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PREFACE

Thames Quarter is located in one of the most sustainable locations in Reading. It is in precisely this
type of location that the Government seeks to focus new development, using brownfield land in the
most effective and efficient way possible:

118(e) Planning policies and decisions should...support opportunities to use the

airspace above existing residential and commercial premises for new homes.
In particular, they should allow upward extensions where the development
would be consistent with the prevailing height and form of neighbouring
properties and the overall street scene, is well-designed (including
complying with any local design policies and standards), and can maintain
safe access and egress for occupiers.”

a)

b)

123.

Where there is an existing or anticipated shortage of land for meeting
identified housing needs, it is especially important that planning policies and
decisions avoid homes being built at low densities, and ensure that
developments make optimal use of the potential of each site. In these
circumstances:

plans should contain policies to optimise the use of land in their area and
meet as much of the identified need for housing as possible. This will be
tested robustly at examination, and should include the use of minimum
density standards for city and town centres and other locations that are well
served by public transport. These standards should seek a significant uplift
in the average density of residential development within these areas, unless
it can be shown that there are strong reasons why this would be
inappropriate;

the use of minimum density standards should also be considered for other
parts of the plan area. It may be appropriate to set out a range of densities
that reflect the accessibility and potential of different areas, rather than one
broad density range; and

local planning authorities should refuse applications which they consider
fail to make efficient use of land, taking into account the policies in this
Framework. In this context, when considering applications for housing,
authorities should take a flexible approach in applying policies or guidance
relating to daylight and sunlight, where they would otherwise inhibit making
efficient use of a site (as long as the resulting scheme would provide
acceptable living standards).

National Planning Policy Framework
Published 24™ July 2018
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o “More freedom will be given to local authorities to make the most of existing
brownfield land to build homes that maximise density. Redundant land will be
encouraged such as under utilised retail or industrial space for homes, with more
flexibilities given to extend upwards on existing blocks of flats and houses as well
as shops and offices. This will mean we can build the homes the country needs while
maintaining strong protection for the Green Belt.

e Delivering more affordable homes that meet the housing needs of everyone
wherever they are in their life, including sites dedicated for ... build to rent homes
with family friendly tenancies, guaranteed affordable homes for key workers and
adapted homes for older people.”

Prime Minister’s press release launching the revised
National Planning Policy Framework consultation, 5" March 2018

“4.58 Planning reform — The government has already revised the National Planning
Policy Framework, implementing 85 of the proposals set out in the Housing White
Paper and Autumn Budget 2017, ensuring that more land in the right places is
available for housing. The Budget announces that the government has launched a
consultation on new permitted development rights to allow upwards extensions
above commercial premises and residential properties, including blocks of flats, and
to allow commercial buildings to be demolished and replaced with homes.”

Her Majesty’s Treasury Budget 2018, 29" October 2018

Private rented accommodation provides a more flexible solution to housing and is especially well-
suited to the needs of a mobile workforce, which is particularly relevant to Reading. Thames Quarter
has already been recognised and praised for its exceptional quality, particularly in terms of the
extensive residents’ facilities that it will provide.

This Statement will clearly demonstrate that the modest increase in the quantum of accommodation
proposed at Thames Quarter is in accordance with the Development Plan, and that there are no
material considerations that indicate otherwise. There is strong policy support for increasing the
supply of homes, particularly in the most sustainable locations, as this Statement identifies and
explores.

The presumption in favour of sustainable development continues to be engaged and the benefits of
the proposed amendment would not be outweighed by any adverse impacts. Accordingly, this
proposed revision to implemented planning permission 162166 to make most efficient use of this
highly sustainable site should be issued without delay.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

El.

E2.

E3.

E4.

ES.

Thames Quarter was granted planning permission in November 2017 and will be Reading’s first
bespoke “build for rent” development, bringing with it professional standards of spatial design,
management and a new community. The scheme will:

e Deliver a range of enhancements to the public realm

e Facilitate the Mass Rapid Transport route across the front of the site

e Provide funding for a new signalised pedestrian crossing on Kings Meadow Road

e Delivery a new community of high-quality apartments in a mix of unit types and sizes
e Mark a step-change in how people rent high-quality homes in the town

e Offer residents a range of facilities which improve their quality of living

e Be alandmark building of which the town can be justifiably proud

e Remain more than 6m lower than 3 The Forbury in terms of its benchmark height

The applicant has worked closely with the Local Planning Authority to fulfill the Thames Quarter
Section 106 obligation to obtain planning permission for an offsite affordable housing scheme
at North Street/Weldale Street. Following 12 months of detailed pre-application discussions and
a dozen different design iterations, planning applications were considered by the Planning
Applications Committee on Wednesday 5" December 2018, where they were resolved for
approval. Lochailort did not necessarily agree with the retention of a Norway Maple on the
corner of that site (being a Category C tree with a limited lifespan), but has incorporated it into
the plans nonetheless. This has resulted in a reduction in the number of affordable homes that
can be accommodated on the site, which in turn means Lochailort will top-up the unit shortfall
with a further financial contribution of approximately £1,000,000.

The grant of planning permission for Thames Quarter recognised that the site is patently a highly
sustainable location for new development. By virtue of its design (including an integrated onsite
Combined Heat & Power facility), the proposed development is inherently sustainable in itself.
The approved development was lawfully commenced in May 2018 and is due to be completed
in Spring 2021.

In recognition of this high level of sustainability, and as part of the working drawings process,
the applicant has identified an opportunity to make a modest amendment to the building which
could accommodate 23 additional apartments on a partial additional floor. The previously-
approved benchmark height is 76.97m AOD, almost 10m lower than the adjacent 3 The Forbury
at 86.66m AOD and 2m lower than 1 & 2 The Forbury at 78.95m AOD. By increasing the
benchmark element of the building by only 3.0m (a nominal 4% height increase of the lower
part of the building) to 79.97m AOD, a partial additional floor can be inserted whilst still
remaining over 6m lower than 3 The Forbury and imperceptibly similar to 1 & 2 The Forbury.

As the Accurate Visual Representations Report accompanying the application clearly
demonstrate, the proposed additional height will be imperceptible compared to the approved
scheme.



Planning Statement: December 2018

E6.

E7.

ES.

Development as approved Proposed amendment

There would be no increase in the height of the tower element (remaining as per application
181537) and, as the enclosed supporting documentation also clearly illustrates, the proposed
modest height increase of the benchmark element would have no effect on the town’s
emerging massing dome. Other proposals currently coming forward for tall buildings in the
Borough will not affect Thames Quarter’s place in the massing dome.

The economics of spreading the cost of the building’s shared facilities across a modestly-
increased number of units will result in proportionally lower costs for residents. It will make
best use of the extensive approved facilities, which extend to approximately 64,000sqft of
various high-quality facilities.

The building’s outstanding fire strategy, including a commitment to installing sprinklers
throughout, will continue to act as a local exemplar.

ES.

Since the grant of planning permission for Thames Quarter in November 2017, the Government
has consulted upon and published a revised National Planning Policy Framework against which
applications for planning permission must be judged. Unlike the original Framework, this
revised statement of national planning policy now includes precise, direct and unequivocal
instructions to increase residential development density in the most sustainable locations,
and specifically supports upward extensions. This revised planning policy (Framework
paragraphs 117 to 123) has a direct bearing on Thames Quarter and is a material change to
national planning policy which confers significant support for the proposed partial additional
floor and which must be given substantial weight in the decision-making process.

E10.

E11.

In order to comply with this new Framework policy, the applicant has identified an opportunity
to add a partial extra floor to the Thames Quarter development in a manner which will have no
harmful effect whatsoever.

There are no policies in the National Planning Policy Framework or in the Development Plan
which indicate that development should be restricted and accordingly, the Local Planning
Authority is invited to approve this application without delay.
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1.0

11

1.2

1.3

14

1.5

1.6

INTRODUCTION

Background

This Statement accompanies and supports an application for full planning permission which
revises the extant and implemented planning permission (reference 162166 dated 23™
November 2017) for the Thames Quarter development. That planning permission conferred
consent for the demolition of the existing multi-storey car park and the erection of a single
new building of bespoke design comprising:

1.1.1 315 apartments in a mix of studio, one-bedroom, two-bedroom and three-bedroom
units, or varying sizes within each apartment type;

1.1.2 Extensive residents’ facilities including lounges, a tech-hub, private dining room,
cinema room, concierge/24-hour reception with coffee meeting area; and various
rooftop outdoor amenity spaces;

1.1.3 315 secure cycle parking spaces in a variety of formats; 49 car parking spaces; and
residents’ storage facilities;

1.1.4 Postroom, ancillary back-of-house facilities including refuse management, loading
bay, and various plant rooms;

1.1.5 Hard and soft landscaping works, both onsite and providing enhancements to the
wider public realm;

1.1.6  Reservation of land along the Kings Meadow Road frontage to provide for the Local
Authority’s highway improvement works that will facilitate the Mass Rapid Transport
(MRT) route in due course.

A more detailed assessment and explanation of the approved scheme can be found in the
Design & Access Statement that accompanied that application.

The development now proposed

For the absolute avoidance of doubt, this new application does not seek any change to the
building’s tenure. This will remain a build-to-rent development subject to the same 20-year
ownership and tenure restrictions set out in the Section 106 agreement pursuant to planning
permission reference 162166.

Rather, in light of the Government’s revised planning policy on density, and as part of the
working drawings process, the applicant has identified an opportunity to make a modest
amendment to the building which could accommodate 23 additional apartments. By
increasing the “benchmark” element of the building by just 3.0m, a partial additional floor can
be inserted.

There would be no increase in the height of the tower element and, as the application’s
supporting documentation clearly illustrates, the proposed modest height increase of the
benchmark element would be imperceptible from distant and near views alike.
Notwithstanding the further tall building proposals which continue to come forward in
Reading (such as above the Broad Street Mall and at Reading Metropolitan to the north of the
railway station), the proposal partial additional floor proposed at Thames Quarter will
continue to respect the massing dome and will sit comfortably within it.

Consequently, the description of the development now proposed would differ from that
already approved only as follows:
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“Full: erection of a part £2 13-storey, part 23 storey building comprising 345 338

apartments in a mix of studio, one-bedroom, two-bedroom and three-bedroom units;

residents’ lounges, tech-hub, dining room, and cinema room; various rooftop outdoor

amenity spaces; concierge/reception with coffee meeting area; gym; residents’

storage facilities; postroom; ancillary back-of-house facilities; 345 338 secure cycle

parking spaces; car parking spaces; landscaping; and associated works. Bemelition-of
- . ”
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2.0 PLANNING HISTORY

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

Planning history context

The previous buildings occupying the site dated from the early 1990s. The last of these (a 3-
level multi-storey car park) was demolished in early Summer 2018. The site’s former use as a
car showroom was based, axiomatically, on private car travel and whilst the surrounding road
network is good, the number of permanent jobs that it had supported had been relatively low.
The nature of the lawful previous use of the site, therefore, was at odds with its highly
sustainable location within the centre of Reading, a location which lends itself to a much
higher density.

There have been a number of planning applications for small scale developments associated
with the site’s previous lawful use as a car showroom since it was first constructed; these
applications have no relevance to the current proposal.

Further recent approvals for the demolition of the former showroom building, and the
temporary reuse of the site as a public car park (reference 160236) were explored in the
Planning Statement submitted with planning application 162166. It is suffice for the purposes
of this revised planning application to note that the showroom building was demolished in
Spring 2016, and that (after a temporary period in use as a public car park) the multi-storey
car park was demolished earlier this year.

Planning permission reference 162166: Thames Quarter
Following two years of extensive discussions, on 23 November 2017 planning permission
(ref. 162166) was granted for:

Full: erection of a part 12 storey, part 23 storey building comprising 315 apartments in a mix
of studio, one-bedroom, two-bedroom and 3-bedroom units; residents’ lounges, tech-hub,
dining room, and cinema room; various rooftop outdoor amenity spaces; concierge/reception
with coffee meeting area; residents’ storage facilities; postroom; ancillary back-of-house
facilities; 315 secure cycle parking spaces; car parking spaces; landscaping; and associated
works. Demolition of existing multi-storey car park.

Development of this scheme lawfully commenced in the Summer of 2018, and it is this scheme
which is proposed to be revised. The Section 106 agreement pursuant to that planning
permission places a number of obligations on the applicant in respect of:

2.5.1 Affordable housing, where under the offsite unit shortfall provisions, Lochailort must
top-up the difference between the 56 affordable units required in the Section 106
agreement and the 47 units which have been achieved at North Street/Weldale
Street, which in turn has cost the applicant £945,000.

2.5.2 Various review mechanisms that might result in additional contributions of up to a
further £3,833,000;

2.5.3 Financial contributions towards a signalised pedestrian crossing (£86,700),
improvements to Kings Meadow Park (£120,000) and to the Vastern Road railway
underpass (£100,000), with a total contribution value of £306,700;

2.5.4 Establishment of a 3-vehicle onsite car club;

2.5.5 Implementation of a Construction Employment and Skills Plan;

2.5.6  The provision of land required for the Council’s MRT scheme.
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2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

2.10

On signing the Section 106 agreement, Lochailort also exchanged a Subject to Planning
contract to purchase the North Street/Weldale Street site, as well as a Subject to Planning sale
of that same site back to the Council for it to provide 100% affordable housing. Those
contracts were conditional only upon the grant of planning permission, and thus at the time
of writing are in the process of being completed.

Additionally, in their Committee Report of 19*" July 2017, Officers set out that the CIL liability
of the development would be £3,400,000. The subsequent service by the Charging Authority
of a CIL Liability Notice confirmed a higher CIL liability, at £3,725,872 and thus more than
£325,000 more than that which had been allowed for.

