
28th August 2025. 

To: Councillors Phil Barnett, Jo Day, Sam Dibas, Nigel Foot, David Harman, Roger Hunneman, 
Ian Jee, David Marsh, Vaughan Miller, Andy Moore, Graham Storey, and Tony Vickers 

Substitutes: All remaining Members of the Council 

Dear Councillor,  

You are summoned to attend a meeting of the Planning & Highways Committee on Monday 4th 
August 2025 at 7:30 pm.  

The meeting will be held in the Council Chamber, Town Hall, Market Place, Newbury,  
RG14 5AA. The meeting is open to the press and public and will be streamed via Zoom: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86175406812?pwd=ufeI2tVseaCHvGLovP0rdLlFyjG7xL.1  

Meeting ID: 861 7540 6812   Passcode: 699307 

Kheasman 
Kym Heasman 
Committees Clerk 

AGENDA. 

1. Apologies

2. Declarations of Interest and Dispensations
To receive any declarations of interest relating to business to be conducted in this meeting 
and confirmation of any relevant dispensations.

3. Minutes (Appendix 1)
3.1 To approve the minutes of a meeting of the Planning & Highways Committee held on 
Monday 23rd April 2025.

4. Questions and Petitions from Members of the Public
Questions, in writing, must be with the Committee Clerk by 2pm on Friday 1st August 2025.

5. Members’ Questions and Petitions
Questions, in writing, must be with the Committee Clerk by 2pm on Friday 1st August 2025

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86175406812?pwd=ufeI2tVseaCHvGLovP0rdLlFyjG7xL.1


6. Schedule of Planning Applications (Appendix 2)
To comment on the planning applications listed at the attached schedule.

7. Proposed cycle direction signing and related improvements on LINKWAY 3 (Appendix 3) 
To Agree comment on Signage.

8. Proposed Speed Limit Changes (Appendix 4)
To Comment on proposals to change speed limits in the following locations.

• SLR2401 - Oxford Road, Donnington  www.westberks.gov.uk/oxford-road-30
• SLR2402 - B4009 Long Lane, Shaw  www.westberks.gov.uk/b4009-long-lane-30
• SLR2403 - A339 Newtown Road, Greenham  www.westberks.gov.uk/a339-

newtown-road-40

9. Addition of Lay Member to Heritage Working Group.
To Approve Recommendation from the Heritage Working Group to invite new lay member 
to join the Heritage Working Group.

10. Kennet Centre Appeal Decision Update (Appendix 5).
To Note appeal decision of the Kennet Centre Appeal.

11. Update from The Western Area Planning Committee
To receive an update on any relevant business from the Western Area Planning 
Committee.

12. Forward Work Programme for Planning & Highways Committee (Appendix 6)
To note and to agree any other items that Members resolve to add to the Forward Work 
Programme.

https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Flinks.uk.defend.egress.com%2FWarning%3FcrId%3D689b3c58cb5beb92bb84c1e4%26Domain%3Dnewbury.gov.uk%26Threat%3DeNpzrShJLcpLzAEADmkDRA%253D%253D%26Lang%3Den%26Base64Url%3DeNrLKCkpsNLXLy8v1ytPLS5JSi3KLtZLzy_TK83Wz69Iyy9K0S3KT0zRNTYAAFXvD3I%253D%26%40OriginalLink%3Dwww.westberks.gov.uk&data=05%7C02%7Ckym.heasman%40newbury.gov.uk%7C8c64e463979447baa01c08ddd9a10fc1%7Ca98ee76c44534ef799426d4e4ebafde1%7C0%7C0%7C638906008011144044%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Clhd8apyt5RVuiv6FxhsbnVB4VH%2B%2Fm4MJvwqE5q0qds%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Flinks.uk.defend.egress.com%2FWarning%3FcrId%3D689b3c58cb5beb92bb84c1e4%26Domain%3Dnewbury.gov.uk%26Threat%3DeNpzrShJLcpLzAEADmkDRA%253D%253D%26Lang%3Den%26Base64Url%3DeNoFwlsKABAQAMAT7aP44TbURhFi2etrpqquSGRmaHI0y24Hy3x4G2XPHKDPUaCnIeD4A4lKD-Y%253D%26%40OriginalLink%3Dwww.westberks.gov.uk&data=05%7C02%7Ckym.heasman%40newbury.gov.uk%7C8c64e463979447baa01c08ddd9a10fc1%7Ca98ee76c44534ef799426d4e4ebafde1%7C0%7C0%7C638906008011157569%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ulNhHshFa9yMxRU5ZyQ6zYoK54K5wdyJNmSoltKHl30%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Flinks.uk.defend.egress.com%2FWarning%3FcrId%3D689b3c58cb5beb92bb84c1e4%26Domain%3Dnewbury.gov.uk%26Threat%3DeNpzrShJLcpLzAEADmkDRA%253D%253D%26Lang%3Den%26Base64Url%3DeNrLKCkpsNLXLy8v1ytPLS5JSi3KLtZLzy_TK83WTzQ2ttTNSy0vyS_P0y3KT0zRNTEAALF4ESA%253D%26%40OriginalLink%3Dwww.westberks.gov.uk&data=05%7C02%7Ckym.heasman%40newbury.gov.uk%7C8c64e463979447baa01c08ddd9a10fc1%7Ca98ee76c44534ef799426d4e4ebafde1%7C0%7C0%7C638906008011171204%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=nvFRjaIHRZ24Flkr05A3EgjzhdBtJ4upCtoN1sVOL8Y%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Flinks.uk.defend.egress.com%2FWarning%3FcrId%3D689b3c58cb5beb92bb84c1e4%26Domain%3Dnewbury.gov.uk%26Threat%3DeNpzrShJLcpLzAEADmkDRA%253D%253D%26Lang%3Den%26Base64Url%3DeNrLKCkpsNLXLy8v1ytPLS5JSi3KLtZLzy_TK83WTzQ2ttTNSy0vyS_P0y3KT0zRNTEAALF4ESA%253D%26%40OriginalLink%3Dwww.westberks.gov.uk&data=05%7C02%7Ckym.heasman%40newbury.gov.uk%7C8c64e463979447baa01c08ddd9a10fc1%7Ca98ee76c44534ef799426d4e4ebafde1%7C0%7C0%7C638906008011171204%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=nvFRjaIHRZ24Flkr05A3EgjzhdBtJ4upCtoN1sVOL8Y%3D&reserved=0


APPENDIX 1 

NEWBURY TOWN COUNCIL   PLANNING & HIGHWAYS 

MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE PLANNING AND HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE HELD IN THE 
COUNCIL CHAMBER, NEWBURY TOWN COUNCIL, MARKET PLACE, NEWBURY ON  

MONDAY 4th AUGUST 2025 AT 7.30PM.  
PRESENT 

Councillors Phil Barnett, Vera Barnett (sub), Jo Day, Billy Drummond (sub), David Harman, Roger 
Hunneman, Ian Jee, Steve Masters (sub), Andy Moore (Chairperson), Elizabeth O’Keeffe (sub), 
Graham Storey, and Tony Vickers. 

IN ATTENDANCE 
Kym Heasman, Committee Clerk 
Lucia Reale, Trainee Corporate Support Officer 

38. APOLOGIES

Councillors Sam Dibas (substitute Vera Barnett), Nigel Foot (substitute Elizabeth O’Keeffe)
David Marsh (substitute Steve Masters) and Vaughan Miller (Substitute Billy Drummond)

39. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

The Committee Clerk declared that Councillors, Phil Barnett, Billy Drummond and Tony
Vickers who are also Members of West Berkshire Council, which is declared as a general
interest on their behalf and a dispensation is in place to allow them to partake in
discussions relating to West Berkshire Council business.

Councillors Pill Barnett Declared that he had been lobbied by Neighbour of applications
25/01670/LBC & 25/01669/FUL and would abstain in the Vote.

