6.145 It was also noted within the East Street appeal that the Council had raised concerns over 

potential noise and anti-social behaviour, but that the Inspector considered that the 

sustainability of the location would give “no reason to suppose that students would 

congregate in a particular location” and that an appropriately drafted Student 

Management Plan would be sufficient to control such potential issues. Further, it was 

noted that the Inspector considered that pick-up and drop-off movements would likely be 

limited in number and thereby not pose a risk to highway safety or convenience and that 

PBSA would be preferable to HMOs and would reduce the impacts on the living conditions 

of neighbours of such properties.  
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6.146 In summary, the East Street appeal demonstrated that firstly, emerging Policy H12 can 

only be afforded limited weight in the determination of an application for student 

accommodation until the emerging Local Plan process has progressed (i.e. at such a point 

as the Inspector has produced her report on the soundness of the Local Plan), and that 

an appropriate Student Management Plan would be sufficient to manage student 

behaviour and potential impacts upon local residents.  

 

 Woodley Arms Public House, Waldeck Street (Council reference 171893; Appeal 

reference 3199152) 

 

6.147 The above appeal brings little in the way of relevant comparison with the Proposed 

Development on the Site adjacent to King’s Road. However, it is relevant to note that the 

Council considered it appropriate and compl iant with the Development Plan for the 

proposals to include limited parking provision, and that it was a material consideration 

that the proposals would utilise a brownfield site in a location deemed sustainably located 

due to being relatively close to the University of Reading London Road campus.  

 

6.148 The relevance of referring to the above application is that the specific location of the 

proposals were considered acceptable and in compliance with the Development Plan on 

the basis that students would be able to conveniently access the University’s London Road 

campus within a short walk. This is worth noting in the context of the Proposed 

Development which would, if permitted, be located on a Site which is next -door-but-one 

to Reading College, and a short walk to the University’s London Road and Whiteknig hts 

campus locations (in addition to nearby services and facilities).   

 

 

 Principle of Development Summary 

 

6.149 Inherent within the requirements of emerging Policy H12 is  the need to demonstrate the 

need for further student accommodation through PBSA. Following such a demonstration, 

emerging Policy H12 then would require a sequential approach be taken, appraising the 

suitability of policy preferable locations for further PBSA. Should the emerging Local Plan 

be adopted in its current form (which cannot be confirmed and attributed significant 

weight until its adoption) with the draft residential allocation for the Site (ER1g), the 

demonstration of need for further PBSA would also need to be balanced against the need 

for further general C3 Class market housing. 

 

6.150 In providing such evidence of need for further PBSA, this Planning Statement has drawn 

on a number of sources, including the University’s UoR Accommodation Strategy report, 
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and the Student Demand report submitted with this application. It is notable that the 

Student Demand report uses the same, but more up-to-date HESA data the Council’s 

SHMA used and depended upon at the recent emerging Local Plan EiP.  

 

6.151 The University’s published figures within their evidence to the emerging Local Plan Ei P 

for the 2017/18 academic year demonstrated the shortfall of student accommodation 

when considering available University accommodation supply against the number of 

students who registered interest in taking up a University Halls of Residence place. Having 

accounted for the additional supply provided by private PBSA, it has been found that for 

the 2017/18 academic year, the shortfall was at least 1,659 student bedspaces. Looking 

forward to the 2020/21 academic year intake and accounting for private PBSA sup ply 

means a projected shortfall of at least 3,519 student bedspaces. By 2028/29, this shortfall 

may reach a very significant 9,509 bedspaces.  

 

6.152 The evidenced need for further PBSA is therefore significant as existing and projected, as 

set out above. This is further set against the backdrop of a very healthy pipeline of general 

residential development which is either under construction or consented and likely to 

commence construction in the short to medium term. It has been found that whilst there 

was a 220-dwelling shortfall in housing delivery against the emerging Local Plan OAN of 

671 dwellings per annum between 2013/14 and 2016/17, the current residential pipeline 

is so healthy that against the annual housing requirement, it would equate to at least  6 

years supply of housing. This would increase to around 6.57 years housing supply if 

current planning applications at Green Park Village (Phase 6A) and Bristol and West 

Arcade are approved.  

 

6.153 Whilst there is an evidenced current and future significant PBSA need, there is a 

contrasting healthy current pipeline supply of general housing. In order to satisfy the 

requirements of the NPPF to provide for housing needs of specific groups, such as 

students, it would be a policy compliant position to take to  permit PBSA on the Site in 

preference to draft allocation ER1g, thereby addressing a greater current need than 

general C3 Class Use housing.  

 

6.154 Having considered the above, it is therefore apparent that there is a need to accommodate 

further PBSA within the Borough and attention draws to the requirements of emerging 

Policy H12, which would need to be complied with in the event  that the emerging Local 

Plan is adopted in its current form.  

 

6.155 This Planning Statement, supported by the evidence supplied with the planning 

application, demonstrates that; 
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1) There is insufficient capacity to accommodate the current and / or the projected 

need for student accommodation within the Borough on the campus of higher / 

further education institutions; 

2) Having explored 1) above, there is insufficient further capacity to accommodate the 

current and / or projected need for student accommodation on land adjacent to 

existing higher / further education institutions; and 

3) Having explored 1) and 2) above, there is insufficient further capacity to 

accommodate the current and / or projected need for student accommodation 

through the extension or reconfiguration of existing PBSA within the Borough.  

6.156 In light of the above, the second paragraph of draft Policy H12 is satisfied in that there 

would no longer be a justif ied material planning objection to proposals for new student 

accommodation on other sustainable sites for PBSA, such as the application Site.  

 

6.157 Further to the above, it has been demonstrated that the Site would be particularly well 

suited to PBSA by virtue of; 

 

1) its close proximity (within walking distance) to the University’s London Road and 

Whiteknights campuses, and to Reading College which is next-door-but-one; 

2) proximity and sustainable access by walking, bicycle and public transport to 

locations where services and facilities are readily available, including Cemetery 

Junction and Reading Town Centre; 

3) the surrounding area is characterised by a mix of uses within various buildings of 

scale which would mean the Proposed Development would integrate well in terms 

of design, scale and massing, and in terms of its intended use for student 

accommodation.  

6.158 Finally, it has been demonstrated, as supported by the submitted Offic e Market Report, 

that there is little or no demand for standard leasehold office accommodation in this 

location, and that the building is highly unlikely to attract office tenants either in its 

current condition, refurbished, or redeveloped. There would therefore be no conflict with 

current Core Strategy Policy CS11 or emerging Local Plan Policy EM3.  

 

6.159 The above assessment comprehensively demonstrates that there are no justified planning 

principle grounds upon which to refuse to grant planning permiss ion for the Proposed 

Development. The following section will appraise the Proposed Development against 

other, general planning policies within the current Development Plan and Emerging Local 

Plan.  
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 General Planning Considerations 

 

 Transport and Accessibility 

 

6.160 Core Strategy Policy CS4 (Accessibility and the intensity of development) requires that 

the scale and density of development be related to the level of accessibility to the district 

and local centre with a good range of facilities by pedestrian routes and to a public bus 

stop. The Site is located in a highly sustainably location with Reading Town Centre within 

a convenient walking distance to key facilities such as the Oracle Shopping Centre (c.15 

minute walk or 6 minutes by bicycle) and Reading Railway Station (c.20 minute walk or 7 

minutes by bicycle). A number of other employment, retail and leisure opportunities are 

also located within the Town Centre. Cemetery Junction also provides a wide range of 

services and facilities and is only a 3-5 minute walk from the Site.  

 

6.161 Being student accommodation, and given that students would not be permitted from 

bringing cars to their accommodation, or within a 1km exclusion zone, it is also important 

that students would be able to benefit from sustainable access their place of study. It is 

therefore relevant to note that the University’s London Road campus is only c.12 minute 

walk (c.5 minute bicycle ride), the Whiteknights campus is only a c.15 minute walk (or 

c.8 minute bicycle ride) and Reading College is next-door-but-one from the Site. 

Supplementing the ability to walk to the above services, facilities and places of study, 

students would also benefit from a number of regular public bus services which are 

accessible from a nearby bus stop on King’s Road. Further detail on the accessibility of 

the location is available within the submitted Transport Statement.  

 

6.162 It is therefore evident that the Proposed Development would comply with the 

requirements of Core Strategy CS4, and the requirements of emerging Local Plan Policy 

CC6, in that the proposals would bring forward an appropriate scale of development (182 

bedspaces) within sustainable reach of a wide range of services, facilities and places of 

study. Similarly, the Proposed Development would also comply with Core Strategy Policy 

CS15 in that the site is very accessible for all users and Policy CS23 by virtue of the 

location and Student Management Plan and Travel Plan supporting and encouraging 

sustainable means of travel (i.e. through not permitting students from bringing cars to 

the Site or parking within 1km).  

 

6.163 In terms of the requirements of Policy CS24, current Council standards require that 

student accommodation proposals are zero rated for parking provision for studen ts, but 

would require 2 staff car parking spaces and 3 disabled car parking spaces. In terms of 
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cycle parking, the Council’s adopted Revised Parking Standards and Design (2011) would 

require 38 spaces (1 space per 5 students and 1 space per 3 staff). In the interest of 

promoting student use of sustainable transport options, those standards would be 

exceeded through the provision of 46 cycle parking spaces. The Proposed Development 

would therefore also comply with the requirements of Policy TR5 of the emergi ng Local 

Plan.  

 

6.164 The Sites and Detailed Policies Document (altered January 2015) at Policy DM12 requires 

that potential traffic generation is considered in terms of potential impact on the 

surrounding transport network. This has been considered withi n the submitted Transport 

Statement, which concludes that there would be a large decrease in trips made by single 

vehicle occupants, and a significant increase in pedestrian movements. The Proposed 

Development would therefore comply with the requirements of Policy DM12 and that of 

emerging Local Plan Policy TR3.  

 

6.165 In summary, it is clear that in transport terms, the Proposed Development would  have a 

lower impact on the highway network than the consented scheme and would comply with 

the requirements of adopted Development Plan policy, those within the emerging Local 

Plan, and Section 9 of the NPPF. For further detail, please refer to the submitted Transport 

Statement and Travel Plan.  

 

 

 Heritage and Archaeology 

 

6.166 Adopted Core Strategy CS33 (protection and enhancement of the historic environment)  

seeks to protect the historic environment, whilst emerging Local Plan Policies EN1 (historic 

environment) and EN2 (areas of archaeological significance) echo similar princi ples.  

 

6.167 In order to ensure compliance with the above policies a Heritage Desk -Based Assessment 

(the “Heritage Assessment”) has been commissioned and is duly submitted with this 

planning application.  

 

6.168 The Heritage Assessment surmises that the area is known to have potential archaeological 

assets. Whilst the current Alexander House development will have removed potential 

archaeological remains, the potential for surviving isolated pockets of archaeology would 

remain. The Heritage Assessment continues to state that from discussions with Berkshire 

Archaeology it has been agreed that to mitigate the loss of any potential surviving 

remains, a programme of archaeological investigations could be conditioned on any 
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planning permission, which would determine the presence, extent and nature of any 

remains.  

 

6.169 In terms of potential impact on built heritage assets, the Heritage Assessment has 

reviewed, in particular, the potential impact upon local designated heritage assets, 

including the Grade II Listed Gladstone Club, Wycliffe Baptist Church, Entrance Lodges 

and Gates to Reading Cemetery and Reading Cemetery (Grade II Listed Park and Garden). 

Given their proximity to the Proposed Development, it would not harm the significance of 

any of those designated heritage assets. Further detail on this assessment is available 

within the submitted Heritage Assessment.  

 

6.170 The proposals would therefore comply with the requirements of adopted Development 

Plan Policy concerning heritage considerations, the Policies within the emerging Local 

Plan, and Section 16 of the NPPF. 

 

 Design, Scale and Massing (including potential impact upon General Amenity)  

 

6.171 The applicant has sought to involve a number of stakeholders prior to submitting this 

planning application for the Proposed Development, including the Council through pre -

application discussions, the Reading Design Review Panel, and the public and Councillors 

through a public exhibition and associated consultation exercise. This is detailed within 

the submitted Statement of Community Involvement. The intention of those discussions 

was to enable the evolution and production of a set of proposals which not only is policy 

compliant, but also accounted for any relevant material received feedback concerning 

design.  

 

6.172 Matters of sustainable design and construction will be addressed within the following sub-

section. This section will deal specifically with design, scale and massing considerations.  

 

6.173 Core Strategy Policy CS5 concerns inclusive access, requiring that the location of the 

Proposed Development, and the design of it facilitates access for all potential users, 

including disabled people. This is covered in more detail within the DAS, however, 

accessibility as been at the centre of the detailed design for the Proposed Development, 

incorporating a suitable number of disabled accessible rooms, disabled parking and access 

to all levels by a lift system.  

 

6.174 Core Strategy Policy CS7 requires a high-quality design, having due regard to the 

character and appearance of the area, responding positively to the local context. Similar 

requirements are stated within emerging Local Plan Policy CC7. The requirements within 
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this policy have been carefully considered, with the relevant detailed discussion on design 

provided within the DAS. It should be noted however that the Proposed Development ha s 

taken on board comments raised by the Council in determining the consented scheme and 

provided during pre-application discussions. Further in order to tease out further  

opportunities for an improved design, the proposals were, on 15 th November 2018, taken 

before the Reading Design Review Panel (“DRP”). The DRP commented that “generally we 

would support this scheme, it appears to be an improvement on the previously consented  

scheme.” 

 

6.175 In the context of a surrounding area with varying architectural styles, buildings of 

generally larger scale than surrounding residential areas, and in an immediate context of 

buildings similar in height, the proposals would mark a notable improvement in quality 

along King’s Road, a main route out of Reading. The Council are encouraged to review 

the DAS and the illustrations within which clearly demonstrate the high quality nature of 

the Proposed Development which not only remains within the general scale and massing 

of the consented scheme on the site, but also notably, marks an improvement on that 

scheme.  

 

6.176 It is therefore clear, that in terms of design, scale and massing, the Proposed 

Development would comply with all relevant Development Plan, emerging Local Plan and 

NPPF policy requirements.  

 

 

 Potential Impact upon Amenity 

 

6.177 Amenity considerations inevitably have a degree of crossover with those concerning the 

quality of design, and the general scale and massing of what is being proposed. In this 

context, this appraisal is making particular reference to the requirements of Policy DM4 

of the adopted SDPD and the emerging Local Plan Policy CC8. Both current and emerging 

policies require that any Proposed Development avoids det rimental impact on the living 

environment by virtue of privacy, access to sunlight, visual dominance, noise and 

disturbance and a number of other considerations.  

 

6.178 Dealing with sunlight first, a Daylight and Sunlight report is submitted with this pla nning 

application which demonstrates that the daylight and sunlight that would be received by 

neighbouring residential properties following construction of the Proposed Development 

would be acceptable. Further, the report confirms that within the Proposed Development, 

every habitable room at each level would also satisfy BRE criteria. The Council are directed 
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to that report for further detail on the methodology used and the detailed findings on 

daylight and sunlight considerations.  

 

6.179 It is also apparent, with the proposals falling within the general parameters considered 

appropriate by the Council in terms of the general scale and massing of the consented 

scheme, that the potential visual impact on neighbouring properties would also be  at an 

acceptable level, set in a context of generally larger scale buildings (The Pinnacle and 

Crossway Point in particular).  

 

6.180 In terms of potential noise impacts upon the eventual student residents, a Noise Impact 

Assessment has been conducted and included within this submission. The findings of the 

report conclude that subject to sound insulation being incorporated within the constructed 

building, potential noise impacts would be appropriately mitigated.  

 

6.181 The same noise mitigation stated within the above paragraph would also mitigate noise 

emissions from emitting within the building. General potential disturbance generated by 

student occupants would be monitored and controlled closely through the proposed 

arrangements set out in detail within the submitted Student Management Plan.  

 

6.182 External lighting has been designed to minimise impact upon adjacent properties, whilst 

enabling appropriate security and illumination of key areas around the building. Plan 

referenced 4479-EX-00-DR-E-200, revision P3, clearly demonstrates the low impact of the 

proposed lighting within a very short distance beyond the building.  

 

6.183 Whilst it has been set out within the earlier discussion concerning relevant transport 

policies within the adopted Development Plan and the emerging Local Plan, the applicant 

is aware from a public exhibition conducted in December 2018 that it is a potential local 

concern that students may park in the locality, to the detriment of nearby residents and 

their ability to park their own vehicles.  

 

6.184 In order to address any concerns regarding potential impact as a result of student parking, 

it should first be noted that the Proposed Development does not provide any student 

parking facilities on-site, other than other than policy compliant three disabled parking 

spaces and two further spaces for staff. Students would also not be able to obtain parking 

permits for the local area through an agreed tenancy agreement, which would not permit 

any student to bring a vehicle to the Site or park within 1 km zone. There would be serious 

consequences should a student be found to be in breach of the tenancy agreement, 

sufficient to dissuade contravention. The parking control measures are set out clearly 

within the Student Management Plan.  
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6.185 It is relevant to note that the above provides a summary of how student parking would 

be discouraged. However, it is also relevant to note that not only would there be clear 

and effective measures in place that would dissuade students from bringing cars  to the 

Site or within 1km of the Site, it would also be far more convenient for students to use 

public transport, walk or cycle to places of study, and nearby services and facilities.  

 

6.186 It is noted that Rupert Street, adjacent to the site, permits non-permit holder parking 

between 8am to 8pm for 2 hours with no return within 2 hours, and permit holder only 

parking outside those times. Students would still be bound by the terms of their tenancy 

agreement which would prevent them from being permitted in bringing vehicles to the 

Site or park within 1km. Pick-up and drop-off arrangements would be tightly controlled at 

the beginning and end of term with students who are arriving and departing by vehicle at 

those times given time slots so that movements can be carefully managed. These matters 

are covered in more detail within the Student Management Plan.  

 

6.187 It is considered that the above, read in conjunction with associated submitted details, 

clearly demonstrate that the Proposed Development would comply with the requirements 

of the adopted Development Plan and the emerging Local Plan with regard to any potential 

impact upon amenity.   

 

 

 Sustainable Construction 

 

6.188 Sustainable construction is a key element of how development can meet the challenge of 

climate change, and is covered in the NPPF at section 14. In terms of local planning policy, 

whilst there is general continuity between the adopted Development Plan and the 

emerging Local Plan, there are some differences which will be set out below.  

 

6.189 Core Strategy Policy CS1 (sustainable construction and design) requires that 50% of the 

Proposed Development meets a minimum BREEAM ‘Excellent’ standard, and that it looks 

to maximise energy efficiency, conservation and explores options for on -site energy 

generation. The emerging Local Plan takes sustainable design and construction a step 

further with draft Policy CC2 which requires the whole Proposed Development to meet 

BREEAM ‘Excellent’ where possible. The Council’s Sites and Detailed Policies Document at 

Policy DM1 and emerging Local Plan Policy CC3 then requires consideration on how a 

development has looked to incorporate measures to adapt to climate change. Reinforcing 

the requirement to address climate change factors, SDPD Policy DM2 and emerging Local 

Plan Policy CC4 require the consideration of decentralised energy . Core Strategy CC2 
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additionally seeks for waste to be minimised, and specifically the provision of waste 

management facilities. These are detailed within the submitted DAS and are also covered 

by the submitted Travel Statement at section 3.6.   

 

6.190 A key component of developing an energy efficient and sustainable building has been the 

consideration of how the building could be designed to make it energy efficient and any 

opportunities for sourcing sustainable energy. These are considered in detail within the 

submitted Energy Strategy and Sustainability Statement (the “ES & SS”) which 

demonstrate compliance with the above policies. 

 

6.191 As stated within the ES & SS, there are a number of measures incorporated into the 

proposals that would ensure the Proposed Development is sustainab ly constructed with 

consideration to employing methods that would reduce the buildings emissions and carbon 

impact. These are; 

 

1) Improving levels of insulation where practical to improve the building fabric beyond current 

regulatory requirements; 

2) Incorporation of passive and active design features to maximise natural light; 

3) Use of high thermal insulation to reduce energy demand and moderate internal temperatures 

through the year; 

4) Use of energy efficient lighting and other systems which use less energy; 

5) Use of CHP technology which illustrates a 33.39% improvement over the baseline energy, 

thereby exceeding the policy requirement of 20% energy consumption to be met by 

CHP/renewable sources; and 

6) Energy efficient measures in combination would reduce Carbon emissions by 24.35% compared 

to the baseline. 

6.192 The measures proposed for inclusion with the Proposed Development, as demonstrated 

by the submitted BREEAM pre-assessment, would meet the emerging policy requirement 

of being able to achieve BREEAM ‘Excellent’.  Overall, the proposals demonstrably meet 

the requirements within the adopted Development Plan, emerging Local Plan and the 

NPPF.  

 

 

 Air Quality 

 

6.193 The Site is located within an Air Quality Management Area. SDPD Policy DM19 requires 

that measures are explored to improve air quality and reduce the effects of poor air 

quality. This is also covered within emerging Local Plan Policy EN15.  
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6.194 The subm itted Air Quality Assessment (“AQA”) concludes that during the construction 

phase, assuming good practice dust control measures are implemented, the residual 

significance of potential air quality impacts from dust generated would not be significant. 

In terms of air quality, the report concludes that the Site is suitable for the Proposed 

Development from an air quality perspective without the need for mechanical ventilation. 

With regards to exhaust emissions, the report concludes that road vehicle exhaust 

emission impacts are not considered to be significant and therefore air quality is not seen 

as a constraint to the Proposed Development.  

 

6.195 It is evident that the Proposed Development would comply with the requirements of SDPD 

Policy DM19 and emerging Local Plan Policy EN15. Further, it is worth noting that being 

within an Air Quality Management area where there is the risk of impacts from vehicle 

emissions along King’s Road, the Proposed Development without balconies should be seen 

as a more appropriate form of design than the consented scheme in terms of mitigating 

air pollution impacts on future occupants.  

 

 

 Landscape & Open Space 

 

6.196 There are a range of policies which are relevant to landscape and open space issues within 

the adopted Development Plan and the emerging Local Plan. These will be dealt with in 

turn.  