Consequently, when both the £945,000 additional top-up payment for affordable housing and
the £325,000 increased CIL liability are taken into account, in aggregate there have been
unforeseen additional payments of £1,270,000.

In light of all of the above, the total value of financial contributions from the Thames Quarter
development to the Local Authority would be up to £12,540,572 — equating to £40,000 for
each of the 315 apartments previously approved. The modest proposed increase in the
guantum of apartments, designed in a manner imperceptible from the approved scheme,
offers an opportunity to further increase the total value of CIL contributions derived from the
development whilst offsetting the additional cost resulting from unforeseen planning
constraints on the affordable housing surrogate site.

The working drawings process

As with every major building project, prior to the commencement of development the
drawings approved at planning application stage must be converted into significantly more
detailed working drawings.

2.11

During that working drawings process, it has become apparent that the approved benchmark
height is too low when viewed in its context. 3 The Forbury is 86.66m AOD, almost 10m higher
than the approved Thames Quarter benchmark height of 76.97m AOD.

2.12

2.13

Increasing the benchmark height by around 4% (3.0m) to 79.97m AOD will go a long way to
correct this disparity. The enclosed Design & Access Statement and Accurate Visual
Representations reports both demonstrate how, whilst the visual effect on the building itself
would be imperceptible in the design terms, nonetheless the proposed alteration would allow
the building to sit more harmoniously in its context. The height of the benchmark element will
sit mid-way between the heights of 3 The Forbury and 1 & 2 The Forbury, which we contend
is a more harmonious relationship than that previously-approved.

The applicant is mindful of the comments published by Design: South East? when they
reviewed the Thames Quarter planning application and advised that:

“We would prefer to see a benchmark set by one or two buildings close by, not by a
statistical median height.”

Indeed, all independent design reviews of the building have consistently advised that it could
be higher than the scheme that was ultimately approved. As demonstrated in the
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2.14

2.15

2.16

2.17

2.18

accompanying Design & Access Statement, the proportionality of the tower and benchmark
elements would not be affected.

In assessing and approving the extant Thames Quarter scheme, the Local Planning Authority
agreed with the Design: South East advice that the benchmark height should properly reflect
the prevailing heights of adjacent buildings:

“6.28 The benchmark building is the lower building and its height has been primarily
dictated by the prevailing heights of the surrounding built form, for instance the
Forbury Place development... therefore, the design proposes a benchmark height ‘city-
block’ building and this surrounds the tower. The architectural detail, discussed further
below, seeks to distinguish the two distinct design elements. Officers are therefore
content that the massing complies with the RC1h designation for the site as amplified
by the RSAF, which require a single tall building.”

The benchmark height has always been accepted as being less important that the tower
height. Indeed, in the Thames Quarter Committee Report, Members were advised at
paragraph 6.21 that “the height of the proposed tower is arguably the most significant and
obvious attribute of this proposal”. To reiterate, the height of the tower is not changed by this
proposal and the architectural differentiation between the benchmark and tower elements
remains exactly as per the approved scheme.

In terms of the building’s function in the townscape, the Thames Quarter Committee Report
usefully summarised that:

“In the near and middle-range distances, the development has two roles: to become a
component part of the townscape and to announce the gateway of the town centre.”

The proposed amendment will not affect or change how Thames Quarter fulfils either of these
roles, particularly given that (as demonstrated in the submitted Accurate Visual
Representations Report) the amended proposed height of the benchmark building will be
imperceptible compared to that of the approved scheme.

This also applies to the building’s relationship with Kings Meadow Park, where paragraph 6.30
of the Thames Quarter Committee Report confirmed that the:

“pleasing relationship with the park and the relative heights allow for much more
harmonious integration into the townscape.”

Given the imperceptible change in the building’s benchmark height, this harmonious
integration will remain in respect of the proposed amended scheme.

Planning history: summary

This is clearly a brownfield, previously-developed site. Planning permission for its residential
development has been lawfully implemented and construction is underway, but changes in
national planning policy now require the site to be used more efficiently. The applicant would
usually progress such a proposal under Section 73 of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990
but for the sake of expediency, has submitted a full planning application along with the
requisite full planning application fee. Minor cosmetic refinements proposed in a Non-



Planning Statement: December 2018

2.19

Material Amendment application currently under consideration by the Local Planning
Authority (reference 181537) are reflected in the enclosed application.

A modest and imperceptible increase in the height of the building’s benchmark element offers
an opportunity to comply with that new policy and to make best use of this highly sustainable
location, increasing the supply of housing and thus avoiding the need for the equivalent
number of new homes to be found on potentially greenfield land elsewhere.

2 Advice letter from Design South East, 8t December 2015 (Statement of Pre-application Consultation appendix 19)
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3.0

3.1

3.2

33

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY

The importance of delivering sustainable development cannot be understated — a
presumption in its favour is at the heart of the July 2018 National Planning Policy Framework.

Whilst the legislative starting point in the determination of planning applications remains as
set out at Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, nonetheless the
Framework is a key material consideration which provides a fundamental backdrop and
context to the statutory Development Plan.

The Government’s intentions are clear in this respect, and are encapsulated at paragraph 11:

“Plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable
development. For decision taking this means...approving development proposals that
accord with an up-to-date development plan without delay.” (our emphasis)

Of particular relevance is Annex 1, which deals with implementation and which advises how
decision-makers should deal with Development Plan policies which were adopted prior to the
Framework'’s publication in July 2018. Paragraph 213 is clear: it is not open to decision makers
to simply and blindly rely upon Development Plan policies which were adopted before July
2018. Rather, “due weight” must be given to relevant policies in existing plans, governed by
their degree of consistency with the Framework. Simply put, the closer the policies in the
Development Plan are to those in the Framework, the greater the weight they can be given.

The corollary, of course, is that where a pre-July 2018 Development Plan policy departs from
its counterpart in the Framework, it must be given less weight accordingly. Depending on the
nature and level of difference between the comparative policies, there may be situations
whereby an Adopted Development Plan policy is so fundamentally at odds with the
Framework that it can be given very little weight indeed, if any. In such circumstances, it is
clear that the relevant Framework policy will be an important material consideration capable
of outweighing Development Plan policy. This position has been upheld by the Courts in the
case of Wynn-Williams v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government [2014]
EWCH 3374.

Given that the Council’s Core Strategy was adopted in January 2008 and the Reading Central
Area Action Plan in January 2009, it is clear that Framework paragraph 213 and the
requirements of Annex 1 are fully engaged.

Furthermore, Reading’s replacement Local Plan, submitted to the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government on 29" March 2018 and at the time of writing still subject
to Examination by an Inspector, is being considered against the policies in the old (March
2012) National Planning Policy Framework?. Even upon the new Local Plan’s adoption, its
policies may immediately be considered to be out-of-date if they discord with the 2018
National Planning Policy Framework and consequently, Framework paragraph 213 continues
to apply even to this emerging local policy document.

3 In accordance with July 2018 National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 214
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3.8

3.9

3.10

3.11

3.12

It is in this context that the presumption in favour of sustainable development, summarised
at Framework paragraph 11 but at the heart of that document, must be considered. Where a
proposal accords with the Development Plan, or indeed where there are “no relevant
development plan policies”, the presumption in favour of sustainable development is
engaged.

Only inthose circumstances where the adverse impacts of granting planning permission would
“significantly and demonstrably” outweigh a scheme’s benefits should planning permission be
refused.

In essence, the decision maker must undertake a planning balance exercise which starts with
the weight firmly in favour of granting planning permission. Accordingly, in the specific context
of the Development Plan’s applicability to this proposed development, a two-stage
assessment is required:

3.10.1 Firstly, on a policy-by-policy basis it is necessary to compare and weigh each policy
against its counterpart in the Framework, identifying (if any) the level of inconsistency
and assessing how much weight can be attributed to local policy; and

3.10.2 Secondly, if it found that the Development Plan has no relevant policies, or that the
policies most important for determining a specific planning application are out-of-
date, the presumption in favour of sustainable development must be applied and an
assessment made of whether the grant of planning permission would result in any
“significant” or “demonstrable” adverse impact. That assessment is made at the end
of this Planning Statement.

Making effective use of land

The publication of a replacement National Planning Policy Framework in July 2018 added a
significant new policy imperative in respect of making the most efficient and effective use of
land in the most sustainable locations. Indeed, so important is this change in national policy
that an entire chapter of the new Framework is devoted to “Making effective use of land”.
There are several paragraphs with this chapter which are directly applicable to Thames
Quarter and are highly relevant to the enclosed application, which are worthy of replicating
and interpreting in full.

Paragraph 117 explains why making effective use of land is so important to proper land-use
planning:

“Planning policy and decisions should promote an effective use of land in meeting
the need for homes and other uses, while safeguarding and improving the
environment and ensuring safe and healthy living conditions. Strategic policies should
set out a clear strategy for accommodating objectively assessed needs, in a way that
makes as much use as possible of previously-developed or ‘brownfield’ land**.”

44 Except where this would conflict with other policies in this Framework, including causing harm to
designated sites of importance for biodiversity.

(our emphasis)
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3.13  Paragraph 118 relates to both plan-making and decision-taking and sets out a number of
policy requirements. Amongst these, Local Planning Authorities are instructed to:

“c) give substantial weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land within
settlements for homes and other identified needs, and support appropriate
opportunities to remediate despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated or
unstable land;”

“d) promote and support the development of under-utilised land and buildings,
especially is this would help to meet identified needs for housing where land
supply is constrained and available sites could be used more effectively (for
example converting space above shops, and building on or above service

yards, car parks, lock-ups and railway infrastructure®”;

45 As part of this approach, plans and decisions should support efforts to identify and bring back
into residential use empty homes and other buildings, supported by the use of compulsory
purchase powers where appropriate.

“«

e) support opportunities to use the airspace above existing residential and
commercial premises for new homes. In particular, they should allow
upward extensions where the development would be consistent with the
prevailing height and form of neighbouring properties and the overall street
scene, is well-designed (including complying with any local design policies
and standards), and can maintain safe access and egress for occupiers.”

3.14  Paragraph 118(e) could not be more directly relevant to the current application. The proposed
partial extra floor at Thames Quarter would:

3.14.1

3.14.2

3.14.3

3.14.4

Clearly be consistent with the prevailing height and form of neighbouring
properties. As explored and demonstrated in both the accompanying Design & Access
Statement and Accurate Visual Representations Report, the benchmark height
established in planning permission 162166 is too low when compared to the building
and 1 & 2 The Forbury and 3 The Forbury. Adding a partial extra floor solely to the
benchmark element of the development will remain materially lower than 3 The
Forbury and almost identical to 1 & 2 The Forbury. Indeed, the partial additional floor
would be virtually imperceptible when the proposed building’s height, massing and
appearance is compared with that of the approved development.

Remain consistent with the overall street scene, using the same architectural design
language and elevational treatment as that already approved by planning permission
reference 162166.

Be well designed, as set out in the enclosed Design & Access Statement. The
development would remain compliant with the Local Authority’s massing dome
strategy and would continue to offer the same exemplar residents’ facilities as those
in the approved scheme.

Maintain safe access and egress for occupiers, including the same commitment to
facilitating the Council’s Mass Rapid Transit proposals across the site’s Kings Meadow
Road frontage. The level of onsite cycle parking would be increased to ensure that
every apartment still has a secure cycle parking space, along with a modest
proportionate increase in the quantum of onsite car parking.
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3.15

3.16

3.17

3.18

3.19

3.20

It should also not be forgotten in this policy context that the Thames Quarter site was a
contaminated one. A remediation strategy was approved by the Local Planning Authority on
26" April 2018 (Appendix 1) which, with the agreement of both the Environment Agency and
the Council’s Environmental Protection Team, confirms a comprehensive strategy and
detailed methodology to permanently clean up the site. That remediation strategy has been
undertaken and thus already the development is leaving a significantly improved
environmental legacy.

Paragraph 122 requirements that planning policies and decisions support development that
makes efficient use of land, taking into various factors including:

a) The need for different types of housing, which by reference to other policies elsewhere
in the Framework must include build-to-rent developments;

b) Local market conditions and viability, which will be explored in separate post-
submission discussions with the Local Planning Authority;

c) The capacity of infrastructure and services, which in this instance it has already been
confirmed pose no constraint to higher-density residential development;

d) The desirability of promoting regeneration and change, as confirmed by the site’s
ongoing allocation for a landmark tall building, as explored in Section 4 below; and

e) The importance of securing well-designed, attractive and healthy places, as confirmed

in the praise for the approved Thames Quarter development by various independent
design review bodies.

Paragraph 123 underlines the importance of avoiding homes being built at low densities,
where there is an existing or anticipated shortage of land for meeting identified housing
needs. Local Planning Authorities are instructed to “ensure that developments make optimal
use of the potential of each site”, which is precisely what this application for a partial
additional floor at Thames Quarter seeks to do.

As explored in Section 4, Policy RC1 of the Reading Central Area Action Plan (the “Action Plan”)
allocates this site for development as part of the Station / River Major Opportunity Area. The
site is allocated as sub area RC1lh, Napier Road Junction, with the policy text specifically
confirming that, in principle, the site could appropriately be redeveloped to accommodate:

“A landmark building, containing residential and/or offices is appropriate for this site,
which may contain an active commercial use on the ground floor. An acceptable dry
access scheme must be part of any development on this site.”

The approval of planning application 162166 for 315 apartments in an almost identical
configuration on this site clearly demonstrates that higher-density residential development_is
wholly policy-compliant in this location.

