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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

1.1 This Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) outlines the pre-application public consultation activity 
undertaken by PJ Alexander Estates Ltd, prior to the submission of:  
 
 “Demolition of existing development and construction of new 182 bed student accommodation building, over 7 
storeys of accommodation plus lower ground floor, together with ancillary landscaping, parking and amenity 
space.” 
 
1.2 The proposals will deliver new high-quality, professionally-managed student accommodation to meet an 
identified need for in Reading.  
 
1.3 The SCI has been written 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. 
 

1.4 PJ Alexander Estates Ltd is committed to working closely with local people to bring value to the community 
as a whole. As such, a comprehensive programme of consultation has been undertaken prior to submitting a 
planning application.  
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2. APPLICATION CONTEXT 

THE SITE 

2.1 Alexander House is situated on 205-207 King’s Road, Reading. It is an outdated brick-built office building 
which, in the face of increasing Grade A office stock towards the centre of Reading, is currently vacant. 
 
2.2 King’s Road is characterised by a mix of uses of generally larger scale buildings including residential, 
office, student and a selection of food and retail uses towards Cemetery Junction. Its character is non-uniform 
with various architectural designs and materials used. 
 
2.3 Alexander House has planning permission (granted in 2017) for a new 7 storey (plus basement) building, 
providing 56 apartments and 35 parking spaces. The permitted scheme reduces from 7 storeys facing King’s 
Road, to 4 storeys facing Saxon Court to the rear. Reading Council’s Planning Applications Committee considered 
the scheme appropriate in scale, massing and design within the context of King’s Road and in terms of potential 
impact on nearby amenities. 
 

LOCAL PLANNING POLICY  
 
2.4 Reading Borough Council is required by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 2018) to meet the 
need for housing for different groups. The NPPF paragraph 61, under ‘Delivering a sufficient supply of homes’, 
states:  
 
“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 homes 
and people wishing to commission or build their own homes).” (emphasis added) 
 
2.5  As part of the Reading EiP, further evidence on the extent of student need was submitted including 
assessment of potential capacity to meet this need on campus. The document provides new evidence indicating 
a need for more student accommodation; the current shortfall in University accommodation is understood to be 
around 1,000 bed spaces for first years and around 5,000 across all years of study. The University projects these 
figures will increase significantly up to 2028. A Statement of Common Ground between the University of Reading 
and Reading Borough Council finds some common ground on the current need and further statements on how 
this may increase. 
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3. CONSULTATION METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1 PJ Alexander Estates’ consultation programme was undertaken at a pre-application stage. The 
consultation programme was carried out in accordance with section 122 of the 2011 Localism Act, which requires 
developers to carry out pre-application consultation with local communities. 
 
3.2 The consultation programme was also carried out in accordance with the National Planning Policy 
Framework (July 2018), which encourages early and proactive community engagement. Paragraph 128 of this 
document states that: 
 
“Applicants should work closely with those affected by their proposals to evolve designs that take account of the 
views of the community. Applications that can demonstrate early, proactive and effective engagement with the 
community should be looked on more favourably than those that cannot.” 
 
3.3 Additionally, it follows the guidelines of Reading Borough Council’s Statement of Community Involvement 
(2014), which sets out how people and the community will be engaged in decisions on planning applications for 
major developments that affect the authority’s area. Section 7.1-7.2 states: 
 
“The Government has identified the importance of applicants engaging with the local community prior to making 
a planning application, as part of the pre-application process…The Council agrees with this emphasis on engaging 
the community from the outset. It can result in an improved scheme which takes the needs of the existing 
community into account, and a better relationship between the developer and the community that carries through 
the application process and beyond.” 
 
3.4 The consultation programme sought to engage with the wider local community to ensure that as many 
people as possible could view the proposals and provide their feedback. The key aims of the consultation were: 
 

• To be inclusive and accessible; 
• To engage and seek feedback from the local community regarding the proposed development; 
• To consider and respond to local people’s views when finalising the application.  

 
3.5 In order to learn the views of local people and key stakeholders, the applicants took the following actions:  
 

• Held a Public Exhibition, to which 2,545 residential and business addresses received an invitation.  
• Invited local political stakeholders to attend the Public Exhibition or, alternatively, to arrange a meeting to 

discuss the proposals.   
• Created a consultation website where local people could view the proposals and submit feedback. 
• Provided a freepost address for local residents to provide written feedback after the exhibition.  
• Held pre-application meetings with the Local Planning Authority to discuss and refine proposals. 
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3.6 Further discussions have also taken place with the Council, reflecting on the comments made during the 
consultation and seeking their view prior to submitting a planning application. 
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4. CONSULTATION ACTIVITY 

4.1 PJ Alexander Estates Ltd held a Public Exhibition to introduce its new proposals for Alexander House on 
Wednesday 12th December from 2.00pm until 7.00pm. The exhibition was held at local further and higher 
education institution Reading College, which is an accessible venue in close proximity to the site.  
 