 

6.197 Core Strategy Policy CS3 concerns social inclusion and diversity,  looking for the 

demonstration of measures to enhance social inclusion, access to housing, services, 

facilities and education. The Proposed Development would provide facilities within the 

building and amenity areas around which are designed to foster socia l interaction and 

inclusiveness amongst the new resident community. Students would have convenient 

access to a number of facilities within the building, but also to those in the surrounding 

area by virtue of the specific location of the proposals, within a short walking distance to 

Cemetery Junction and Reading Town Centre.  

 

6.198 It should also be noted that the policy advocates social inclusion and diversity , including 

the ability for students to access housing and education. The current significant shortfall 

in PBSA means that students who cannot find accommodation in University Halls or private 

PBSA have a choice between alternative forms of accommodation (such as HMOs) which 

may be less desirable and / or appropriate to their needs. Over time, such a shortfall of 

suitable PBSA may start to damage the reputation of further and higher education 
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institutions within Reading, particularly the University  which has an International 

reputation that is highly beneficial to Reading’s current and future prosperity . It is 

therefore a policy compliant position to provide PBSA in a location which facilitates 

convenient access to places of study and that provide for the specific needs of students, 

who without being permitted to bring cars, are reliant on public transport, walking and 

cycling. 

 

6.199 In terms of Core Strategy Policy CS7 (Design and the Public Realm), it is required that 

landscaping is used to maintain and enhance the character sand appearance of the area, 

making a positive contribution. The provision of private and communal space is covered 

by SDPD Policy DM10, whilst the emerging Local Plan covers similar ground at Policy EN9, 

requiring that provision is commensurate to the needs of the development.  This is covered 

in some detail within the DAS within a dedicated section. The front and rear amenity areas 

would be landscaped with high quality hard landscaping which incorporates planting, 

particularly tree planting to the front facing King’s Road. In order to be accessible to all, 

ramps would be provided and communal spaces would benefit from passive overlooking. 

Lighting would be used to good effect to assist access and improve security (also covered 

by CCTV cameras).  

 

6.200 The rear amenity area would benefit from a shared surface which would incorporate trees 

and ornamental planting, seating and a small number of car parking bays (5 in total). This 

would be accessed from within the building for students wishing to use the amenity area 

or access bicycles stored in the lower ground floor storage area, and from Rupert Street 

through a gated access to allow returning students to drop off bikes within the internal 

store area.  

 

6.201 Amenity areas would be managed and their use by students controlled by the terms of 

their tenancy agreement, regarding which, further details are available within the 

submitted Student Management Plan. These measures would ensure compliance with 

Policy DM4 of the SDPD and CC8 of the emerging Local Plan.  

 

6.202 It should be noted that in order to comply with policy requirements within SDPD Policy 

DM10 regarding safety and the perception of safety within communal outdoor amenity 

areas, the rear amenity area would be enclosed, accessed by a controlled access gate, 

whilst all areas around the building would be monitored by CCTV cameras. This would 

have the dual function of providing safety to students using those areas and also 

monitoring student behaviour. Student behaviour management is covered within the 

Student Management Plan.  
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6.203 It is evident from the above, in conjunction with the submitted plans and detail within 

the DAS that the landscaping and open space proposed as part of the Proposed 

Development would comply with the aforementioned adopted Development Plan policies 

and those within the emerging Local Plan.  

 

 

Ecology 

 

6.204 Biodiversity is covered within the adopted Development Plan at Core Strategy Policy CS36 

and to an extent within SDPD Policy DM18 (tree planting).   

 

6.205 As an existing developed site, the Site has limited potent ial for biodiversity habitat, 

however, in order to demonstrate compliance with Core Strategy Policy CS36, and 

emerging Local Plan Policy EN12, an Ecological Impact Assessment is included with this 

application.  

 

6.206 The submitted Ecological Impact Assessment concludes that roosting bats were likely 

absent from the site, but that it has been assessed as supporting foraging and commuting 

bats and has the potential to support breeding birds. The report accordingly recommends 

appropriate mitigation measures, following which, no residual or cumulative impacts are 

anticipated. Recommendations within the report include the inclusion, post -development, 

of additional bat roosting features and nesting opportunities which would, it concludes, 

result in an overall net gain for biodiversity.  

 

6.207 In light of the above, and through the inclusion of landscape planting in excess of that 

currently on the Site, the Proposed Development would comply with the requirements of 

Core Strategy Policy CS36, SDPD Policy DM18, emerging Local Plan Policy EN12 and Policy 

EN14 of the emerging Local Plan. In doing so, the proposals would also comply with the 

requirements of the NPPF in terms of the protection and enhancement of biodiversity 

opportunities.  

   

 

 Flood Risk and Drainage  

 

6.208  The adopted Core Strategy at Policy CS34 (covered by emerging Local Plan Policy EN16) 

refers to the need to consider potential pollution through ground and surface water, 

including sewerage and wastewater. The noise and light pollution considerations within 

the Policy have been considered elsewhere within this Planning Statement, with detail 

available within the submitted Noise Assessment and lighting details.  
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6.209 A Flood Risk Assessment has been produced for the Site and included with this planning 

application. The assessment found that as the Site is located within Flood Zone 1, it has 

little or no risk of fluvial flooding and is therefore considered to have passed the 

sequential test, and would further not require an Exception Test. In terms of groundwater 

flood risk, whilst the site lies over a major aquifer with high groundwater vulnerability, 

there are no historical records of any groundwater flood events on or within close 

proximity to the Site. With discharge of surface water to ground not considered suitable 

by the report, and with no surface water bodies within the vicinity of the site, it is 

proposed to continue to discharge to the Thames Water surface water sewer in Norwood 

Road. The assessment took full account of potential climate change and concludes that 

the uncertainties of flooding have been satisfactorily addressed and there are no flooding 

or drainage related constraints to the development of the Site.  

 

6.210 It is therefore apparent that the Proposed Development would comply wi th the 

requirements of Core Strategy Policy CS34, emerging Local Plan Policy EN16 and the NPPF 

with regard to flood risk and drainage. It is further worth noting that as the Flood Risk 

Assessment considered within its assessment the potential impact of climate change on 

flood risk, the requirements of Policy DM1 of the SDPD and emerging Local Plan Policy 

CC3 have been complied with. 

 

 

 Utilities and Broadband 

 

6.211 Core Strategy Policy CS9 requires that the infrastructure needs of new development is 

considered; also covered by SDPD Policy DM3 and emerging Local Plan Policy CC9.  

 

6.212 The submitted Transport Statement effectively demonstrates that the site is served by 

appropriate transport infrastructure in compliance with the above policies. In terms of 

gas, electricity and water supply, relevant supplying companies have confirmed that 

connections are feasible to accommodate the Proposed Development. This is set out 

within the submitted Infrastructure Report and demonstrates compliance with the 

aforementioned planning policy, both adopted and emerging.  

 

6.213 Finally, in terms of broadband availability,  a Broadband Statement is submitted with this 

application. The statement finds that BT Super-Fast Broadband is available in the area of 

the Site at a speed of 80Mbps. Virgin Media also offer Super-Fast broadband in the area
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7.0 DRAFT SECTION 106 HEADS OF TERMS AND CIL 

 

7.1 As noted from planning applications for student accommodation which have been approved 

by the Council or allowed at appeal, there would be the requirement to enter into a Section 

106 Agreement. It is anticipated that a Section 106 Agreement would need to cover the 

following; 

 

1) the provision of an Employment Skills Plan; 

2) restriction of the Proposed Development to student accommodation (Sui Generis); and 

3) the compliance with the details of an approved Student Management Plan.  

7.2 It is also noted that the Proposed Development would be subject to CIL contributions on 

the basis of the Council’s adopted CIL Charging Schedule (2015), which sets a rate of 

£120sqm (which would be indexed to the date of permission). It should be noted that in 

accordance with the CIL Regulations, a discount in CIL would be available on the basis 

that the building was last lawfully used over a continuous period of at lea st 6 months for 

office purposes up to September 2017. This has been set out within the submitt ed CIL 

form.  
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8.0 CONCLUSIONS 

 

8.1 This Planning Statement has covered a significant amount of detail, in particular focusing 

on the principle for the development, an area identified by the Council as a key area for 

consideration. 

 

8.2 The Council, at pre-application stage discussions, considered the key planning principle 

areas that required consideration to be; 

 

1) the need for further student accommodation in Reading; 

2) compliance with emerging Policy H12 (student accommodation);  

3) justification for the loss of office floorspace within Alexander House in line with the 

requirements of Core Strategy Policy CS11 and emerging Pol icy EM3; and 

4) the development of the Site for student accommodation in the context, if adopted, of 

an draft allocation (ER1g) for residential development on the Site within the emerging 

Local Plan.  

 

8.3 Following the recent appeal decision at 40 Silver Street, this Planning Statement has also 

drawn on the need for PBSA in the specific location of the Site as a planning principle 

matter.  

 

8.4 The Student Demand report submitted with this application has effectively demonstrated 

and reinforced evidence presented by the University of Reading to the Reading Local Plan 

EiP that there is a significant current and projected shortfall in PBSA within Reading. If 

unchecked, this would, as asserted by the University in their submissions to the Reading 

Local Plan EiP, have the potential to cause detriment to the reputation of the University, 

an institution which has considerable societal and economic benefit to the Borough. This is 

recognised by the Council within the adopted Development Plan and the emerging Local 

Plan.  

 

8.5 The University’s published figures for current and projected shortfall of supply within 

University Halls of Residence, when measured against registered demand for that 

accommodation, are notably significant. The UoR Accommodation Strategy puts the 

shortfall figures at 5,015 bedspaces for 2017/18; and are projected to rise to c.6,875 by 

2020/21 and 12,865 by 2028/29 if current supply is not improved upon. Having then 

accounted for the additional supply provided by private PBSA, the conclusion on the 

shortfall of PBSA amounts to 1,659 in 2017/18; projected to rise to 3,519 by 2020/21 and 

to 9,509 by 2028/29. Supply would improve by a net of 654 bedspaces if the St Patrick’s 

Hall appeal is allowed, reducing shortfall by a corresponding amount, however, it is not 
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possible to depend on that number at this point in time with the appeal yet to be 

determined.  

 

8.6 What is important to note from the findings on student need is that there is a current 

shortfall in PBSA as at 2017/18, which is projected to worsen by 2020/21. Shortfall 

would significantly worsen should the projected figures be realised by 2028/29, within the 

emerging Local Plan period if the need is not met through efficient PBSA.  Student housing 

requirements are therefore not being met, despite the NPPF clearly stating at paragraph 

61 that the needs for student housing need to be accounted for when Policies look to 

provide for housing needs.  

 

8.7 The significant current and projected shortfall in PBSA has been demonstrated within this 

report to be in stark contrast to the pipeline of residential developments which are either 

under construction and with planning permission. The residential planning pipeline would 

improve further if those residential applications currently with the Council for determination 

are included within the calculations.  

 

8.8 The residential pipeline of development in the short to medium term indicates that there is 

a 6 year supply of housing using the emerging Local Plan housing requirement rate of 671 

dwellings per annum; improving to 6.57 years housing supply if current planning 

applications at Green Park Village (Phase 6A) and Bristol and West Arcade are approved. 

It is therefore demonstrable that the short to medium term supply of housi ng is significant, 

yet the short to medium term supply of PBSA is significantly short of the need. It is further 

worth re-iterating that, using the Council’s methodology for calculating the translating ratio 

of student bedspaces to general C3 housing (i.e.  HMOs), the 182-bed Proposed 

Development, by adding to the supply of PBSA and reducing the shortfall, represent the 

equivalent of allowing sufficient accommodation to prevent  further HMO growth at an 

equivalent of 46 dwellings. This would be a greater benefit to local housing than would the 

provision of 26-38 dwellings on the Site should draft allocation ER1g be delivered.  

 

8.9 It would therefore be a policy compliant position to take , considering the requirements of 

the NPPF, to permit PBSA on the Site in preference to the draft allocation referenced ER1g; 

by virtue of the provision of PBSA representing a greater current need than general C3 

Class Use housing.  

 

8.10 Looking not towards other key planning principle matters and having addressed ‘need’, if 

draft Policy H12 is adopted as currently drafted within the emerging Local Plan, there will 

be a need to address its requirements. This Planning Statement has demonstrated a policy 

compliant position against the requirements of draft Policy H12 on the basis  the policy may 
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form part of a new adopted Local Plan prior to determination. It should be noted however, 

that in light of recent appeal decisions, such as that at the former car park site off East 

Street, draft Policy H12 can only be afforded limited weight until the Local Plan is adopted. 

Whilst emerging policies could be given ‘increased’ weight at the time of the Inspector’s 

report on the soundness of the emerging Local Plan, it would only be given full weight on 

adoption.  

 

8.11 In light of the above, draft Policy H12 may only be afforded limited weight at the time this 

planning application is determined. Compliance has nonetheless been demonstrated 

comprehensively. Compliance with draft Policy H12 can be summarised as follows ; 

 

1) There is insufficient capacity to accommodate the current and / or the projected need for 

student accommodation within the Borough on the campus of higher / further education 

institutions; 

2) Having explored 1) above, there is insufficient further capacity to accommodate the current and 

/ or projected need for student accommodation on land adjacent to existing higher / further 

education institutions; and 

3) Having explored 1) and 2) above, there is insufficient further capacity to accommodate the 

current and / or projected need for student accommodation through the extension or 

reconfiguration of existing PBSA within the Borough.  

8.12 It is worth noting that having explored all potential locations as set out within the 

first paragraph of draft Policy H12, there would be insufficient capacity to 

accommodate the current 2017/18 shortfall in PBSA. This is assuming that ‘all’ 

potential capacity is developed out immediately, the entirety of which would be located 

either on the University of Reading campus locations or through the St Pa trick’s Hall 

proposals currently at appeal. Clearly, assuming all potential capacity could be delivered 

immediately would not be realistic, but would take a number of years, by which time the 

shortfall in PBSA would have worsened further.  

 

8.13  The case of need does not hinge on the projected growth of demand, which if 

realised is significant, but instead is based on the shortfall of PBSA as identified 

presently (2017/18 figures). The Council have stated they hold no reason to question 

the extent of the current shortfall as confirmed within the Statement of Common Ground  

between the Council and the University, which has resulted in a proposed change to the 

supporting text of draft Policy H12. 

 

8.14 Notwithstanding the current status of draft Policy H12, which carries limited weight at 

present, this planning application has demonstrated compliance with its requirements. 
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There is therefore no justified material planning objection on the principle of new student 

accommodation on suitable sustainable sites for PBSA, such as the application site.  

 

8.15 Having established why there is a need for further PBSA, and that it would be policy 

compliant to provide it on the Site having had regard to draft Policy H12, this planning 

application has demonstrated there are site specific reasons why PBSA would be 

appropriate on this site. These reasons can be summarised as; 

 

1) its close proximity (within walking distance) to the University’s London Road and 

Whiteknights campuses, and to Reading College which is next-door-but-one; 

2) proximity and sustainable access by walking, bicycle and public transport to 

locations where services and facilities are readily available, including Cemetery 

Junction and Reading Town Centre; 

3) the surrounding area is characterised by a mix of uses within various buildings of 

scale which would mean the Proposed Development would integrate well in terms 

of design, scale and massing, and in terms of its intended use for student 

accommodation.  

8.16 In terms of the loss of office floorspace at Alexander House, it has been demonstrated, 

as supported by the submitted Office Market Report, that there is little or no demand for 

standard leasehold office accommodation in this location, and that the building is highly 

unlikely to attract office tenants either in its current condition, refurbished, or 

redeveloped. There would therefore be no conflict with current Core Strategy Policy CS11 

or emerging Local Plan Policy EM3. 

 

8.17 The assessment of relevant planning principle considerations has effectively demonstrated 

that there are no material planning principle reasons to justify the withholding of planning 

permission for the Proposed Development.  

 

8.18 In terms of other general planning considerations, the planning appraisal found the 

following; 

 

1) The Proposed Development has been designed within the general scale and 

massing of the consented scheme and would be similar to both adjacent 

properties; 

2) The Reading Design Review Panel considered the Proposed Development to be an 

improvement on the design of the consented scheme; 

3) The design would be very high quality as demonstrated by the  submitted plans 

and illustrations within the DAS; 
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4) The Proposed Development would provide attractive and useable open amenity 

space which incorporates appropriate landscape p lanting, including trees along the 

King’s Road frontage; 

5) The Proposed Development has taken full account of the Council’s pre -application 

comments on design and any comments received as part of the public consultation 

exercise; 

6) The Proposed Development would be located within convenient walking distance 

to services and facilities at Reading Town Centre and Cemetery Junction, and 

potential places of study, including the University of Reading’s London Road 

campus and Whiteknights campus, and notably next-door-but-one to Reading 

College; 

7) A number of facilities, including a study room, gym, TV room, cinema room and a 

bookable space will be available for students within the building, encouraging 

resident students to interact and socialise with each other in a managed 

environment; 

8) Parking provision is at a policy compliant level (zero spaces for s tudents other 

than 3 disabled spaces and 2 for staff), with bicycle parking in exceedance of 

minimum requirements; 

9) The proposed measures as set out within the Student Management Plan would 

effectively dissuade students from bringing cars, and monitor and regulate student 

behaviour to ensure no detrimental impact on the amenities of neighbouring 

residents;  

10) There would not be an unacceptable impact on the daylight and sunlight available 

to residents in adjacent properties; 

11) The Proposed Development would be sustainably constructed and will be energy 

efficient, able to meet BREEAM ‘Excellent’;  

12) There would be no detrimental impact upon designated heritage assets and a 

Condition on any planning permission that requires a programme of archaeological 

investigations would be appropriate; 

13) There would be no unacceptable impact upon or as a result of noise, air quality or 

dust as a result of the Proposed Development;  

14) External lighting would be directional and would not cause detriment to the users 

of nearby land or property; 

15) There would be no unacceptable impact on biodiversity but there would be 

opportunity for a net gain; 

16) The Site is within an area at lowest risk of fluvial f looding (Flood Zone 1) and 

appropriate proposals are set out to manage surface water;  

17) The site is well served by utilities and super-fast broadband.  
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8.19  As clearly set out above, within this Planning Statement and in conjunction with all 

submitted documents and plans, it is apparent that the Proposed Development complies 

with the adopted policies within the Development Plan and emerging Local Plan. The 

Proposed Development would therefore represent ‘sustainable development’ as set out 

within Policy SD1 of the SDPD and draft Policy CC1 of the emerging Local Plan.  

 

8.20 The Proposed Development would comply with the NPPF definition of sustainable 

development and, as set out at paragraph 11 of the NPPF, should therefore be approved 

without delay.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix A -  P.J. Alexander Ltd pre-application advice request 
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To whom  it m ay conce rn, 
 
RE: PRE-APPLICATION ADVICE REQUEST REGARDING THE REDEVELOPMENT OF ALEXANDER 
HOUSE, 205-207 KINGS ROAD, READING TO PROVIDE A 178 BEDROOM STUDENT ACCOMMODATION 
BUILDING 
 
We are ple ased to pre se nt to the  Council  a form al re quest for pre -application advice for the 
redevelopme nt of Alexander House , 205-207 Kings Road, Re ading (the “Site ”) to provide a ne w 17 8-
be droom stude nt accomm odation building.  
 
Ple ase  find e nclosed the  re le vant fe e  for  a Level 3 pre -application subm ission o f £240, payable  to 
Re ading Borough Council.  
 
Site description 
 
Ale xande r Hous e  is  a two-store y office building, located on the  corne r be twee n Kings Road and Rupe rt 
Stree t. The  e xisting building fronts onto Kings Road, with furthe r service  e ntrances off Rupe rt Stre e t. 
Off-stre e t parking and re fuse  bins are locate d to the  rear of the  building, acce ssed off Rupe rt Stre et.  
 
Eithe r s ide of the  building the re  are  two large  re side ntial  apartm e nt buildings . The  Pinnacle  is  locate d 
to the imm ediate  we st, and was grante d full planning pe rm ission in 2001 (re fere nce 99/1128/FUL/PB 
and 992352), providing 52 flats  within accommodation which re aches five , s ix and seve n store ys in 
he ight. The  Pinnacle  replaced a forme r 1960s constructe d 6 storey office  building. To the  e astern side 
of the  Site , there  is  the  Crossway Point reside ntial  apartme nt de ve lopm ent. Crossway Point re ce ive d 
planning perm ission (re fere nce 030376) in 2003 for 98 affordable  units  within 7 store ys of 
accomm odation. Both buildings provide  he ight well in e xce ss of Ale xande r House  and there fore 
pre se nt an opportunity to de velop the  Site using high quality de signs to further e nhance the visual 
appe al of this  part of Re ading.  
 
Furthe r re side ntial  flats  are locate d to the  re ar at Saxon Court, a three -store y building, with furthe r 
flats  opposite  on  the  othe r s ide  (south side) of King’s  Road at Sove re ign Court.  
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Kings Road is  particularly characterise d by a num ber of taller  buildings of he ights  s im ilar  to that of 
The  Pinnacle and Crossway Point to the de gree that a building of s im ilar he ight on the Site would not 
be out of character with the stree t sce ne . The  characte r of properties  along King’s Road is varied and  
incorporate s a number of modern structures of large  scale  (he ight and m assing). It is  note d that there 
are two ne arby Liste d Buildings, ne ithe r of which are adjace n t or directly opposite . The se are the 
Grade II  L iste d Gladstone  Club (Listing re fere nce 113509) to the othe r s ide of King’s Road, and the 
Grade II L isted Wycliffe Baptist Church (Listing re fe re nce  1155966) ne ar to the  A329 King’s Road / A4 
London Road Junction.  
 
It is  also note d that the  Site  is  Locate d within a de signate d Air  Quality Manage m e nt are a.  
 