Councillors Phil Barnett and Tony Vickers Declared a prejudicial interest in relation to
application 25/01559/FUL and would take no park it the vote.

Councillors Andy More and Elizabeth O’Keeffe declared that they had been lobbied in
relation to application 25/01630/FUL.

Councillor Elizabeth O’Keeffe had been lobbied in relation to applications 25/01567/FUL
& 25/01568/LBC.

40. MINUTES

PROPOSED: Councillor Graham Storey
SECONDED: Councillor Ian Jee

RESOLVED: That the minutes of the meeting of the Planning & Highways Committee held
on Monday 7th July 2025, be approved, and signed by the Chairperson with the amended
not that Council Chris Hood as substitute for Councillor David Harman.

41. QUESTIONS AND PETITIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC

There were no questions or petitions received from members of the public.



APPENDIX 1 

NEWBURY TOWN COUNCIL   PLANNING & HIGHWAYS 

42. MEMBERS’ QUESTIONS AND PETITIONS

There were no questions or petitions received from members.

31. SCHEDULE OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS

Resolved that the observations recorded at Appendix 1 to these minutes be submitted to
the planning authority.

It is recorded that Councillors Phil Barnett and Tony Vickers Abstained in the voting of the
following application recorded at Appendix 1 to these minutes:

- No 1. 25/01670/LBC & 25/01669/FUL
- No 7. 25/01559/FUL
- No 8. 25/01630FUL

43. APPEAL UNDER SECTION 78 OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT
1990Application No: 25/01020/HOUSE for 19 Battery End, Newbury

Members noted the appeal and the previously submitted comments to WBC which will be
passed on the Planning Inspectorate.

44. PROW WORKING GROUP UPDATE.

Members received update from Councillor Storey.

45. UPDATE FROM WESTERN AREA PLANNING

Members of the committee received an update from Councillor Phil Barnett that there
are 15 applications waiting to go to Western Area Planning Committee, of which 2 are
within the parish boundary. Applications for Waitrose and 1 Bartholomew Street.

The committee members also noted that the Application for “Old Town” is likely to be on
the agenda for the Western Area Planning committee to be held 10th September.

46. FORWARD WORK PROGRAMME FOR PLANNING AND HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE
MEETINGS 2025/26

The forward work programme was received and noted by the committee.

THERE BEING NO OTHER BUSINESS THE CHAIRPERSON DECLARED THE MEETING CLOSED AT 
21.00 HRS 

CHAIRPERSON 

Signature:___________________ Date:_______________



APPENDIX 1 
PLANNING AND HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE MEETING 

SCHEDULE OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS – RESOLUTIONS 
MONDAY 4TH AUGUST 2025 

RUNNING 
ORDER 

RESOLUTION APPLICATION 
NUMBER 

LOCATION AND 
APPLICANT 

PROPOSAL 

1 Objection / comment: 
Members are concerned: Flooding, 
Traffic and the building of residential in 
a predominantly commercial area.  

25/01670/LBC & 
25/01669/FUL 

Hambridge Farm 
Hambridge Road Newbury 
for Hambridge Properties 
Limited 

Conversion of buildings to form 3 
residential dwellings, extension to garage 
and associated works. (Reconsideration of 
application reference 24/02423/LBC 
following the High Court Consent Order 
dated 9th July 2025). 

2 Members felt this application should be 
subjected to full application due to the 
nature of the application and the 
concerns around parking.  

25/01533/PACOU 

Cabletime, 64 Greenham 
Road, Newbury for 
Twentworth Ltd 

Change of use from Class E to 7 flats (3 x 1 
bedroom/ 1 person, 2 x 1 bedroom/ 2 
person, 1 x 2 bedroom/ 3 person, and 1 x 
3 bedroom/ 4 person). 

3 No objection 
25/01475/FUL 

Unit B Kennetside, 
Newbury for Mr Nigel 
Wilks 

Installation of Aluminium shopfront with 
glazing, powder coated shutter installation 
of 5 compressors.  

4 No objection 
25/01598/HOUSE 

26 Bartlemy Close 
Newbury for Mr & Mrs a 
Scrijver 

Roof Conversion with dormers to two 
sides.  

5 No objection / comment: Subject to the 
Matter of guttering on property and 
the boundary ownership being 
reviewed.  

25/01550/HOUSE 

91A Newtown Road 
Newbury for Mr Priyens 
Patel 

Proposed single storey rear extension 
following conversion of garage into 
habitable room and demolition of an 
existing conservatory and side 
garage/store.  

6 No objection 
25/01541/HOUSE 

10 Chandos Road, 
Newbury for Mr & MRs 
Palmer 

Proposed loft conversion with hip-to-gable 
conversion, rear dormer and front facing 
Velux.  

7 No objection / comment: Subject to 
Visibility and Footpaths, Members 25/01559/FUL 

Wash Water House Wash 
Water Newbury for Rivar 
Limited, Thomas H 

Demolition of existing garage. Erection of 
tree detached dwellings and garages, one 

https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SZUF8NRD04Z00
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SZUF0NRD04Z00
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SYS23KRDKXX00
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SYGN2QRDKTZ00
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SZ8PS6RDL2J00
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SYVR2NRDKZ400
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SYUZNLRDKYL00
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SZ1BNHRDL0000


would also like to see a biodiversity net 
gain policy.  

Marriage and Jethro J 
Marriage 

replacement garage, access, landscaping, 
and ancillary development.  

8 Members support this application. 25/01630/FUL 
Pound Court Pound Street 
Newbury for Mr M 
Mushtaq 

Change of use of 2 Pound Court from 
commercial (Use Class E) to a Place of 
Worship (Use Class F1).  

9. Members support this application. 

25/01361/ADV 

30-31 Northbrook Street,
Newbury for Newbury T
Szebeni

A new aluminium fascia board to be 
affixed across the shopfronts of 30 & 31 
Northbrook St in Anthracite Grey 7016m. 
Lettering in Gold Pantone 871c or 872c 
over 31 Northbrook to read "LUSSO" over 
"LUSSOKITCHEN.CO.UK" with company 
logo "L" to the left. Lettering over 30 
Northbrook to read "INDEPENDENT 
ITALIAN EATERY & BAR" over "PIZZA - 
PASTA - GELATO - COFFEE". A new double 
sided projecting sign to be installed over 
31 Northbrook, aluminium panels powder 
coated Anthracite Grey 7016m, lettering 
in Gold Pantone 871c or 872c to read 
"LUSSO" over "ITALIAN EATERY & BAR" All 
as detailed on drawing Signage design 
Northbrook St. Digital advertising screen 
475mm x 266mm in shopwindow of 30 
Northbrook St to display restaurant menu, 
offers, products. 

10. Members support this application. 

25/01360/FUL 

30-31 Northbrook Street,
Newbury for Mr T Szebeni

Restaurant fit out of 30 and 31 
Northbrook Street. New signage, 
replacement of existing shopfront of 31 
Northbrook Street with folding door. 
Aluminium frame finished Anthracite Grey 
7016m, with 4 folding sections with clear 
DG 4mmm Tuff Low E 1.1 CPV glazing. 
Installation of new extraction flu and fan 
along rear flat roof of 30 Northbrook 

https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SZHOICRDL4V00
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SXP0MJRDKL500
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SXP0LWRDKL200


Street. The addition of 3 A/C condensers 
on rear wall. 

11. No objection 25/01499/ADV & 
25/01500/LBC 

Document House 7 - 9 
Wharf Street Newbury for 
Mr M Wall 

3no. New wall mounted facia signs. 

12. No objection 
25/01305/LBC 

49-50 Northbrook Street,
Newbury for Greenham
Trust

Roof repairs due to leaks 49-50 
Northbrook Street.  