As a direct consequence, Framework paragraph 11 gives very clear instructions as to how
decision-makers must proceed:

“For decision-making this means:
c) approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date development
plan without delay; or
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d) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are
most_important for determining the application are out-of-date’, granting
permission unless:

I. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or
assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing
the development proposed®; or

ji. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably

outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this
Framework taken as a whole.”

(our emphasis)

Footnotes 6 and 7 advise:

3.21

3.22

3.23

“6 The policies referred to are those in this Framework (rather than those in
development plans) relating to: habitats sites (and those sites listed in
paragraph 176) and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land
designated as Green Belt, Local Green Space, an Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty, a National Park (or within the Broads Authority) or defined as a
Heritage Coast; irreplaceable habitats; designated heritage assets (and other
heritage assets of archaeological interest referred to in footnote 63); and
areas at risk of flooding or coastal change.

7 This includes, for applications involving the provision of housing, situations
where the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five year supply of
deliverable housing sites (with the appropriate buffer, as set out in paragraph
73); or where the Housing Delivery Test indicates that the delivery of housing
was substantially below (less than 75% of) the housing requirement over the
previous three years. Transitional arrangements for the Housing Delivery Test
are set out in Annex 1.”

Footnote 6 does not apply to this site, whilst footnote 7 is not engaged at the current time but
may become so in the future. Accordingly, the clear direction contained in the Framework is
that planning permission must be granted without delay, unless doing so would “significantly”
and “demonstrably” outweigh the benefits of doing so.

In additional to the above specific national policy support for the development now proposed,
the following chapters of this Statement, and the accompanying Design & Access Statement,
review the material considerations associated with the proposed amended development
guantum. Together with the findings of the other supporting reports submitted with this
application, they confirm that there would be no significant or demonstrable harm from the
proposed development that would outweigh the clearly-identified significant public benefits
associated with the grant of planning permission.

Other statements of Government policy

In addition to the Government’s revised Framework, there are further relevant statements of
Government policy which weigh heavily in favour of the proposed development are found in
the various Ministerial Statements that accompanied the Housing White Paper and the
publication of the draft revised National Planning Policy Framework:
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3.24

o “More freedom will be given to local authorities to make the most of existing
brownfield land to build homes that maximise density. Redundant land will be
encouraged such as under utilised retail or industrial space for homes, with more
flexibilities given to extend upwards on existing blocks of flats and houses as well
as shops and offices. This will mean we can build the homes the country needs while
maintaining strong protection for the Green Belt.

e Delivering more affordable homes that meet the housing needs of everyone
wherever they are in their life, including sites dedicated for ... build to rent homes
with family friendly tenancies, guaranteed affordable homes for key workers and
adapted homes for older people.”

Prime Minister’s press release launching the revised
National Planning Policy Framework consultation, 5" March 2018

“4.58 Planning reform — The government has already revised the National Planning
Policy Framework, implementing 85 of the proposals set out in the Housing White
Paper and Autumn Budget 2017, ensuring that more land in the right places is
available for housing. The Budget announces that the government has launched a
consultation on new permitted development rights to allow upwards extensions
above commercial premises and residential properties, including blocks of flats, and
to allow commercial buildings to be demolished and replaced with homes.”

Her Majesty’s Treasury Budget 2018, 29" October 2018

In light of all of the above, and the proper application of the Framework’s policies, the
enclosed planning application should be approved without delay.
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4.0

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN

At the time of writing, the Development Plan comprises:

4.1.1 Core Strategy (January 2008 as amended in January 2015)
4.1.2 Reading Central Area Action Plan (January 2009)

4.1.3 Site and Detailed Policies Document (October 2012)

4.1.4 Proposals Map (December 2012)

As the Council’s Core Strategy and Reading Central Area Action Plan (“RCAAP”) were both
adopted a number of years before the publication of the Framework, so paragraph 215
confirms that they cannot automatically be attributed full weight. As such, policies contained
therein must be tested against the Framework rather than accepted and implemented at pure
face value and accordingly, the two-stage assessment explained at paragraph 3.9 of this
Statement applies.

Core Strategy (January 2008 with Alteration Adopted January 2015)

Aside from the specific policies themselves, Chapter 3 sets out the broad aims of the
document as a Spatial Strategy for the development of Reading over the plan period. There
are a number of key re-occurring themes in the Core Strategy, such as that “Major
development should be located in areas of high accessibility where it does least harm to the
environment and delivers most benefits to the wider community.” (paragraph 3.4). Paragraph
3.6 sets out another key principle, which is worthy of replicating here in full:

“The predominantly urban character of Reading Borough, exacerbated by tightly
drawn boundaries, means that the vast majority of any future development will be in
the form of redevelopment and regeneration of previously developed land. In
particular, there are areas or sites that are currently under-utilised, and/or are
visually and environmentally detrimental which need to be brought forward for mixed-
use schemes and developed at an appropriate density with appropriate infrastructure
provision...Development must have excellent access to effective and efficient public
transport.”

(our emphasis)

Following on from this, the Core Strategy specifically sets out that new major mixed-use
development should be focused on the Reading Central Area, within which the application
site lies. This approach is consistent with the thrust of the Framework and so should be
afforded significant weight. Paragraph 3.11 highlights that the “centre of Reading is the most
accessible location in the Western Corridor Sub Region...[and so] makes it the principal location
for a range of major development opportunities”. Paragraph 3.12 of the Core Strategy is of
particular pertinence here and is worthy of replicating in full as follows:

“Development in the centre will typically be medium to high-density, accessible mixed
use schemes, incorporating housing and public spaces of an excellent and sustainable
standard of design, that will improve the quality of life of those who live, work in or
visit Reading. Private parking space will be limited, due to the proximity, frequency
and choice of public transport options.”
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4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

The principle of the strategy is therefore that development should take place within and in
close proximity to the most sustainable locations, of which the centre of Reading is placed
above all others. This is again consistent with the Framework’s requirement for development
to take place in the most sustainable locations, and this the Core Strategy’s overarching theme
can be attributed full weight. The modest proposed increase in dwelling quantum does not
incorporate any additional car parking over the 49 spaces (including 3 car share spaces)
previously-approved, thus according with the policy imperative to limit private parking spaces
in this part of Reading.

Starting with the highest level principles which govern the spatial distribution of development
in the Borough, Policy CS4 (“Accessibility and the Intensity of Development”) confirms that the
scale and density of development in difference locations will be related to their levels of
accessibility. This is consistent with the general thrust of the Framework, and also accords
with the Prime Minister’s March statement of Government policy that requires increased
densities around public transport interchanges (such as the multi-modal interchange at
Reading station).

Given the site’s location in the centre of Reading with immediate access to excellent public
transport connections and the facilities that the town has to offer, this is patently one of the
most sustainable locations within the Borough and, by implication, suitable for development
at a commensurate scale and high density. The utility of the adjacent Reading railway station
as a public transport hub will be further enhanced by:

4.7.1 The start of Crossrail services on the Elizabeth Line in 2018/19, offering direct trains
to new destinations in the capital;

4.7.2 Electrification of the Great Western mainline, giving faster direct services to London
Paddington and west towards Bristol and South Wales;

4.7.3 The confirmed new rail link to Heathrow Airport, offering fast convenient services to
the UK’s largest international airport;

4.7.4 Implementation by the Council of its Mass Rapid Transit scheme, providing a bus
every three minutes at peak times eastwards to the major employment area at
Thames Valley Park and the recently-approved Park & Ride facility. It must not be
forgotten that the approved Thames Quarter scheme has played a critical role in
facilitating the Mass Rapid Transport improvements on Kings Meadow Road, and the
proposed addition of a further benchmark floor will in no way change the site’s layout
or fetter the MRT’s delivery.

The proposed development clearly fully complies with Policy CS4, which itself complies with
the Framework and can be attributed full weight.

High-level design advice is given in Policy CS7 (“Design and the Public Realm”) which requires
that new developments “must be of high design quality that maintains and enhances the
character and appearance of the area of Reading in which it is located.” The policy then goes
on to set out a list of overarching urban design objectives that any development must achieve
and continues by listing a number of generic design criteria that proposals will be assessed
against, such as ensuring that they create safe and secure environments.

This policy is broadly consistent with the Framework’s thrust of requiring high quality design
and its recommendation that good design is indivisible from good planning (Framework
paragraph 56). The policy is overarching in that it is setting out the principles against which
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4.11

4.12

4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

new development will be assessed. It does not favour one design approach over another,
which again is consistent with the Framework’s instruction that Local Planning Authorities
should not seek to impose particular architectural tastes or styles. To this end, the policy is
compliant with the Framework and so attracts full statutory weight.

The accompanying Design & Access Statement clearly sets out how the proposal would meet
the very detailed design criteria in Policy CS7, and how the proposed development accords
with this part of the Development Plan. The approved scheme is for a truly iconic statement
building that reflects the town’s vibrancy by sending a clear message of quality and identity,
whilst the changes now proposed will have no perceptible effect on the appearance of the
previously-approved building.

Policy CS815 (“Location, Accessibility, Density and Housing Mix”) relates to these characteristics
in new developments. The criteria-based policy sets out how development will be informed
by a range of factors, and in essence is linked to Core Strategy Policies CS4 and CS7. Policy
CS15 sets a minimum density of 70 dwellings per hectare in the town centre, but does not
specify an upper density ceiling. Again, this policy is consistently with the thrust of the
Framework and also more recent speeches of Government policy by the Prime Minister,
Chancellor of the Exchequer, and Secretary of State for Housing, Communities & Local
Government. By suggesting no limit or cap on the density of developments in the most
sustainable locations, the policy can properly be interpreted to mean that such locations are
not just suitable for, but rather the emphasis should be on, development at higher densities.
It carried substantial weight as a result.

The accompanying Design & Access Statement clearly sets out how the revised development
guantum would meet the assessment criteria listed in Policy CS15 and consequently, how the
proposed amendment remains clearly consistent with this part of the Development Plan.

Policy €516 (“Affordable Housing”) was amended by an alteration to the Core Strategy in
January 2015, and sets out that for developments of 15 new residential units or greater, the
Council will seek a provision of 30% of these to be for affordable purposes. This is consistent
with the Framework’s requirement that local planning authorities should provide for such
housing where a demonstrable need exists, subject to viability considerations.

The Section 106 agreement pursuant to the extant Thames Quarter planning permission
recognises and accepts that, in respect of this Build to Rent development, it is most
appropriate for affordable housing to be provided for by way of a financial contribution
towards offsite provision and/or a surrogate affordable housing site. The same fundamental
approach is appropriate in relation to this application. In the Heads of Terms letter submitted
separately as Exempt Information, the applicant sets out a proposed increase in the value of
the scheme’s contribution towards offsite affordable housing associated with the 23
additional apartments proposed.

Policy CS26 (“Network and Hierarchy of Centres”) sets out a hierarchy of town, district and
local centres and states that Reading Centre is the only regional centre within the Borough.
The policy is consistent with the Framework’s emphasis of improving the vitality and viability
of such centres and as such has great weight. The proposed additional resident population
would make a valuable contribution to the vitality and viability of Reading Centre through
increased footfall and spend in the area. Consequently, the proposed amendment is
consistent with this part of the Development Plan.



Planning Statement: December 2018
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4.18

4.19

4.20

4.21

4.22

Policy €S33 (“Protection and Enhancement of the Historic Environment”) seeks to prevent all
development that has any adverse impact on heritage assets, contrary to the Framework
which takes a completely different, public-benefits based approach. Section 12 of the
Framework (“Conserving and enhancing the historic environment”) advises Local Planning
Authorities to consider whether a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to, or
total loss of significance of, a designated heritage asset. Proposals that lead to such harm or
loss should be refused unless they pass the test at paragraph 133. Where a development will
lead to less than substantial harm, any such harm should be weighed against the public
benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use (paragraph 134).
Significance, as advised with the Framework, is derived not solely from a heritage asset’s
physical presence, but also from its setting. When assessing significance, it is advised that
great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation and the more important the asset,
the greater the weight to be applied. Where a development leads to less than substantial
harm to the significance of the heritage asset, any such harm should be weighed against the
public benefits of the proposal, including its optimum viable use.

The Government’s Planning Practice Guidance advises that what matters in assessing if a
proposal causes substantial harm is the impact on the significance of the heritage asset. It also
advises that “substantial harm” is a high test, and will not arise in many cases. As such, it is
clear that Policy CS33 is inconsistent with the Framework and must be considered out-of-date
accordingly. It can be attributed only limited weight.

Notwithstanding the above, the impact on designated heritage assets in assessed in the
accompanying Design & Access Statement, which clearly demonstrates that the imperceptible
amendment of the previously-approved scheme will have no additional effect whatsoever on
heritage assets.

Policy €S37 (“Major Landscape Features and Strategic Open Space”) sets out a number of
landscape elements and states that development will not be allowed that detracts from the
character or appearance of these areas. The policy is reflective of the Framework in terms of
its advice that the planning system should protect valued landscapes, but is inconsistent with
Framework paragraph 113 and its requirement for Local Planning Authorities to “set criteria
based policies against which proposals for any development on or affecting...landscape areas
will be judged.”

As such, it is clear that Policy CS37 is inconsistent with the Framework and should be
considered as being out-of-date accordingly. Whilst the policy does have some relevance to
the proposed development (given its proximity to the Thames Valley Major Landscape
Feature), as demonstrated in the Design & Access Statement the proposed amendment would
result in no material harm to that feature. Consequently, notwithstanding that Policy CS37
can carry only limited weight, there would in any case be no policy conflict from the proposed
development.