In term s of sustainable  acce ss to services and facil itie s, the  Site is  we ll  located . The  University of 
Re ading White knights  cam pus is  only a 19-22 m inute  journe y using a re gular public bus service  (which 
travels via Re ading Town Ce ntre ), approxim ately 20 m inutes dire ct walk via public footways, or less 
than 10 m inute s by bicycle .  The unive rsity of Re ading London Road cam pus is  only a 10 m inute  (0.5 
m ile ) walk from  the Site , whilst Re ading Colle ge is adjace nt to the  Site  involving le ss  than a 50 me te r 
walk to the west of the Site alongside King’s Road , e ffe ctive ly ‘ne xt door but one’ on the western side 
of The  Pinnacle . Both the  Unive rsity of Re ading and Re ading Colle ge  offe r full -time further e ducation 
courses, and both are accessible  via sustainable m odes of transport (public transport, bicycle and 
walking).  
 
The  Site is within e xtrem ely conve nie nt and sustainable re ach of a number of other services and 
facil itie s, including those  within Re ading Town Ce ntre  and the  surrounding are as. A we alth of 
sustainable  onward conne ctions are  also available  from  Re ading Train Station, providing acce ss to 
London Paddington and London Wate rloo. This would significantly reduce depe nde nce on the use of 
private  ve hicle s, which would further be  re duced with an appropriate  parking strate gy  which 
e ncourage s the  use of sustainable  transport m ode s.  
 
The Extant Consent  
 
Valid, e xtant planning perm ission exists on the site to dem olish Ale xan der House and construct a ne w 
reside ntial  building incorporating 56 reside ntial  apartme nts , grante d in 2017 unde r re fe re nce 162057 
(the  “perm ission”). The  56 re side ntial apartme nts included 39 ope n m arke t units and 17 affordable 
units  (30% of the  total). The  conse nte d schem e  rose  to 7 store ys (and basem e nt level) facing King’s 
Road, but tape re d down to 4 storeys facing the flats  at Saxon Court to the re ar. The  design 
incorporate d a balcony for  e ach flat, pre se nt on e ach e le vation.  
 
The  perm itte d sche me  incorporate d ne w planting to the  front along  the  King’s  Road frontage ; an 
inclusion welcome d by the  Council  who conside re d it would provide  a valuable  contribution towards 
the  improvem e nt of King’s  Road as  an “e xisting or pote ntial  tree d corridor” as  stated within the 
Council’s  adopte d Borough Tre e Strate gy. Four obje ctions were re ce ive d in response  to that 
application, all from the adjace nt The Pinnacle reside ntial building. In considering the pote ntial 
im pact on am e nitie s, the  Council  conside re d that whilst some  outlooks of some  The  Pinnacle  reside nts 
m ay be affecte d , this would not be at a level which would warrant a sustaine d re ason for re fusal, and 
in te rms of Crossway Point (98 affordable  flats) to the e ast of the Site , im pacts would not be 
significant (citing a blank façade to the  we st eleva tion of Crossway Point). Finally, in te rms of Saxon 
Court to the north of the Site , the Council conclude d that  as  the side elevation of Saxon Court facing 
the  proposed ne w building is an e le vation without habitable  rooms, any pote ntial overbe aring / 
ove rlooking im pacts  as  a re sult of the  proposed building would not be  significantly harmful.  
 
Conce rning the scale of the pe rm itted schem e , the Council conside re d that give n the context of the 
ne ighbouring The Pinnacle  and Crossway Point reside ntial blocks, in addition to the  highly acce ssible 
location of the site , the  density of de velopme nt was considered appropriate  at the  scale propose d. 
Whilst the perm itte d schem e we nt further forward than the  e xisting building l ine , be c ause it was 
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ge ne rally in l ine with the building l ines of ne ighbouring buildings, this was also conside re d 
appropriate  by the  Council. In te rms of scale , again the  Council  considered the  perm itte d de ve lopm e nt 
to be  appropriate , re sponding to the local conte xt with he ight com parable to adjace nt buildings and an 
upper floor se t back slightly to diffe re ntiate  and reduce  overall  m ass (with a s im ilar  approach to the 
Rupe rt Stre e t Ele vation).  
 
Finally, in te rm s of pote ntial impact on built he ritage  asse ts in the form of ne arby Liste d Buildings, 
and the ne arby Listed Park and Garde n at Cem e try Junction, the  Council  saw no conflict w he n 
asse sse d against re levant policies.  
 
The  propose d de ve lopm e nt outlined e arlier in this le tter, and il lustrated within the attache d 
docum e nts Pre -Application De sign Report, has had full  re gard to the  Council’s  comme nts in approving 
planning perm ission for the  above de ve lopm e nt and has used it as  a guide  to form a design which is 
both acce ptable in l ine  with the Council’s pre vious conside rations, and which looks fo r quality design 
e nhance m e nts whe re  possible.  
 
 
The Proposals  
 
The  proposals  include  demolishing the  curre nt Ale xande r House  office  building and re de ve loping the 
site to cre ate a seve n store y, 178 be d stude nt accom modation building. The accomm odation would be 
split into 167 (93%) studios, 3 (2%) m icro studios and 8 (5%) studios which have  disabled acce ss.  
 
Stude nt facil ities  would be  located to the  basem e nt level, including laundry room , dining are a, TV 
lounge , cinem a room , game s room and gym . Bicycle  storage facil ities  would also be locate d at 
base m e nt le vel.  
 
The  m ain e ntrance  and frontage  to the  building would be off King’s Road at ground floor le vel, with a 
study room and re ce ption are a. On the  se ve nth floor there  would be  a sm all  number of  studio rooms (7 
in total  including one  with disable d acce ss) and a sky lounge  with acce ss onto a roof te rr ace . 
 
Give n the  sustainable  location of the site , and in l ine with the Council’s parking standards as  se t out 
within the  Revise d Parking Standards and Design SPD (2011), which designates the  Site  as be ing 
within a Zone  2 parking are a (Prim ary Core  Are a with walking distance s up to 2km  from  the  Town 
Ce ntre , within walking distance of a railway station and we ll se rve d by public transport)  6 standard 
parking spaces and 2 disable d parking spaces are propose d. The Councils  parking SPD provide s 
m axim um parking standards for C2 halls of reside nce of 1 space pe r FTE staff and no space s for 
stude nts  on the  basis that the  sustainable  nature  of the  location me ans d e pe nde nce  on a private  car is 
not ne ce ssary and should be discouraged.   
 
The  de sign solution pr oposed is high quality, re fle cting the  ste pped levels of the  adjace nt The 
Pinnacle  building, whilst incorporating unique  design acce nts such as  the  proposed sky  lounge  and 
roof te rrace . The accomm odation is also highly sustainable (in addition to its  accessibil ity to service s 
and facil itie s) through the  inclusion of a num ber of internal facil itie s  allowing stude nts  to gathe r, 
socialise  and study in a controlle d e nvironme nt.  
 
Atte ntion has also be e n give n to appropriate  landscaping, having re gard to the Council ’s com m itte e 
report for  the  e xtant pe rm ission at Ale xande r House  which state d the  im portance  of tre es along King ’s 
Road, in that it e nhances the local e nvironm e nt and am e nity for this are a of Re ading. The re fore , in 
order to support the  Council’s  designation of King’s  Road as  an ‘e xisting or pote ntial  tree d corridor ’  as 
se t out within the  Borough Tre e Strate gy, tree  planting is  proposed along the  King ’s Road frontage .  
 
The  propose d de ve lopme nt would be  e ne rgy efficie nt in l ine with part L of the curre nt Building 
Re gulations and would com ply with BREE AM re quirem ents.  
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The Need 
 
It is  docum e nte d that the  Unive rsity of Re ading has ne ed of further accomm odation to satisfy a 
s ignificant shortfall  in stude nt accomm odation for e xisting an d future  stude nts , whilst Re ading 
College is  also locate d a short distance to the west of the site . Both institutions provide a range of 
further e ducation course s and would have the ir  growth ambitions supported through the provision of 
stude nt accom m odatio n.  
 
In particular, the  Unive rsity of Re ading subm itte d, with application re fere nce  172045 for de ve lopm e nt 
to accomm odate  836 ne w stude nt bedrooms  (St Patrick’s  Hall), a Dem and and Im pact Asse ssm e nt, 
date d Nove m ber 2017. This  asse ssment found that;  
 

• The  University has grown full-time  stude nt num bers by 18% over the  last five  ye ars  (2011 -
2016) far  above  the  5% national ave rage ; 

• Re ading has see n a 16% incre ase  in the num be r of students  l iving in HMOs ove r the  last five 
ye ars, double  the  national ave rage increase of 8%;  

• The  University curre ntly has waiting l ists in e xce ss of 700 stude nts and m ore stude nt 
accom m odation is  re quire d to avoid having to place  large num bers of students  in hote ls;  

• The  University is one  of the largest em ploye rs  in the  re gion and it is re porte d that an e st im ate d 
£650m goe s into the local e conom y e ach ye ar as a dire ct result of the University, plus around 
£3.5m  of busine ss tourism; 

• The  Unive rsity’s success me ans its national and inte rnational appe al is  growing, re fle cte d in a 
49% incre ase  in non-UK stude nts  betwe en 2011-2015. 

 
The  University of Re ading is  very im portant to Re ading  and surrounding are as . The  Council’s 
Subm ission Version of the  em erging Local Plan state s (paragraph 4.4.95) that the University m ake s a 
“m ajor contribution to its  (Re ading’s) econom ic succe ss” and that “it is  im portant that sufficie nt 
accom m odation is  provide d to e nable  stude nts to l ive  close to whe re the y study”.  
 
Re ading has an incre asing international appe al, to the be tterme nt of the  local e conom y; support to the 
University through the incre ase  of ne w stude nt accommodation (and the re fore  the capacity to 
accomm odate  the incre asing number of international stude nts) will support this growing status of 
Re ading on the  inte rnational stage  as  a le ading contributor to  the  knowledge -base d economy. The 
success of the university (including supporting its growth) is re cognise d within paragraph 1.2.3 of the 
subm ission Local Plan which state s that m any skilled businesse s in Re ading “rely on the high level of 
skills  in the  are a, and the re  are  also strong re lationships w ith the  Unive rsity of Reading”.  
 
It is cle ar that there is  s ignificant curre nt and future de m and for stude nt accomm odation which, if 
provide d, would he lp support the continue d success of the University . It is also cle ar that stude nts 
(and by infe re nce , stude nt accomm odation) also contributes s ignificantly towards the  Re ading 
e conomy in term s of financial contribution (dire ctly and indirectly) , through the  developme nt of 
e mployable  skilled stude nts  and through the  ge neration of high value , knowle dge -base d re se arch. This 
ne ed (for  stude nt accom modation)  cannot be  provide d for  in full  through de ve lopm ents on the 
University’s on-campus locations, the  largest of which is  the White knights Campus , re cognised by the 
Council  at paragraph 9.3.9 of the  subm ission Local  Plan to be  highly constraine d by virtue  of a 
s ignificant am ount of 19 th  Ce ntury parkland, woodland and lake s.  
 
It is  further rele vant to note  that whilst the  University is  the dom inant ge nerator of nee d for furthe r 
stude nt accomm odation in Re ading, Re adin g College , a short distance  to the  west of the  Site , could 
also be ne fit from  student accom modation adjace nt, e ffe ctively on its  doorste p.  
 
Finally, in relation to ne ed, it is  rele vant to m ention e merging National planning policy within the 
National Planning Policy Frame work re vision anticipate d to be  publishe d by the Governm e nt by the 
e nd of July 2018. Should the te xt dire ctly relevant to stude nt accom modation rem ain as re le ase d 
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within the  draft ve rsion of that docume nt, it is relevant that at paragraph 62 the draft NPPF state s 
housing ne e d should cate r for  “diffe re nt groups in the  com munity”  … “including stude nts ”.  
 
It is  cle ar that whilst the re  is  a s ignificant ne ed within Re ading for m arke t and affordable  housing, the 
Council also ne ed s to include provis ion for stude nt accomm odation. The  lack of purpose -built stude nt 
accomm odation would not only hinde r the  growth of the  University (and conseque ntly the local 
e conomy) in be ing able  to offe r accomm odation to first ye ar stude nts, it would also incre ase  dem and 
for a growing HMO e conomy. Unlike  purpose -built stude nt accommodation, HMO occupation (which do 
not have  ame nity facil ities, sufficie nt waste colle ction, noise  atte nuation or m anagem e nt plans) 
cannot m anage  stude nt activity sufficie ntly (e .g. noise , wast e  and parking).  
 
The  proposed developme nt of Ale xander House would provide for  considerable existing (and future ) 
m arke t dem and  in a sustainable  location close  to facil ities, the  University of Re ading and Re ading 
College , in an appropriate  and e fficie nt way. It would also  have  a reducing e ffe ct on the  growth rate of 
a growing HMO se ctor in Re ading.  
 
 
Current and Emerging Planning Policy 
 
The  Council’s  curre nt developme nt plan consists  of the  Core  Strategy (Adopted 2008, ame nde d 
January 2015), Sites  and De tail ed Policies  (Adopted 2012, am e nded 2015) and the  Re ading Central 
Are a Action Plan (Adopted 2009), a ne w Local Plan is curre ntly under production. The e merging Local 
Plan is at an advance d stage , having bee n subm itted to the Se cre tary of State on Thursday 29 th March 
2018, with Exam ination in Public due  to com m e nce  on 25 th  Se pte mber 2018.  
 
Whilst the eme rging Local Plan Policies  carry a de gree  of we ight at this  stage  of the  Local Plan 
process, it cannot ye t carry full  we ight give n that the  policies  contained within have  ye t to unde rgo 
scrutiny through the  e xam ination process and as such m ay still be  subje ct to ame ndme nt. The  we ight 
to be  attribute d can only be  such that they warrant consideration as  a se t of policie s  which a planning 
application for ne w deve lopm e nt on the  Site  m ay be  asse ssed against ‘ if’ the subm itte d version of the 
e merging Local Plan be com es adopte d without ame n dme nt to the  rele vant policies. Having said this 
cave at to be  applie d to the eme rging Local Plan until  its  adoption, conside ration has be e n m ade to 
relevant policies, particularly em erging Policy EM3 (which the  Council  ac ce pt is  ide ntical  to existing 
Policy CS11) which conce rns the loss  of off ice  use  at the Site , and ne w eme rging Policy H12 which 
conce rns the  location of ne w propose d stude nt accomm odation.  
 
In te rm s of curre nt Policy CS11 and em erging Policy EM3 which consider the loss  of  an office use , in 
l ine with the advice  within the  pre vious pre -application advice , an updated m arke t re port will  be 
provide d, togethe r with a com ple te asse ssment against the  re quireme nt of the  re levant policy.  
 
The  ce ntral  policy re ferre d to by the Council in the  pre vious pre -application advice for the 
redevelopme nt of Ale xande r House  to accomm odate  ne w stude nt accomm odation was draft Policy 
H12, a policy with specific relevance  to ne w stude nt accomm odation proposals. The  Policy re ads as  se t 
out be low: 
 

H12: STUDENT ACCOMMODATION 
 
New student accommodation will be provided on or adjacent to existing further or 
higher education campuses, or  as an extension or reconfiguration of existing 
student accommodation.   
 
There will be a pres umption against proposals for new student accommodation on 
other sites unless it can be clearly demonstrated how the proposal me ets a need 
that cannot be met on the above sites.   
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As  re fe re nce d within this  cove r le tte r, the re  is  a cle ar nee d for further stude nt accomm odation in 
Re ading, and the  forthcom ing planning application will  be  accompanie d by a full  asse ssm e nt of nee d 
and consideration of the availability of s ites  on or adjace nt to e xisting further or  h igher e ducation 
cam puses. As part of this  pre -application e xe rcise , we  would l ike to agree  the are a of se arch with the 
Council. 
 
Notwithstanding the  above , it is  conside re d that the  Site , ne xt door but one  to Re ading Colle ge , is  not 
only in a highly sustainable  location with re gard to service s, facil itie s and onward connections, but 
would also be locate d within very close  proxim ity to Re ading Colle ge  (virtually adjace nt, with one  sole 
property, The  Pinnacle , providing se paration), and be within a short walk to the  University of Re ading’s 
London Road and White knights  cam pus locations.  
 
 
Pre-application submission. 
 
It is known that pre -application advice  has bee n sought of the  Council with regard to a pote ntial  230 
be droom  scheme  towards the  e nd of 2017 / be ginning of 2018, with re gard to which the Council 
responde d with a le tte r  date d 30th  January 2018. The  Council’s  re sponse  to that schem e  has bee n 
revie we d and conside re d , with any m atte rs  of de sign addre ssed through the curre ntly propose d 
sche m e .  
 
It is  worth noting at the outse t, that whilst it would have  bee n unlikel y to alter  the  Council’s  re sponse , 
the  Council ’s assessme nt was based on a subm ission which state d the proposals were to cre ate a 
de velopme nt which accomm odate s approxim ately 230 stude nt bedrooms, whilst the plans subm itte d 
with that pre -application re quest appe ar to sho w 200 be drooms. 
 
The  Council  re sponde d with the  following ke y com ments:  
 

• Loss of e xisting office use was justified through point-by-point assessme nt of Policy CS11 and 
provision of an up -to-date  m arke t re port; 

• The re  were  concerns re garding the  principle  for  stude nt accom modation de velopme nt in that 
location with re gard to its com pliance with e merging Policy H12 and the  re quireme nt for n e w 
stude nt accommodation to be provided on or adjace nt to e xisting further or  higher e ducation 
cam puse s unle ss it can be  de m onstrate d that such site s  cannot m e et th e  ne e d; 

• Conce rn over the  cum ulative  im pact of stude nt accom modation along King ’s  Road and the nee d 
for a Stude nt Manage m e nt Plan (SMP).  

 
Matte rs  of de sign: 
 

• The  schem e  largely followe d the  footprint, with some  incre ase  to s ixth floor m assing but 
concluded that it would l ikely be  acceptable  (with the  cave at that ele vation plans were not 
provide d to ascertain a vie w on overall  he ight, particularly in com parison to ne ighbouring 
prope rtie s); 

• A high quality design would be  e xpe cte d on this  s ite , citing pote ntial  that a m ore  conte mporary 
sche m e  m ay be  m ore appropriate ; 

• Raise d concern that Rupert Stree t appe ared to accomm odate  the  m ain e ntrance to the 
proposals de spite  Kings Road providing the  prim ary frontage  and with the  Rupe rt Stre e t 
ground floor frontage  lacking activity ; 

• The  quality of accomm odation was questioned , com prom ising baseme nt le vel  accomm odation 
(lack of l ight and outlook), large  number of s ingle aspe ct  north room s, no natural  l ight / 
outlook for above  ground floor kitche n areas, ope n space /landscaping  quality concern. 

 
Whilst the  abovem e ntione d forme r pre -application e xercise is  unconne cte d with the curre nt pre -
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application subm ission, we conside r it pr ude nt to addre ss the opinions raised by the Council.  These 
m atte rs are  largely picke d up in gre ater de tail within the attache d Pre -Application Design Re port, 
howe ve r, this  cove r lette r has de alt with m atte rs  of re levant planning policy .  
 
The  Council ’s pre -application re sponse dre w atte ntion to the  following planning applications , which 
have  be e n conside re d in form ing the  current proposals:  
 

• 172118 (40 Silver Stree t) – the Council’s  consider there to be  some  parallels be twee n 
proposals  for  stude nt accomm odation at Ale xande r House  and the proposals  for  40 Silve r 
Stre e t; 

• 150752 (Yell House ) – as  an exam ple  of le ve l / nature of inform ation require d for a stude nt 
accom m odatio n sche me , particularly an SMP; 

• 161205 (187-189 & 191 Kings Road) –  as  above ; 
• 170019 (Ease  Stre e t) –  as  above ; 
• 172045 (St Patrick’s  Hall) as  above .  

 
 
Relevant Planning Applications 
 
Application re fere nce 162057 (planning perm ission for 56 reside ntial units) and the form er pre -
application scheme  provide a base line  upon which to guide the  curre nt proposals, and relevant 
comme nts concerning the de sign of any building on this  s ite in those two forme r e xample s have bee n 
fully conside re d.  
 
The  Council m ade  par ticular re fe re nce  to the  stude nt accom modation proposals  at 40 Silve r Stre e t 
(172118) in re fe re nce  to conside ration of the  principle  of de ve lopm e nt in this  location. In re vie wing 
that application, it was re fuse d on the  basis  of the  below m ain re asons:  
 

1. De sign –  bulk and he ight conside red to re present overde ve lopm ent;  
2. Am e nity –  loss  of privacy, overlooking and disturbance;  
3. Com m unity –  ove r conce ntration of stude nt accomm odation fail ing to provide  a m ixed and 

balance d com m unity; 
4. S106 –  abse nce  of a le gal agre e me nt.  

 
Every planning application is  de term ined on its  individual merits, and as  such it would not be 
appropriate to appraise  the merits of the  Council ’s de cision in relation to 40 Silver Stre e t, howe ver, it 
doe s draw som e ke y issues which the  Council would consider in re lation to the  proposals.  
 
The  proposals  re prese nt an appropriate  and proportionate incre ase  in scale , m assing and he ight in 
comparison with the extant pe rm ission (162057), and having revie we d the Council’s response to the 
forme r pre -application subm ission on the Site for  stude nt accomm odation, it is appa re nt that the re is 
very l ittle de viation from what the Council have  alre ady confirm ed would be acce ptable in  term s of 
scale , m assing and he ight (and the pote ntial  im pact on local characte r ). The curre nt proposals 
repre se nt a high quality, e nhance d de sign over both that which has alre ady be e n approve d on the  Site 
and the  plans pre sente d for student accom modation on the  Site  e arl ie r in 2018 (by othe r partie s).  
 
The re  is  me rit in considering pote ntial  im pact on ame nity and the  local comm unity. In relation to the 
forme r, it is re le vant to re fer to the  Coun cil’s asse ssm e nt of the  proposals  which be ne fit from  the 
e xtant perm ission. The  curre nt proposals  only propose  m inor e nlargem e nt from  the  pe rm itted schem e ; 
as  such, the Council’s appraisal of im pact on ge neral ame nities of adjace nt occup iers would be 
anticipate d to re m ain consiste nt.  
 