13. No objection 

25/01482/FUL 

Unit A, Bamboo House, 11 
Market Street, Newbury 
for Grainger PLC 

Retrospective Planning Application for the 
installation of external louvres to the 
Northern elevation of Block A, Weaver 
Yard, Market Street to facilitate 
ventilation into the integral plan room.  

14. No objection 25/01438/LBC & 
25/01437/FUL  

1 Bridge Street Newbury 
for Mr P Vaughan-fowler. 

Retrospective instillation of ventilation 
extract – non cooking. 

15. No objection 25/01489/ADV 
3-5 Bridge Street,
Newbury for Lloyds TSB

New external Lloyds signage. 

16. Members support this application. 
25/01567/FUL & 

25/01568/LBC 

61 Bartholomew Street, 
Newbury for Mr Chaudhry 
Abbas 

Change of use form Beauty Salon to 
Pharmacy and Associated Works.  

https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SYNKRPRDKVL00
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SYNKS7RDKVO00
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SXDWDERDKHL00
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SYGYBCRDKUD00
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SYAMDTRDKQV00
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SYAMDSRDKQU00
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SYIC1YRDKUU00
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SZ48PERDL0S00
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SZ48PNRDL0U00


 Appendix 2 

Planning and Highways Committee Meeting Schedule of 
Planning Applications to be considered.  

Monday 1st September 2025. 

Running 
Order 

Ward  Application  
Number  

Location and Applicant  Proposal 

1. CLAY HILL 25/01717/ADV 
Ridgeway Select Faraday Road 
Newbury RG14 2AD for Mrs 
Jane Grimble 

Removal of existing signage and the display of 3 no. illuminated 
fascia signs, 1 no. illuminated pylon sign and new illuminated 
entrance portal. 

2. CLAY HILL 25/01603/HOUSE 

46 Cromwell Road Newbury 
RG14 2HL for  Miss Melissa 
Knight 

Outbuilding to be built at the end of the back garden more than 1 
meter away from boundary fences. Proposed finished external 
dimensions of the building to be under 5 meters x 7.4 meters x 3 
meters (Length x Width x Height). Intend to use Structural Insulated 
Panels and Composite cladding. Roof to be flat, sloping towards the 
back with EPDM covering. Intended purpose of the building is to be 
used as a personal gym and games room. There will be electricity 
going to building, no water, waste or gas services. Timber base on 
concrete blocks has been started. 

3. EAST FIELDS 25/01746/HOUSE 
7 Tudor Road Newbury RG14 
7PU for Mr and Miss Hook and 
Staines 

Proposed first floor front extension 

4. EAST FIELDS 25/01787/FUL 

22 Hambridge Road Newbury 
RG14 5SE for Paul Harris 

The demolition and erection of a replacement commercial building 
with associated change of use to Class B2, and retrospective 
permission for the extension and upgrade of commercial building, 
including landscaping, and car parking arrangements (part 
retrospective) 

5. WASH COMMON 25/01511/FUL 
Mencap Centre Enborne Gate 
Newbury RG14 6AT for West 
Berkshire Mencap 

Use of land for the siting of a Shepherd's Hut for use for purposes 
ancillary to the Mencap Centre 

https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=T05ADKRDLB200
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/advancedSearchResults.do?action=firstPage
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/advancedSearchResults.do?action=firstPage
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/advancedSearchResults.do?action=firstPage
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=details&keyVal=SYPQKCRDKWI00


6. WASH COMMON 25/01550/HOUSE 
91A Newtown Road Newbury 
RG14 7DD for Mr Priyens Patel 

Single storey rear extension following conversion of garage into 
habitable room and demolition of an existing conservatory and side 
garage/store 

7. WASHCOMMON 25/01701/HOUSE 
23 Henshaw Crescent Newbury 
RG14 6ES 

Air Source Heat Pump installation 

8. WEST FIELDS 25/01776/ADV 
1 Inches Yard Market Street 
Newbury RG14 5DP for Hart 
Street Properties 

Three wall signs. 

9. WEST FIELDS 25/01747/HOUSE 
8B Enborne Grove Newbury 
RG14 6BJ for Mr Tim Barnett 

Conversion of a bungalow to form a double storey house as well as 
alterations to existing driveway 

10. SPEENHAMLAND 25/01843/HOUSE 
42 Donnington Square 
Newbury RG14 1PP for Mr and 
Mrs Robertson 

Garage Conversion and First Floor Ensuite 

11. SPEENHAMLAND 25/01223/ADV 
Waitrose Oxford Road 
Newbury RG14 1NB 

Multiple proposed signage. 

12. SPEENHAMLAND 25/01775/HOUSE 
2 Laburnum Grove Newbury 
RG14 1LF for Mr and Miss Bray 
Hartley 

Two Storey Rear Extension 

https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=SYVR2NRDKZ400
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=T03FWQRDLA700
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/advancedSearchResults.do?action=firstPage
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/advancedSearchResults.do?action=firstPage
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=T0YWTNRDLJY00
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=details&keyVal=SWZ76URD0OX00
https://publicaccess.westberks.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=T0K3WGRDLFF00


WEST BERKSHIRE COUNCIL 
Environment 

ITS & Sustainable Travel Team 

Proposed cycle direction signing and related improvements on LINKWAY 3 
Revision: 7 

Last updated: 21st August 2025 
By: Elizabeth Masoero 

Background 

This Note presents proposals for direction signing and related improvements to cycle infrastructure, 
along the core cycle route between Turnpike Road and Trinity School.  

The proposals build on the outline for branding presented in the Local Cycling & Walking 
Infrastructure Plan (adopted June 2021).  The ‘Linkways’ route branding is gradually being 
introduced to emerging core cycle corridors in Newbury and Thatcham.  

These proposals cover the section from the eastern end of Turnpike Road through to Trinity School, 
including some signing in the area of Shaw Park and Hutton Close. They follow on from signing of 
Linkway 2 through Thatcham, recently implemented with the agreement of the relevant councillors. 

Journey times have been assessed using GoogleMaps, which uses an average on-carriageway/on 
cycle-lane cycling speed of 10 miles per hour (16kph) and for sections away from carriageway an 
average speed of 8 miles per hour (7.5 minutes per mile) for an off carriageway route. This baseline 
tallies with the London Cycling Design Standards, Chapter 6.   

This overall approach tallies with the Cycle Direction Signing Strategy previously prepared by the 
Council and discussed at the West Berkshire Cycle Forum. 

Appendix 3 



ID and Location Proposals 

01 Turnpike Road 

What 3 Words: 
light.clay.open to 
speeds.luck.stone 

Type 2602.1B 

Detail or Layout 
and legend Replace 4no rusty posts bearing shared route 

signs along Turnpike Road like for like with new 
76mm galvanised poles.  
Transfer existing pairs of Diagram 957 roundels 
to new posts and clean these pairs or signs.  
Dispose of old posts to tip off site 

Repaint path markings – central shared path line, 
bicycle and arrow symbols. From Benham Hill 
roundabout to Church Road.  

https://what3words.com/light.clay.open
https://what3words.com/speeds.luck.stone
https://what3words.com/speeds.luck.stone


ID and Location Proposals 

02 Turnpike Road 

What 3 Words: 
hatch.mouth.thick 

Type 2602.1B 

Layout and 
legend 

0.51m2 

1NO. POLE 
Min. post diameter 89mm, foundation type C 

Letter colour WHITE 

Background BLUE 

Border WHITE 

Material Class R2 

x-height 25mm 

Single- or double-
sided 

Single sided 

Alignment (i) Pointing west
(ii) Pointing east

Notes 

LINKWAYS 

Trinity School    10 mins 
(i) 

3 

Turnpike Estate (shops)   4 mins 

LINKWAYS 

Thatcham via Bath Road   7 mins 

3 

(ii) 