4.2 To publicise the exhibition, the applicants drew up an extensive consultation radius which contained all 
streets in proximity to the proposed development site. A total of 2,545 residential and business addresses received 
an invitation to attend. Please see the Public Exhibition consultation zone in Appendix 1 and the invitation flyer in 
Appendix 2. 
  
4.3 The exhibition displayed the proposals on a series of exhibition boards which can be found in Appendix 3. 
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  

 

4.4 Feedback forms were provided at the exhibition, as shown in Appendix 4, so attendees could submit their 
views about the proposals. 
 
4.5 Additionally, a consultation website was published at www.ahplans.co.uk (Appendix 5), allowing local 
people to view the proposals after the consultation event and submit feedback. 
 
4.6 A freepost address was also established so that residents could submit feedback via post; freepost 
envelopes were provided at the exhibition.  
 
4.7 The deadline for responses indicated on both the website survey and hard copy feedback form was Friday 
4th January; this gave local residents over three weeks from the date of the consultation event to leave their 
comments.  
 
  

http://www.ahplans.co.uk/


 

 
 
 

 

7 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Images 1 and 2: Local people viewing the proposals  

 
4.8 Local political stakeholders were also sent a letter (Appendix 6) inviting them to attend the Public 
Exhibition or, alternatively, to arrange a meeting to discuss the proposals. Letters were sent to: 
 

• Park ward councillors on Reading Borough Council (RBC) 
• Abbey (neighbouring ward) and Redlands (neighbouring ward) councillors on RBC 
• RBC Deputy Leader and Cabinet Member for Planning, Cllr Tony Page 
• Members of the RBC Planning Committee 
• MP for Reading East, Matt Rodda 

 
4.9 In total: 
 

• 2,545 properties surrounding the development site received an invitation to the exhibition. 
• 15 people attended, including Park ward councillor and Planning Committee member, Cllr Josh Williams.  
• 6 feedback forms were returned, either at the event, via the freepost address or online. 
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5. FEEDBACK 

INTRODUCTION 
 
5.1 Verbal feedback from the Public Exhibition was largely positive; most of the attendees acknowledged that 
there is a demand for student accommodation in Reading and agreed that students would be better placed in 
professionally-managed student accommodation, rather than in Houses of Multiple Occupancy (HMOs).  
 
5.2 Where concerns were raised verbally, this was mainly in relation to parking. Some attendees questioned 
the enforceability of parking restrictions on the site, according to which students are not allowed to park at the 
development, apply for a local parking permit, or to park within one mile of Alexander House.  
 
5.3 Attendees were also given the opportunity to submit written feedback at the Public Exhibition, via the 
website or by freepost. A total of six people provided feedback on the proposals, indicating a relatively low level 
of interest in the proposals from local residents. 
  
5.4 The feedback form consisted of six multiple choice questions, in addition to one question designed in an 
open-ended format to allow respondents to give further comments about the proposals (see Appendix 4). 
 
5.5 Below is a quantitative analysis of responses to the first six questions on the feedback form. Generally, 
the responses received are reflective of the verbal feedback given at the exhibition.  
 
5.6 The first question asked: Do you agree that the Alexander House site needs to be redeveloped? 
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5.7 Question 2: Do you agree there is a need for student accommodation in Reading? 
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5.8 Question 3: Do you agree it is sustainable to locate student accommodation within walking distance of 
facilities, services and potential places of study? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.9 Question 4: Do you agree that students would be better placed in professionally-managed student 
accommodation rather than HMOs? 
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5.10 Question 5: Do you support the reduction in parking spaces on site in order to mitigate traffic impact and 
support sustainable travel? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.11 Question 6: Do you support our proposals for Alexander House? 
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5.12 Question 7 allowed participants to provide general comments about the proposals. Four respondents left 
comments, primarily raising their concerns about the proposals. 

5.13 Three of the respondents raised issues related to transport. Two specifically mentioned parking: 

“As a local resident, I have major concerns about parking on Rupert St. We are very limited on parking space 
and would struggle to park with this development going ahead.” 

“If you do not provide parking cars will still be dumped all over East Reading - you cannot stop them bringing 
cars to Reading.” 

Another disagreed that there are excellent transport links from Alexander House to the University of Reading 
(UoR), claiming that two buses would be required to get from the site to UoR’s Whiteknights Campus. The same 
respondent also mentioned “problems for road safety”, although did not specify the reasons for this.  

5.14 Three respondents also mentioned design and materials; two were in relation to the building itself: 

“Oh do get rid of the mock brick work. In amongst all of the old brick of Newtown the clash is awful.” 

“Density is far too high for local area. Dwarfs other buildings.” 

The third made reference to the materials proposed for the outdoor amenity space: 

“The planned recreational area (where the current car park is) should be permeable materials (as opposed to 
non-permeable materials, as I was told it was planned to be at the consultation) to counteract any threat of 
flooding.” 