It is  acknowledge d that the Council have  e xp re sse d conce rn regarding the  conce ntration of stude nt 
accomm odation along King’s  Road. This  also forme d the  basis  of a re ason for re fusal for  the  proposals 
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at 40 Silve r Stre e t. It should however  be  note d that the  built e nvironm e nt along Silver Stre e t is  very 
differe nt to that of King ’s  Road, and in particular the  Site  at Ale xande r House , surrounde d by 
re side ntial  apartm e nt buildings sim ilar  in scale  to that curre ntly proposed.  
 
First and foremost, the conce ntration of stude nt accomm odation (with the proposed developme nt) 
within an e nvironme nt entire ly differe nt to Silver Stre e t, would not be  at a le vel  which would result in 
inappropriate levels of im pact on the  am enitie s of the surrounding comm unity. Im pacts cannot be 
claime d to arise s im ply from young pe ople  occupying a building , but rather m ay arise as a re sult of 
conce ntrating people into accommodation without  appropriate facil ities for  those  people to mee t and 
inte ract. The proposals at Ale xander House address this through quality accom modation which allows 
stude nts  to obtain access to daily facil ities  (i.e . laundry) and more  im portantly are as to gather , study 
and interact in controlle d e nvironm e nts. The curre nt proposals  include  dining are as, a TV loung e , 
cine m a room , game s room  and gym  at baseme nt floor le vel, a study room  at ground floor le vel, and an 
im pressive  sky lounge  on the  se t back se ve nth floor. These  are as would prove popular with stude nts 
and e ncourage  congregation and inte ractions within e nvironme nts controlle d through good de sign and 
activity through an appropriate  de taile d Stude nt Manage m ent Plan. 
 
In te rms of what would comprise an appropriate  Stude nt Managem e nt Plan, it is  welcom ed that the 
Council m ade re fe re nce  to application 150752 (granted full planning perm ission in Septem be r 2015) , 
which include d a Stude nt Managem e nt Plan (with adde ndum ) that the  Council  considered appropr iate . 
This  will  be  conside red in re lation to an appropriate  SMP for the  proposals at Ale xander House.  
 
The  Council  also m e ntioned re fere nce to the proposals  for  an incre ase in stude nt accommodation (7 2 
be d to 150) at 187 -189 & 191 Kings Road (161205), through the change of use  of an e xisting building , 
e xte nsions and e re ction of a ne w 5 store y building. Havin g re vie we d that application, and the 
Council’s  re asons for  re fusal, it is  e vide nt that the  circumstance s are  very different and ce ntre  around 
the  design propose d for that schem e with the  pote ntial resultant im pact on the  characte r of the are a  
(particularly heritage  asse ts) and local ame nities. These m atters have  bee n  fully conside re d in the 
form ation of the  proposals  for student accom modation at Ale xander House.   
 
Finally, in addition to the  above applications, othe r applications have  bee n revie we d  in order to guide 
the  proposals, including the  Council ’s assessme nt of the  approve d stude nt accomm odation at 79 Silve r 
Stre e t (applications 170685 and 180075 re fer).  
 
Summary 
 
In summ ary, the  curre nt proposals  have  care fully considere d the Council ’s assessme nts of pre vious 
proposals  to ensure that the  curre nt propose d design for  the  re de ve lopm e nt of the Site  which 
curre ntly accom modates Ale xander House  is both acce ptable and  re fle cts quality design principles. In 
doing so, the proposals  have  e nsure d com pliance with all relevant policies  within the  Council ’s  curre nt 
and e m e rging Local Plan.  
 
The  provision of stude nt accommodation at Ale xander House  would cater for  a s ignificant nee d aris ing 
prim arily from  the  University of Re ading and would align with the  NPPF in providing for all  re side ntial 
accomm odation nee ds, inclusive  of stude nt accomm odation. Further , the  Site  is  considered to be 
locate d in a position alm ost dire ctly adjace nt to the Re ading Colle ge campus , and is  a location which 
is  highly sustainable  with conve nient acce ss to Re ading Town  and be yond, Re ading Colle ge , and the 
Unive rsity of Re ading ’s  London Road and White knight cam puses.  
 
Documents Required for Validation  
 
Finally, we  would l ike  to confirm the docum e nts  which would nee d to accom pany any planning 
application for the propose d de ve lopm e nt. From  a re vie w of the  forme r pre -application advice , it is 
unde rstood that the  Council  consider the  following docum ents to be  required:  
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• Application Form  and CIL Form (including floor plans showing me thodology on how floorspace 

l iable  for  CIL  has be en calculate d) 
• Planning State m e nt 
• De sign and Acce ss State m e nt incorporating landscape state m ent  
• Air Quality Asse ssme nt 
• Ecological State m e nt (to include  a bat re port whe re ne ce ssary) 
• Update d Office  Marke t Re port  
• Noise  Asse ssment 
• Daylight Assessme nt (to also assess sunlight m atters, including to the am e nity space provide d  

for future  occupie rs, and im pact on e xisting ne arby occupiers ) 
• Ene rgy and Sustainability State m e nt 
• He ritage  De sk-Base d Assessme nt (including archae ology) 
• Drainage  Asse ssment (which follows Part 1 SuDS guidance , page  4)  
• Supe rfast Broadband  State m e nt 
• Transport State m e nt and Trave l Plan  
• Utility Asse ssment  
• All existing / propose d floor plans, e le vations and se ctions to com ply with the  validation 

che cklist (Se ction 18) 
• De tails  of e xte rnal l ighting provided (se ction 9 of Council ’s  valid ation che cklist) where  any 

propose d 
• Se ction 106 Draft He ads of Term s (covering at le ast an em ploym e nt and skills  plan and stude nt 

use ). 
 
In addition to the  above , whilst not re quire d for  validation, it is  understood that any planning 
application for stude nt accomm odation will  nee d to be  accompanie d by an appropriate  de taile d 
Stude nt Manage m e nt Plan. 
 
The  Council’s  confirm ation  is  sought that the above  l ist repre se nts the  com ple te  se t of docume nts 
require d to accom pany a planning application for  stude nt accommodation on the Site  at Ale xande r 
House , King ’s  Road.  
 
I  trust the above , toge ther with the e nclose d, is  of assistance  in e nabling the Council to provide 
de taile d pre -application advice and to inform  a pre -application me e ting (date to be arrange d), 
howe ver, should you re quire  any further clarity or inform ation ple ase do not he sitate to contact m e 
furthe r.  
 
 
Yours  s ince re ly, 

 
JONATHAN LOCKE 
Planning Associate  
 
Enc. 
 

cc. A. Jansons, Esq. (Jansons Property)  

cc. P. Nash, Esq. (Jansons Property)  

 



 



 

 

Appendix B -  Council response to P.J. Alexander Ltd pre-application submission 
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Jonathan Locke 

Planning Associate 

Barton Willmore 

The Blade 

Abbey Square  

Reading 

RG1 3BE 

 

Via email only to Jonathan.Locke@bartonwillmore.co.uk  

Giorgio Framalicco  

 Head of Planning, Development 

 & Regulatory Services 

 

Civic Offices, Bridge Street, 

Reading, RG1 2LU 

 

 0118 9373787 

 

Our Ref:  181289/PREAPP 
 

Direct:  0118 9372458 
 

e-mail: jonathan.markwell@reading.gov.uk  

 

19th September 2018 

 

Your contact is: Mr Jonathan Markwell, Planning  

 

ADVICE PROVIDED WITHOUT PREJUDICE 

 

Dear Mr Locke, 

 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 

Enquiry Reference & Address: 181289/PREAPP – Alexander House, 205-207 Kings Road, 

Reading. 

Proposal: Pre-application submission for the demolition of the existing office building and 

construct new student accommodation building (178 bedrooms - basement and up to 8 storeys 

in total).  

Those in attendance at the meeting on 13th September: Jonathan Markwell (Reading 

Borough Council); Jonathan Locke (Barton Willmore); Ben Roberts (Net Plc); Andy Jansons 

(Jansons Property); and, David Anderson (Broadway Malyan). 

Other RBC officers who provided input, but who did not attend the meeting: Natalie Lucas 

(Transport Development Control Officer); Rebecca Moon (Senior Environmental Health 

Officer); Sarah Duckworth (Assistant Natural Environment Officer); Giles Sutton (Ecology 

Consultant).  

Information considered: Pre-application enquiry form; Letter from Barton Willmore Ref 

28485/A1/JL dated 19/07/18; Site Location Plan; Pre-application Design Report – July 2018 – 

Issue 4 by Broadway Malyan, Ref 33443-07-Pre-Application Design Report.  

 

Thank you for your recent enquiry in relation to the above site. Further to our meeting on 

13/09/18, please see below this formal written feedback to you.   

 

Introduction 

 

Any planning application at the site would presently be considered within the context of the 

Council’s LDF Core Strategy (2008, Altered 2015) and Sites and the Detailed Policies (2012, 

Altered 2015) documents. Supplementary Planning documents would also be applied where 

mailto:Jonathan.Locke@bartonwillmore.co.uk
mailto:jonathan.markwell@reading.gov.uk
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relevant, together with national policy and guidance (the NPPF and PPG). Please use this link 

to view the local policies and guidance. 

 

As you are already aware, a new local plan is emerging, although adoption of the new local 

plan (and its policies – replacing the existing policies referenced above) is not anticipated 

until the end of the 2018 / beginning of 2019 at present. It is also advised that the emerging 

policies can be afforded some weight in the determination of planning applications now that 

the draft local plan has been submitted to the government (The Local Plan was submitted to 

the Secretary of State on Thursday 29th March 2018. This marks the beginning of a process of 

public examination that will take place in late September 2018). This weight is limited at this 

time, but will increase in weight as the plan moves closer to adoption. Subsequent to the 

local plan examination the next step will be receiving a letter from the Inspector regarding 

the soundness of the local plan; it is presently estimated that this will be received in late 

November / early December. If/when the local plan is thereafter adopted, the new policies 

will be afforded full weight. 

 

Land use principle matters 

 

Loss of existing office use 

At the time of permission 162057 at the site the loss of the existing use was justified through 

a combination of a point-by-point assessment of policy CS11 by the agent, supplemented by a 

market report. At the time of the consideration of that application this was accepted by 

officers as sufficient to justify the loss of the existing use. It is welcomed, as per p5 of your 

supporting letter, that you intend to submit an updated market report and point-by-point 

Policy CS11 assessment. It is advised that this level / nature of information would be required 

to seek to justify the loss of the existing use as part of these separate proposals. As you 

already note, you should be mindful of emerging Policy EM3 (albeit the criteria is identical to 

the existing policy CS11).  

  

Principle of proposed student use 

There is presently no specific adopted student accommodation (sui generis) planning policy. 

As such, at the time of writing, should such an application be determined today by the local 

planning authority, there would be no in-principle land use concerns with the proposed use.  

 

However, as you are aware, the submission draft local plan includes a specific student 

accommodation planning policy (H12). Although only limited weight can be afforded to this at 

the time of writing, this may change subsequent to the local plan examination (which 

commences on 25th September). For example, should H12 be adopted with no alterations it 

would result in there being a presumption against the proposal unless it can be clearly 

demonstrated how the proposal meets a need that cannot be met on existing further or 

higher education campuses, or as an extension or reconfiguration of existing student 

accommodation. 

 

In this regard you have submitted commentary regarding what you consider to be a clear 

need/demand and that you intend to submit a full assessment of need / availability of sites 

at the time of a future application. It is considered that such assessments would be necessary 

in light of the emerging policy. In relation to the ‘area of search’ for such assessments, at the 

http://beta.reading.gov.uk/readingldf
http://www.reading.gov.uk/newlocalplan
http://www.reading.gov.uk/newlocalplan
http://www.reading.gov.uk/localplanexamination
http://www.reading.gov.uk/localplanexamination
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present point in time it is considered that this should consist of the Reading Borough Council 

administrative boundary. Obviously should there be specific comments on this element at / 

after the examination and then within future adopted policy, then obviously this would also 

need to be taken into account by you too. As such, this specific element of advice is without 

prejudice to future emerging policy additions.  

 

In more general terms it is advised that your future assessment should seek to be evidence-

based, rather than what would respectively appear to be instances of anecdotal evidence 

referenced in your supporting letter. Furthermore, it is strongly advised that your future 

assessment comments on potentially conflicting evidence too, such as the 2016 SHMA. Your 

future submission would then be carefully considered by officers at the time of any 

application. It is not possible at this time to provide a steer as to whether the proposed use 

will be able to be supported by officers in principle, owing to a multitude of factors. 

Obviously this will become far clearer once the emerging policy is potentially adopted in due 

course.     

 

Please also be aware that you will gauge from Planning Applications Committee meetings that 

elected members are particularly conscious of proposals for student accommodation in the 

borough. As such, this matter of principle is one which you should seek to evidence in the 

fullest terms possible, to assist in the any such proposal being supported by members when it 

is subsequently considered at Planning Applications Committee. You are advised to be under 

no illusions as to the potential difficulty this matter presents. 

 

An additional land use matter to consider and comment on in your submission is the fact that 

the site has an extant permission for residential (Class C3) use, including the provision of 30% 

on-site affordable housing (of a tenure mix supported by officers and members). You will 

note from the officer report for application 162057 that this was considered to be a key 

tangible planning benefit of the proposed development. This is raised with the supporting 

text of emerging policy H12 in mind, which as a reminder states at paragraph 4.4.98 that: 

 

The provision of new student accommodation needs to be balanced against other types of 

housing. Whilst it is likely that purpose built student housing can free up some existing 

homes to meet more general needs, there are many sites where development for students 

prevents a potential housing site being used to help to meet the more pressing needs for 

general housing, including affordable housing. Development for students should therefore be 

limited to established student locations, unless a specific need for a development in a 

certain location can be clearly demonstrated.    

 

As such, your future submission should include commentary / evidence which seeks to 

address this matter explicitly, as it is likely to be a matter which elected members will be 

aware of and seek to question.  

 

Moreover, the site is specifically allocated for residential use within the emerging plan. 

Policy ER1g states: 

 

ER1g ALEXANDER HOUSE, KINGS ROAD 

Redevelopment of offices for residential. 
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Development should: 

 Take account of potential archaeological significance; 

 Address noise impacts on residential use; 

 Address air quality impacts on residential use; and 

 Ensure appropriate back-to-back separation from existing residential. 

Site size: 0.16 ha 26-38 dwellings 

 

Please note by ‘residential’ this is taken to mean Class C3 accommodation, rather than (sui 

generis) student accommodation, for which there are explicit references (e.g. sites ER1a, 

ER1e, ER2, CR13a, CR14l).  

 

As such, your future proposal should also seek to address this emerging policy designation. 

Should this subsequently be adopted, a proposed student accommodation use would amount 

to a clear conflict with the site allocation.   

 

In overall terms of the principle of the proposed use, it is considered that there is uncertainty 

regarding the acceptability of the proposed student accommodation at this time, owing to 

the emerging policy context (both in terms of the proposed use and the specific site 

allocation for residential use). This will obviously become clearer at the local plan 

examination and subsequent to this, and confirmed if/when the emerging local plan is 

formally adopted in due course.   

 

The remainder of this advice is provided on a without prejudice basis to the advice outlined 

above in the land use principles section above.  

 

Bulk / scale and massing / character and appearance of the local area / heritage assets 

 

In relation to these matters your covering letter summarises the proposals as a 

“proportionate increase in scale, massing and height in comparison with the extant 

permission” and “the current proposals represent a high quality, enhanced design” over the 

extant permission / earlier 2018 pre-application. The design report covers all such matters in 

more detail.  

 

Considering first the overall bulk, scale and massing, as you note the extant permission 

provides a benchmark for your emerging proposals. It is acknowledged that at some points of 

your proposal the proposed footprint deviates from that approved, while in massing terms 

there are numerous changes. Most notably, a 7th floor (8th storey) of accommodation is 

proposed, meaning that the overall massing exceeds both neighbouring buildings, in contrast 

to the consented scheme which did not exceed the height of the neighbouring buildings. It is 

considered that any proposal which exceeds the height of the neighbouring buildings would 

need to be justified in the fullest terms (with this being a design-based narrative), to provide 

a basis for officers further considering this at the time of any future application. The only 

design rationale provided to date appears to be that it is a corner site. It is considered that a 

more detailed assessment of the local area is required to provide a basis for seeking to 

propose an overall height greater than the neighbouring buildings. It is considered possible 

that a case could be advanced in this regard, but without further analysis/justification there 
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would not be a sufficient basis to support this (also bearing in mind knock on implications in 

terms of day/sunlight for neighbouring occupiers for example). 

 

In terms of the massing of the element fronting Kings Road (closest to Crossway Point), this 

appears uncontentious in the context of the consented scheme at the site. With regard to the 

massing of the element fronting onto Rupert Street (away from the corner with Kings Road), 

concerns are raised with the various increases in height in comparison with the consented 

scheme. Away from the Kings Road frontage the scale is far more of a domestic nature and 

the consented scheme took a gradual stepped approach to relate satisfactorily to Saxon 

Court. In contrast, the proposed scheme is 4 storeys at its closest point to Saxon Court and 

shortly increases further to 6 storeys. With regard to the massing of the development within 

the Rupert Street context, the proposal is considered to overwhelm Saxon Court, harmful to 

the character and appearance of the street at this point. It is considered that a 2-4-6 storey 

stepped approach would be likely to address these present concerns.  

 

It is evident that the proposal seeks to create three building blocks, with a grid form and 

defined changes in-between the blocks and a contrasting feature on the Kings Road frontage. 

The general approach is understood and acknowledged, but it is questioned whether the 

contrasting feature on Kings Road should also be continued partly around the corner onto a 

smaller section of the Rupert Street elevation too? This would cover a smaller width than the 

Kings Road element so that this remains predominant, but would assist in better defining / 

viewing the proposals from the west on Kings Road and perhaps provide a stronger narrative 

for the additional height at this point? Furthermore, it would also potentially provide a 

further break in the extent of the grid form on the Rupert Street elevation.  

 

A wider question resolves around what the form/material of the contrasting element is? This 

is not referenced explicitly in the submission and should naturally be carefully considered and 

demonstrated in due course. Another wider question is that based on the elevation plans one 

would naturally assume that the staircores are provided where the breaks between the blocks 

are proposed (given the additional glazing and lack of the grid form). However, based on the 

floorplans, this doesn’t occur, with the cores within the centre / rear/east elevations. This 

perhaps questions the design integrity of the proposal.      

 

With regard to the entrance point on Kings Road, based on the variations within the plans this 

is evidently an element in the early stages of development. There is commentary within the 

design statement regarding the main entrance being at the corner of the building, whereas 

the plans indicate this to be significantly set in on the Kings Road frontage. This element 

should be further refined, taking into account the multitude of factors (access / landscaping 

/ design / functionality), some of which will be competing. It is obviously important for 

legibility purposes for a clear entrance to be provided and this to be of a high quality, both in 

itself and within the context of the composition as a whole and the wider streetscene.    

 

In terms of detailed design matters, it is acknowledged that the final palette of materials has 

not yet been selected, but is likely to be substantially brick with contrasting metal cladding 

material. The inspiration for this appears to be taken from a student scheme in Reading town 

centre, a hotel in London, an office in Reading town centre and a student schemes in 

Leamington Spa, Oxford, Lancaster and London (as detailed in the document submitted). In 
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this regard it is noted that Policy CS7 details that all development would be of a high quality 

design that maintains and enhances the character and appearance of the area of Reading in 

which it is located and developments should respond positively to their local context and 

create or reinforce local character and distinctiveness. With this in mind, the design 

approach appears to take inspiration from far-away sites, rather than existing nearby sites. 

This may be deliberate on your part, but little commentary is provided to specify the exact 

rationale in this instance. It may be that you consider in itself the proposals will enhance the 

area, but links to the local area (if relevant) need to be detailed. At present, a criticism of 

the proposal could be that it lacks any local distinctiveness or relationship with nearby 

buildings. 

 

Other comments in relation to these matters comprise: 

 

- It is noted that only street elevations have been submitted for consideration. It is 

considered that the north and east elevations are equally important in terms of design 

quality and these elevations will be expected to be advanced with the same level of 

detail/quality as the street elevations.  

- Although the massing comparison images are helpful, it is considered that they could 

be clearer if they are shown in simpler elevation form (rather than birds eye views) 

with the proposal shown and a different coloured lines showing the existing / 

consented massing (and another version showing the outline of the consented scheme 

massing with different coloured lines showing the existing / proposed massing) 

- The proposed floorplans should indicate the outline (footprint and window positions) of 

neighbouring properties to assist the assessment of the amenity impacts of the 

proposals (window alignments and distances for example).  

- Site levels and floor levels of the proposed development / existing neighbouring 

buildings should be detailed on the proposed elevation / section plans – this is to 

confirm floor to ceiling heights (as well as the exact height of the proposed building), 

as to the naked eye it would appear that there is not uniformity in the levels of the 

building at a floor to floor level (or it could just be that the fenestration differs?).  

 

In light of the above, it is considered that your emerging proposals should be further 

considered through the Reading Design Review Panel (DRP). The Panel was only established 

after the previous permission at the site, but for a proposal of this nature it is a scheme 

which officers and members would expect to be considered by the DRP (in order to reassure 

members regarding the design quality of the scheme).  

 

For your information, please see below some general information about the DRP process: 

 

The DRP has been set up in partnership with local architects and meets once every 4 

weeks, usually on a Thursday afternoon starting at 2pm.  The Panel comprises mostly 

architects, although there are a small number of other design professionals, e.g. 

landscape architects, urban designers.  It will primarily comment on design and urban 

design matters associated with an application.  Each Panel will comprise 4 – 6 

Members taken from a larger rota of members.  As the case officer, I will also be 

present.  
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The format enables either the case officer or representatives of the applicant to 

briefly present the pre-application proposals to the Panel and to answer questions put 

by members of the Panel.  The panel will then consider their views on the proposals.  