Shaw House       9 mins 

https://what3words.com/hatch.mouth.thick


ID and Location Proposals 

03 Turnpike Road hospital 
ped. entrance  

What 3 Words: 
fire.brand.modern 
spill.racks.mostly 
knots.punchy.stand 

Type 2602.1B 

Layout and 
legend 

(i) Remove existing post to the left of ped
entrance and replace at
fire.brand.modern – clean and reinstall
shared-segregated route signs

0.06m2 

Min. post diameter 60mm, foundation type A 

Letter colour WHITE 

Background BLUE 

Border WHITE 

Material Class R2 

x-height 25mm 

Single- or double-
sided 

(i) Back to back (transfer existing)
(ii) Back to back
(iii) Back to back
(iv) Single sided

Alignment (i) Facing east/west
(ii) Facing east/west
(iii) Pointing south
(iv) Facing north

Notes (ii) Use existing sign from WBC storage

Community Hospital (iii) 

(iv) 

(ii) 

(Diagram 957) 

https://what3words.com/fire.brand.modern
https://what3words.com/spill.racks.mostly
https://what3words.com/knots.punchy.stand


Subject to utilities and proximity to culvert, install tramline tactile 
paving behind existing bollard at the pedestrian entrance to the 

hospital 

(v)



ID and Location Proposals 

04 Turnpike Road hospital 
ped. entrance – lc36 

What 3 Words: 
wire.random.pirate 

Type 2602.1C 

Layout and 
legend 

0.31m2 

Letter colour WHITE 

Background BLUE 

Border WHITE 

Material Class R2 

x-height 25mm 

Single- or double-
sided 

Single sided 

Alignment (i) Facing east
(ii) Facing west

Notes 

LINKWAYS 

Trinity School      9 mins 

3 

Shaw House     8 mins 

Turnpike Estate (shops)   3 mins 

LINKWAYS 3 

via Bath Road 

Thatcham        8 mins 

(ii) 

(i)

https://what3words.com/wire.random.pirate


ID and Location Proposals 

05 Turnpike Road/Fir Tree 
Lane/Manor Lane 
roundabout – lc 32 & 29 

What 3 Words: 
farms.stored.shapes 
hero.lazy.expose 

Type 2602.1B 

Layout and 
legend (i) Swap around existing signs on post next

to lc 32

0.25m2 

0.33m2 

Letter colour WHITE 

Background BLUE 

Border WHITE 

Material Class R 

x-height 25mm 

Single- or double-
sided 

(i) Back to back (existing signs)
(ii) Single sided
(iii) Single sided
(iv) Single sided

Alignment (i) Facing east/south
(ii) Pointing east (across crossing)
(iii) Pointing west (w/ roundel facing

crossing)

Notes Use existing roundel from WBC storage. 

LINKWAYS 

Thatcham via Bath Road   8 mins 

3 

Community Hospital         1 min 

(ii) 

LINKWAYS 

Trinity School       9 mins 

3 

Turnpike Estate (shops)      3 mins 

Shaw House           8 mins 

(iii) 

(Diagram 956) 

https://what3words.com/farms.stored.shapes
https://what3words.com/hero.lazy.expose


ID and Location Proposals 

06 Turnpike Road/Fir Tree 
Lane/Manor Lane 
roundabout – lc 28 

What 3 Words: 
hops.energy.gives 

Type 2602.1B 

Layout and 
legend 

0.25m2 

Letter colour WHITE 

Background BLUE 

Border WHITE 

Material Class R2 

x-height 25mm 

Single- or double-
sided 

(i) Single sided
(ii) Single sided

Alignment (i) Pointing southwest
(ii) Facing east/west – towards crossing

Notes (ii) Use existing roundel from WBC storage

Newbury via London Road      11 mins 

Hambridge business area       4 mins 

(i) 

Fir Tree School        1 min 

(ii) (Diagram 956) 

https://what3words.com/hops.energy.gives


ID and Location Proposals 

07 Turnpike Road/Fir Tree 
Lane/Manor Lane 
roundabout – lc 25 & 26  

What 3 Words: 
love.scam.tuck 

Type 2602.1C 

Layout and 
legend 

Install on lc 26 

Install on lc 25 

Letter colour WHITE 

Background BLUE 

Border WHITE 

Material Class R2 

x-height 25mm 

Single- or double-
sided 

Single sided 

Alignment (i) Facing east
(ii) Facing west

Notes 

LINKWAYS 

Trinity School     8 mins 

3 

Shaw House   7 mins 

Turnpike Estate (shops)  3 mins 

LINKWAYS 3 

via Bath Road 

Thatcham      9 mins 
(ii) 

(i) 

Community Hospital   2 mins 

https://what3words.com/love.scam.tuck


ID and Location Proposals 

07a Turnpike Road/Fir Tree 
Lane roundabout – east 
side of Fir Tree Lane 

What 3 Words:  
admit.losses.fairly 

Type 2602.1B 

Layout and 
legend 

(i) Remove ‘end of route’ sign from lc 01
https://w3w.co/powers.dates.birds and
take to store 

(ii) Install Diagram 956 ‘shared route’ sign
(southern face) back to back with
Diagram 966 ‘cyclists rejoin
carriageway’ sign (northern face) onto
new pole at at
https://w3w.co/admit.losses.fairly

Letter colour WHITE 

Background BLUE 

Border WHITE 

Material Class R2 

x-height 25mm 

Single- or double-
sided 

Single sided 

Alignment (ii) Dia 956 facing north, Dia 966 facing south

Notes 

https://what3words.com/love.scam.tuck
https://w3w.co/powers.dates.birds
https://w3w.co/admit.losses.fairly


(iii) Install tactile paving after the crossing on both sides of the
junction. Install a NAL Nuvo 150 sign bollard (edge of footpath)
with a Diagram 956 on its southern face only, and with white
reflector on northern face.

(iv) Install tactile paving across footway to south of the existing dropped
kerb. Paint give way markings behind existing dropped kerb, plus cycle
symbol to Diagram 1057 and direction arrow indicating to cyclists where to
join carriageway. Paint four cycle symbols to Diagram 1057 on
carriageway after the dropped kerb, 20m between them, to just before the
bus stop to highlight to southbound motorists that cyclists may be on
carriageway.



ID and Location Proposals 

07b Turnpike Road l/c 15 
adjacent to top of footway 
from Cresswell Road 

Type 957 

Layout and 
legend 

Installed pair of Diagram 957 to lamp column, back 
to back, ensuring the signs show the cycle side on 
the outer (closest to carriageway) side  

Letter colour WHITE 

Background BLUE 

Border WHITE 

Material Class R2 

x-height

Single- or double-
sided 

Single-sided 

Alignment Back to back 

Notes Paired 



ID and Location Proposals 

08 Turnpike Road/Avon Way 
roundabout – lc 11, 12 & 13 

What 3 Words: 
attend.hosts.wiped 

Type 2602.1C 

Layout and legend 

0.19m2 

0.26m2 

0.11m2 

Letter colour WHITE 

Background BLUE 

Border WHITE 

Material Class R2 

x-height 25mm 

Single- or double-
sided 

(i) Single sided
(ii) Single sided
(iii) Double sided (end mounted)

Alignment (i) Facing east
(ii) Facing west
(iii) Pointing south

Notes 

ID and Location Proposals 

LINKWAYS 

Trinity School     7 mins (i) 

3 

Shaw House       6 mins 

Turnpike Estate  2 mins 
shops 

Thatcham via Bath Road   10 mins 

Community Hospital           3 mins 

(ii) 

(iii) 

LINKWAYS 3 

https://what3words.com/attend.hosts.wiped


8a Avon Way/Turnpike Road 
junction  

What 3 Words: 
throw.expect.stream 
tiny.tried.transit 

Type 956, 966 

Layout and 
legend (i) New 76mm pole with Diagram 956 on south

face and Diagram 966 on northern face, level with
tactiles, minimum 500mm from kerb edge
(mentioned below).

(ii) Install a NAL Nuvo 150 sign bollard with a
Diagram 956 on its southern face only, and with
white reflector on northern face, in socket in verge
level with tactiles (mentioned below).