In respect of highway and transport-related matters, Policies CS20 (“Implementation of the
Reading Transport Strategy”), €821 (“Major Transport Projects”) and €S23 (“Sustainable
Travel and Travel Plans”) sit together as a suite of policies that seek to deliver major transport
improvement schemes whilst at the same time fostering sustainable travel. When read in
conjunction with Policy CS5 (“Inclusive Access”), it is clear that these policies give substantial
support for the Mass Rapid Transit scheme separately proposed across the northern site
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4.24

4.25

4.26

4.27

4.28

4.29

boundary, whilst seeking to safeguard and enhance the journeys of non-motorised users.
These policies are all generally compliant with the transport and travel sections of the
Framework and can be given significant weight accordingly.

Compliance with the Core Strategy’s highways and transport policies is evidenced through the
reservation of the required land for the MRT-related highway improvements, in the submitted
Transport Statement, and in the Design & Access Statement. The proposed amendment will
facilitate the provision of the MRT at Kings Meadow Road in a manner identical to that of the
previously-approved scheme.

Policy €S38 calls for a net increase in tree cover in the Borough, which would be delivered by
the proposed onsite landscaping, the proposed public realm enhancements, and via the
financial contribution already secured towards improvements to Kings Meadow Park. The
enclosed application proposes no amendment to the previously-approved landscaping
proposals.

Finally and for completeness, Policy C$34 (“Pollution and Water Resources”) requires that
contaminated land is remediated to a standard appropriate to the nature of the development
proposed, and that noise and air quality considerations are subject to “adequate mitigation
measures”. The cost of remediating this contaminated brownfield site has already been
subject to detailed viability submissions in support of application 162166 and is therefore well-
known to the Local Authority.

Reading Central Area Action Plan (2009)

The Reading Central Area Action Plan (“RCAAP”) allocates this site for development as part of
the Station/River Area Major Opportunity Area at Policy RC1. The policy sets out that
identified sites in the Major Opportunity Area will be suitable for new development, subject
to compliance with six criterion. The policy then goes on to set out a high-level brief for each
of the nine sub-areas.

The application site is allocated a site RC1(h) (“Napier Road junction”) for development as
follows:

“A landmark building, containing residential and/or offices is appropriate for this site, which
may contain an active commercial use on the ground floor. An acceptable dry access scheme
musts be part of any development on this site.”

Just then as the principle of development complies with the spatial distribution of
development set at Core Strategy Policy CS10, so too does the scheme comply with the site-
specific allocation at Policy RC1(h). Simply put, there can be no question whatsoever that a
high density residential development on this site is wholly and unequivocally in accordance
with the adopted Development Plan’s spatial policies.

As can be seen, Policy RC1(h) specifically allocates the site for a “landmark building”, with the
supporting text at paragraph 6.13 noting that “the area will be developed at a higher density
even where there are no tall buildings”. For the most part, Policy RC1 is consistent with the
Framework in that it sets out general aspirations for the development of the sites within the
various sub-areas placing no restriction on height or density, instead giving flexibility in terms
of how these sites are to come forward.
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RCAAP Figure 9.1 specifically sets out that RC1(h) is the only site within the Major Opportunity
Area that is designated for delivery in the short term. All other sites are designated as a
mixture of short to medium term in terms of their delivery priority. This emphasises the
important the Council placed on seeing the early development of this specific site, something
that evidently has not yet happened. Given this, the delivery of the site’s redevelopment by
way of the proposed enhanced residential building should be given substantial weight,
particularly as Build to Rent developments are typically constructed and occupied more
quickly than build-for-sale schemes.

Policy RC1 criterion (vi) places a direct link between development density and the setting of
listed buildings, flowing from the Framework-discordant approach set out in Core Strategy
Policy CS33 preventing any harm whatsoever to heritage assets. As set out at paragraph 4.15
above, it is clear that Policy RC1 criterion (vi) is inconsistent with the Framework and must be
considered out-of-date as a result. No weight should be given to it in terms of the assessment
of the merits of the application in the planning balance.

Policy RC5 relates to the design of new development specifically in the central area. This policy
is broadly consistent with the Framework’s thrust of requiring high quality design and its
recommendation that good design is indivisible from good planning (Framework paragraph
56). The policy is detailed in terms of some of the specific matters that development in the
town centre should achieve, but is generally reflective of well-established and sound urban
design principles. Policy RC5’s remit is limited in this regard, and does not set out to favour
any one specific design approach over another. It is consistent with the Framework
accordingly and can continue to carry significant weight.

The accompanying Design & Access Statement sets out how the proposed changes would
continue to meet the detailed design criteria on Policy RC5 and consequently, how the scheme
continues to comply with this part of the Development Plan.

Policy RC9 is entitled “Living in the Centre” and deals with how proposals for residential
development within the central area will be assessed, listing criteria that relate to housing
mix, residential amenity, affordable housing and the provision of community facilities. The
policy is broadly consistent with the Framework with the exception of the requirements for
affordable housing. Here, Policy RC9 does not make any provision that differentiates Build to
Rent development from other forms of housing delivery, as required by the Government’s
Planning Practice Guidance:

“Some privately rented homes can come from purpose built schemes held in single
ownership which are intended for long term rental. The economics of such schemes
differ from build for sale and should be determined on a case by case basis. To help
ensure these schemes remain viable while improving the diversity of housing to
meet local needs, local planning authorities should consider the appropriate level of
planning obligations, including for affordable housing, and when these payments
are required. So these homes remain available to rent only, local planning
authorities may choose to explore using planning obligations to secure these
schemes for a minimum period of time.”

Planning Practice Guidance Paragraph: 017 Reference ID: 10-017-20140306

Consequently, the policy does not comply with national guidance and so carried limited
weight. The proposed amendment to the extant Thames Quarter planning permission should
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simply carry forward the principles established in that planning permission and its associated
Section 106 agreement.

Policy RC13 sets out “Areas for Tall Buildings” and defines these on the adopted Proposals
Map. Policy RC13 provides explicit and detailed policy support for a tall building on this site
identifying it as falling within the Station Area Cluster and importantly, placing no policy cap
on building height. It is highly material to note that planning permission 162166 approved a
23-storey residential building in this location, and that the “tower” element of that approval
will remain unchanged in the scheme now proposed.

Setting out a policy position in support of a specific spatial area for tall buildings in broadly
reflective of the Framework’s requirement at paragraph 57 to plan positively for individual
buildings and the wider development of areas and thus broadly speaking, Policy RC13 is
compliant with the Framework. Nonetheless, there are two elements of the policy that depart
from the Framework which must be given lesser weight:

4.37.1 Criterion (i) refers to Figure 8.2 which gives an “at a glance” diagrammatic
representation of the principles for each sub-area. Whilst this is a useful tool to aid in
the interpretation of the policy, it is a very basic diagram that should not be used to
determine whether a specific proposal is consistent with all Development Plan
policies. To do so would be at odds with the Framework’s clear directive that such
policies should not be overly prescriptive, and in this regard this part of the policy is
inconsistent with the Framework can carry only limited weight accordingly.

4.37.2 Criterion (ii) specifies a number of criteria which seek to dictate how tall buildings
should be configured within the Station Area Cluster. Whilst there are some sound
urban design principles within the text of the policy, there is a single policy bullet point
requiring a “stepping down” towards the fringes of the cluster. Again, the Framework
is clear that design-based policies should not be overly prescriptive or seek to stifle
innovative design, innovation which is clearly evident in this proposed office
development with its enclosed split-level publically-accessible Sky Garden. Indeed,
the supporting text acknowledges that stepping-down is only one of several ways by
which a human-scale environment can be achieved. All of this points to criterion (ii)
be attributed only limited weight. Nonetheless, the enclosed Design & Access
Statement clearly demonstrates how this element of the policy is complied with, and
in particular, how the changes proposed in this application would be imperceptible
compared to the approved building.

Policy RC14 protects specific areas from development, which excludes the application site.
RC14(i) and (ii) both endorse high-quality public realm improvements, which in respect of this
scheme follow the principles established by planning permission 162166. Whilst these will be
confirmed at reserved matters stage, nonetheless the scheme complies with Policy RC14,
which is broadly compliant with the Framework can which can be attributed full weight
accordingly.

Sites and Detailed Policies Development Plan Document (October 2012)

This DPD was adopted post-publication of the Framework and, unlike the other Development
Plan documents assessed above, contains a presumption in favour of sustainable
development. It is not necessary to weigh its policies against those of the Framework.
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Whilst the DPD’s policies apply in the Central Area where there are no other policies in place
that cover the relevant consideration, in reality the policies in the Core Strategy and RCAAP —
where they have been found to be consistent with the Framework — are most relevant to the
proposed development.

Policies DM1 and DM2 both seek to mitigate climate change. The Sustainability Statement
and Energy Strategy Report approved pursuant to planning permission reference 162166 both
demonstrate how the scheme would comply with these policies, and remain unchanged by
the current application. For the avoidance of doubt, in sustainability terms the development
will deliver a 19% improvement over Building Regulations and a 26.5% reduction in Co;
emissions.

Policy DM3 deals with planning obligations and was adopted prior to the introduction of the
Council’s Community Infrastructure Levy and amendments to the Community Infrastructure
Levy Regulations which prevent the pooling of Section 106 contributions. The policy can carry
very little weight as a result.

Be that as it may, the Section 106 agreement pursuant to planning permission reference
162166 already provides for:

4.43.1 Signalised pedestrian crossing
A financial contribution of £86,700 has already been secured for a new pedestrian
crossing outside the site on Kings Meadow Road. The proposed amendment does not
result in any requirement for this sum to be increased.

4.43.2 Open space improvements
A financial contribution of £120,000 towards various improvements to Kings Meadow
Park is contained within the existing Section 106 agreement. The proposed
amendment does not result in any requirement for this sum to be increased.

4.43.3 Vastern Road railway underpass improvements
A financial contribution of £100,000 towards environmental enhancements to the
Vastern Road railway underpass is contained within the existing Section 106
agreement. The proposed amendment does not result in any requirement for this sum
to be increased.

4.43.4 Construction Employment and Skills Plan
The applicants have entered into a detailed training plan, in discussion with Reading
UK CIC, pursuant to the existing Section 106 agreement. This commitment remains
unchanged.

4.43.5 Carclub
The applicant will still be establishing a 3-vehicle onsite car club, subsidised to the
value of £46,915. The car club has always been designed to be expandable to 4
vehicles subject to demand, and thus the proposed amendment does not result in any
requirement for this provision to be increased.

4.43.6 Affordable housing contribution
A significant financial contributions towards offsite affordable housing is already
contained in the existing Section 106 agreement. The applicant’s proposed further
offsite affordable housing contribution is set out at Section 5 of this Statement.

Policy DMA4 seeks to safeguard the “amenities” (living conditions) of existing occupiers. The
proposed development has been carefully designed to ensure that the full content and
purpose of this policy is adhered to, through:
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4.44.1 Using wind modelling as a design tool throughout the iterative design process,
including using the site-specific learnings gained by application 162166;

4.44.2 Similarly using daylight, sunlight and shadowing assessments to ensure that the
proposed amendment will have no perceptible effect over-and-above the approved
scheme;

Policy DM6 relates to the provision of affordable housing, which is proposed to be dealt with
by way of a financial contribution towards offsite provision in a manner identical to that
established in the approved Thames Quarter Section 106 agreement.

Policy DM10 relates to private and communal open space, and is generally compliant with the
Framework’s intentions to deliver good quality design. The proposed amendment carries
forward the design principles established in the extant Thames Quarter planning permission
by:

4.46.1 Providing a choice of high-quality landscaped rooftop terraces for all residents to
enjoy;

4.46.2 Ensuring (through careful design and using technical assessments as a design tool)
that all the proposed amenity spaces meet the highest standards of daylight, sunlight,
air quality and noise levels.

As per the approved scheme, landscape planters are proposed in a number of rooftop terrace
locations both to provide wind gust mitigation and in compliance with Policy DM18. Further
compliance with the policy’s intention of increasing tree cover in the Borough continues to be
demonstrated by way of the public realm tree planting improvements at ground level, and
through the financial contribution already secured towards enhancements to Kings Meadow
Park.

Policy DM19 seeks to ensure that the effects of poor air quality are mitigated and in this
respect, measures approved in the extant Thames Quarter are simply proposed to be carried
forward, including:

4.48.1 Provision of mechanical heating and ventilation to the proposed apartments;

4.48.2 Using natural windflows to beneficial effect in “cleansing” the ait quality in the
approved podium courtyards on level 03 through natural ventilation;

4.48.3 Continuing to provide the primary residents’ outdoor amenity terraces on level 10 and
above, where the air is demonstrably of high quality.
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OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

The law is clear that development proposals must be determined in accordance with the
statutory Development Plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. As set out
throughout this statement, the proposed development fully accords with the Development
Plan and thus should be granted planning permission accordingly. Nonetheless, it is still
necessary to identify and weigh any other material considerations in order to be able to
properly perform the planning balance exercise.

Reading Borough Council Community Infrastructure Levy

The Council adopted its Community Infrastructure Levy in 2015. The applicant estimates the
CIL liability of the proposed additional development of 1,702m? Gross Internal Area as being
in the order of £250,687 when charged at the 2018 indexed rate of £147.29/m?2. This is in
addition to the CIL already fixed by the CIL Liability Notice dated 20" December 2017 pursuant
to implemented planning permission reference 162166, of £3,725,872.