Those views will be conveyed back to you in writing by email. You would be invited to 

send a representative to the Panel to present your proposals. If you wish I can instead 

present the proposals to the Panel. Scheme details would be provided in the form of a 

PowerPoint presentation and should be timed to last no more than 15 minutes (it is 

advisable to limit the number of slides to enable presentations to be limited to the 

allotted 15 minutes).  A projector will be available or I can ensure that details are 

available on the laptop that will be in the room. Panel members will be sent the 

information you have already submitted in advance of the meeting, so they will have 

already had an opportunity to familiarise themselves with your proposals in advance 

of the meeting.  

 

For the panel to effectively review your proposals the submission should, as a 

minimum, include a site analysis, explanation of design concept, illustration of how 

the proposals work in the local context and materiality.  A clear narrative to how the 

proposals have been developed should also be included. The Panel will usually ask 

questions that will be programmed to take up a further 15 to 20 minutes. Following 

questions, applicants and/or their representatives will be asked to leave the meeting. 

The Panel will consider the proposals at the meeting and the Chair will provide 

agreed written conclusions shortly after the Panel (usually within 14 days). I will 

convey the conclusions to you and will use them as the basis for providing written 

advice and any further discussion on the design of the proposals. Where there are 

particular issues or where a scheme is subject to significant re design, it may be 

appropriate for proposals to be considered more than once by the DRP. You should 

note that the Panel currently uses the following checklist to consider applications in 

the context of the advice on design n in the National Planning Policy Framework and 

in the policies in the documents that make up the Reading Borough Local Plan, e.g.  

Policy CS7, etc. 

 

- Site - Building - Sustainability - Detailing  - Design 

Approach 

- Layout - Urban 

Structure & 

Grain 

- Layout – 

Density & mix 

- Energy - Craftsmanship  - Response to 

context 

- Character of 

area 

- Scale - Materials - Functional  - Legibility 

- Quality of 

public realm 

- Massing - Water - Longevity - Innovation 

- Landscape - 

continuity & 

enclosure 

- Appearance - Access - Weathering -   

- Orientation - Function - Health - Structurally 

honest 

-   

- Vehicle 

circulation 

- Outlook - Waste - Historically 

correct 

-   
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- Pedestrian 

routes 

- Legibility - Reuse -   -   

-   - Adaptability - Inclusivity -   -   

 

You are advised that the upcoming DRP dates for the remainder of 2018 are: 18th October; 

15th November; 13th December. The next step in this regard would be for you to clarify 

whether you wish to present the current proposals (at the October meeting) or a more 

refined version (at a later date).  It is also recognised that Barton Willmore / Broadway 

Malyan has representatives on each of the panels, so it may be that these panel members 

would need to be excluded from discussions when the item is discussed at the meeting.  

 

Finally, in terms of the impact of the proposals on nearby heritage assets, information should 

be submitted at application stage to justify the proposals in this regard. In light of the 

consented scheme it is likely that a case is likely to be advanced to satisfy this, but naturally 

the onus will be on you to demonstrate this within your future submission.  

 

Quality of accommodation 

  

A number of questions and queries are raised in relation to various elements of the proposals, 

which could all be relevant to the future assessment of the overall standard of 

accommodation for future occupiers: 

 

- Basement level 

o the supporting letter refers dining areas, but no such area is annotated on the 

basement level plan – your future submission needs to make clear whether 

dining facilities are provided and the nature of these (i.e. managed by a 

company or informal spaces for future occupiers shared use); 

o It is not clear how the windowless basement rooms will be ventilated? This 

should be detailed in your future submission. 

o Within the consented scheme a key element was that a ventilation strip was 

required along the Kings Road frontage, but no such element is incorporated 

within this scheme. This may be due to the proposed uses at basement level 

contrasting between the schemes, but clarification is required.  

o It is not clear how the bins will be collected / managed? There is no indication 

of external access from this space, so this is unclear. It is presumed that the 

distance to the street will be in excess of 15m, so a dedicated management 

scheme would be required.  

o Similar questions are raised regard the bike storage and how accessible this will 

be? For example, would occupiers be expected to use the lift or stairs to access 

the ground floor? 

o It is unclear what the 39sqm bookable space consists of? Your future submission 

should clarify this. 

o It would need to be confirmed that the gym/games/tv lounge/cinema room are 

purely ancillary to the main student use, are solely for student occupiers and 

would not be separate facilities for use/hire by outside groups? 

- Ground floor 
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o No details of the likely internal layout of each studio have been provided. This is 

required to demonstrate the facilities each unit would include – e.g. single or 

double beds? En-suites? Kitchenette / cooking facilities? Your future submission 

should make clear what is proposed to assist the future full assessment of any 

application. 

o A number of disabled accessible rooms are denoted, but no evidence of the 

features which will make them such rooms are detailed. This will be required to 

demonstrate compliance with access requirements. For example, based on the 

information submitted the width of the entrance door appears identical to that 

of a standard room, which in reality would not be the case. 

o A study room is shown next to the entrance – it is questioned whether this is the 

optimal location for such a room, given the likely noise next to the entrance and 

proximity to Kings Rd? Your submission should seek to explain this in detail.  

o It is noted that the study room is annotated as ‘amenity space’ – it is advised 

that this is perhaps re-referenced as ‘on-site facilities’, with ‘amenity space’ 

solely referring to outdoor amenity space – for which there appears to precious 

little proposed – in particular the intention to effectively share drop-off vehicle 

spaces with ‘amenity space’ appears somewhat disingenuous – commentary 

explaining precisely how this would be managed and operate in practice would 

be required (i.e. how would the safety of those using the amenity space be 

maintained / inherent conflicts between the two uses. Is the shared nature of 

this space an indication of the overdevelopment of the site?  

o The plans detail two ‘management’ areas – the management of the site will 

need to be clearly explained in terms of day-to-day operations, parking 

requirements and on site living/sleeping arrangements (or not?) for example.   

o Noting that there are two separate staircases through many floors of the 

building, please clarify whether access will be possible through the entirety of 

the building? If future occupants are able to access both stair cores, it is likely 

that the Crime Prevention Design Advisor (CPDA) at Thames Valley Police will 

consider that the layout includes excessive permeability (thereby raising safety 

concerns with vulnerable residents) and may seek for safeguards to be put in 

place. You are advised to separately engage the CPDA prior to any submission 

(Anne Chalmers | Crime Prevention & Design Advisor | Berkshire | 

Neighbourhood Policing & Partnerships | Thames Valley Police. Telephone 

number. 01865 309157 / Mobile: 07800703324 Email: 

anne.chalmers@thamesvalley.pnn.police.uk ) to discuss matters such as physical 

security, CCTV, access controls, entrance measures, segregation and car park 

access.  

o A number of ‘micro studio’ units are proposed – your future submission should 

clarify whether the size of the unit is the only difference to a ‘studio’, or 

whether there are fewer facilities too? 

o A number of units are shown to be located next to sub-stations or plant rooms – 

your future submission should detail the specific additional steps to be taken to 

reduce noise/vibrations/disturbance at these points.  

o No details about window sizes/outlook are detailed on the plans – this will 

obviously need to be detailed. It will be required to be demonstrated that each 

room will receive suitable outlook.   

mailto:anne.chalmers@thamesvalley.pnn.police.uk
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o The day/sunlight received by individual rooms will need to be demonstrated 

through a BRE based assessment. In particular the studio on the inward corner 

of the ‘L’ shaped building would be likely to receive limited day/sunlight and 

limited outlook due to the proposed layout (given the neighbouring unit to the 

east is set forward and the staircase also extends out nearby too). You should 

explore taking steps to improve this arrangement. Furthermore, based on the 

elevation plans it is questioned whether the units which align with the breaks 

between the grid form of the building (and those in the part of the Kings Road 

‘contrasting element’) would receive adequate day/sunlight, as the windows 

appear smaller.  

o Overlooking between separate future occupiers, in particular on the inward 

corner elevations. Measures to minimise opportunities should be detailed on the 

plans / in your future submission.  

o The large number of single aspect north-facing rooms is considered to be a 

significant shortcoming of the proposed scheme. You are strongly advised to 

explore altering the internal layout to reduce the number of single aspect north 

facing rooms 

o No details regarding CCTV provision is shown on the plans 

o A detailed fire strategy should be outlined within the design and access 

statement or as a standalone document within your submission, as members are 

particularly concerned about this matter following Grenfell Tower.  

- 7th floor level   

o This level specifies a sky lounge, but no details are provided as to the exact 

nature of the space – your future submission should explain this. 

o An external roof terrace is shown at this point. Concerns may arise in terms of 

possible noise and disturbance from this external area, to the detriment of the 

amenity of occupiers of the student units at the site, as well as existing nearby 

occupiers. Conversely, it is questioned whether a space at this level, directly 

adjacent to Kings Road would be actively used in practice, given the likely 

microclimate / noise at this point? Moreover, in all my previous personal 

experiences of student accommodation proposals, applicants have usually 

sought to ensure that rooftop amenity spaces are not provided in schemes. The 

rationale put forward by other providers of student accommodation is owing to 

higher than average rates of suicide by young adults living away from home for 

the first time (and rooftop terraces represent an opportunity for increasing this 

risk). As such, you are advised to carefully consider whether you wish to pursue 

this element of your proposals. If you do wish to provide a rooftop amenity 

space, then full details of steps proposed to secure this space should be 

provided. Moreover, case studies of schemes implemented elsewhere by the 

prospective applicant may be another means of providing a rationale for this 

element of the proposals.   

 

Accordingly, based on the information submitted to date, it is evident that there are 

numerous potential issues raised with the quality of accommodation provided, which will 

need to clarified in your future submission. Some of these elements could be incorporated / 

explained within a future student management plan, which you outline will be 

progressed/submitted as part of a future application.  
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Amenity of nearby occupiers 

 

It is welcomed that you already acknowledge that a day/sunlight assessment will be required 

to justify the proposals in terms of protecting the amenity of existing nearby occupiers in 

these regards. You will note from the consented scheme that there were a number of 

shortfalls in this regard, particularly in terms of The Pinnacle. With the inclusion of an 

additional storey and the steps down being considerable less profound towards Saxon Court, 

the day/sunlight implications are envisaged to be worse than previously specified. 

Consequently, this is a potentially significant concern. It is likely that the local planning 

authority will seek for the future assessment to be independently reviewed, at your expense 

(as per validation requirement 5 – owing to the lack of information being submitted at pre-

application stage in this regard).  

 

In other regards, some cross-cutting matters have already been raised in the ‘quality of 

accommodation’ section above (e.g. noise and disturbance / student management plan), 

while I concur with some matters you raise in your covering letter (e.g. overlooking / privacy 

conclusions unlikely to be different on the basis of the footprint not increasing significantly).  

 

Environmental Protection officer observations 

 

The Environmental Protection team has potential concerns regarding: 

 Noise impact on development 

 Noise transmission between dwellings 

 Air Quality impact – increased exposure / new receptors 

 Air Quality impact – increased emissions 

 Construction and Demolition phase 

 

Noise impact on development (as noted in the emerging site allocation) 

 

The proposed development is by a busy road so a noise assessment will need to be submitted 

with the full application.  It may be possible though clever design to reduce the need for 

additional noise mitigation measures, for example, ensuring that noise sensitive rooms are 

located on the quieter façades and bathrooms, kitchens, hallways and cupboards etc on the 

noisiest facades. 

 

Noise mitigation is likely to focus on the weak point in the structure; glazing. Given that the 

acoustic integrity would be compromised should the windows be opened, ventilation details 

must also be provided, where mitigation relies on closed windows. Ventilation measures 

should be selected which do not allow unacceptable noise ingress and should provide 

sufficient ventilation to avoid the need to open windows in hot weather. However, non-

openable windows are not considered an acceptable solution due to the impact on living 

standards. 

 

The mitigation measures would be secured via condition to be installed in accordance with 

the approved specifications prior to first occupation of any student unit. 
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The noise assessment will be assessed against the recommendations for internal noise levels 

within dwellings and external noise levels within gardens / balconies in accordance with BS 

8233:2014 and WHO guidelines for Community Noise. The report should identify any 

mitigation measures that are necessary to ensure that the recommended standard is met.  

 

Where appropriate, the noise assessment data should also include noise events (LAMax) and 

the design should aim to prevent noise levels from noise events exceeding 45dB within 

bedrooms at night. Noise levels above 45dB are linked with sleep disturbance. 

 

Internal noise criteria (taken from BS8233:2014) 
Room Design criteria  Upper limit 

Bedrooms (23:00 to 07:00) <30dB LAeq,8hour  

Living rooms (07:00 – 23:00) <35dB LAeq,16hour  

Gardens & Balconies <50dB LAeq,T <55dB LAeq,T 

 

Noise between properties – sound insulation of any building    

 

To minimise the disturbance by noise of future student occupiers of the units and its effect 

on neighbouring residents, student accommodation must be designed and constructed or 

converted so as to achieve the insulation requirements set out in Building Regulations 

Approved Document E.  

 

Air Quality - Increased exposure (as noted in the emerging site allocation) 

 

The proposed development is located within an air quality management area that we have 

identified with monitoring as being a pollution hot-spot (likely to breach the EU limit value 

for NO2) and introduces new exposure / receptors. An assessment and/or mitigation 

measures should be provided as part of the application. 

 

You will need to demonstrate sufficient mitigation measures are implemented to protect the 

residents from the effects of poor air quality. 

 

Where the development involves converting an existing building and allowing a buffer zone is 

not an option then it may be that other mitigation can be applied. In the first instance this 

would be to implement measures to reduce the level at the facade of the property by 

creating a barrier between the property and the carriageway, such as close boarded fencing 

or planting vegetation.  If this is not possible then locating habitable rooms away from the 

source of pollution or the use of mechanical ventilation with the inlet on the clean side of 

the property may be acceptable. This list of potential measures is by no means an exhaustive 

list: 

 

Mitigation against increased exposure: 

 Mechanical ventilation – inlets from the ‘clean’ side of the development, long term 

maintenance needs to be addressed 

 Buffer zones – consider increasing distance of the building façade from very busy roads 

 Habitable rooms – consider placing stairwells, corridors and bathrooms on the façade 

fronting pollution source 
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 Mixed use – locate any sensitive uses on higher floors, allowing commercial use on 

lower elevations 

 Balconies – consider avoiding use in areas of exceedence, especially on ground and first 

floor level 

 Non-opening front windows – this should only be considered in certain circumstances, 

needs to be balanced against loss of freedom for future occupants 

 

Reading Borough Council’s Air Quality Policy DM19 requires that developments have regard to 

the need to improve air quality and reduce the effects of poor air quality through design, 

mitigation and where required planning obligations to be used to help improve local air 

quality.  

 

You should submit a scheme demonstrating sufficient mitigation to protect the student units 

from poor air quality.  

 

Air Quality - Increased emissions 

 

Reading has declared a significant area of the borough as an Air Quality Management Area 

(AQMA), for the exceedence of both the hourly and annual mean objectives for nitrogen 

dioxide. In addition to this recent epidemiologic studies have shown that there is no safe 

level for the exposure to particulate matter PM10. 

 

The proposed development is located within an air quality management area and has the 

potential to increase emissions. An assessment and/or mitigation measures should be 

provided as part of the application. 

 

Mitigation against increased emissions: 

 Travel Plans – a travel plan is a set of measures aimed at reducing single occupancy car 

use, it is important that the effectiveness of the plan is considered 

 Mitigation through design, improved air flow around development, alternative plant 

 Parking – consider reducing number of parking spaces, graduated permit schemes 

based on euro standards, allocated parking for car clubs / low emission vehicles 

 Provision of electric charging bays or low emission fuelling points  

 Development / promotion of car clubs 

 Provision of cycling facilities / residents cycles 

 Improvements to local public transport  

 

It may be appropriate in some circumstances for you to fund mitigating measures elsewhere 

to offset any increase in local pollutant emissions as a consequence of the proposed 

development. This may be achieved through the use of a s.106 agreement, which may in 

some circumstances involve the direct funding of a specific scheme or measure. However, it 

is likely that in most cases to be in the form of a contribution to the costs of the monitoring 

network and / or air quality action plan. 

 

Reading Borough Council’s Air Quality Policy DM19 requires that developments have regard to 

the need to improve air quality and reduce the effects of poor air quality through design, 
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mitigation and where required planning obligations to be used to help improve local air 

quality.  

 

Construction and demolition phases 

 

Officers have concerns about potential noise, dust and bonfires associated with the 

construction (and demolition) of the proposed development and possible adverse impact on 

nearby residents (and businesses). Fires during construction and demolition can impact on air 

quality and cause harm to residential amenity.  Burning of waste on site could be considered 

to be harmful to the aims of environmental sustainability.  

 

A scheme should be submitted which specifies the provisions to be made for the control of 

noise and dust emanating from the site during the demolition and construction phase. 

Alternatively this could be secured via pre-commencement condition.   

 

The hours of noisy construction, demolition and associated deliveries should be restricted to 

the hours of 08:00hrs to 18:00hrs Mondays to Fridays, and 09:00hrs to 13:00hrs on Saturdays, 

and not at any time on Sundays and Bank or Statutory Holidays without prior approval from 

the Local Planning Authority. 

 

It is also outlined that no materials or green waste produced as a result of the clearance of 

the site, demolition works or construction works associated with the development should be 

burnt on site. 

 

Transport officer observations 

 

The site is located to the north of Kings Road (A329), a major transport corridor into Reading.  

The site is accessed to the east of Rupert Street, which forms a left-in/left-out vehicle 

crossover with Kings Road (A329).  The A329 Kings Road is a major bus route with bus stops 

located on both sides of the carriageway and dedicated bus lanes allowing for bus priority in 

both eastbound and westbound directions. The site is currently occupied by a two storey 

office building with 47 parking spaces. The proposals include demolishing the current 

Alexander House office building and redeveloping the site to create an eight storey, 178 bed 

student accommodation building. 

 

The site is located in Zone 2, Primary Core Area, of the Revised Parking Standards and Design 

SPD.  This zone directly surrounds the Central Core Area and extends to walking distances of 

2 kilometres from the centre of Reading. The parking standards set for Halls of Residence 

located in this zone are 1 space per FTE member of staff and no requirements for students. 

However, there are no adopted parking standards for student accommodation which are 

provided “off campus” and operate as independent providers of higher education 

accommodation. Therefore, an application of this type is likely to be considered on its own 

merits considering local circumstances, including access to public transport provisions and 

the availability of parking and on-street regulations. 

 



 

15 

 

It is proposed to provide 8 parking spaces at the rear of the site accessed via the existing 

access off Rupert Street. It is indicated that these spaces will operate as drop off spaces and 

will serve as an external amenity space when they are not in use. 

 

In principle, this arrangement is acceptable (purely from a transport planning perspective) 

but a detailed Car Parking Management Statement should also be submitted to accompany 

the application to detail how the arrivals and departures of students will be managed at the 

beginning and end of term (this could be part of the student management plan or a 

standalone document).  This is to ensure that students are provided with a sufficient number 

of dedicated spaces to drop off and get picked up with their belongings so as not to park on 

the surrounding streets.   

 

In addition, you should confirm how many staff will be employed on site to ensure there is 

sufficient parking provision for staff parking and drop/pick up spaces.  

 

In accordance with the Councils Parking Standards and Design SPD, students should be 

prohibited from bringing vehicles to the site and conditions would be secured which outlines 

that future occupiers will not be automatically entitled to a car parking permit in the area. 

Furthermore, this will stipulate that all material used for advertising or marketing the 

student residential units for letting or sale shall make it clear to prospective tenants and 

occupiers that they will not be automatically entitled to a parking permit, but any 

application for a parking permit will be considered on its merits.   

 

The development will be required to produce a Travel Plan to encourage safe, healthy and 

sustainable travel options.  The framework for the Travel Plan should be included in the 

Transport Statement to be submitted with the full application. It is likely that the travel plan 

will be secured via condition, including a requirement for the submission of and approval of 

monitoring information subsequent to occupation.   

 

A detailed review of pedestrian, cycle and public transport infrastructure in the vicinity of 

the site should be included in the Planning/Transport Statement.   

 

In accordance with the Council’s Revised Parking Standards and Design SPD, the development 

would be required to provide 1 cycle parking space per 3 staff and 1 space per 5 students.  It 

is indicated that the cycle storage will be located at basement floor level, although it is not 

abundantly clear how this will be accessed. The cycle store must be accessed from a levelled 

access with no steps or obstructions. It appears that the cycle store is access from the 

parking area at the rear of the site?  

 

Bin storage should comply with Manual for Streets and British Standard 5906: 2005 for Waste 

Management in Buildings to avoid the stationing of service vehicles on the carriageway for 

excessive periods.  It should be confirmed whether refuse collection will be undertaken by 

the Council or by a private contractor, and whether a refuse vehicle will venture into the 

site.  A bin store is located at basement floor level but it is unclear how the bins will be 

transported to the refuse vehicles on collection days and whether this will result in the 

stationing of refuse vehicles on the highway for extended periods of time?  This should all be 
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addressed if a full application is submitted. In any future proposal it is recommended that 

this guidance is followed. 

 

A Construction Method Statement will also be required for this development. This would be 

secured via condition as follows: 

 

No development shall take place, including any works of demolition, until a Construction 

Method Statement has been submitted to and been approved in writing by the Local Planning 

Authority to provide for:     

• space on site where vehicles of site operatives and visitors can be parked with details 

of how site operatives and visitors will be required to make use of the parking area provided  

• location on site for storage of plant and materials used in constructing the 

development 

• the erection and maintenance (including removal of any graffiti or fly posters) of 

security hoarding around the site  

• any footpath closures or road closures needed during construction 

• wheel washing facilities on site  

• a scheme for recycling waste resulting from the construction works 

 

The measures within the approved Construction Method Statement shall be maintained and 

adhered to throughout the course of the development unless changes are agreed in advance 

and in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

 

You are encouraged to submit details at application stage to avoid the need for a pre-

commencement condition.  

 

As such, you are advised to carefully consider the proposals on the basis of these comments. 