Letter colour WHITE 

Background BLUE 

Border WHITE 

Material Class R2 

x-height 25mm 

Single- or double-
sided 

Single sided 

Alignment Facing north/south 

Notes 

https://what3words.com/throw.expect.stream
https://what3words.com/tiny.tried.transit


(i) Install 800mm corduroy tactiles at the end of the footpath.



ID and Location Proposals 

08aa Stoney Lane bus shelter 

What 3 Words: 
improving.keys.useful 

(i) Hydroblast shared use line on footway in front of bus stop

(ii) Remove existing bollards, make good surface and add ‘SLOW’ legend onto the path

(iii) New pole adjacent bus shelter at rear of path level with shelter gantry (indicative location below) with
shared route roundel, to highlight to bus passengers that the path is shared use, also relocate
existing ‘no stopping except buses’ sign’ beneath the roundel

https://what3words.com/improving.keys.useful


What 3 Words: 
dimes.struck.deeper 

(iv) Install tramline tactiles across path in cyclist’s side, and ladder tactile across pedestrian’s side

(v) Install ‘pedestrians have priority’ sign to posts near tactiles – email.straw.healers &
valve.saving.moral

https://what3words.com/dimes.struck.deeper
https://what3words.com/email.straw.healers
https://what3words.com/valve.saving.moral


(iv) Review signage on l/c 2



(v) Install corduroy 800mm tactiles across Gaywood Drive, aligned with the end of the grass verge

(vi) On east side of junction, install 76mm pole with 300mm Diagram 956 on south face and Diagram 966 on
northern face, level with tactiles. On west side of junction, install a NAL Nuvo 150 sign bollard with a Diagram
956 on its southern face only, and with white reflector on northern face, in socket in verge level with tactiles.



ID and Location Proposals 

08b Kiln Road hill 

What 3 Words: 
tonic.scout.stand 
spout.smooth.palm 

(i) Add ‘SLOW’ legend onto the path either side of barrier, at the top and bottom of the hill
(ii) Adjust barriers to allow easier access to cyclists. Top of hill – move lower barrier forward by 1m.

Bottom of hill – move both higher barriers back by 1m.
(iii) Install ‘cyclists slow down’ signs on barriers, facing cyclists travelling westbound - black-on-yellow

background, small size, and fixed so that they do not impact inter-visibility through the barriers.

https://what3words.com/tonic.scout.stand
https://what3words.com/spout.smooth.palm


ID and Location Proposals 

09 Kiln Road nr Pear Tree 
Lane roundabout DELETED 
– UNABLE TO ADD
DIRECTION SIGNS TO
EXISTING
INFRASTRUCTURE



ID and Location Proposals 

10 Kiln Road, approching 
Northwood Drive  

What 3 Words: 
many.laying.spray 

Type 2602.1B 

Layout and 
legend (i) Replace existing pole and reinstall existing

signs after cleaning

(ii) Make sure existing sign is visible. Trim
hedge if needed.

Letter colour WHITE 

Background BLUE 

Border WHITE 

Material Class R2 

x-height 25mm 

Single- or 
double-sided 

Back to back (existing) 

Alignment  Facing east/west 

Notes Clean all existing shared route signs and 
ensure they are visible – trim vegetation 
where needed 

https://what3words.com/many.laying.spray


(iii) Install corduroy 800mm tactile paving across path at Northwood
Drive



ID and Location Proposals 

10a Cromwell Road bus shelter 

What 3 Words: 
allow.zoom.refers 

(i) Hydroblast shared use line on footway.
(ii) Add ‘SLOW’ legend onto the path
(iii) Install 450mm Diagram 956 roundel to the lamp column under the stop flag, single sided and visible

to passengers alighting from bus

https://what3words.com/allow.zoom.refers


What 3 Words: 
finishing.solved.armed (iv) Install tramline/ladder tactiles across path and add ‘SLOW’ legend.

https://what3words.com/finishing.solved.armed


What 3 Words: 
sentences.noble.rate 

(v) Remove existing tactile paving and replace with asphalt. Add ‘SLOW’ legend.
(vi) Hydroblast cycle symbol on footway.
(vii) Replace existing ‘shared-segregated route’ sign with ‘shared-unsegregated route’ sign.

(viii) Add ‘SLOW’ legend where path narrows due to car parking.
(ix) Hydroblast cycle symbol on footway

SLOW 

https://what3words.com/sentences.noble.rate


ID and Location Proposals 

11 Kiln Road/Walton Way 
junction– lc 10 & 12 

What 3 Words: 
roses.glory.rider 

Type 2602.1B, 2602.1C, 956 

Layout and 
legend 

Lc 10 

Lc 12 

Install to new pole at rear of path at corner 
of shared path to Walton Way 

https://w3w.co/deals.robot.humid  

Lc 12 

0.29m2 
0.33m2 

Letter colour WHITE 

Background BLUE 

Border WHITE 

Material Class R2 

x-height 25mm 

Single- or 
double-sided 

(i) Single sided
(ii) Single sided
(iii) Single sided
(iv) Single sided

Alignment (i) Facing east
(ii) Facing west
(iii) Pointing south-east into Walton Way
(iv) Facing south (highlighting to pedestrians

on east side footway in Walton Way, they
are joining a shared path)

(i) 

LINKWAYS 

Shaw House   4 mins 

3 

Trinity School     5 mins 

LINKWAYS 

Thatcham via Bath Road     13 mins 

3 

Community Hospital         6 mins 

(ii) 

Turnpike Estate (shops)       5 mins 

Town centre via Walton Way 

(iii) 

(iv)

https://what3words.com/roses.glory.rider
https://w3w.co/deals.robot.humid


Install corduroy 800mm tactile paving, clear of telecoms duct 

Install corduroy 800mm tactile paving 
Replace existing pole and install Diagram 956 and 966 signs 
back to back.  Recover small cycle sign with pointed arrow 

Notes 

(v) 

(vi) 

(vi)



Direction sign to ‘Town centre via Walton Way’ and 956/957 shared use 
roundels back to back on new poles 



ID and Location Proposals 

12 Kiln Road/B4009 double 
roundabout – lc 1 & 2 

What 3 words: 
broad.translated.boost 

Type 2602.1B 

Layout and 
legend 

Lc 1 + roundels 

0.19m2 

Lc 2 

0.33m2 

Letter colour WHITE 

Background BLUE 

Border WHITE 

Material Class R2 

x-height 25mm 

Single- or 
double-sided 

(i) Single sided
(ii) Single sided

Alignment (i) Facing east
(ii) Facing west

Notes Move roundels from existing pole to lc 1 
Remove old pole by cottages 

(i) 

LINKWAYS 

Trinity School     4 mins 

3 

Thatcham via Bath Road   14 mins 

3 LINKWAYS 

Turnpike estate (shops)    6 mins 

Community Hospital  7 mins 

(ii) 

Shaw House       3 min 

https://what3words.com/broad.translated.boost


ID and Location Proposals 

15 Church Road opposite 
Shaw House  

What 3 Words: 
outer.posed.occupy 

Type 2602.1C, 2602.1B 

Layout and 
legend 

0.23m2 

Min. post diameter 76mm, foundation type A 

Letter colour WHITE 

Background BLUE 

Border WHITE 

Material Class R2 

x-height 25mm 

Single- or 
double-sided 

Back to back 

Alignment (i) Facing north/south
(ii) Pointing south (into park)

Notes Replace existing sign and post – move forward, 
leave 2.1m underneath lowest sign.  
Smallest sign size possible.  