Consequently, the CIL liability of the entire 338-apartment development as proposed is
estimated at £3,976,560. This significant sum’s contribution towards the provision of
additional infrastructure to serve the Borough is a material consideration in its own right.

Additional Section 106 contributions
Planning obligations may only constitute a reason for granting planning permission if they
meet the tests of being:

5.4.1 Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms
5.4.2 Directly related to the development, and
5.4.3 Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind.

These tests are set out as statutory tests in the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations
2010 and as policy tests in the National Planning Policy Framework.

Applying these three tests, and as set out at paragraph 4.43 above, the modest additional
number of apartments now proposed would not give rise to the need for any additional
financial contributions relating to the signalised pedestrian crossing, improvements to the
Vastern Road underpass, or open space improvements at Kings Meadow Park. These
contributions will remain as per the extant Section 106 agreement.

In respect of affordable housing, the applicants are engaged in discussions with the Local
Planning Authority on this matter and this probably can be dealt with on a pro-rata basis.

Reading Station Area Framework SPD (2010)

The Reading Station Area Framework (“RSAF”) SPD must not, as a matter of law, be given the
same weight as the Core Strategy of RCAAP, which are both Development Plan Documents
which have been subject to far more rigorous examination and which form the statutory
Development Plan. Indeed, the RCAAP is very clear in explaining the status of the RSAF,
correctly noting that “SPDs (are)...a useful tool for giving specific guidelines”.

The illustrative, non-binding nature of the RSAF is perhaps best summarised by text within the
document itself, at paragraph 14.1:
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5.9

5.10

5.11

5.12

5.13

5.14

5.15

“The following illustrations are included as an aid to the wider framework
development process, primarily to establish the potential density and massing of
development and to determine key principles of site layout. They provide an indicative
vision of the Station Area in the future, but represent one possible scheme that
would comply with the Framework and are provided for illustration only.”

(our emphasis)

Also limiting the amount of weight attributable to the RSAF is its age, given that is was adopted
some two years before the Framework was published. The Framework is clear that, whilst high
quality outcomes should be sought, Local Planning Authorities should avoid unnecessary
prescription or detail and should not stifle innovation, originality or initiative through
unsubstantiated requirements.

Consequently, it is quite clearly the case that any development proposal on this site cannot
be required to slavishly follow any of the illustrative, conceptual and indicative forms set out
in the RSAF, and that any divergence from those illustrations can only be attributed very
limited weight in the planning balance.

Notwithstanding this, the submitted Design & Access Statement demonstrates the manner in
which this bespoke landmark building complies with the aspirations of the RSAF and that its
visual appearance, including its contribution to the town’s emerging massing dome, will be
imperceptible to that of the previously-approved scheme.

Reading Tall Building Strategy (2008)

Almost 10 years ago the Council commissioned ENTEC UK Ltd to prepare a tall buildings
strategy for the Borough, with the principle purpose of that strategy then informing the
RCAAP. As that document itself confirms, it is simply a background document which carries no
policy status and does not form part of the adopted Development Plan.

Nonetheless, the applicants have had regard to the strategy’s aspirations when preparing this
proposed amendment application. It is noted that the aim of the strategy is to establish the
centre of Reading as an area for new high density and high quality innovative development,
aspirations which by virtue of the previous approval of planning application reference 162166
this scheme demonstrably meets.

Revised Parking Standards & Design SPD (October 2011)

The SPD adopts a 4-zone strategy, with no residential car parking required in Zone 1 (the
Central Core Area) compared with higher parking requirements in Zone 4 (the Wider Urban
Area). The Thames Quarter site abuts Zone 1 and has been deemed by the Local Highway
Authority as such, is less than 60 seconds’ walk from the railway station, will have an MRT
stop immediately outside, and is within ready walking distance of the town centre. In raising
no objection to the Thames Quarter scheme, the Local Highway Authority advised that the
proposed parking provision was acceptable given the site’s sustainable location and that
existing parking controls in the area will ensure additional on-street parking will not be a
concern.

This was accepted in the Thames Quarter Committee Report, where Officers advised that:

“6.8...given the highly accessible nature of the site, the parking level is considered to
be acceptable. The usual conditions that no parking permits will be issued to residents
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5.16

5.17

5.18

5.19

5.20

can be applied. The site is very accessible to the north station entrance and the town
centre. Cycle parking has been given considerable thought and the 1:1 cycle parking
spaces include not only lockers but also a range of storage types, depending on the
nature of the cycle use. The site is also a good candidate site for a car club...”

This assessment remains valid and in the interests of fostering sustainable travel, the
amended application increases the cycle parking from 315 to 338 spaces. No additional car
parking spaces are proposed, although the onsite Car Club can be expanded from 3 to 4
vehicles.

Emerging planning policy

The Local Planning Authority is preparing a new Local Plan, which will replace the adopted
Core Strategy, RCAAP and Sites & Detailed Policies DPD with a single new plan setting out how
the town will develop up to 2036. On 29" March 2018 the Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan
was submitted to the Secretary of State for approval. Until such time as the Plan has advanced
further through the examination and adoption process, it can carry only limited weight.

Draft Policy H4 (“Build to Rent Schemes”) seeks to introduce a new locally-specific Build to
Rent policy, which is worthy of replicating here in full:

“Planning permission will be granted for developments of self-contained, private

rented homes which:

1. Are secured in single ownership providing solely for the rental market for a
minimum 30 year term with provision for clawback of affordable housing
contributions should the covenant not be met; and

2. Provide tenancies for private renters for a minimum of three years with a six
month break clause in the tenant’s favour and structured and limited in-
tenancy rent increases agreed in advance; and

3. Provide a high standard of professional on-site management and control of

the accommodation; and

Meet Reading Borough Council’s Rent with Confidence Standards; and

Provide for a mix of unit sizes in accordance with Policy H2; and

Meet the standards of design set out in Policy H4; and

Provide 30% on-site affordable housing, either in accordance with Policy H2

and any relevant Supplementary Planning Document; or in the form of

Affordable Private Rent Housing as defined and set out in a relevant

Supplementary Planning Document.”

NS UL A

Whilst the Local Planning Authority’s emerging support in principle for Build to Rent
developments has been welcomed, representations have been made to the Council asserting
that the requirements in draft Policy H4 render the policy unsound for reasons of viability and
the absence of an evidential basis.

The draft Policy is a late additional to the draft Local Plan. It did not appear in any of the
previous consultation versions of the Plan and has not been subject to any public consultation
other than at the final pre-submission stage. Consequently, the evidential basis for some of
the draft Policy’s requirements is absent and the lack of proper prior consultation with
interested parties further undermines the vague or generalised assertions in both the draft
Policy and its supporting text. Specifically:
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5.20.1

5.20.2

5.20.3

5.20.4

The proposed minimum 30-year term for which a Build to Rent development must be
retained in a single ownership and provide solely rented accommodation is excessive
and without any evidential justification. This extended minimum term (in excess of an
entire generation and almost 40% of the average life expectancy in Reading) may
fetter the ability of institutional investors to incorporate Build to Rent investments
into their wider investment strategies, thus stifling the investment capital essential to
such schemes. Whilst the Local Planning Authority may seek the reassurance that
Build to Rent schemes will not be broken up and sold on the open market for quick or
elevated returns, a more reasonable and appropriate minimum term should be set. A
20-year term was agreed by the Local Planning Authority when it granted planning
permission 162166 (Thames Quarter) and there has been no subsequent new
evidence or change in national policy to demonstrate that a longer term is necessary.
Indeed, by way of comparison, the Homes for Londoners Supplementary Planning
Guidance document published by the Mayor of London (August 2017) looks for a
minimum 15-year period as a matter of guidance, not adopted policy. For all these
reasons, Lochailort Thames Quarter Ltd has submitted representations asserting that
draft Policy H4 is unsound.

The draft policy requirement of a minimum tenancy term of 3 years with a six month
break clause in the tenant’s favour and structured/limited in-tenancy rent increases
agreed in advance is wholly unjustified and has no evidential basis. There is no
evidence whatsoever in the Berkshire (including South Bucks) Strategic Housing
Market Assessment or in the Housing Implementation Strategy to substantiate this
requirement, with the draft Local Plan’s evidence base containing no evidence that
short tenancy periods are a social or economic issue in Reading. Whilst it is in the
institutional investor’s interests to maximise a Build to Rent development’s occupancy
rates, site-specific tenancy policies must remain a matter for commercial
consideration and control by the operator. Equally, as with all forms of market
housing, pricing is not a matter within which the Local Planning Authority has any legal
authority to intervene. Whilst rental controls are appropriate in respect of affordable
housing, it is not for the Local Planning Authority to seek to extend those controls to
market housing. For all these reasons, Lochailort Thames Quarter Ltd has submitted
representations asserting that draft Policy H4 is unsound.

The draft policy requirement for Build to Rent developments to meet Reading
Borough Council’s Rent with Confidence Standards is wholly inappropriate. Those
standards are not contained within an adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance
document but rather, simply provide a voluntary framework which has no legal basis.
They have not been subject to the necessary minimum level of documented public
consultation and have not been subject to any independent examination.
Consequently, Lochailort Thames Quarter Ltd has submitted representations
asserting that the draft policy requirement for compliance with such an evidently non-
statutory document renders draft Policy H4 unsound.

The draft policy requirement to provide 30% on-site affordable housing (either in
accordance with Policy H2 and any relevant Supplementary Planning Document, or in
the form of Affordable Private Rent Housing as defined and set out in a relevant
Supplementary Planning Document) does not make any reference to scheme viability
testing. It is therefore not compliant with National Planning Policy Framework
paragraph 173. The financial viability model that underpins commercial investment
appraisal of a Build to Rent scheme is entirely different to traditional build-to-sell
housing or apartments. Lochailort has made representations asserting that the draft
policy’s expectations must be adjusted accordingly in order to provide the necessary
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5.22

5.23

5.20.5

certainty to investors, requiring a recalibration of the approach to financial viability
and assessing Build to Rent proposals based on the longer term operational net
income stream generated by the asset combined with a reversionary value based on
the valuation of net receipts from the asset via investment sale or a unit disposal
programme. This distinction is recognised in both the National Planning Practice
Guidance and the RICS Information Paper Valuing Residential Property Purpose Built
for Renting (1st edition, September 2014). Lochailort Thames Quarter Ltd has thus
submitted representations asserting that the absence of reference to viability testing
in the draft policy text, and the lack of flexibility within the policy in terms of
acceptable solutions, renders draft Policy H4 unsound.

In light of the accepted need for flexibility with Build to Rent schemes compared to
traditional “for sale” developments, the lack of reference in the draft Policy to offsite
provision on surrogate sites or the potential ability for an applicant to agreed a
financial contribution in lieu of onsite provision may render any future such
development unviable. Consequently, Lochailort Thames Quarter Ltd has submitted
representations asserting that the lack of flexibility in the draft policy in respect of
allowable affordable housing solutions renders Policy H4 unsound.

Given the nature of the unresolved objections to draft Policy H4, and that as a consequence
the draft policy may be subject to change by the Inspector or indeed struck out completely, it
can carry no weight whatsoever at the current time.

Draft Policy CR11(h) directly replicates RCAAP Policy RC1(h) in terms of precisely the same
land uses and largely the same policy wording, but inserting the requirement that “land on
the Napier Road frontage will be safeguarded for Mass Rapid Transit” and rephrasing the flood
risk-related element of the policy (albeit not materially changing its purpose).

Adopted RCAAP Policy RC1(h)

Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan CR11(h)

A landmark building, containing residential
and/or offices is appropriate for this site,
which may contain an active commercial
use on the ground floor. An acceptable dry
access scheme must be part of any
development on this site.

A landmark building, containing residential
and/or offices is appropriate for this site,
which may contain an active commercial
use on the ground floor. Land on the Napier
Road frontage will be safeguarded for
Mass Rapid Transit. Development should
take account of mitigation required as a
result of a Flood Risk Assessment.

Emerging Hosier Street Development Framework SPD

The recently-consulted draft Hosier Street Supplementary Planning Document endorses
additional tall buildings in Reading over-and-above those identified in the Reading Central

Area Action Plan and the amended scheme at Thames Quarter will complement, rather than

detract from, this emerging new cluster of tall buildings:



Planning Statement: December 2018

5.24

Extract fromA the emerging Hosier Street SPD: note the new tall buildings being
encouraged above the Broad Street Mall and on the former Reading Civic Centre site

The emerging local planning policy context, whilst attracting very little weight at the current
time, also makes no material difference to the acceptability of the proposed development
given that application complies with both the adopted and the emerging site-specific policies.
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6.0 PLANNING CONDITIONS

6.1

6.2

The enclosed application is for full planning permission, which if implemented will in this
instance replace the original permission. We therefore anticipate that the Local Planning
Authority will repeat the original conditions attached to planning permission reference

162166, unless they have already been discharged.