 

Ecology consultant’s observations 

 

The pre-application site comprises a detached building where it is proposed to demolish the 

existing office building and to erect a new student accommodation building. A previous 

application (ref: 162057) was granted for the erection of a basement and a four – seven 

storey building following the demolition of the existing basement and two-storey office 

building.  Since the site is the same and the plans are similar, and the conditions at the site 

for wildlife are unlikely to have changed, the ecological reports submitted with application 

162057 (Ecological Appraisal and Building Inspection Report: Ref P16/35 1A; October 2016 and 

Phase 2 Bat Survey Report: Ref P16/35 2A; October 2016) are still valid.   

  

There were no ecological constraints to the previous application and as such, since the plans 

are similar, it would be no necessary to submit new ecological reports with an application.  

However, condition 6 for application 162057 would need to be added to any planning consent 

to ensure to enhance the wildlife in the area. 

 

In summary, there would be no objections to this application on ecological grounds if 

submitted as shown. 

 

http://www.reading.gov.uk/media/5931/Waste-management-guidelines-for-property-developers/pdf/Waste_Management_Guidelines_for_Reading_V1_2.pdf
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Natural Environment officer observations   

 

Kings Road is one of the principal vehicular routes in Reading, providing the main route from 

Reading to the east of the town and Borough. It supports an almost continuous flow of 

vehicles and buses which inevitably leads to daily congestion at peak times. As such, trees 

along the Kings Road are very important for the local environment and amenity of this area of 

Reading. 

 

The trees adjacent to the highway also provide screening for residents living adjacent to the 

road. Kings Road is designated as an ‘Existing or potential treed corridor’ in the adopted 

Borough Tree Strategy and the Borough Council has a commitment to retain and enhance the 

tree cover along these routes. 

 

Alexander House is also located in an area which has been identified in the Tree Strategy as 

having poor tree cover (10% or less). Objective 6 of the adopted Tree Strategy expects new 

development to make a positive and sustainable contribution in supporting the objectives of 

the strategy in enhancing the town’s urban environment. Such planting should be used to 

enhance streets and other public realm as part of planning permissions for all new relevant 

developments, particularly higher density urban developments. 

 

Alexander House currently has a broad landscaped area along the frontage of Kings Road 

approximately 11m deep (measured from aerial photos) on which is growing some low-level 

shrubs and two small trees. The new block including basement does not appear to be set 

much forward of the existing footprint therefore there is potential for new tree planting and 

landscaping along the front of the site. Additional landscaping is proposed along the boundary 

with Rupert Road.  

 

The suitability of the proposals in tree / landscape terms will be dependent on adequate 

provision being made for a sustainable and robust scheme of landscape planting. New trees 

will need to be potentially tall growing specimens so as to not be dwarfed by the larger scale 

of the student block. 

 

Archaeology 

 

As per the emerging site allocation, development should take account of potential 

archaeological significance at the site. At the time of permission 162057 a desk-based 

assessment was submitted, with a pre-commencement condition secured as part of the 

permission. It is considered that at least a similar level of information will be required to be 

submitted with any application, with further information to satisfy the pre-commencement 

condition also submitted should you wish to avoid a similar condition being attached to any 

future permission. Berkshire Archaeology will be formally consulted at application stage.    

 

Sustainability, Energy & SuDS 

 

Given the nature of the proposals a sustainability statement, incorporating a BREEAM pre-

assessment will be required to be submitted with any future application, to demonstrate how 

the proposals would seek to comply with policy CS1 and SPD requirements. You will note from 
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the SPD that for larger developments of more than 1000sqm of non-residential floorspace 

(given the proposed use will be sui generis student accommodation) there is a requirement 

for a minimum 50% BREEAM level 'Excellent' and remainder BREEAM level 'Very Good'. In 

addition, although the proposals should ideally meet the 50% excellent / 50% very good 

standard, as a minimum alternative, where the above split is not appropriate for the 

development, the SPD outlines that the proposal could instead achieve a BREEAM score of 

62.5%. 

 

Conditions as follows would be likely to be included on any future permission: 

 

No development shall take place until a copy of an Interim BREEAM Certificate in accordance 

with the BREEAM Sustainability Standard demonstrating compliance with a minimum 

standard of BREEAM 50% Very Good, 50% Excellent rating has been submitted to and receipt 

acknowledged in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

 

No development shall be occupied until a copy of a Final BREEAM Certificate in accordance 

with the BREEAM Sustainability Standard following a post-construction stage review carried 

out by a licensed assessor has been submitted to and receipt acknowledged in writing by the 

Local Planning Authority, demonstrating that the development has attained as a minimum 

the standard set out in the Interim BREEAM Certificate referred to in the above condition. 

 

Reason: To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with sustainable 

building standards. RBCS Policy CS1 and SPD Sustainable Design and Construction (2011) 

 

Furthermore, given the floorspaces involved, an energy efficiency statement will also be 

required in line with CS1 and DM2. Moreover, owing to the floorspace involved you should 

seek to explore decentralised energy options in the proposal too, with commentary provided 

to detail the technologies incorporated / not incorporated and reasons for this.  

 

In relation to Sustainable Urban Drainage System Proposals (SuDS), as a major application you 

will be required to submit a SuDS strategy at application stage.  

 

Section 106 Legal Agreement 

 

Typically for student accommodation permissions in the Borough, the use as solely (sui 

generis) student accommodation is secured via legal agreement.  

 

At this earliest of stages it is also noted that there is likely to be a requirement (via s106) for 

Employment, Skills and Training. Please see the specific SPD in relation to this matter for 

further details.  

 

Please follow section 11 of the validation requirements in terms of the level / nature of 

information to submit to validate the application regarding the future s106.  

 

Planning Performance Agreements (PPAs) 
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In line with paragraph 46 of the National Planning Policy Framework, the local planning 

authority encourages applicants to enter into PPAs (at pre-application, application and 

potentially post-application stages).  

 

There are considered to be several benefits of a PPA. First it provides a structured framework 

for steering development proposals through all the necessary stages of identifying issues, 

consultation and negotiation in order to arrive at a well informed decision. Entering into a 

PPA also leads to a more collaborative approach between the developer and local planning 

authority in which issues, timescales, costs and requirements such as community involvement 

or specialist supporting evidence are agreed at an early stage. Furthermore, at application 

stage, it provides an alternative route from the standard 13 week time-constraint that would 

otherwise be imposed for determining Major Applications in line with Government targets. 

Should you wish to enter into a PPA at pre-application or application stage, please advise me 

accordingly and I can forward through further information as to the normal level/nature of 

information required within a PPA.  

 

Public / stakeholder engagement prior to submission 

 

The proposals are considered to be both of a scale and sensitive nature to necessitate 

engagement with the local community and other relevant stakeholders at pre-application 

stage (in line with paragraph 40 of the NPPF). Please see section 7 of the adopted statement 

of community involvement for more information in this regard. I look forward to receiving 

your project plan for pre-application involvement and consultation in due course, at which 

point I can provide comments and assistance in identifying and providing contact information 

for local representatives, groups and individuals who should be invited by you to become 

involved in the proposals. Your future application submission should include a specific section 

detailing the public / stakeholder engagement at pre-application stage.  

 

CIL 

 

The proposals would be CIL liable, with CIL having been introduced from 1st April 2015. Please 

see the website for further details, including the approved charging schedule and guide for 

applicants available in full via this link. The 2018 CIL rate (including indexation) is 

£147.2941176470588 per sqm. This rate is likely to increase (through indexation) in 2019. It is 

noted that it appears that Alexander House is now vacant, so the CIL form needs to include 

specific details about the date in which the building was last occupied, should a discount on 

the CIL payment be sought owing to this.  

 

Validation requirements  

 

As per the validations checklist, it is advised that the following will be required with any 

future submission): 

 

All relevant part 1 requirements (in particular a fully completed CIL form & SuDS information)   

 

2. Air quality assessment  

3. Archaeological assessment  

http://www.reading.gov.uk/media/1051/Statement-of-Community-Involvement-Adopted-March-2014/pdf/Statement-Of-Community-Involvement-Mar14.pdf
http://www.reading.gov.uk/media/1051/Statement-of-Community-Involvement-Adopted-March-2014/pdf/Statement-Of-Community-Involvement-Mar14.pdf
http://www.reading.gov.uk/planningadvice
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5. Daylight/sunlight assessment  

6. Ecological survey and reports (see ecology consultant comments above for more specific 

details) 

7. Energy efficiency statements  

9. External lighting  

11. Heads of Terms proposal  

12. Heritage Statement (including archaeology) 

13. Landscape principles  

14. Materials details  

15. Noise & vibration impact assessment  

17. Planning Statement  

18. Plans and drawings (please refer to all bullet point requirements) 

19. Superfast Broadband Strategy Statement  

20. Sustainability Statements  

22. Transport Assessment & Travel Plans  

24. Utilities surveys and proposals  

25. Vehicle (including cycle) parking and waste collection details 

26. Vent/flue & ventilation details  

 

Notwithstanding the above, based on this pre-application advice (and your submissions to 

date) the following will also be encouraged (not statutory requirements) in this specific 

instance: 

 

- Loss of office use justification   

- Assessment of need / availability of other sites regarding the proposed student use 

- Student management plan 

- Construction Method Statement (including noise and dust measures raised by 

Environmental Protection officers) 

- Statement of community involvement 

- Proposed elevation plans also showing the outline of the existing / approved massing  

- Fire safety strategy 

- Disabled access details 

- Justification for any high level external amenity space 

 

Concluding remarks 

 

In conclusion, it is considered that there is uncertainty regarding the acceptability of the 

proposed student accommodation use at this time, owing to the emerging policy context 

(both in terms of the proposed use and the specific site allocation for residential use). This 

will obviously become clearer at the local plan examination and subsequent to this, and 

confirmed if/when the emerging local plan is formally adopted in due course. 

Notwithstanding this, it is considered that the proposed massing / detailed design will be 

required to developed further / refined, while there are numerous questions/queries related 

to the quality of the accommodation / impact on neighbouring occupiers at this time. There 

are also a number of other specialist areas where further detail will need to be demonstrated 

at application stage to justify the proposals. In addition, in this case it is particularly 

important for public / stakeholder engagement prior to submission too.      
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Please note that the advice contained within this letter is that of an officer of the Borough 

Council and is provided without prejudice to the decision of the Borough Council, in the 

event of a formal application for planning permission. This advice is in good faith and will not 

over-ride the formal consideration of a planning application by the Council.  

 

Yours sincerely 
 

Jonathan Markwell    
Jonathan Markwell 

Principal Planning Officer 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 The Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been prepared jointly by Barton Willmore 

on behalf of the University of Reading (UoR) and Reading Borough Council (the Council). 

This follows the request of the Planning Inspector (Louise Gibbons) holding proceedings 

for the examination of the submitted version of the emerging Reading Local Plan.  

 

1.2 The UoR’s main Whiteknights Campus is partially within Wokingham Borough Council’s 

(WBC) area.  A number of other UoR-owned and operated sites are also within 

Wokingham.  As this SoCG is in response to a specific request from the Inspector, WBC 

are not a party to it.  However, WBC have been provided with a copy, and will be a key 

partner in moving forward with any agreed actions. 

 
1.3 There are four remaining matters of uncommon ground, which are: the capacity of 

bedspaces on site ER1e (St Patrick’s Hall, Northcourt Avenue); the wording and 

sustainability appraisal of Policy H12, though the parties have agreed proposed changes 

to the supporting text; the need for increased flexibility in Policy CC3; and the need for 

increased flexibility in Policy EN14. The differences are in the section on each matter 

alongside the common ground which has been reached on all other matters arising from 

the University’s representations to the emerging draft Local Plan. 

 

1.4 The SoCG follows the following sub-sections; 

 
a) Sustainability Appraisal  

b) Housing Land Supply and Site Capacity 

c) Cross Cutting Policies 

d) Environmental Policies 

e) Housing Policies (including draft Policy H12) 

f) Issue 13 – Caversham and Emmer Green 

g) Issue 14 – East Reading 

 
 
 

Sustainability Appraisal  
 

1.5 The SoCG addresses; 

 

• how Policy H12 has been tested by the SA 

 

Housing Land Supply and Site Capacity 
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1.6 The SoCG covers the following matters; 

 

• The wording of draft Policy ER1e in terms of the capacity of the site; 

• Agreement on the wording of draft Policy ER1c to consider the capacity of the site 

and the potential for inclusion of student accommodation and academic uses.  

 

Cross-cutting Policies 

 

1.7 The SoCG covers the following matters; 

 

• The wording of Policy CC3 to ensure appropriate levels of flexibility; 

• The reference to contributions to monitoring in Policy CC9. 

 

Environmental Policies 

 

1.8 The SoCG covers the following matters; 

• The wording of Policy EN14 to ensure appropriate levels of flexibility; 

• The request for additional information to support the requirement of Policy EN17. 

 

Housing Policies 

 

1.9 The SoCG agrees that; 

 

• Policy H5 would not apply to student accommodation. 

 

1.10 Specifically in relation to draft Policy H12 and the evidence submitted by the UoR, the SoCG 

considers the following issues, and agrees a way forward for considering these issues; 

 

• The growth in student numbers from the UoR and the need for further student 

accommodation; 

• The capacity of the UoR campus to accommodate further student accommodation 

and the scope of opportunities on adjacent land to accommodate student 

accommodation; 

• The benefits of PBSA versus HMO student accommodation; 

• The benefits PBSA can make in terms of decreasing HMO demand from students; 

• Any proposed changes to the supporting text to Policy H12; 
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• Identifies the remaining uncommon ground between the parties in relation to 

Policy H12. 

 

1.11 In relation to draft Policy OU1, the SoCG agrees on; 

 

• Proposed changes to Policy OU1 to reflect that not all development by the UoR 

within existing campus locations would generate an increase in student numbers. 

  

Caversham and Emmer Green 

 

1.12  The SoCG will agrees wording for draft Policy CA1a, as set out within the UoR Hearing 

Statement for Issue 13, agreed in principle with the Council prior to the commencement 

of the EiP hearing sessions.  

 

East Reading 

 

1.13 The SoCG agrees the following; 

 

• the wording of Policy ER2, in order to be consistent with changes to policy OU1; 

• changes to the boundary of the areas of biodiversity importance on the Proposals 

Map, to the immediate East of the Mackinder Halls development. 
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SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL 

 

2.1 The UoR made representations on the Sustainability Appraisal of Policy H12 

(Student Accommodation) at Pre-Submission stage, and reiterated these points in the 

hearings on 25th September, specifically that option iii appraised does not appear to match 

the policy as drafted. 

 

2.2 The Council’s response remains as set out during the hearings on 25th September, and in 

the response to Pre-Submission representations from the UoR and Studious (see pages 

400-409 of the Statement of Consultation on Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan, LP006), 

that there had been a mislabelling of the title of the option in the Sustainability Appraisal, 

and that it should have read ‘adjacent to’ rather than ‘close to’.  However, the actual 

appraisal relates to the policy as proposed.   

 
2.3 In terms of whether a distinct option should be appraised that would reflect the wording 

changes to H12 proposed by the UoR, i.e. that student accommodation should be located 

on university or accommodation sites or other sustainable locations with convenient 

access, the Council maintains its position expressed in the hearings, that there is no 

practical difference between this and the ‘no policy’ option, because at the current time, 

without locational policy, student accommodation is being delivered close to the university 

and in the town centre in any case. 

 
2.4 The UoR therefore maintains its position on the Sustainability Appraisal of H12, because 

the Council is not able to evidence that this was the way in which the draft policy was 

assessed, and the Council accepted in the Examination hearing that there was a difference 

between ‘adjacent’ and ‘close to’.  Both parties note that any main modifications to this 

policy or its supporting text will need to be supported by a review of the Sustainability 

Appraisal in any case.  
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HOUSING LAND SUPPLY AND SITE CAPACITY 

 

3.1 In relation to site ER1e (St Patrick’s Hall, Northcourt Avenue), the parties agree that 

the St Patricks Hall site is the only specific UoR-owned site that has been identified by 

the parties as able to come forward immediately to meet a large part of the urgent need 

for an additional 1,000 bed spaces to allow UoR to accommodate first year students and 

to support the University in meeting its first-year guarantee (detailed at paragraph 6.9 of 

this SoCG). 

 

3.2 The UoR has proposed that the dwelling capacity set out in the policy should be increased 

to 654 additional bedspaces.  This would be in line with planning application 172045.  

However, on 23rd February 2018, this application was refused by Reading Borough 

Council.  The Planning Applications Committee Report and Minutes have been added to 

the Examination Library as EC020, and these contain the reasons for refusal.  An appeal 

was lodged on 7th September 2018. 

 

3.3 The parties have not been able to reach agreement on changes to the dwelling capacity 

on this site, and both parties maintain their positions set out in Pre-Submission 

comments/Council responses to comments, responses to examination issues (see EP007 

and EC005) and as stated during the hearing sessions themselves.  The University seeks 

to reflect discussions at hearing session 3 and proposes that the upper range of bed 

spaces is increased to 654. The lower range would remain, indicating a broader potential 

range that is to be tested through the planning application process.  The Council is 

concerned that the case for this level of development has not been made, as illustrated 

by the recent refusal.  The parties await the outcome of the planning appeal. The 

University’s concerns regarding the Local Plan as drafted with regard to the capacity for 

St Patricks Hall are set out in Appendix 1. 

 

3.4 In relation to site ER1c (Land rear of 8-26 Redlands Road), in discussions at the 

hearings on issue 3 on 26th September, the UoR argued that this site would be capable 

of accommodating up to 20 dwellings.  In discussions on issue 14 on 5th October, this 

was reiterated, and it was further argued that there was potential for student 

accommodation or academic use within the site.  The Council has considered the analysis 

of the site within the Campus Capacity Study submitted alongside the UoR’s Response to 

Issue 7 (EP017), and, although it is not in a position to endorse specific options presented 

in that document, it agrees that it has been demonstrated that there is potential to 

accommodate up to 20 dwellings, and that, given that the site contains existing student 
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accommodation, there should be flexibility for student accommodation or other university 

uses within the site boundaries.  Both parties therefore agree that the following change 

should be made to policy ER1c. 

 

 
Document 
Reference 

Reason Change 

Page 207 
Policy 
ER1c 

To reflect the 
potential for 
continuing use 
associated with the 
University as 
proposed in the 
University of 
Reading’s Response 
to Issue 3 and in 
light of the 
University Capacity 
Study 
demonstrating a 
higher site capacity 

ER1c LAND REAR OF 8-26 REDLANDS ROAD 
Development for residential, with potential for student 
accommodation or university uses reflecting the existing 
student accommodation use on the northern part of the site. 
Development should: 

• Make a positive contribution to the conservation area and 
to the setting of adjacent listed buildings; 

• Take account of potential archaeological significance; 
• Retain the wall fronting Morgan Road; and 
• Retain mature trees on the site and provide for a north-

south green link, which will reduce the amount of the site 
that can be developed and will particularly limit 
development behind 14-24 Redlands Road. 

Site size: 0.74 ha 12-1820 dwellings 
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CROSS-CUTTING POLICIES 

 

4.1 In relation to Policy CC3 (Adaptation to Climate Change), the parties have not 

reached agreement on the need for changes to be made.  The Council maintains its 

position that no change is necessary to make the policy sound.  The UoR maintains its 

position that a change is required to allow sufficient flexibility, as discussed during the 

hearings session on Wednesday 26th September.  The UoR considers that the following 

change would resolve the objection to this policy. 

 

Document 
Reference 

Reason Change 

Page 23 
Policy CC3 

To reflect 
circumstances 
where this may not 
be achievable as 
discussed at 
hearings on 26 
September. 

CC3: ADAPTATION TO CLIMATE CHANGE 
All developments will demonstrate how they have been 
designed to incorporate measures to adapt to climate change. 
The following measures shall be incorporated into 
development wherever possible: 

• New buildings shall be orientated to maximise the 
opportunities for both natural heating and ventilation 
and reducing exposure to wind and other elements; 

• Proposals involving both new and existing buildings 
shall demonstrate how they have been designed to 
maximise resistance and resilience to climate change 
for example by including measures such as solar 
shading, thermal mass, heating and ventilation of the 
building and appropriately coloured materials in areas 
exposed to direct sunlight, green and brown roofs, 
green walls, etc; 

• Use of trees and other planting, where appropriate as 
part of a landscape scheme, to provide shading of 
amenity areas, buildings and streets and to help to 
connect habitat, designed with native plants that are 
carefully selected, managed and adaptable to meet 
the predicted changed climatic conditions; and 

• All development shall minimise the impact of surface 
water runoff from the development in the design of the 
drainage system, and where possible incorporate 
mitigation and resilience measures for any increases in 
river flooding levels as a result of climate change. 

 

4.2 In relation to Policy CC9 (Securing Infrastructure), the UoR’s Response to Issue 4 

(EP011) reiterated the UoR’s representations at Pre-Submission stage in proposing a 

change to the requirement for contributions towards monitoring, in line with a 2015 High 

Court decision.  As discussed during the hearings session on Wednesday 26th September, 

the Council agrees that deletion of this requirement would reflect that decision.  Both 

parties therefore agree that the following change should be made to policy CC9.  This 

change would resolve the UoR’s objection to this policy. 
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Document 
Reference 

Reason Change 

Page 32 
Policy CC9 

To reflect most up-
to-date case law, as 
set out in University 
of Reading’s 
Response to Issue 4 
(EP011) 

“Developers are required to contribute towards the ongoing 
local authority costs of monitoring the implementation and 
payment of planning contributions.” 
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ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES 

 

5.1 In relation to Policy EN14 (Trees, Hedges and Woodlands), the parties have not 

reached agreement on the need for changes to be made.  The Council maintains its 

position that no change is necessary to make the policy sound.  The UoR maintains its 

position that a change is required to allow sufficient flexibility, as discussed during the 

hearings session on Thursday 27th September. The UoR considers that the following 

change should be made to ensure that the policy is sufficiently flexible.  This change 

would resolve the UoR’s objection to this policy. 

 

Document 
Reference 

Reason Change 

Page 55 
Policy 
EN14 

To reflect 
circumstances 
where tree planting 
may not be possible 
on or off site as 
discussed at 
hearings on 27 
September. 