Other signage on Church Road to be considered at 
a later stage – proposed wider review 

LINKWAYS 3 

Thatcham       16 mins 
via Kiln Road   

Trinity School      1 min 

(i) 

Town centre   8 mins 
(ii)

https://what3words.com/outer.posed.occupy


ID and Location Proposals 

16 Shaw Park/park south of 
bridge  

What 3 Words: 
called.views.soda 

Type 2602.1B 

Layout and 
legend 

(ii) 

Min. post diameter 76mm, foundation type A 

Letter colour WHITE 

Background BLUE 

Border WHITE 

Material Class R2 

x-height 25mm 

Single- or 
double-sided 

(i) and (ii) back to back with each other

Alignment Facing north/south 

Notes No linkways branding. 
Keep signs as narrow as possible 

Shaw House            1 min 

Trinity School       2 mins 

(i) 

Shaw Road    2 mins 

Town centre   7 mins 

https://what3words.com/called.views.soda


ID and Location Proposals 

17 Hutton Close 

What 3 Words: 
vibrates.mute.exit 

Type 2602.1B 

Layout and 
legend 

(i) Replace existing pole and signs

(ii) 

(iii) Replace existing pole and sign. Reinstall
‘shared unsegregated’ route signs

Letter colour WHITE 

Background BLUE 

Border WHITE 

Material Class R2 

x-height 25mm 

Single- or 
double-sided 

(i) Single sided
(ii) Single sided
(ii) Back to back

Alignment (i) Pointing west (through subway)
(ii) Pointing east
(iii) Pointing north west (towards staggered
barriers)

Notes 

Shaw House            2 mins 

Trinity School      3 mins 

Town centre      6 mins 

Shaw Road      1 min 

https://what3words.com/vibrates.mute.exit
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Appeal Decision 
Inquiry held on 3 June to 6 June 2025 and 10 June to 12 June 2025 

Site visit made on 11 June 2025

by R Aston BSc (Hons) DipTP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 

Decision date: 21st August 2025 

Appeal Ref: APP/W0340/W/25/3359935 
Kennet Centre, Newbury, RG14 5EN  
• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended)

against a refusal to grant planning permission.

• The appeal is made by Lochailort Investments Ltd against the decision of West Berkshire Council.

• The application Ref is 23/02094/FULMAJ.

• The development proposed is described as the redevelopment of the Kennet Centre comprising the
partial demolition of the existing building on site and the development of new residential dwellings
(Use Class C3) and residents’ ancillary facilities; commercial, business and service floorspace
including office (Class E (a, b, c, d, e, f, and g)); access, parking, and cycle
parking; landscaping and open space; sustainable energy installations; associated works,
and alterations to the retained Vue Cinema and multi storey car park.

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed.

Procedural and Preliminary Matters 

2. The Council’s Decision Notice set out a total of six reasons for refusal (RfRs).
A Case Management Conference (CMC) was held on 10 April 2025 at which
representatives of all main parties were in attendance. At the CMC, the
administrative and procedural arrangements for the inquiry were discussed and it
was agreed how the evidence should be heard.

3. Following the CMC and as a result of ongoing discussion between the parties, the
submission of further information, and subject to appropriate conditions and
obligations, the Council did not pursue those reasons relating to parking (RfR2)
and affordable housing provision and planning obligations (RfRs 3 and 4). The
Newbury society (NS) and Newbury Town Council (NTC) were Rule 6 parties to
the inquiry with the latter retaining objections relating to parking which were dealt
with in writing and at the inquiry.

4. Discussions on a S106 legal agreement continued before and during the inquiry,
including at a Round Table Discussion (RTD). There was agreement that the
obligations would comply with the requirements of Regulation 122 of the
Community Infrastructure Regulations 2010. The Council submitted a statement
setting out the justification for the various obligations, including references to
relevant planning policies and the rationale for calculating the financial
contributions. This was revised following discussions at the RTD.

5. By the end of the inquiry some minor drafting amendments were still required and I
therefore allowed a period for the agreement to be completed and it was duly

Appendix 5 
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submitted within the deadline imposed. I deal with the agreement as necessary 
below but as a result of the above the inquiry was closed in writing on 25 June 
2025. 

6. A general planning Statement of Common/Uncommon Ground (SoCG) along with
additional SoCG covering heritage, living conditions and noise were also submitted
along with written evidence on parking from the appellant and rebuttal evidence
from the appellant. At my request having heard the evidence and mindful of the
number of relevant heritage assets to consider a ‘Listed Building and Visual
Impacts’ summary table (LBVI) setting out the final positions of the parties was
submitted after the inquiry. The NS also submitted an ‘additional buildings table’ at
the same time which included their view on the effects on a number of unlisted
buildings. However, I did not request this latter evidence and whilst I note the
appellant’s ultimate conclusion no harm would be caused it has not been
determinative in my decision.

7. I am required to determine this appeal on the basis of the development plan and
national policy which are in place at the time of my decision and on Tuesday
10 June, the Council resolved to adopt the West Berkshire Local Plan Review
2023-2041 (LP). The LP had already helpfully been addressed in the evidence of
the parties and as a consequence of its adoption it was common ground that the
presumption in favour of development set out in in paragraph 11 of the National
Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) no longer applied by virtue of the
Council’s housing land supply position. The appellant did not advance any other
arguments that the LP was otherwise out of date in any other Framework terms or
that the presumption in favour of sustainable development applies but that the
Framework remains a significant material consideration to which I return to below.

8. The inquiry was served by a series of Core Documents (CDs) and further inquiry
Documents (IDs) were submitted during proceedings. The information for the
inquiry was all made publicly accessible electronically during the course of the
event and I sought to ensure that opportunities for views to be shared and, where
appropriate, for any interested persons to ask relevant questions of the relevant
witnesses.

9. I carried out a number of unaccompanied site visits, including a main visit on
11 June where I viewed the appeal site from a number of locations in accordance
with an itinerary agreed by all parties.

Main Issues 

10. In opening the inquiry, and following what was discussed at the CMC, the main
issues in this appeal are:

• Whether the proposal would preserve or enhance the character or appearance
of the Newbury Town Conservation Area (NTCA) (including consideration of
character and appearance, scale, height, massing, density and townscape
effects) and the effect of the proposal on the setting of listed buildings.

• The effect of the proposal on the living conditions of future occupiers, with
particular regard to noise and the provision of acceptable private amenity
space.
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• If conflict with the development plan, when taken as a whole is identified,
whether such conflict is outweighed by other material considerations.

Reasons 

Heritage Assets and Design – Context 

11. Sections 66 and 72 of the Planning (LBs and CAs) Act 1990 place duties on the
decision maker with regard to listed buildings and their settings and conservation
areas. The courts have found that considerable importance and weight should be
given to the desirability of preserving the setting of listed buildings in any balancing
exercise with material considerations which do not have this status.

12. The proposal would not cause any direct physical harm to any heritage asset,
rather the disputes concern the character and appearance of the NTCA and the
setting of 44 listed buildings including two Grade I and four Grade II* listed
buildings. The disputes are relatively narrow because the Council and appellant
agree that the taller blocks, A and B and part of Block S have the potential to
cause harm. The NS also consider harm would arise from Blocks C, D and E. The
Council and Rule 6 parties do agree on some neutral and net beneficial effects but
disagree with the appellant on the majority of impacts to the relevant heritage
assets as set out in the LVBI.

13. The appellant’s case is that there are heritage benefits that offset what might
otherwise cause harm and that there would be no harm in a number of instances.
The appellant therefore contends a net or internal heritage balance should be
undertaken to assess the overall level of heritage harm. I am mindful of court
judgements referring to how the statutory duties should be discharged and
highlighting the ability for such a net heritage balance to be undertaken. The PPG1

also confirms that the category of harm should be explicitly recognised and in
Mead2 it was determined the PPG holds equivalent legal status to the Framework.
Policy SP9 of the LP also requires opportunities to preserve, enhance or better
reveal significance should be taken and it also follows the approach in the
Framework.

14. Heritage assets (including conservation areas) can gain significance from their
relationship with their setting. The Framework defines the setting of a heritage
asset as the surroundings in which it is experienced. The extent is not fixed and
may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve. Elements of a setting may
make a positive or negative contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect
the ability to appreciate that significance or may be neutral.