It is the case here that, ahead of the lawful implementation of planning permission reference
162166, all of the pre-commencement conditions have been submitted to and discharged by
the Local Planning Authority. Consequently, whilst the applicant expects conditions covering
the same matters to appear on the approval notice for this new application, some can simply
require that development is undertaken in accordance with the details approved pursuant to
the relevant condition on planning permission reference 162166, whilst others can have

slightly amended wording or indeed be deleted completely:

KEY

A. Condition wording to remain unchanged
B. Development to be implemented in accordance with the previously-approved details
C. Amended condition wording proposed

1. Commencement time limit (A)

2. A revised list of drawings for approval is set out in the enclosed covering letter (C)
3. Hard and soft landscaping details (B)

4, Landscaping implemented as per the previously-approved details (B)
5. Landscaping maintenance period (A)

6. Landscaping management plan to be approved (A)

7. Contamination-characterisation (D)

8. Remediation scheme (B)

9. Remediation timetable (B)

10. Unexpected contamination (A)

11. Land gas investigation (B)

12. Land gas protection measures (B)

13. Land gas validation report (A)

14. Piling details (B)

15. Foul & surface water drainage strategy (B)

16. Archaeological investigation (B)

17. Demolition Method Statement (B)

18. Construction Management Method Statement (B)

19. Limited construction working hours (A)

20. No materials to be burnt onsite (A)

21. Previously-approved materials to be used (B)

22. SUDS management and maintenance (A)

23. Details of ground floor laminated glass (A)

24, Security features to be approved (A)

25. 10% Part M(2) units to be identified (A)

26. Communal area extract facilities (A)

27. Bird nesting features to be approved (A)

28. Mechanical ventilation & heat recovery to be approved (A)
29. Acoustic glazing to be installed (A)
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30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44,
45.
46.

tevel 2 parapetwaol-detailto-beappreved (D)

External lighting to be approved (A)

Temporary surfacing schedule of works (A)

Sprinklers to be fitted (A)

Development completed in accordance with the Flood Risk Assessment (A)
Accessibility of communal facilities (A)

Council to be notified of each postal address (A)

Residents informed of non-eligibility for parking permits (A)

Noise assessment of mechanical plant required (A)

Service vehicle strategy to be approved (A)

Parking space provision/maximum (A)

Refuse storage facilities to be provided (A)

Cycle parking facilities to be provided (A)

Development completed in accordance with the Sustainability Strategy (A)
Emissions reduction certification to be submitted (A)

Lifts to be provided and retained in working order (A)

No Building Maintenance Units permitted (A)
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7.0

7.1

THE PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSION

There are significant material public benefits that would flow from the proposed
development:

7.1.1

7.1.2

7.1.3

7.1.4

7.1.5

Economic benefits

The increased resident population would bring increased spend into the retail
catchment, enhancing the vitality and viability of the town centre;

The Council could expect to receive a further-increased Community Infrastructure
Levy payment over-and-above the substantial sums already secured;

Hundreds of construction jobs would be created, including a continued commitment
to providing onsite apprenticeships and other construction-related training though
a Construction Employment & Skills Plan;

As with all Build to Rent schemes, dozens of permanent jobs would be created in the
onsite management and maintenance team;

The economics of spreading the cost of the scheme’s 64,000sqft of communal
facilities across more units would proportionately reduce service charges and make
best use of the approved facilities;

Social benefits

7.1.6

7.1.7

7.1.8

7.1.9

7.1.10

7.1.11

7.1.12

7.1.13

7.1.14

7.1.15

7.1.16

The provision of additional high-quality accommodation in this eminently
sustainable location;

The timely delivery of that additional housing on a site where construction has
already commenced in earnest;

Continuity in the funding for a new signalised pedestrian crossing across Kings
Meadow Road which will enhance pedestrian connectivity between the site and its
surroundings, providing safe and convenient access between the nearby riverside
park and the town centre/railway station;

A renewed commitment to entering into a Construction Employment & Skills
obligation which will bring additional training (notably apprentices) and other
construction skills training to the local workforce;

Existing public transport, as well as the future MRT, would likely encounter increased
patronage from the additional workforce population in the proposed development;
The building’s outstanding Fire Strategy and commitment to installing sprinklers
throughout will act as a local exemplar;

Environmental benefits

The development has facilitated the remediation of a contaminated, brownfield site;
The demolition of the multi-storey car park and its replacement with a bespoke
scheme of the highest architectural quality has significantly enhanced the character
and appearance of the area;

There would be a net biodiversity gain through the provision of targeted habitat
enhancements;

New tree planting in the public realm would provide landscape enhancements,
habitat enhancements and make a modest contribution to CO; reduction targets;
Locations suitable for the installation of public art have been identified, funded via
the continuation of the financial contribution towards environmental enhancements
at the Vastern Road underpass.
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7.2

7.3

7.4

Continued facilitation of the Council’s Mass Rapid Transport scheme is a benefit with
multiple economic, social and environmental advantages. It is a scheme which the applicants
have vigorously supported.

The proposed revised scheme would be imperceptible compared to the extant planning
permission and no “significant” or “demonstrable” adverse impacts have been identified.
There would be no demonstrable harm to highway capacity. There would be no demonstrable
harm to the living conditions of nearby occupiers. There would be no increased risk of flooding
onsite or elsewhere. There would be no harm to landscape or heritage assets.

The proposed partial additional floor is wholly compliant with the relevant policies in the
statutory adopted Development Plan and enjoys specific support from the 2018 National
Planning Policy Framework:

118(e)

Planning policies and decisions should...support opportunities to use the airspace above
existing residential and commercial premises for new homes. In particular, they should allow
upward extensions where the development would be consistent with the prevailing height
and form of neighbouring properties and the overall street scene, is well-designed (including
complying with any local design policies and standards), and can maintain safe access and
egress for occupiers.”

7.5

7.6

7.7

THE PLANNING BALANCE

A explored above, the proposed development would deliver numerous and significant
public benefits which cumulatively carry substantial weight in the planning balance.

Against these benefits, there is a complete absence of “significant and demonstrable harm”
with no disbenefits having beeng identified to be weighed in the planning balance.

Consequently, it is very clear that the planning balance weighs firmly in favour of granting
planning permission.

7.8

7.9

7.10

As demonstrated throughout this statement, the proposed development isin accordance with
the Development Plan and as per Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
2004, planning permission should therefore be granted.

There are no material considerations whatsoever that indicate that planning permission
should be withheld. Indeed, in the unlikely event that the decision maker were to find that
there was a conflict of some kind in relation to the provisions of the Development Plan, then
the cumulative material planning considerations compellingly indicate that any such
perceived conflict would be wholly outweighed, so still pointing to the grant of planning
permission.

In this regard, the Framework’s presumption in favour of sustainable development is
undoubtedly engaged and accordingly the decision-taker is instructed as a matter of
Government policy to grant planning permission. As has been clearly demonstrated, there
would be no adverse impacts whatsoever of doing so that might outweigh the benefits, either
“significantly” or “demonstrably”.
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7.11 There are no policies in the Development Plan or in the Framework that indicate that
development should be restricted and accordingly, the Local Planning Authority must approve
this application without delay.



Planning Statement: December 2018

Appendix 1

Local Planning Authority letter confirming approval of the remediation scheme

& Giorgio Framalicco
R d Director of Planning, Development and
eading e
BOI'D‘.Igh Caind Civic Offices, Bridge Street, Reading RG1 2LU
= , Bridge Street, Reading
Working better with you & 0118 937 3787
Our Ref: 180271/ APPCON
Ref:

Terri-Anne Cross
Watkin Jones Group

3 Abbots Park Direct: & 0118 937 3338
Preston Brook e-mail: Richard. Eatough@reading.gov.uk
Cheshi

w:—,-s ]'; 26 April 2018

Yourcontact is:  Richard Eatough, Planning

Dear Terri-Anne,

Planning reference 180271/APPCON

Application to discharge planning condition

Conditions 7, 8, 11, 12 and 16 of planning permission 162166/FUL
Thames Quarter, former Caopers BMW Site, Kings Meadow Road, Reading

| refer to the above application to discharge several planning conditicns and respond as
follows:

Condition 7 {Contamination report

You have submitted the document, ‘Thames Quarter, King's Meadow Road, Reading,
Preliminary Risk Assessment” report, ref 1700001374, Issue 02 dated 05 February 2018 by
Ramboll; and

‘Thames Quarter, Reading, Remediation Strategy’, by 1700001374, Issue 02 dated 05 February
2018 by Ramboll.

These documents have been checked and agreed by the Environment Agency (EA) and the
Council's Environmental Protection (EP) Team and both advise the discharge of this condition.
I can confirm that Condition 7 is therefore discharged.

Condition 8 (Remediation scheme)

The document , ‘Thames Quarter, Reading, Remediation Strategy’, by 1700001374, Issue 02
dated 05 February 2018 by Ramboll is relevant.

Both the EA and the Council’s EP Team advise that the condition can be discharged but EP
advises that the Validation Certificate should be submitted on completion of the works ta
shaw that the works were successfully carried out as required by the strategy (via Condition
9). Candition 8 is therefore discharged.

Condition 11 (Land gas assessment]

Risk of land gas has been covered in the above reports and the EP Team advises that this
condition can be discharged. Accordingly, Condition 11 is discharged.

Condition 12 (Land gas protection strateqy)

The Council’s EP Team advises that as no gas protection measures were required, this
«condition is also discharged. Accordingly, | discharge the condition.

\
Condition 16 (Archaeology)

‘You have submitted the document, ‘Former Cooper BMW site, Kings Meadow, Reading
Berkshire: Project specification for an archaeological evaluation’, ref. KMR14/191ev, dated 3
January 2018. Berkshire Archaeology advises that this document sets out an appropriate first
phase of investigations, but depending on the results of the evaluation, further stages of
investigation may be required. Therefore Berkshire Archaeology does not recommend
discharge of this condition until all fieldwork has been completed and a final report
submitted.

Therefore, whilst the information submitted thus far is acceptable, the first stage of
investigations will need to be completed, a further report supplied (via a separate APPCON
application) and any subsequent mitigation strategies and Project Specifications agreed,
before commencement of the development.

For the above reasons, whilst the submitted information is considered to be acceptable, the
condition cannot be discharged at this time.

Where the above conditions are discharged, the development shall proceed only in
accordance with the contents of the relevant decuments/reports.

If you have any queries with any of the contents in this letter, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Yours sincerely,

L
/VW’ ———

Richard Eatou
Principal Planning Officer (North/Central)
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Appendix 2

North Street/Weldale Street surrogate site Committee Report (references 181652 & 181653)

COMMITTEE REPORT

BY THE DIRECTOR OF ENVIRONMENT AND MEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES
READING BOROUGH COUNCIL ITEM NO. 8
PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE: 5 December 2018

Ward: Abbey

App Mos.: 181652/REG3 & 181653/REG3

Address: Former Reading Family Centre, North Street/Weldale Street, Reading
Proposals:

181652/REG3: OQutline - erection of a 2.5, 3.5 and 4.5 storey building comprising 47
apartments (including 30 per cent affordable housing) in a mix of one, two and three-
bedroom units. Landscaping, cycle and car parking with associated works {all matters
reserved except layout and means of access).

181653/REG3: Outline - erection of a 2.5, 3.5 and 4.5 storey building comprising 47
apartments for affordable housing in a mix of one, two and three-bedroom units.
Landscaping, cycle & car parking with associated works

(all matters reserved except layout and means of access).

Applicant: Lochailort Thames Quarter Ltd.
Date received: 10 October 2018
Major Application 13 week target decision date: 9 January 2019,

RECOMMENDATION

Subject to the completion of (a) satisfactory Section 106 legal agreement(s) (Heads of
Terms for each application as set out below), delegate to the Head of Planning,
Development and Regulatory Services (HPDRS) to GRANT planning permission by 9 January
2019, but otherwise the REFUSE planning permission, unless the HPDRS gives his approval
to any extension of time to allow this/these agreements to be completed.

181652/REG3:

1. The development shall provide no more and no less than 47 units

2. HNot less than 30% of the units hereby permitted shall be provided as social-rented
affordable housing (unit split to be to LH Authority approval). All units to be
provided/transferred to the Council/Registered Housing Provider no later than first
occupation of any open market unit. All units to be used only as affordable housing
in perpetuity.

3. Car club contribution (level to be advised)

4. Provision of a construction phase Employment and Skills Plan, or payment in lieu
{level to be advised)

181653 /REG3:

1. The development shall provide no more and no less than 47 units

Hot less than 100% of the units hereby permitted shall be provided as social-rented

affordable housing (unit split to be to LH Authority approval). All units to be

provided/transferred to the Council/Registered Housing Provider no later than

substantial completion of the development. All units to be used only as affordable

housing in perpetuity.

3. Car club contribution (level to be advised)

4, Provision of a construction phase Employment and Skills Plan, or payment in lieu
{level to be advised)

[nd

Conditions (pertinent to both applications) to include:

1. TL1 Three year time limit

2. Qutline matters to be approved

3. Outline matters time limit

4. AP1 Approved plans

5. 31D Parameter plan controls: as shown on supplied plans

6. Submission of materials (including window neise suppression details)

7. Submission of a ventilation strategy (reason: for ventilation, given noise strategy
requires closed windows to achieve suitable internal noise levels)

8. COZ Ho befare su ion of a Construction Method Statement

9. Mo ement before and approval of a Security Strategy,

implementation before first occupation

10. L1 Landscaping scheme, include native species, permeable paving

11. Landscaping: implementation (std)

12.1 il T nt within five years if failed

13. Contaminated land 1: site characterisation

14. Contaminated land 2: remediation report

15. Contaminated land 3: implementation

16. Contaminated land 4: unforeseen contamination

17. Constructed in accordance with noise report

18. 5UD5 1

19. 5005 2

20. N5td Provision of an electric vehicle charging point

21. DC1 Vehicle parking in accordance with approved plans

22. DC2 Vehicle access in accordance with approved plans

23. DC5 Cycle parking

24, DC5 Bin storage

25. DC7 Parking permits 1

26. DCB Parking permits 2

27. Sustainability measures: written evidence that at least 50% of the
dwellings/development to achieve at least a 19% improvement in the dwelling
emission rate over the target emission rate, as per Part L of Building Regulations
{2013).

ent to both applications):

* Positive and proactive
* Terms and conditions

= Discharging conditions
* Mo parking permits

= 559 Highways Act

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 The application site is rectangular and extends to 0.23 hectares and currently
vacant, except for some informal parking occurring on an area of hardstanding,
scrub and trees. The site sits on the Horth-West corner of the T-junction of
‘Weldale Street with Horth Street and falls gently from South te Morth. It contains
trees towards the Southern and Western boundaries (including a mature Norway
Maple in the South-East corner), scrub and hardstanding. To the South of the site
15 Stratheden Place, a residential cul-de-sac of flats and houses. To the South-East
is the Iceland/Wickes site, which has recently gained planning permission for a
residential redevelopment. To the West is Burford Court, a three storey housing
association scheme, which is set down into its site, such that it appears much lower
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onto the frontage of Weldale Street. To the North of the site is an ambulance
station. On the opposite side of North Street to the East are industrial units (Nos.
12-14 and 16. There is a current planning application for a residential
redevelopment of Mo. 16, ref. 181290/FUL which is currently pending and is
expected to reported to your January meeting).