“New development shall make provision for tree retention and 
planting where possible, within the application site, 
particularly on the street frontage, or off-site in appropriate 
situations, to improve the level of tree coverage within the 
Borough, to maintain and enhance the character and 
appearance of the area in which a site is located, to provide 
for biodiversity and to contribute to measures to reduce 
carbon and adapt to climate change.” 

 

5.2 The UoR objected to the requirement in Policy EN17 (Noise-Generating Equipment) 

for the noise source specific rating of new equipment to be at least 10dBA below existing 

background levels.  The Inspector has requested additional information on the reason for 

this level, and both parties understand that further consideration of this policy will be 

dependent on that information.  No changes are therefore agreed in this Statement. 
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HOUSING POLICIES 

 

Policy H5 – Standards for New Housing 

 

6.1 In relation to Policy H5 (Standards for New Housing), both parties agree that in 

terms of the housing standards, paragraph 4.4.36 confirms that Policy H5 would not apply 

to student accommodation. 

 

Policy H12 – Student Accommodation 

 

6.2 There was considerable discussion during the Examination hearings around the issue of 

provision of student accommodation.  This included substantial information submitted 

within responses to examination issues.  This matter was the main reason that the 

Inspector requested that a Statement of Common Ground be completed between the UoR 

and the Council. 

 

6.3 The UoR’s position in summary is that there is a substantial existing shortfall in purpose 

built student accommodation (PBSA), which is expected to worsen with growth in student 

numbers.  The UoR therefore considers that the Council’s draft policy position in H12, 

which directs new student accommodation to existing university or student 

accommodation sites in the first instance, is unduly restrictive and there should be greater 

flexibility to include other sustainable locations which are accessible to the relevant 

institution.  New PBSA can make a contribution to housing supply through releasing 

existing homes occupied by students into the general market. 

 

6.4 The Council’s position in summary is that, given the limited range of potential 

development sites to meet general housing needs, exacerbated by the fact that the Local 

Plan already fails to meet the whole objectively assessed need for housing, there is 

significant concern about loss of housing sites to student accommodation.  This is a trend 

which is already apparent in parts of Reading, particularly the town centre.  The Council 

considers that the quantitative need for new PBSA is not as clear-cut and consistent as 

for general housing, and that housing ought to have priority on those sites where there 

is likely to be competition.  Whilst new PBSA can free up existing homes, it cannot make 

as great a contribution to housing supply as general housing on those sites, and makes 

no contribution to the Borough’s significant affordable housing needs.  The Council’s view 

is that sufficient flexibility already exists within policy H12 to demonstrate a need for 

student accommodation that cannot be met on existing university or accommodation sites 

on a case-by-case basis. 
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6.5 The UoR submitted two documents as appendices to its Response to Issue 7 (EP017), an 

Accommodation Strategy Part 1 and a Campus Capacity Study, and the Inspector 

specifically asked that this Statement covers those two documents. 

 

Accom m odat ion  S t ra tegy  P a r t  1  –  Gap  Ana ly s i s , Septem ber  2018  –  Cushm an  and  

W ak ef i e l d  

 

6.6 The Accommodation Strategy Part 1 – Gap Analysis (referred to as URAS here) seeks to 

outline the scale of undersupply of student accommodation and determine the best 

approach to meeting existing and forecast demand. 

 

6.7 The University is a global top 200 UK institution which attracted 14,005 full-time students 

in 2016/17 and has grown student numbers by 22% over the last 5 years and contributes 

some £650m annually to the local economy and employs over 3,700 people. This growth 

has been accelerating since changes to the tuition fee system and the removal of Student 

Number Controls which has created competition for students, coupled with record 

numbers of 18-year olds applying for higher education places. 

 

6.8 The URAS identifies that student numbers have grown 28% between 2007/8 and 2016/17 

(over four times the 5% national average), and that over recent years, UoR 

accommodation has experienced 100% occupancy, with a significant waiting list.  In terms 

of student origins, in 2016/17 28% of the student body came from outside the UK, 

reflecting the importance of the University’s global engagement strategy to maintain and 

grow its international reputation. For the same year, the University recruited 74% of its 

students from outside the South East.    

 
6.9 The lack of available student accommodation to meet this growth means that the 

University is unable to meet its first-year student guarantee (students will be guaranteed 

a place in a hall of residence if they are a new undergraduate or postgraduate (i.e. not a 

returning student) who confirms the University of Reading as their firm (first) choice 

institution, and applies for accommodation before the 1st August in the year of entry and 

who makes all terms of their academic offer by the 31st August in the year preceding 

entry).  Over 1,000 first year students have been unable to secure a bed in 2017/18.  

Across all years of study, for 2017/18, 5,000 students were unable to find a bed in PBSA, 

although it should be noted that this does not take account of whether PBSA would be 

the preference of all of those students.  Lack of supply, in particular for first year students, 

risks damaging the University’s reputation over the longer term, and causing harm to the 
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student experience of those who are forced to seek often low-quality HMO 

accommodation. 

 

6.10 The Council has not been in a position to verify the exact figures taking account of existing 

supply and the planning pipeline, but does not have particular reason to doubt the general 

scale of existing shortfall identified.  It should be noted that the shortfall mainly results 

in students housed within the private rented housing market, including within HMOs. 

 

6.11 In terms of future growth, p46 of the URAS states that the UoR expects to grow from just 

over 16,000 students in 2017/2018 to 21,000 students by 2028.  This represents a 31% 

growth over ten years.  This growth would mean that the shortfall in meeting the first 

year student guarantee would rise to over 2,000 students by 2020/21 and over 3,000 by 

2028/29. This widening gap between demand and supply is illustrated on p47 of the URAS.  

Moreover, an increased number of students without an increased supply of appropriate 

student accommodation would inevitably increase demand for HMOs.  Across all years of 

study, by 2028, the number of students across all years who are unable to be 

accommodated within PBSA would rise to 12,865. Without enough purpose-built student 

accommodation, this will further increase HMO demand.  As well as having very 

substantial implications for the demand for accommodation in Reading and Wokingham, 

such growth would mean a wide range of other significant implications for both 

authorities.   

 
6.12 These growth expectations, or anything on this scale, had not been highlighted to the 

Council before the submission of the UoR’s Response to Issue 7 in September 2018, and 

as such were not anticipated in the Local Plan.  The Council has strong concerns about 

the implications of this level of growth, as expressed by the Council during the hearing 

sessions on Issue 7.   The Council’s views on the URAS are set out in Appendix 2.  

Appendix 2a does not constitute an agreed statement but is the Council’s response to the 

Capacity Study and has been included for completeness alongside a clarification response 

at Appendix 2b provided by the University which again does not constitute an agreed 

statement. The parties agree that it is not reasonable to expect that this version of the 

Local Plan could take account of that level of growth. 

 
6.13 Therefore, the Council and UoR, along with Wokingham Borough Council, need to continue 

to work together outside the Local Plan process to test these growth expectations and 

examine their implications, including consideration against the policy position in policy 

OU1 of the Local Plan which expects new academic development which generates a 

demand for additional student accommodation to be supported by appropriate growth in 
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accommodation.  The UoR and Council, as well as WBC, will need to meet on a regular 

basis, at least twice a year, to keep these matters under review.  Such joint working could 

aim towards an agreed document, such as a vision or agreed set of principles for the 

UoR’s role in the town. 

 
6.14 The Council and UoR agree to monitor the most up-to-date shortfall of PBSA.  The 

Council’s Annual Monitoring Report (AMR), published in December each year, provides an 

opportunity to identify the amount of bedspaces in PBSA in Reading Borough during the 

monitoring year, and compare this to the number of students enrolled for the academic 

year, as provided by UoR (and other local higher education providers), as well as the 

number of new students that would arise from permitted academic floorspace.  This would 

include the number to which the UoR’s accommodation guarantee would apply.  The AMR 

could then provide part of the basis for assessing the clause within H12 regarding whether 

there is a need which cannot be met in the preferred locations, although it will also need 

to be considered alongside future growth. 

 
6.15 Over time, the monitoring of the shortfall will feed into the five-yearly review of the Local 

Plan, and the Council will need to consider whether it results in a need to revise policy 

H12.  This decision will also take account of the ongoing discussions around proposed 

UoR growth levels, as well as its location and timescale for delivery, including any agreed 

outputs from those discussions.   

 
6.16 With regard to the existing difficulties in accommodating students which have been 

identified in the URAS, both parties agree that it would be reasonable for the supporting 

text to policy H12 to refer to the headline figures set out, namely the inability to fulfil the 

first year accommodation guarantee and around 1,000 first-year students being unable 

to secure a bed in 2017/18, and the overall amount of students currently not in PBSA of 

around 5,000. 

 
6.17 The following change is therefore proposed by both parties to address this. 

 

Document 
Reference 

Reason Change 

Page 94-95 
Paragraphs 
4.4.95-
4.4.98 

To be more precise 
about existing need 
for student 
accommodation 

“4.4.95 Reading has a strong student population, drawn by 
the University of Reading and also by Reading College. This 
population brings many benefits to the area, in terms of 
supporting services and facilities, and means a strong 
supply of well-qualified people, many of whom remain in 
the Borough after graduation and make a major 
contribution to its economic success. It is important that 
sufficient accommodation is provided to enable students to 
live close to where they study.  The Council particularly 
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recognises the benefits of purpose-built student 
accommodation where there is a partnership arrangement 
with a further or higher education institution and where it 
offers accommodation that meets the needs of students in 
terms of facilities, convenience to places of study and in 
terms of the cost of accommodation. 
 
4.4.96 The SHMA (2016) looked at the issue of need for 
additional student housing. It anticipates a growth in 
student numbers at the University of Reading from 13,135 
in 2015 to 16,095 in 2018. However, the SHMA notes that, 
as this is in line with historic high student numbers, that it 
should not result in the need for significant new 
accommodation. More recent evidence from the University 
indicates that this growth, underpinned by changes to the 
tuition fee system and the removal of student number 
controls, willhas indeed generated a need for new 
accommodation.  In 2016/17, 74% of students were from 
outside the South East, and 28% were from outside the UK, 
and these groups are particularly reliant on student 
accommodation.  There is current shortfall in University 
accommodation of around 1,000 bed spaces for first year 
students and, across all years of study, for 2017/18, 5,000 
students were not housed in purpose built student 
accommodation. 
 
4.4.97 It is considered that this existing need should mainly 
be met on campus or through reconfiguration and 
redevelopment of existing halls of residence, subject to 
considerations of amenity and character. The St Patrick’s 
Hall site has been identified in policy ER1e as such a 
proposed site.  Its delivery will help to address the student 
guarantee (where first year students who have the 
University as their first choice are guaranteed 
accommodation).Additional accommodation beyond this will 
need to demonstrate why it cannot be met on those sites. 
 
4.4.978 However, the need for student accommodation is 
highly dependent on any expansion of the University. Whilst 
the University’s plans for the next five years are clear, the 
intentions up to 2036 are less so, and there is therefore 
potential for change in later parts of the plan period.The 
University has expressed intentions for significant growth in 
student numbers up to 2028.  Where such growth requires 
planning permission, it will need to be tested against 
policies OU1 and, depending on location, ER2, to ensure it 
can be supported by appropriate student accommodation. 
The need for future expansion of accommodation will 
therefore need to be kept under review. 
 
4.4.989 The provision of new student accommodation needs 
to be balanced against other types of housing. Whilst iIt is 
likely that purpose built student housing, where it is 
affordable to those students currently in HMOs, can free up 
some existing homes to meet more general needs, and 
there is evidence that in those recent years where numbers 
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of students in HMOs have dropped, this has coincided with 
the opening of large new on-campus student 
accommodation blocks.  However, the Council considers 
that there are many sites where development for students 
prevents a potential housing site being used to help to 
meet the more pressing needs for general housing, 
including affordable housing. Development for students 
should therefore be limited toprioritised towards 
established student locations, unless a specific need for a 
development in a certain location can be clearly 
demonstrated.” 

 

Cam pus Capac i ty  S tudy , Sep tem ber  2018  –  Bar ton  W i l lm ore  

 

6.18 The Campus Capacity Study seeks to quantify the potential capacity of the University’s 

existing sites to accommodate additional academic and residential development.  Its 

conclusions are that, in capacity terms, but without detailed design work, it is possible 

(subject to detailed design and layout) to accommodate c.1,900 new student bedrooms 

on University landholdings, on or adjacent to the London Road and Whiteknights 

campuses including the identified St Patricks site.  The potential sites identified on the 

Whiteknights campus will be considered for future development, however many of the 

sites are not immediately available and will form part of the University’s longer-term 

future planning for the campus. 

 

6.19 At this stage, there is not a full agreement on the conclusions of the Campus Capacity 

Study in terms of the amount of development that could be accommodated.  The Council’s 

views on the Study are set out in Appendix 3.  Appendix 3 does not constitute an agreed 

statement but is the Council’s response to the Capacity Study and has been included for 

completeness. 

 
6.20 However, both parties agree that, whilst there is significant remaining capacity on the 

Whiteknights campus for additional development, the constraints of the site, including 

open space, protected trees and habitats and heritage assets, mean that there are limits 

to this capacity. 

 
6.21 However, both parties recognise that to accommodate the level of growth to 2028 

envisaged in the URAS, levels of growth around which the Council has significant concerns 

as expressed in paragraph 6.12 and at the hearings, it is unlikely that there would be 

capacity within or adjoining existing University campus and student accommodation sites 

to provide the necessary level of supporting student accommodation. 
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6.22 Both parties also agree that the Campus Capacity Study forms a valuable first step 

towards the development of a replacement Whiteknights Development Plan or framework 

for the University campus, and agree to work together along with Wokingham Borough 

Council to work towards such a document. 

 

Ev idence on  the  L ink  betw een  P BSA  and  HM Os  

 

6.23 During the hearings on 28th September, the Inspector requested that evidence be 

provided to demonstrate the relationship between the provision of purpose built student 

accommodation (PBSA) and the number of students living in houses in multiple occupation 

(HMOs).  This information is largely set out within the URAS, an appendix to the UoR’s 

Response to Issue 7. 

 

6.24 In summary, the information submitted by the UoR details that significant recent growth 

and the limited availability of purpose-built student accommodation that students can be 

offered has increased pressure on the local housing market through greater demand for 

HMO accommodation. Consequently, the number of students living in HMOs has grown by 

750 in the past two years. Since 2011/12, there has been an increase of at least 915 

students living in HMOs. Figures for total recorded students residing in HMOs (as not all 

HMOs are officially registered with the Council) during 2016/17 reached just under 1,600 

students (911 HMO registered properties).  

 

6.25 Given the notable impacts on a local community from HMOs and the projected significant 

growth in HMO occupation, it is useful to highlight data that tests whether the number of 

students in HMOs can be reduced through the efficient provision of beds within purpose-

built accommodation (i.e. increased density of students within effectively managed 

accommodation). On page 41 of the URAS this theory is tested. Only in two years between 

2010/11 and 2016/17 were student numbers in HMOs found to have dropped. These two 

reductions coincided with the opening of two large student accommodation blocks (Childs 

Hall in 2012 with 594 beds, and Bridges Hall in 2014/15 with 649 beds), demonstrating a 

clear student preference for purpose-built student accommodation, where it is available.  

 
6.26 The Council wishes to qualify the comments above, in that in its view the relationship 

between PBSA and HMO occupation depends in large part on the form and cost of PBSA 

accommodation.  This is explored in more depth in the Council’s views on the URAS in 

Appendix 2a. 
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6.27 Therefore, in order to reduce any undesirable impacts from students residing in HMOs, 

free up existing HMO housing stock to the open market and effectively manage student 

behaviour, there is a clear need to support the provision of purpose-built student 

accommodation on appropriate sites providing a range of different types of 

accommodation at different cost levels to the students that need accommodation. The 

Council’s view is that these benefits are in large part related to affordability of the PBSA. 

 

6.28 Both parties agree that there is a clear relationship between the two types of 

accommodation, and that it is clear that, where there is insufficient provision of PBSA, 

there would tend to be a greater number of students in private housing including HMOs, 

with knock-on effects for provision of family housing.  The Council is concerned with the 

amount of small HMOs in the C4 use class in close proximity to the UoR’s two campuses, 

and this was the main reason for making an Article 4 Direction covering parts of 

Katesgrove, Park and Redlands wards, in 2012.  This aspect of the discussion is not 

therefore a matter of general dispute between the parties, although the Council is keen 

to emphasise that it considers that the relationship is dependent on matters such as rental 

levels. 

 

Overa l l  Conc lus ions  on  P o l i cy  H12  

 

6.29 Both the UoR and Council maintain their positions in respect of the approach of Policy 

H12 (Student Accommodation), as articulated in Pre-Submission comments/Council 

responses to comments, responses to examination issues (see EP017 and EC009) and as 

stated during the hearing sessions themselves.  These positions do not need to be 

summarised here.  As such, there is no agreement on changes to H12, other than to the 

supporting text outlined above. 

 

6.30 However, both parties agree to continue to work together to understand the implications 

of any growth of UoR and its implications for Reading, not only in terms of student 

accommodation but for all other matters. 

 

Policy OU1 

 

6.31 In relation to Policy OU1 (New and Existing Community Facilities), and as discussed 

during the hearings session on Tuesday 2nd October, the parties agree that a change can 

be made to ensure that the policy takes account of instances where new University 

development would not result in a need for additional accommodation.  This change would 

resolve the UoR’s objection to this policy. 
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Document 
Reference 

Reason Change 

Page 115 
Policy OU1 

To take account of 
development that 
would not generate 
a material need for 
new 
accommodation as 
discussed at 
hearings on 28 
September. 

“OU1: NEW AND EXISTING COMMUNITY FACILITIES 
Proposals for new, extended or improved community facilities 
will be acceptable, particularly where this will involve co-
location of facilities on a single site. Proposals for on-site 
intensification of important facilities, such as schools and 
healthcare uses, will be supported, subject to other policies in 
the plan. Proposals for additional development for further and 
higher education will only be acceptable where it can be 
demonstrated that it would not lead to a material increase in 
the need for student accommodation, or that additional 
students can be housed in it will be supported by an 
appropriate increase in existing or planned student 
accommodation.” 

Page 116 
Paragraph 
4.7.9 

To reflect changes 
to Policy OU1 set 
out above. 

“However, it must be recognised that further and higher 
education expansion can put pressure on the housing 
market, through students being housed in existing 
dwellings, or through new student accommodation on sites 
that could otherwise be used to address the general housing 
need. Given the scale of the need for new homes in 
Reading, this must be carefully managed. Therefore, 
applications for academic development that would bring 
additional students to live in Reading mustlead to a 
material increase in additional students needing student 
accommodation should be paired withsupported by an 
correspondingappropriate increase in dedicatedexisting or 
planned student accommodation. This should be on existing 
campuses or existing student accommodation 
sites,considered in line with policy H12.” 
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CAVERSHAM AND EMMER GREEN 

 

7.1 The UoR suggested a change in their Response to Issue 13 (EP030) regarding site CA1a 

(Reading University Boat Club), to ensure that the policy allows for the retention of 

the boat club.  As stated in the hearings on 4th October, the Council agrees that the 

change allows for the appropriate level of flexibility.  Both parties agree that the change 

proposed in the UoR’s response, as set out below, should be made.  

 

Document 
Reference 

Reason Change 

Page 198 
Policy 
CA1a 

To allow for retention 
of the Boat Club, as 
proposed in the 
University of 
Reading’s Response 
to Issue 13 

“CA1a READING UNIVERSITY BOAT CLUB, THAMES 
PROMENADE 
Development for residential, subject to relocation of the 
boat club.  Where retention of the existing boathouse is not 
proposed, development will only be permitted subject to its 
relocation or clear demonstration that its loss is justified in 
line with policy RL6 or national policy.” 
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EAST READING 

 

8.1 The UoR has proposed changes to paragraph 9.2.7 and Policy ER2 (Whiteknights 

Campus, University of Reading) that would be in line with the UoR’s proposed changes 

to policy H12.  However, as no agreement has been reached on changes to policy H12, 

no agreement has been reached on these additional changes. 

 

8.2 In addition, the University proposed a change to Paragraph 9.3.2 to omit reference to 

indicative maximum capacity.  This would be a change that would need to be reflected in 

the supporting text to similar policies across the document.  As requested by the 

Inspector, the Council has produced a note on the approach to dwelling ranges (EC021), 

which sets out the Council’s preferred approach.  This issue is not therefore agreed as 

part of this SoCG.  

 
8.3 The University considers that the omission of the indicative maximum capacities referred 

to a paragraph 9.3.2 is entirely consistent with Note EC021. Paragraph 3.1 of the Note 

reflects the Issue 3 hearing discussion, where it states that “the Council has previously 

permitted applications with dwelling numbers exceeding the figures set out in 

development plan policy”. Paragraph 3.2 of the note advocates the potential “to take all 

references to development levels (both residential and commercial) out of the policy and 

include them within a table in the supporting text”. The University supports this change. 

If this amendment is made, it follows that reference to indicative maximums should also 

be removed from paragraph 9.3.2, which is currently contrary to the statement made at 

paragraph 3.1 of the Note and discussion the Issue 3 hearing discussion. 

 

8.4 The changes to policy OU1 set out in section 6 would result in the need for consequential 

changes to Policy ER2 (Whiteknights Campus, University of Reading).  The need 

for these changes was highlighted in the UoR’s Response to Issue 14 (EP031).  Both 

parties agree that the change set out below, which reflects the proposed change to OU1, 

should be made to address this issue. 

 
Document 
Reference 

Reason Change 

Page 211 
Policy ER2 

To bring the policy 
into line with the 
wording of OU1, as 
discussed at hearings 
on 5 October. 

“Where development would result in thea material need for 
additional students to be housed in Reading, it should be 
supported by an appropriate corresponding increase in 
existing or planned student accommodation. Provision of new 
student accommodation on the Whiteknights Campus, or as a 
reconfiguration or extension of nearby dedicated 
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accommodation, will therefore be acceptable subject to 
other policies in the Plan.” 

 

8.5 The changes to the supporting text to policy H12 would also need to be reflected in some 

additional changes to the supporting text to the section on East Reading.  Both parties 

agree that the changes set out below should be made to address this. 