15. Further, HE guidance in ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets’, indicates that setting
embraces all of the surroundings from which an asset can be experienced or that
can be experienced from or within the asset. Setting does not have a fixed
boundary and cannot be defined, in perpetuity, as a spatially bounded area or as
lying within a set distance of a heritage asset.

16. The Framework does not protect the view of an old building for its own sake or
because the view can be seen from part of the building’s visual setting. What really
matters is the extent to which that view contributes to the asset’s significance.

1 Planning Practice Guidance 018 Reference ID: 18a-018-20190723. 
2 Mead Realisations Ltd v SSLUHC [2024]. 
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Being able to accurately assess the nature, extent and importance of the 
significance of a heritage asset, and the contribution of its setting, is especially 
important to understanding the potential impact and acceptability of development 
proposals. Although no statutory protection for the setting of a CA is present in the 
Act, the Framework requires consideration of any harm to, or loss of, the 
significance of a designated heritage asset, including from development within its 
setting. 

17. The appellant produced a number of verified views (AVRs), including additional
AVRs requested by members prior to their decision being made, a computer-
generated kinetic video and 360-degree bubble walks. There is no dispute
regarding the locations or methodology used and I am satisfied they give a helpful
representation of the proposal, noting any limitations in their scope and use.

18. In this appeal there is clearly an overlap between the NTCA considerations given
the listed buildings also contribute to its character and appearance and therefore
its significance. I have structured this issue considering both the NTCA and listed
buildings, including consideration of any heritage enhancements/benefits before
coming to an overall finding on any harm, or otherwise and then returning to any
necessary balance.

19. The Council’s evidence to the inquiry identified the impacts of the appeal scheme
but did not conclude on the impact of the ability to appreciate significance and did
not place harm on any ‘less than substantial’ scale. The identification at a late
stage within the LBVI table of where the harm sits on any scale was not therefore
examined at the inquiry and whilst I have considered the final conclusions of the
Council the weight to be given is reduced accordingly.

20. Despite this Council’s views on impacts were clearly expressed at the inquiry and
in closing submissions. I also visited the site and the surrounding streets on a
number of separate occasions before and during the event. Further, as repeatedly
highlighted by the parties I must form my own professional judgements and I have
determined the proposal on this basis.

21. For the vast majority of people, heritage is something which is enjoyed kinetically
as people move through and around places. It is often only the more committed
heritage enthusiast or inquiry witness who will study heritage assets in much
greater detail than this and I have very lengthy and detailed analysis before me,
including from two Rule 6 parties. I have been mindful of this in coming to my
findings but have not found it necessary to address every single academic or other
point made in evidence and at the inquiry, focusing on those matters that remain in
dispute between the parties and on which my considerations turn.

The Newbury Town Conservation Area 

22. Designated in 1971 the NTCA was formed by three separate areas part of the
historic settlement core that grew up around a crossing point of the River Kennet
and the medieval marketplace. The main streets form an inverted ‘Y’, with the later
addition of the east-west London to Bath Road in Speenhamland at the northern
end. It was the subject of amendments and extensions in 1973, 1983 and 1990
and the boundary further reviewed in 2021 as part of the Newbury Town Centre -
Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan (the CAAMP).
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23. The town’s success as a market town during the later medieval period derived
from the cloth trade, bolstered by the town’s location between intersecting
transport routes. Newbury’s location midway between London and Bath had
importance in reviving the fortunes of the town centre in the Georgian period.

24. The burgage plots laid out on Mansion House Street, Market Place, Cheap Street
and the adjacent part of Bartholomew Street date from earlier in the medieval
period, likely 13th century. The burgage plots laid out on Northbrook Street date
from slightly later, possibly the 15th century. The narrow footprint of the buildings
in all of these areas means that the burgage plots are still legible today. Many of
the buildings that sit on these plots were altered, re-faced or rebuilt in the 18th
century, when the town experienced a period of revived prosperity when it became
the primary overnight coaching stop on the route to Bath.

25. This also saw a proliferation of coaching inns, particularly north of the town in
Speenhamland, then part of Speen parish. Many of these Georgian inns survive,
offering a characterful and distinctive building typology. Northbrook Street and
Bartholomew Street are intersected by narrow passageways between buildings,
several of which have rear courtyards. However, many such courts and yards have
been subject to extensions and infill development.

26. The town has retained its historic route network and many of the narrow burgage
plots, resulting in a fine, dense urban grain, concentrated around historic routes.
The organic nature of the route network means that there are numerous
channelled views which unfold, with more of the townscape moving into view
around the gently curving corners on Bartholomew Street and Cheap Street, for
example.

27. The appeal site lies within Character Area 6: Kennet Centre and partly within Area
3: Market Place. Area 6 is the largest character area in Newbury and is the area
that has experienced the most amount of change during the course of the 20th
century. The area is situated to central-western and southern part of the NTCA is
characterised by a mix of 20th century developments, fine grain historic buildings,
and contemporary development. It is also subject to ongoing change with the
recent construction of the Weavers Yard development.

28. The main typologies or building types within the area are a mix of late 20th century
developments including: The Kennet Centre (KC) and associated car parks, the
Council Offices and some larger-plot buildings including residential and
commercial buildings; contemporary development, including Weavers Yard, and
fine grain historic buildings. One is led by a narrow and meandering historic route
network around this southern part of the town centre leading to some of the most
significant heritage assets in the Bridge, St Nicolas Church and around Market
Place.

29. The area contains a range of buildings that differ in form, height and appearance,
and in the parts of the centre, historic architecture can be appreciated from street
level and in middle and longer distance views. Building heights range from two to
five storeys, with Weavers Yard reaching five storeys and some residential blocks
behind the Council offices at four storeys. There are several prominent heritage
assets and townscape features that help to form the identity of the town, such as
Newbury Bridge, The Parish Church of St Nicolas, The Town Hall, and various
other prominent houses, churches and alms houses. Its high concentration of
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quality heritage assets allows Newbury to play a key role as the cultural centre of 
the district, and the NTCA is at the heart of this. 

30. Although no single architectural style dominates, buildings in the area
predominantly use brown or red brick, with some historic buildings featuring render
or stucco; other materials include cladding, glazing, and slate or clay tile roofs. I
observed that the generally high-quality stock of traditional buildings creates a
coherent and intimate atmosphere, enhanced by the narrow plots and fine urban
grain with generally low and modest scale buildings but there remains variety in
styles, materials, heights and plot widths to add visual interest.

31. In walking those routes and in accordance with the agreed itinerary I also
observed that the varied rooftops of the buildings generally, affected by some
notable exceptions such as the car park mansard tower, stood strongly silhouetted
against an open sky which in short, medium and longer views played an important
part in my understanding and appreciation of the buildings, their setting and the
historic townscape of this part of the NTCA.

32. Views along certain streets within the NTCA also revealed a mixed character, with
both modern and historic buildings visible together at certain points and with some
notable juxtapositions. The NTCA undoubtedly does have detracting and neutral
architectural elements. The KC is one of a large number of generic town centre
malls built around the country during the same period, facing inwards and visually
detracting from the surrounding historic built form due to its appearance. It is
clearly of its time, as are many of the other more modern buildings within the
NTCA and its wider setting, including the somewhat monolithic BT telephone
exchange and more redevelopments such as Parkway and Weavers Yard.
However, the KC does not unacceptably dominate the experience of the NTCA
because its scale and height is generally sympathetic and broadly appropriate to
its context.

33. Ultimately, there was no dispute that the KC is a detracting element which
diminishes an understanding of the former historic grain of the site and its
Bartholomew and Cheap Street facade are of their time and could be considered
uninspiring. The Vue Cinema in the southeastern corner displays materials, a form
and scale that is incongruous with the rest of the conservation area and that
building, along with the multi storey car park would be retained.