1.2 The site has previously been in use as the Berkshire County Council social services
facility and was more recently the temporary location for what is now the Civitas
Academy, which has since re-located to a permanent site on Great Knollys Street.
The site is allocated for residential purposes in the adopted RCAAP as site RC4b for
residential development of 25-40 dwellings.

The red line area of these planning applications

2. PROPOSAL

241 Two very similar outline planning applications have been submitted. 181652
proposes a policy compliant level of affordable housing (i.e. 30% on-site) (‘the 30%
scheme’) and 181653 is for 100% affordable housing (‘the 100% scheme’).

2.2 Both of these applications propose a varied height block of a maximum of 4%
storeys, with a 3% storey element westwards of Weldale Street and then down to
2% storeys to the site edges in a mix of one, two and three-bedroom units.
Landscaping, cycle and car parking with associated works. The application is in
Outline, with matters of Layout (siting) and Means of Access being applied for and
therefore matters of Scale, Appearance and Landscaping would be reserved for
later approval, were either scheme to be pursued.

2.3 These applications are approximately the same, although one would supply 30%
affordable housing (i.e. a C515 policy compliant level); and the other is for 100%
affordable housing, which would normally indicate that it would be developed by a
Registered Provider or Council-provided scheme.

2.4 The applications have been submitted in accordance with the s106 planning
obligations on Lochailort, the then owner/developer of the Thames Quarter scheme
(permission 162166/FUL to provide 315 dwellings, currently under construction by
others on the former Cooper Reading BMW site, Kings Meadow Road). That

development contains no on-site affordable provision, however, the Section 106

g requires the ission of these applications in order to ascertain the
value of the site and prove its capacity/suitability as a ‘surrogate’ affordable
housing scheme. The amount of units the site can produce also has a bearing on
the amount the developer must pay the Council for every unit in default of the 56
units which the Thames Quarter development is expected to provide by this
surrogate site. In reality, neither of these schemes is likely to be built out, but an
approval would allow the developer to discharge their requirements and for the
site to be transferred to a Registered Provider who will design and build a suitable
scheme, to meet the housing needs of the Borough.

Proposed site layout

2.5 These applications are being reported to your meeting because they are in the
Major category. Members should also note that although these are outline
applications, the Council also has an interest in these applications and therefore
they have been noted as ‘REG3’ applications.

2.6  Supporting information with the applications includes:

Design and Access Statement
Planning Statement

CGl views (indicative)
Sections through the building and indicative floorplates
Tree survey/site survey
Indicative landscaping plans
Hoise statement

Air quality statement
Sustainability statement
Geotechnical report of survey
SUDS strategy

CIL form

3. PLANNING HISTORY

3.1 A planning history search of the site for the last 30 years has produced the table

below:
Application ref. | Description Decision
BBOOS9/FUL [various alterations to Reading Family | PERMISSION 8/2/1989

Centre]
141626/REG3 A new temporary school of modular | PERMISSION 7/1/2015
construction, single storey and flat
roofed. Hew fencing and gates to site
perimeter. Hew hardstanding for car
and cycle parking, and pupil hard play.
150603/APPCON | Application for approval of details | COMDITIONS DISCHARGED
reserved by condition. (141626) B/6/2015

3.2 Following the removal of the temporary school, the site is considered to have a
‘nil’ planning use. These planning applications have been the subject of pre-
application discussions with your officers for approximately one year.

4, CONSULTATIONS

RBC Transport Strategy: subject to the development contributing towards providing a car
club, an electric vehicle charging point and various conditions (conditions set out in the
Recommendation above), no objections are raised.

The RBC MNatural Environment Team (Tree Officer) advises that tree issues were
discussed at length during pre-applicatien discussions and it was agreed that the felling of
all trees, except the Morway Maple on the corner, would be acceptable due to various
issues with the trees, providing that sufficient information on protecting the single tree
and a mitigating planting scheme was submitted. However, her initial response is that the
proposals are lacking. At the time of writing, the applicant 15 seeking to provide further
information on these points, (see the Landscaping and Amenity section below for a full
discussion).

The RBC Ecologist advises that this is an urban area and the site comprises hardstanding
{in the centre of the site, where previously was a building), a car park at the eastern end,
and a strip of trees along the south boundary and scrub. As such, it is considered unlikely
that the proposals will affect bats or other protected species and there are therefore no
objections on ecological grounds.

RBC Head of Asset Management (Valuers): has noted the submission of the applications in
relation to the requirements of the s106 agreement of the Thames Quarter scheme.

RBC Housing Development Manager: no objections in principle. There is clearly limited
detail as to how the 30% affordable application would work {in terms of split by property
size or practically within the block) - both of which would need to be resslved as part of
any 5106. The 100% affordable proposal allows this to be the ‘surrogate’ affordable
housing site for Thames Quarter. The eventual development of the site for affordable
purposes may ultimately not look like this proposal, but would reflect the Borough's
housing priorities.

The RBC SUDS Manager advises that the proposed SuDs scheme is acceptable in principle,
subject to conditions.

RBC Environmental Protection has raised concerns for the noise environment, which
stems from noise from the ambulance station, although closing the windows would allow
for suitable noise mitigation, although a ventilation system would therefore be required by
condition. Further conditions are requested for a CMS, standard hours of working and no
bonfires. A response on the Geotechnical Report is awaited and will be reported to your
meeting.

The Thames Valley Police Crime Prevention Design Advisor (CPDA) advises that this
edge of town centre area and the way the layout is shown raises some detailed concerns
about the development. See Design section of the Appraisal below.

The Reading Design Review Panel reviewed this scheme on two cccasions (January 2018
and September 2018). Whilst the general massing and form was considered to be
supportable, the Panel had concerns with some of the design detail. The Panel’s thoughts
are summarised in the Design section of the Appraisal below.

Public consultal

Four site notices were displayed around the penimeter of the site. One response has been
received to date but any further responses that are received will be reported to your
meeting.

One local resident has asked whether the established trees on the site shall be preserved.

5. LEGAL AND PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT

5.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 reguires that
proposals be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise. Material considerations include relevant policies
in the National Planning Policy framework (MPPF) - among them the ‘presumption in
favour of sustainable development'.

5.2 The application has been assessed against the following policies:

5.3  Hational
Hational Planning Policy Framework - HPPF (2018)
Planning Policy Guidance - PPG (2014 onwards)

5.4 Reading Borough Local Development Framework - Adopted Core Strategy (2008)
{Altered 2015)

51 Sustainable Construction and Design

C52  Waste Minimisation

Cs3 Social Inclusion and Diversity

C54  Accessibility and the Intensity of Development
€55 Inclusive Access

cs7 Design and the Public Realm

C59 Infrastructure, Services, Resources and Am
C514  Provision of housing

C515  Location, Accessibility, Density and Housing Mix
C516  Affordable Housing

C520 Implementation of the Reading Transport Strategy
C522 Transport Assessments

(€523 Sustainable Travel and Travel Plans

C524 Car / Cycle Parking

€532  Impacts on Community Facilities

€534 Pollution and Water Resources

&5



Planning Statement: December 2018

6.1

6.2

€535 Flooding
C536 Biodiversity and Geology
CS38 Trees, Hedges and Woodlands

Reading Central Area Action Plan (2009)

RC4b Other opportunity sites: Reading Family Centre, Horth Street
RCS  Design in the Centre
RC9  Living in the Centre

Sites and Detailed Policies Document {2012) (Altered 2015)

501 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
DM1  Adaptatien to Climate Change

DM2Z  Decentralised Energy

DM3  Infrastructure Planning

DM4  Safeguarding Amenity

DM5  Housing Mix

DM10  Private and Communal Outdoor Space

DM12  Access, Traffic and Highway Related Matters

DM18 Tree Planting

DM19  Air Quality

Hew Local Plan (Draft Reading Borough Local Plan): site is also identified as CR14b
FORMER READING FAMILY CENTRE, NORTH STREET.

Reading Borough Council Supplementary Planning Documents

Affordable Housing SPD (2013)

Employment, Skills and Training SPD (2013)

Revised Parking Standards and Design 5PD (2011)

Revised SPD on Planning Obligations under Section 106 (2015)
Sustainable Design and Construction SPD (2011)

Other relevant documentation
Reading Tree Strategy (2010)
DCLG Technical housing standards - nationally described space standard (2015)

APPRAISAL
The main issues are considered to be:

i) Principle of a residential use

(i) Design (proposed and indicative)

{iiiy  Landscaping and amenity spaces

(i} Layout, pattern of development and neighbour amenity
(] Amenity of the residential units

{vi)  Transport

ivil)  Affordable housing considerations

{viii) Sustainability

i) Principle of a residential use

Although the site has historically been in community-type uses over an extended
period, these have now ceased and the temporary school has now been provided a

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

short distance away on its permanent site. The site is also allocated in both the
RCAAP and the emerging local plan for residential redevelopment. These
documents give broad unit delivery ranges, but officers identify no conflicts with
the applications in terms of Policy C531, Policy RC4b or emerging Policy CR14b.
The sections below examine the proposal in terms of its acceptability in design
terms.

{ii) Design (proposed and indicative)

As the Proposal section above explains, neither of these applications are likely to
be realised; nevertheless it is important that a full and comprehensive planning
assessment is made and if resolving to grant planning permission, the Committee
must be satisfied that all aspects of these proposals are acceptable and this firstly
needs to be in terms of unit numbers which can be accommodated; but also various
details, to ensure that there is no ‘slip” of these numbers. Any such slippage would
affect the value of the site, which these applications are designed to gauge.

In these outline applications, matters of ‘Layout’ and ‘Access’ are being
specifically applied for only. This means the building footprint, external layouts
and the way in which the development is serviced by car access, cycle access and
pedestrian access. Matters of Appearance, Scale and Landscaping would be
reserved for later approval {if pursuing either scheme).

In terms of Layout, the building has an L-shaped footprint, with a concave/inward
curve towards the junction of Weldale Street and Horth Street to allow the
retention of the Maple tree. The frontal building line reflects that of Burford Court
on Weldale Street and on North Street, the building is set back some eight metres,
to allow for parking spaces, paths and landscaping. The blocks then extend along
the road frontages. In general terms, this is considered to be an efficient and also
logical layout, allowing front entrance and frontal defensible amenity space, but
alse a shared communal garden to the rear.

This site is on the edge of the town centre, with the high/dense Chatham Place
development in close proximity and the future redevelopment of the former
Iceland/Wickes site likely to result in a transformation of the area from one with a
retail/commercial feel to a more intensive, urban, residential feel. The proposed
block nearest Stratheden Place in the Iceland/Wickes development would be five
storeys and flat-roofed, although then steps up further East to eight storeys. The
designation of the application site as an RCAAP “opportunity site’ 15 a reflection of
the need for this site to make its contribution to this urbanisation. The purpose of
these applications is then to provide an appropriate scale of development.

The RCAAP allocation for site RC4b 15 between 25-40 units, but this is a guideline
range only. In seeking to achieving this number of units (47), the applicant has
been asked to provide a certain level of detail to demonstrate suitability of
building massing and form.

The overall massing is taller towards the junction and then steps down towards the
site edges West and Horth, to allow a suitable transition with Burford Court (which
is lower) and the ambulance station (roughly eguivalent to two storeys). On the
Horth Street elevation, efforts have been made for the development to work with
the site levels and although the floorplates are level, the northerly element
appears to be at a lower level.

In terms of Scale, whilst this is not being specifically applied for in these outline
applications, it is important that a suitable indication of a density/massing is
provided. Indicative elevations are provided which show a building which has four
storeys plus accommodation in the roof (with rooflights/dormers) at its highest
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6.13

6.14

point towards the junction. Along Weldale Street, the massing drops to four
storeys, then 3.5 storeys, then two storeys and finally, a large bin/bike store. On
the north Street frontage, the massing drops to 3.5 storeys nearest the ambulance
station.

A contemporary design solution is indicated, although of course, it would be for the
Reserved Matter of Appearance to secure this. Monetheless and despite the Design
Panel’s reservations about this approach, officers feel that the strong residential
entrances, clear levels definitions and traditional materials are all appropriate to
this rather transitional residential area. Whilst Burford Court and Stratheden Place
are established residential brick developments, proposals are yet to materialise on
the former Iceland/Wickes site and the realisation of any residential
redevelopment on land to the Morth and East of the site may be some time away.
Officers feel that the indicative design philosophy is strong enough, but equally,
the building envelope could allow for a more traditional approach (possibly echoing
the Victorian terraced streets further West), if that was considered more
appropriate. The Design Panel’s view was that although the overall design concept
was supportable, in their view the design was blend of traditional and
contemporary which in their view does not work. Your officers disagree and are
content that such a design solution - subject to good-gquality materials and design
finish - has the ability produce a suitable building.