 
Document 
Reference 

Reason Change 

Page 205 
Paragraph 
9.2.7 

To indicate the 
relationship between 
University growth and 
student 
accommodation 

“The University of Reading is a vital part of Reading’s 
economy and life, and there will continue to be a need for 
development to support that role at its main Whiteknights 
campus, as well as its secondary campus at London Road. 
This development will be supported, where it does not 
result in significant adverse effects. However, there is 
clearly an issue around accommodating students in the 
area, with many of existing homes in the area now 
occupied by students, and therefore concerns about 
various possible effects such as noise, parking and the 
sustainability of local services with less accommodation 
available for families. For this reason, an increase of 
purpose-built student accommodation is needed, but thise 
Council considers that first priority should preferably be 
on the existing university sites, both to reduce the need 
to travel, particularly by car, and so that key sites 
elsewhere deliver much-needed general housing rather 
than student accommodation. The Whiteknights campus 
crosses the boundary with Wokingham, and it is important 
that policy across the site is consistent.” 

Page 212 
Paragraph 
9.3.10 

To indicate the 
need for student 
accommodation 

“In 2008, the University drew up a Whiteknights Campus 
Development Plan, which set out the University’s 
principles for future development of the site, including 
providing 1,297 additional bedspaces, waste and catering 
facilities and changes to the accesses and internal 
circulation. The Development Plan does not form part of 
the Council’s strategy, but it outlines the changes that 
are proposed to occur on the site in the coming years, and 
has informed this policy. Much of the development 
proposed in that plan has now been built out, but there 
remains the likelihood of further development over the 
plan period, including for student accommodation as a 
result of a growth in student numbers of 28% between 
2007/8 and 2016/17, together with any additional growth 
over the plan period.” 

 

8.6 In relation to the Proposals Map, and as discussed during the hearings session on Friday 

5th October, the UoR’s Pre-Submission representations and the UoR’s Response to Issue 

14 (EP031) highlight that a small area of land east of Mackinder Hall, identified as being 

of biodiversity importance due to being an area of lowland mixed deciduous woodland on 

the Submission Draft Proposals Map, in fact has no tree coverage.  The parties therefore 

agree that the following change should be made to the boundary of the area of 
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biodiversity importance on the Proposals Map to reflect this fact.  This change would 

resolve the UoR’s objection to this element of the Proposals Map. 

 

Proposals 
Map 
Map Sheet 
F 

To reflect the fact 
that a small area 
immediately east of 
Mackinder Hall is not 
covered by woodland, 
as discussed at 
hearings on 5 

October. 

Delete 

 
 
And replace with 
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APPENDIX 1: UNIVERSITY OF READING STATEMENT ON CAPACITY OF ST 

PATRICKS HALL SITE 

The University is seeking to establish flexibility within the policy for a number of reasons. Firstly, 

the Council conceded during hearing session 3 that it reduced the initial capacity of the site from 

an earlier withdrawn UoR planning application. It removed the number of spaces from the earlier 

submission in the location of Pearson’s Court that became locally listed and is now to be retained. 

It was established at the hearing session however, that the Council did not seek to ascertain 

whether it was appropriate to reprovide lost spaces through the retention of Pearson’s Court 

elsewhere within the development.  

 
Secondly, at hearing session 3, the Council pragmatically described how it has previously 

permitted applications with dwelling numbers exceeding the figures set out in development plan 

policy. This point is now reflected within Note EC021 that is discussed at paragraphs 8.2 and 8.3 

of this statement. Given the concerns with regard to the capacity calculation of the site, an 

increased upper limit would appear to allow for appropriate flexibility. It is considered that the 

Council would not be prejudiced by an increased upper limit as the acceptability of the precise 

number of spaces will be decided through the appeal process. The Council has pragmatically 

approved applications with higher capacities than policy states. Equally it follows that if it 

transpires that the higher, indicative, capacities cannot be achieved then the Council could seek 

to approve a lower number. In order to dissociate the local plan process from the appeal process, 

it may be preferable to refer to the upper limit of approximately 650 spaces, rather than 654 

which is the precise number proposed by appeal scheme.  

 
Thirdly, the University’s hesitancy over an upper maximum capacity is that the planning 

committee used the emerging policy maximum of 450 spaces as a fixed position, even though at 

the hearing session officers advised that they are indicative. The last sentence on page 7 of the 

Planning Committee minutes (which the Inspector requested from the Council) specifically refers 

to the need to accord with the draft emerging local plan. Increasing the upper limit would 

therefore remove this current ambiguity.  

 
Fourthly, in order to be consistent with the Council pragmatic approach to approved applications 

at higher than policy levels, it would assist if reference is deleted to the upper maximums at 

paragraph 9.3.2 of the Local Plan. This matter is further discussed at paragraph 8.2 and 8.3 of 

this statement.  

 

 

 



Reading Local Plan EiP  
Statement of Common Ground   
 

 Page 27  

APPENDIX 2a: ACCOMMODATION STRATEGY PART 1 GAP ANALYSIS, 

SEPTEMBER 2018 – READING BOROUGH COUNCIL’S INITIAL VIEW 

 
The Council has the following initial comments on the Accommodation Strategy Part 1 Gap 
Analysis (referred to as URAS here). 
 
Firstly, whilst the URAS aims to outline the scale of undersupply now and over the next ten 
years, it contains within it momentous levels of growth that have not previously been 
discussed with the Council at any point.  These would have implications far beyond 
accommodation needs, including on transport infrastructure, the provision of services and 
facilities, pressures on the natural and historic environment, and impacts on existing 
communities.  The growth anticipated is from just over 16,000 students in 2017/18 to around 
21,000 students by 2028, a growth of 5,000 students, or 31% over ten years.  As the Council 
stated during the hearings, 5,000 students equates to a small town. 
 
The justification for this level of growth within the URAS is very limited.  The document 
indicates that it is based largely on continuation of recent growth in student numbers, linked 
to changes in higher education system at a national level including increased competition, and 
a significant anticipated growth in the proportion of 18 year olds at a national level.  
However, the Council has not had a chance to fully examine how these figures have been 
derived, and does not therefore know whether there is a clear methodology behind them, or 
whether they represent educated guesswork. 
 
Whatever the method used, it must also be recognised that there are very considerable 
uncertainties in forecasting such growth.  University growth is highly dependent on changes to 
the higher education system at a national level, and we have seen the effects of this in recent 
years, where, over a short period of time (5-6 years), the UoR has moved from a situation 
where it was disposing of student accommodation sites, to the current substantial forecast 
shortfall.  The influence of international students is also a strong part of UoR growth as set out 
in the URAS, and this will be affected by any changes to migration policy, in particular in the 
context of Brexit.  At a more local level, growth will require the ability to provide sufficient 
academic and ancillary accommodation, and to adequately staff the University. 
 
Even if these figures are an accurate forecast, the Council strongly believes that it needs the 
opportunity to consider whether Reading can accommodate this level of growth in such a short 
time period at all.  As set out above, the implications of this level of growth will be hugely 
significant.  Whilst the Council clearly recognises the essential role that the UoR plays in 
Reading’s economic, social and cultural life, and the need to enable it to continue to grow 
and change to fulfil this function (as recognised within Local Plan policy ER2), this must be 
assessed against the effects on the town as a whole.  Policy OU1 of the Local Plan expects 
that additional growth must be capable of being supported by existing or planned student 
accommodation, policy ER2 sets out some of the main constraints of the Whiteknights Campus 
itself, whilst other policies in the Local Plan deal with such matters as transport and other 
infrastructure provision, and proposals for growth will need to be considered against these 
matters. 
 
In terms of the more detailed accommodation needs, the Council therefore wishes to draw an 
important distinction between existing accommodation needs as a result of growth that has 
already occurred or is committed, and future needs as a result of untested levels of further 
growth. 
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In terms of the former, the URAS refers to the guarantee that the UoR makes of 
accommodation for new students who choose the UoR as first preference at application stage.  
There is currently a shortfall of around 1,000 bedspaces in meeting this guarantee.  The 
Council does not dispute these numbers, although it would point out that it is a matter for the 
UoR to fulfil any guarantees that it chooses to make, and that the actual waiting list as shown 
on page 34 of the URAS is somewhat lower at 745.  It should be noted that this guarantee 
refers only to UoR accommodation, so the recent and ongoing trend of private PBSA, generally 
in the town centre, makes no contribution whatsoever to meeting this guarantee. 
 
The URAS also refers to a shortfall across all years of study of 5,000 students being unable to 
secure a bed in PBSA in 2017/18 (page 8).  This implies that these students have sought 
accommodation in PBSA, but the Council’s understanding is that this is not the case and that 
the 5,000 is simply the number of students in other forms of accommodation, in particular 
HMOs.  This does not therefore imply that all of these students would move into a PBSA place 
if available. 
 
In terms of the projected increase in shortfall, this is tied to the future growth of the UoR, 
and therefore all of the comments made about that future growth in the previous paragraphs 
apply.  The Council would be very concerned if these figures were used to justify changes to 
the policy position on student accommodation.  The Council struggles to see how 
accommodating those student numbers within the town would be possible without severe 
impacts on supply of general and affordable housing, and potentially a range of other serious 
environmental and social impacts. 
 
The URAS discusses the link between the provision of PBSA and the number of students in 
HMOs, and shows that, in recent years, the years where there have been a drop in the number 
of students in HMOs have coincided with the opening of Childs Hall and Bridges Hall, two large 
university halls.  There clearly is a link in that the more students that are within student 
accommodation, the less students are likely to be within HMOs, and the Council accepts the 
general point.   
 
However, there is an important caveat in that the student accommodation must be an 
affordable option for students.  As the URAS recognises on page 36, the rents for the various 
private PBSA in Reading (mainly in Reading town centre) are between £185 and £296 per 
week, which reflects the fact that this is high-specification accommodation, usually featuring 
self-contained units with their own en-suite and kitchen facilities, and it is out of the price 
range of the average student.  This compares to typical weekly rents in the majority of HMOs 
of £100 to £115 per week (page 38 of the URAS).  This very much limits the degree to which 
this form of PBSA can reduce the number of students in HMOs.  The examples of Childs Hall 
and Bridges Hall are quite different, being on-campus UoR halls of residence.  Childs Hall 
comprises 8 or 10 bedroom flats with shared kitchen, living and toilet facilities.  The URAS 
does not set out rental figures for UoR-provided PBSA such as these blocks, but the Cushman 
and Wakefield note that made up part of the UoR’s Pre-Submission representations states that 
“98% of all University provided accommodation is priced below CityBlock’s least expensive 
annual rent” (which was £184 per week). 
 
This illustrates part of the current issue with student accommodation, in that sites, primarily in 
town centres, are being developed for PBSA which neither meets the town’s need for general 
housing, particularly affordable housing, nor meets most of the UoR’s needs for accommodation 
for its students. 
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APPENDIX 2b: ACCOMMODATION STRATEGY PART 1 GAP ANALYSIS, 

SEPTEMBER 2018 – CLARIFICATION RESPONSE FROM THE UNIVERSITY 

OF READING 

 
The Council’s initial response indicates concern that the justification for the level of 
projected growth is very limited. The overall University growth predictions are based on an 
assessment of the prevailing market conditions as of the 2017/18 academic year, the 
University’s previous growth trajectory and demographics in the later years. It is challenging 
to project student number growth over a ten-year period, not least because government 
policy can change significantly over that period. The figures used in the report represent the 
University’s projection based on the available evidence at the time. 
 
With regard to the effect on projected growth as a consequence of our future relationship 
with the European Union, the URAS confirms that the significant growth in the number of 
international students has been from extra-EU students (with a significant number of students 
from the Far East and North America (45% growth between 2011/12 and 2016/17) rather than 
those from the EU27 Member States (29% growth in the same period). Indeed, only 6% of 
current students are from the EU27 countries (Page 22 of URAS). Therefore, it is not 
considered that the UK’s future relationship with the European Union will have a significant 
impact on the predicted student growth.  
 
The accommodation demand statistics shown in the URAS report are calculated by Cushman & 
Wakefield (C&W). The demand pool for accommodation has been refined by working with over 
100 universities across the UK to determine demand for accommodation. It is trusted by 
universities, funders and rating agencies as an accurate way of assessing accommodation 
demand. Using C&W’s licensed Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) data, C&W are able 
to determine which students require a bed space by removing those within a commutable 
distance that live in the parental home or their own residence. All levels of study (i.e. not just 
undergraduate) and demographic cohorts (not just 18-year olds) are examined with the 
remaining students requiring a bed space forming the demand pool for accommodation. This is 
the focus of the gap analysis; and is not challenged by the Council in relation to current 
demand. 
 
The Council has noted the difference between the shortfall of first-year bedspaces and the 
waiting list of 745. For clarification, the first-year shortfall is calculated as indicated above. 
The waiting list numbers are assessed post 1st September in any academic year once there is 
clarity on how many students under the first-year guarantee (see 6.9 in main report) have 
achieved their academic offer. The waiting list comprises: students under the accommodation 
guarantee who have not been able to be accommodated; students who are not under the 
accommodation guarantee who want to be in University halls; students coming to the 
University through clearing: all these are 1st year students who are demonstrating a clear 
preference for University PBSA by electing to join the waiting list rather than source 
accommodation elsewhere. Other students in these categories who express a preference for 
University PBSA accommodation, when advised that spaces are not currently available, elect 
not to go on the waiting list but source accommodation elsewhere, therefore the waiting list 
does not reflect the full demand. There are also a small number of returning students on the 
list who have elected to wait despite having been advised in February that there are no more 
returner spaces available. Currently only a limited number of University PBSA spaces are made 
available to returning students. There are a proportion of returning students who would elect 
to live in PBSA if that option were available to them; it currently isn’t available due to the 
need to reserve spaces for first year students. On average the University rejects between 500 
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-700 applications from returning students per annum who then go to the private market when 
their preferred living arrangements would be University PBSA. 
 
The Council’s comment that private PBSA “makes no contribution whatsoever to meeting this 
guarantee” is not supported by evidence. Many students who are advised that they are not 
guaranteed a place in University PBSA take up places in private PBSA which in part explains 
the difference between the size of demand and the waiting list. The University is also willing 
to enter into agreements with providers for the right product that deliver an appropriate 
student experience.  
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APPENDIX 3: CAMPUS CAPACITY STUDY, SEPTEMBER 2018 – READING 

BOROUGH COUNCIL’S INITIAL VIEW 

 
The Council has the following initial comments on the Campus Capacity Study: 
 

• The Campus Capacity Study is welcomed as a valuable contribution to planning to meet 
university needs over the coming years.  It is agreed that it represents a good first step 
towards considering a revised masterplan for Whiteknights Campus. 

• The Council’s views on the Study must be understood in the context that Reading 
Borough Council is not the local planning authority for much of the main Whiteknights 
Campus, which falls within Wokingham Borough.  Around half (13) of the sites on 
Whiteknights assessed within the Study are wholly or partly in Wokingham.  It will be 
for Wokingham Borough Council to determine applications on sites within these areas. 

• It would also not be appropriate for the Council to provide detailed comments on the 
assessment of individual sites at this stage, as that would require full consideration 
through the development management process, ideally beginning at pre-application 
stage.  For that reason, the comments provided here are high level, and generally refer 
to the overall approach rather than individual sites. 

• The Council has concerns about the overall way in which sites have been divided 
between academic and residential.  It is understood that one of the main 
considerations has been the zoning approach of the Whiteknights Campus Development 
Plan.  However, whilst elements of the Development Plan remain valid, it was 
prepared in a very different context in terms of the University’s growth ambitions.  As 
has been seen, a number of extensive University halls of residence (e.g. Wells Hall, 
Sibly Hall, Bulmershe) have been sold and redeveloped for general housing since 2008, 
which demonstrates that the current proposed level of growth was not anticipated at 
the time the plan was prepared.   

• In that context, it is worth noting that, whilst the Campus Capacity Study identifies a 
need to accommodate a minimum of 25,000 sq m of academic space to meet its growth 
aspirations, its conclusions are that there is potential for a much higher 50,000 sq m of 
academic space, so a surplus over identified needs.  In short, it appears to have very 
much prioritised meeting academic needs over residential needs.  The need for new 
academic space to be provided in step with an appropriate level of residential 
provision is set out within policy OU1 of the Submission Draft Local Plan, and the 
approach of the Campus Capacity Study would therefore need to be considered against 
that policy.  The Council would want to see consideration of whether some of the 
surplus academic space could be used to meet residential needs, and indeed whether it 
would be appropriate to meet the full ambitions for academic space, i.e. the 25,000 sq 
m, when there are such issues in providing supporting residential accommodation. 

• Regarding the London Road campus, the Council agree that the site is heavily 
constrained and that opportunities for further development are limited and unlikely to 
be strategic in scale. 

• In terms of Whiteknights, a number of sites including open car parks have been 
discounted at the outset due to the importance of retaining car parking.  However, the 
Council would want to see consideration of whether there is scope to develop all or 
parts of sites such as 1.7, 1.9, 3.4 and 3.8 whilst retaining undercroft parking. 

• The Council’s view is that capacity for further growth on some sites may have been 
overestimated, and has particular concerns on some sites regarding loss of sports 
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facilities, landscape impacts and setting of heritage assets.  This is particularly 
relevant, although not limited, to the sites identified as residential. 

• In overall terms, on the sites assessed, the Council feels that the overall capacity of 
the sites assessed for academic space to accommodate development are broadly in the 
right area.  Although we do not necessarily agree with each site’s individual capacity, 
any over- or underestimates may broadly balance themselves out.  On the sites 
assessed for residential, we consider that there has been something of an overestimate 
of available capacity, which could equate broadly to approximately 500 beds.  
However, as set out above, we consider that there may be scope for the suitability of 
other sites to be considered, and for a greater rebalancing of academic and residential 
space across the campus. 

 



 

 

Appendix E –  Existing PBSA Table 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Number on 
Map 

Name of PBSA Notes No. 
Bedrooms 

Mapped 

1 Crown House 99 Y 
2 Kendrick Hall 604 Y 
3 Saxon Court 83 Y 
4 Loddon House Constructed. Application 110289 granted full pp for 91 

student bedspaces. Application 130331 (NMA) permitted 
two manager / warden flats to be instead be provided as 
student units, bringing the total to 93 bedspaces. 

93 Y 

5 Central Studios 
Reading 

141 Y 

6 Queens Court Application 150752 – Sept 2015 395 Y 
7 City Block 1, 

Berkshire 
House 

145 Y 

8 New Century 
Place 1 

Converted. Application 161601 for 75. Application 172272 
prior approval application to reduce the 75 to 72 approved 
February 2018. Construction complete. 

72 Y 

9 New Century 
Place 2 

Converted. Application 161602 was approved for 58 self 
contained studio apartments. New prior approval 
application (172271) to increase the 58 to 63. Construction 
complete. 

63 Y 

10 191 Kings Road Constructed. Owned and managed by Bagri Foundation 75 Y 
11 Trinity Hall, 

South Street 
Application 151356 45 Y 

12 1 Brownlow 
Road 

HMO application reference 141214, occupied as student 
accommodation 

24 Y 

13 Eastern Pearl, 
177 
Basingstoke 
Road 

Application 150715. 34 Y 

14 79 Silver Street Applications 170685 (56) and 180075 (increased to 61) 61 Y 
15 Former Private 

Car Park, East 
Street 

Application 170019 (granted at appeal) 103 Y 

16 Woodley Arms 
Public House, 
Waldeck Street 

Application 171893 (granted at appeal) 38 Y 

17 St Patrick’s Hall Currently at appeal (Application 172045) Appeal ref 
3209702 

836 (654 1 
net gain) 

Y 

18 Benyon Hall Operational 391 Y 
19 Bridges Hall Operational 649 Y 
20 Childs Hall Operational 594 Y 
21 Greenow and 

McCombie 
Operational 130 Y 

22 Mackinder 
Hall/Dunsden 
Crescent 

Operational 563 / 130 Y 

23 Sherfield Hall Operational 344 Y 
24 Stenton Hall Operational 402 Y 

1 Net gain is worked out on basis of the following, taken from St Patrick’s Hall appeal documents. Existing number 
totals 346 (including Pearsons Court at 116, Sets at 4, New Court at 178 and Northcourt Avenue Townhouses at 48); 
if the St Patrick’s Hall appeal is allowed, this would create total of 836 new bedspaces proposed, which when 
added to the retained 116 bedspaces within Pearsons Court and 48 bedspaces within Northcourt Avenue 
Townhouses totals 1,000 bedspaces. The calculation is therefore 1,000 bedspaces minus 346 equals 654 net 
bedspaces if St Patrick’s Hall appeal is allowed.  



25 Stenton 
Townhouses 

Operational 300 Y 

26 St George’s Hall Operational 423 Y 
27 Wessex Hall Operational 196 Y 
28 Wantage Hall Operational 224 Y 
29 Windsor Hall Operational 221 Y 
30 Martindale 

Court 
Operational 45 Y 

31 St Patricks Hall Operational 346 2 Y 
Total 
current 
Private 

 1,770 

Total 
Consented 
pipeline 

305 

Total 
private 
beds 
(plus UoR 
St Patricks 
Hall) 

2,075 
(2,729) 

Total UoR 4,958 
Total 
Private 
and UoR 
(plus St 
Patricks 
Hall) 

7,033 
(7,687) 

 

 

                                                                    
2 Figures taken from the University of Reading Statement of Case for St Patrick’s Hall appeal 



 

 

Appendix F –  Areas adjacent to existing campus locations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



University Of Reading Sites

Residential

Student Accomodation

Other Uses

1. Leighton Park School

2. The Abbey School

3. Kendrick School

4. St Joseph's College (6th Form)

5. Royal Berkshire Hospital

6. Chancellor House Surgery

7. Lakeside Residential Care Home

8. Allotments

9. St William of York Church

10. Petrol Station

11. Reading School

Morgan Road Playing Fields

12. Rosedale Clinic (Private Health Clinic)

13. Public Open Space

14. St. Johns C of E Primary School

15. Religious Centre

16. Young People's Hall

17. Offices (ITS Construction Recruitment)

18. Offices (WIPRO)

19. Newsagents
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