5.15 One respondent also mentioned potential disruption to local people:  

“No proposals for 24 hour security to prevent abuse and disruption to local people at night and weekends.” 
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6. FEEDBACK RESPONSE 

 

6.1 This section will respond to the qualitative feedback submitted by local residents in Question 7. Detailed 
responses to each of the key issues raised are outlined below: 

ISSUE RESPONSE 

Parking & transport Reading Borough Council’s (RBC) Revised Parking Standards and Design 
Supplementary Planning Document (2011) states that student accommodation in 
the zone in which Alexander House sits should not provide parking spaces for 
students. As such, the proposed development will only provide five car parking 
spaces: two allocated for staff and three disabled car parking spaces. It would, 
therefore, be policy compliant. 
 
There will also be restrictions in place to restrict students from parking locally. Future 
occupiers will not be eligible for a parking permit to any of the surrounding Controlled 
Parking Zones (CPZ) and, as outlined in the parking policy detailed in the Student 
Management Plan developed alongside this application, student occupiers’ Tenancy 
Agreements will set out that they are unable to park within a 1km radius of the site. 
Indeed, the Student Management Plan states that the accommodation management 
team will be proactive in monitoring any breaches to this policy; for example, 
students will have to provide the registration number of all vehicles they own or have 
access to (i.e. as the principal driver or as a named driver on another vehicle). Should 
any of those registered vehicles be parked in contravention of this policy, the student 
will be treated as having made a serious breach of the Tenancy Agreement, which 
in turn will trigger the commencement of disciplinary procedures.  
 
At the same time, it is expected that occupants will be able to travel with ease 
without the use of a car. The site benefits from sustainable transport links situated 
along King’s Road, which is a major bus corridor and cycle route towards Reading’s 
town centre and railway station. There are also bus services within easy reach 
providing direct access to the UoR Whiteknights Campus which, in addition to the 
UoR London Road Campus, is a walkable distance from Alexander House. 
 

Design & materials The proposed building will closely follow the existing residential permission for the 
site, respecting the massing and materiality of its environmental context. Indeed, the 
approved scheme was considered by RBC’s Planning Applications Committee to be 
appropriate in scale, massing and design within the context of King’s Road.  
 
The proposals have been presented to RBC’s Design Review Panel, who considered 
the building to be a “high quality contextual building”, “very elegant”, and an 
“improvement on the previously consented scheme”.  
 
Alexander House will incorporate SuDS into its design, which will reduce flood risk 
by limiting discharge rates during periods of peak rainfall. It is anticipated that the 
proposed scheme will offer an 87% reduction in the surface water discharge rate 
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during a 1 in 100-year storm event. To achieve reduced rates of discharge a 
significant volume of underground attenuation storage will be provided. The small 
site area meant that discharge of surface water by infiltration was not deemed to be 
suitable. Therefore, a permeable paving solution has not been specified for this 
scheme. In the event of flooding, any surface water on the site will remain within the 
confines of the recreational area. The scheme does not increase the impermeable 
area on site, this in conjunction with the provision of attenuation storage will ensure 
that flood risk will be reduced in comparison with the existing development.  
 
Please refer to pages 29-35 of the Design and Access Statement for further detail 
and illustrations of the proposed paving.  Please refer to the Flood Risk Assessment 
for further detail on the site analysis.  
 

Disruption  Alexander House will be serviced by a dedicated Management Team, led by a 
Property Manager on site during office hours. Student Wardens will be resident at 
the premises outside of office hours and a 24/7 helpdesk in place for emergencies. 
Residents will also be able to contact the Property Manager via a number of readily 
available communications channels to raise any issues. 
 
Furthermore, the proposed development will deliver a number of on-site facilities and 
services, including areas for communal study and socialising. This enables students 
to gather and interact within the building in a carefully managed environment. Any 
potential noise disturbance from within the building can also be effectively controlled 
using attenuating construction methods. These measures are designed to allow 
students to interact, socialise and study without the same issues which may be 
experienced with student occupied HMO accommodation. 
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7. CONCLUSION & NEXT STEPS 

 

7.1 This SCI demonstrates the pre-application consultation undertaken with local residents and 
stakeholders for Alexander House, 205-207 King’s Road, Reading.  

7.2 The consultation process has facilitated the applicants’ further understanding of local views on the 
proposals, which will be submitted to Reading Borough Council for determination.  

7.3 Both the written and verbal feedback received about the proposals indicates that local people would like 
to see the site redeveloped and that there is an understanding of the need to deliver student accommodation in 
Reading. People also tended to agree that students are better placed in professionally-managed student 
accommodation than HMOs.  

7.4 A small number of concerns were raised about the proposals, particularly in relation to parking. These 
issues have been responded to as part of this report and have informed the development of proposals prior to 
submitting the planning application. 

7.5          The development team will continue its discussions and engagement with local residents and 
stakeholders following submission and determination of the application.  
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8. APPENDICES 

 

APPENDIX 1: CONSULTATION ZONE 
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APPENDIX 2: PUBLIC EXHIBITION FLYER 
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APPENDIX 3: PUBLIC EXHIBITION BOARDS 
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APPENDIX 4: FEEDBACK FORM 
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APPENDIX 5: CONSULTATION WEBSITE 
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APPENDIX 6: STAKEHOLDER LETTER 

 