One aspect of the design which has concerned both your officers is the depth of the
development and the shape of the roof. The development footprint extends deep
within the site and this will be noticeable from the flank elevations. There is also
a large expanse of ‘crown’ (flat-topped) roof. However, officers consider that
given emerging developments and care with the eventual design - such as the
appearance of regular hipped/pitched roofs in the indicative images - it will be
possible to minimise the impact of these aspects of the development from public
views and such a development would make good use of urban land. The Design
Panel also commented that whilst what was being shown indicatively looked
supportable, controls such as parameter plans would also provide certainty over
the building form and officers agree that such controls are required. Conditions
could be proposed and these should ‘lock” the development in three planes: height,
depth and width, in order to secure control over the eventual building envelope
and comply with the adopted design policies.

Aiii) Landscaping and amenity spaces

Landscaping is not being applied for and is shown indicatively, including a
communal garden to the rear. However, the applications still need to be able to
demenstrate a suitable situation can be achieved and the basis for a landscaping
arrangement.

The site currently contains trees which are mostly sited along the southem
boundary. Meost of these are in the lower categories (C and D) although the Norway
Maple on the Corner is considered to be a Category A/B tree and in the view of
your officers and the Tree Officer, worthy of preservation and inclusion inte any
redevelopment scheme. However, officers are aware that this is a significant site
feature and the Design Panel’s advice was that this tree should be removed.

The applicant has however, taken your officers’ advice and sought to include the
Horway Maple in these proposals and although the Design Panel consider this to be
a rather convoluted arrangement, has ssught to provide the crescent towards the
junction in order. This alse provides a suitable setting for the tree and also a
welcome semi-private residents’ space within the development and to the benefit
of the character of the area, which is currently guite hard-surfaced.
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Given the location of the proposed siting of the block, it is unlikely that any other
of the trees on site could be accommodated. Stratheden Place opposite contains a
reasonable level of defensible space and as a point of principle, the landscaping of
the development should aim to provide a similar arrangement, in order to mitigate
what will be a sizeable residential block. It will therefore be important to show
the principles of a workable landscaping arrangement. An indicative landscaping
arrangement has been shown, This consists of a communal garden to the rear and
to the West, and more formal/functional landscaped areas towards the road
frontages.

At the time of writing, the applicant has submitted a Landscape Concept plan
which shows updated survey/rooting infermation as well as indicative proposals for
replacement/additional planting, which will help inform the landscaping Reserved
Matters application. Also, for completeness an updated proposed site layout plan
is attached, amended to omit the trees which are to be removed in order to avoid
any confusion. An updated response from the Tree Officer is awaited on these
recent submissions and will be reported to your meeting.

{iv) Layout, pattern of development and neighbour amenity

The Layout being applied for is proposing quite a bulky building footprint and it is
important that the outlocks provided in these residential units would
provide/maintain existing and future residential amenity levels to these units and
adjoining areas.

To the west of the site is Burford Court, a three storey flatted development, which
is unusual in that it has many Easterly outlooks at close proximity (4-5 metres of
the boundary with the application site) and so in effect, it significantly borrows
outlook from over the application site, at first and second floors. Hotwithstanding
this, the building footprint is showing window to window separation distances of
some 16 metres, with the opportunity for landscaping and the bin/cycle store to
provide further protection.

To the North of the site is the present ambulance station, which is in use. This is
not an allocated site in either the RCAAP or the emerging local plan, but were it to
come forward at a later date, it may be a suitable brownfield site for residential
development. The Mortherly outlooks of the block allow some 13 metres distance
to the boundary, which is considered suitable in terms of providing a suitable
outlook which would allow that land to potentially provide a reasonable residential
relationship.

The land to the East, opposite on Morth Street is currently industrial in nature,
although envisaged to come forward for residential development at some point as
allocated in the RCAAP and the emerging Local Plan. The proposal is some 8
metres from the back of the pavement, meaning that a suitable street set-back
would be preduced, were there to be residential opposite.

To the South of the site is Stratheden Place. Residential outlooks from this 2.5
storey development are more towards its Western end and are typically four
metres from the back of the footway. The development proposes a similar set-
back and this will provide a suitable balance of development across the
streetscene, with outlooks some 18 metres window to window, which is considered
to be an acceptable relationship.

In summary, officers are satisfied that the Layout being applied for can deliver an
acceptable level of privacy in accord with Palicy DM4.
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v} Amenity of the residential units

In approving Layout only and not Scale, were the Committee to approve these
applications, it would need to be satisfied that in doing sg, the outline application
approval would be capable of providing suitable internal accommaodation for the
envisaged 47 units. There are a number of areas where the application has sought
to provide clarity of the approach.

The application is supplied with indicative floorplans. These show a suggested
layout for accommodation across all floors of the development which indicates that
a certain level of design detail has been undertaken. These show a range of unit
shapes and sizes of flats over the floors and in the main, these indicate a good size
and spread of units, with an indicative mix of 32% one-bed, 57% two-bed and 115
three-bed units, which complies with the targets in Policy RC9. A typical floorplan
shows that unit sizes are compliant with the HMational Minimum Technical
Standards: Nationally Described Space Standards.

One area of concern for the Design Panel was the style of the roof form and
window openings and they were concerned for the outlocks and headroom in the
roof-level accommaodation. To address this, indicative sections have been
produced to show that living spaces would be suitable. These units have a mix of
rooflights and dormers, which would provide acceptable outlook.

A daylight/sunlight study has not been undertaken, but the development would
seem to be able to provide the majority of units with good levels of natural light.
The worst units for natural light levels are going to be on the inside of the curve of
the crescent section of the block, but then the windows are north-westerly facing
(rather than Morth only). The unit next to that, to the west, would have a
northerly single aspect only, but the indicative plans show that treatments such as
inclusion of a bay window can maximise further light penetration. Sizes of window
openings could also be maximised/adjusted. Overall, there is clearly a balance
between the ability of this site to deliver housing units in an efficient manner and
the inevitability that this will mean that a limited number of units are less than
ideal in terms of outlook and light levels; but your officers consider this balance to
appear to be suitable in this instance and compliant with Policy DM4.

RBC Environmental Protection agrees that air quality for the flats is not of concem
in this locality, but has raised concerns for the noise environment, which primarily
stems from noise from the ambulance station, although the submitted noise report
and subsequent information confirms that closing the windows would allow for
suitable noise mitigation. However, in relying on this, a mechanical ventilation
system would therefore be required and a condition is advised.

The CPDA has raised a number of points about the indicative design. Her points
include concerns for linked cores and corridors, secure communal entrances, lack
of detail on secure site boundaries, secure post systems, access controls, servicing
issues. Officers are not aware that any of these could not be overcome at a later
stage and recommend a condition for a security strategy in the usual way, to meet
Policy C57.

In summary, officers are content that 47 dwellings can be accommodated
satisfactorily within the envelope of the building envisaged and a Reserved Matters
application could deliver acceptable accommodation to satisfy adopted design
policies and standards including C57, RC4 and RC9.

{vi) Transport
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The site is in an accessible location to the wets of Reading centre. In accordance
with the adopted Parking SPD, the development would be reguired to provide 1
parking space per 1-2 bedroom dwelling and 1.5 space per 3 bedroom dwelling.
The applications include a total of 8 parking spaces located on the eastern
boundary of the site with all spaces facing directly out onto Morth Street. The
proposed parking provision is therefore below the Council’s reguirements.
However, the Council's adopted standards state that a lower provision is
acceptable if the site is within a sustainable location and providing a lower
provision of parking will not lead to highway safety issues as a result. Accordingly,
a survey of the existing car parking restrictions in vicinity of the site has been
submitted.

Morth Street and the surrounding road network all have parking restrictions
preventing on-street parking. The Highway Authority agrees that the site is
sustainable and accessible and there are adeguate on-street parking controls,
therefore a lower parking standard is considered appropriate. Future residents of
the development would not be eligible for a Residents Parking Permit. The parking
conditions and informative would be applied if this application is approved.

The Council’s adopted Parking Standards and Design SPD states that developments
of more than 10 residential units in the town centre area should provide or support
a car club on the site, or demonstrate that the development will have access to
and the use of a car club on a nearby site. The applicant’s Transport Statement
does not provide any detail regarding the provision or access to a car club. Given
that the development has a reduced parking provision, car clubs allow members
access to cars and reduce the need to own a car themselves. Officers advise that a
contribution is likely to be required and details of this and the amount will be set
out in the Update Report. The applicant is amenable to this provision in principle.

The Council’s current Local Transport Plan 3 Strategy 2011 - 2026 includes policies
for investing in new infrastructure to improve connections throughout and beyond
Reading which include a network of publicly-available Electric Vehicle (EV)
charging points to encourage and enable low carbon or low energy travel choices
for private and public transport. Pelicy TR5 of the emerging Local Plan also states
that, “Within communal car parks for residential or non-residential developments
of at least 10 spaces, 10% of spaces should provide an active charging point.” In
view of this, the development must provide at least 1x Electric Vehicle (EV)
charging point to promote the use of renewable electric vehicles at time of build
and a condition is advised.

In terms of traffic generation, the trip rates for the approved Weldale Street
(lceland/Wickes) redevelopment has been used. The proposed development of 47
housing units is likely to generate some 7 two-way movements during the AM peak
and some 5 two-way movements during the PM peak. The addition of this number
of trips will have no material impact on the surrounding highway network and is
considered acceptable.

The Highway Authority has sought confirmation of the adequacy of the bin store,
but this is a detailed matter which could be left to a later application. The cycle
parking provision shown indicatively is considered by officers” to perhaps be an
over-provision (at one space/unit) but again, this can be left to later approval.

Subject to confirmation and securing the car club contribution, the development is
suitable in transport terms and complies with adepted transpert policies, including
(54, C520, C524 and DM1Z.

{vii) Affordable Housing considerations
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The 30% affordable housing scheme (181652) is proposing a policy-compliant
provision, therefore this application would produce an acceptable affordable
housing of 14 on-site units, which would meet Policy C516 and the Affordable
Housing SPD. The 100% affordable scheme would also be policy compliant, but
would also be capable of meeting the requirements as the surrogate site to the
Thames Quarter scheme/permission. These aspects are a significant benefit of
these applications and although they are unlikely to ultimately be delivered, they
should nonetheless weigh positively in the planning judgement for these
applications.

[viii} Sustainability

Members will be aware that although the Code for Sustainable Homes (C5H) no
longer applies, a sustainability statement is required and has been submitted for
consideration. This covers a variety of sustainability related matters and sets out
the proposed strategy. A “fabric-first” approach has been adopted, not relying on
additional technical solutions (such as PV arrays) or user systems, both of which
can alter the overall effectiveness of the systems, but rather focusing on
maximising passive energy use and thermal insulation and reducing water
consumption.

The applicant advises that the following conditions have been addressed through
measures as described: Energy Efficiency and Energy Conservation; b) Water
Conservation; c) Flood Risk; d) Adaptation to climate change; e) Surface Water;
and f) Low Carbon Technologies.

By complying with Part F and Part L1A 2013, measures will be in place to mitigate
the risk of overheating. The build specification used will reduce energy demand
across the site, through the use of a good fabric specification and high efficiency
services. Also measures will be taken to ise water ion by

with Building Regulations Part G reguirements and providing water butts tu all
dwellings.

The above approach is considered to be acceptable in principle, with the standard
condition securing written evidence that at least 50% of the dwellings/development
will achieve at least a 19% improvement in the dwelling emission rate over the
target emission rate, as per Part L of the Building Regulations (2013).

Officers are content that the applicant has acceptably demonstrated that the
applications accord with the principles of policies C51, DM1 and DM2. In order to
ensure that the measures stipulated within the Energy Strategy are actually
implemented in practice, a compliance condition will be included on the decision
notice (in addition to the sustainability condition).

Other matters

The proposed SuDs scheme is confirmed as being acceptable in principle subject to
the conditions to meet Policy C535.

The ical report has the possibility of contaminants
on the site and accordingly the Council’s Environmental Protection Team is
requesting the usual conditions to apply, in order to comply with Policy C534.

Ho specific ecological measures have been advised by the Council's ecologist,
however, native species to encourage natural habitats could be incorporated into
the eventual landscaping scheme.
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7.2

7.3
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The 100% affordable scheme would gualify for social housing relief, meaning no CIL
would be payable. The level for the 30% scheme will be checked and set out in the
Update Report.

In determining this application the Council is reguired to have regard to its
obligations wunder the Equality Act 2010. The key equalities protected
characteristics include age, disability, gender, gender reassignment, marriage and
civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sexual
orientation. It is considered that there is no indication or evidence that the
protected groups have or will have different needs, experiences, issues and
priorities in relation to this particular application.

CONCLUSION

These applications are required to demonstrate a suitable residential development
which makes good use of this allocated housing site.

As a surrogate site for affordable housing - which is the site’s likely eventual
function - the applications have adeguately demonstrated to wyour officers’
satisfaction that either an affordable or open-market (30% policy compliant)
development of 47 units can be delivered and this is a significant benefit provided
by these applications.

The siting and building envelope for such a scheme is considered to be suitable,
‘with any gaps in control to be supplemented by parameter plan conditions.

There were detailed design concerns from the Design Review Panel to this scheme
but officers are content that a Reserved Matters application approving the
Appearance of a development would produce a suitable development.

Case Officer: Richard Eatough

Flans: TBC