34. The combination of the character and appearance of its buildings, together with
their function in contributing to the uses and activity of the town centre, both
individually and collectively contribute strongly to the significance of the NTCA.
Despite modern development the high concentration of designated and non-
designated heritage assets dating from multiple eras, and its routes create a
distinct and rich cultural heritage and with multiple buildings of special historic and
architectural interest that can be readily appreciated.

Character and Appearance 

35. The CAAMP is clear, amongst other things, that the maximum building height is
5 storeys in this area with most buildings on Batholomew Street being
2 or 3 storeys. It is also clear that future development should be mindful that
existing features and buildings within the setting of the conservation area that
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could benefit from enhancement do not set a suitable precedent for development3 
(e.g. the telephone exchange) which in my view presents an unrepresentative 
impression of the town’s historic character and identity. It is worth noting at this 
point that the appellant’s HTVIA aligns with the findings in the CAAMP. 

36. Paragraph 137 of the Framework requires that design quality should be
considered throughout the evolution and assessment of individual proposals.
Reaching conclusions on the visual aspects of design and its impacts often
involves a level of subjective judgment but the design analysis and evaluation that
underpins such proposals is an objective process that should be based on a
thorough and detailed understanding of a site’s context.

37. As well as being an iterative process, good design embraces all elements of a
scheme, such as form, function, aesthetic, detailing, durability, sustainability, local
and wider context, an appreciation of the environment and heritage. There are
many other factors in trying to satisfy all these requirements in the same space
whilst delivering a viable and deliverable scheme.

38. Contemporary design can develop a further layer of townscape which
complements, rather than competes with the past. However, it is critical to
understand how the proposals will spatially and visually engage with their context
and how new development responds to and addresses the constraints and
opportunities of the site and locality. Achieving high quality of design is not just
centred around what a place or development looks like – aesthetics – but also how
users experience it.

39. The DAS4 sets out that the overall concept is a simple one, to create a series of
pedestrian routes, spaces, alleyways, all familiar patterns within the heart of
Newbury, which connect the main areas of pedestrian activity and interest. The
starting point for a permeable scheme is consideration of the existing system of
links, and here the legibility of the scheme has been clearly considered with the
new north to south route.

40. The DAS states however that towards the southern and central area of the site
where the surrounding buildings are newer, larger, and where the historical
industrial uses were located, the texture of the design changes a ‘little’, with
buildings of a larger scale and a more industrial aesthetic. The DAS also refers to
design led optimisation and that the volume of the perimeter blocks has been
maximised but to not exceed the absolute maximum heights considered
appropriate.

41. However, the appellant also does not contend that the historical use as Plenty’s
Ironworks contained buildings of the scale or heights proposed. Although blocks
were revised in order to create landscape podiums it is somewhat unclear what
consideration was given to the overall suitability of the form, mass and heights of
the tallest blocks relevant to designated heritage assets as being appropriate given
the prevailing existing building heights and the scale and form of buildings that
formerly existed on the site, in accordance with the guidance in the CAAMP.

3 Paragraph 2.19 of the CAAMP. 
4 Paragraph 6.1.2. 
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42. Whilst there would be some improvements and enhancements to the appreciation
of the NTCA (and its listed buildings) these would be experienced predominantly at
street level and at close range. I do not regard the change as ‘little’ because the
scale, height and form of Blocks A, B less so with S would unacceptably raise and
draw the eye up and behind the existing historic roofscape as one experiences the
town centre and in particular, in a number of views along Bartholomew and Cheap
Street within the NTCA. From Market Place (AVR_4 and 5) enhancements at
street levels from frontage buildings would not offset the visual harm from the
significant array of additional built form extending significantly above the existing
and proposed roofscape.

43. Views from within or outside an area form an important way in which its
significance is experienced and appreciated, thus highlighting the importance of
setting and its potential impact on the conservation area’s significance and overall
experience. The scale and height of the blocks looming behind would dominate the
townscape in views from Bear Lane to a built form of a much larger scale than
anything that previously existed and detracting from an appreciation of the
significance of the more modest scale of built form in this part of the NTCA, as
demonstrated in AVRs B and C.

44. Whilst I note the appellant’ s views these views are not positive contributors I
disagree as there are clear views of and into part of the NTCA at these points. The
introduction of such overly dominant built form onto the site would jarringly stand
out against the skyline. I deal with these further below but from a number of views
along Bartholomew Street the scale, mass and height of development as a
backdrop to the lower built form of the frontage buildings would also result in a
major change and an erosion in the appreciation of the character and significance
of the NTCA.

45. In other views into the NTCA AVR_10 and 11 demonstrate to me there would be
some further erosion of the character of the NTCA from the introduction of further
massing above the existing roofscape. This is despite being seen in association
with other modern development and would dilute an appreciation of the form and
grain of the NTCA.

46. Turning to matters of appearance the appellant was correct in confirming5 that
whilst the Council did not take any issue with the external appearance of the
proposal per se, assessing a high quality of design means that external
appearance cannot be separated from consideration of the scale, form and layout
of the building it serves. The detailed appearance of a scheme has an important
role to replay in responsiveness and should not be regarded as a mere by-product
of the proposal. There are limited ways however to address buildings of this use,
form and scale.

47. If a building is intended to be visually integrated into its surroundings it is important
that its detailed design has a family resemblance to its surroundings and here
there is undoubtedly a mix. The DAS states the focus is on a simple architectural
approach of paying closer attention to the forms of existing buildings but this has
resulted in a significant contrast between a mix of appropriately detailed and well-
designed street elevations and buildings in some places, and substantially larger
modern interpretations of built form in the internal areas of the site.

5 Dr Miele in response to my questions and in closing submissions. 
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48. The dominance and prominence of Blocks A and B would be exacerbated by the
use of contrasting dark grey metal roof set against red brickwork. Although set
back, the appearance would draw attention to the height and bulk of built form that
would be visually far larger and dominating than any building in this part of the
NTCA. The balconies on the eastern elevation of Block A would add little
perception of visual depth to create sufficient interest for blocks of this size.

49. For the most visible parts of the blocks the window arrangement adds vertical
emphasis with further interest from balconies but the overall impression gathered
from a number of views would be of a series of flat roof podium spaces juxtaposed
with pitched roofs and gables that appear more in keeping with a Victorian Mill or
Warehouse in a more industrial urban location and not a lower-level industrial shed
or similar structure that would have previously occupied the site. The design may
well bring to mind an industrial past and was the intention but I am not convinced it
is suitably reflective of Newbury’s because such blocks would not be read or seen
as part of the former industrial uses and buildings on the site or in the immediate
area.

50. On Market Street the DAS common principles utilised in this typology contain high
levels of repetition, rhythm and hierarchy of vertical and horizontal elements
seeking to create buildings that would consist of simple detailing but yet are rich in
character. The Market Street frontage could certainly be improved and cues have
been taken from traditional Victorian warehouse typologies with the façade
articulated by different eaves details, inset brick window reveals, contrasting
spandrel panels and pitched roofs visible from street level.

51. Despite the Weavers Yard development opposite the blocks either side of the new
north/south route would also be the largest buildings by some margin along Market
Street. The existing facades are referred to as ‘impermeable’ and ‘faceless’ but
this would be replaced by overly repetitive window arrangements giving too much
vertical emphasis that for such an important gateway would result in an
institutional appearance on buildings of significant height. Sited directly on the
street frontage and over such wide and box like buildings the appearance of
Blocks S and D would be uninspiring and appears justified on the basis of other
modern developments opposite. Rather than creating a strong identity it is the very
type of ‘of its time’ modern architecture that has been allowed in and around the
NTCA that are not as positive contributors as perhaps once intended or envisaged.

52. Seen in association with the retained cinema, the juxtaposition of the two six
storey blocks and their marked contrasting appearance would visually compete
with each other on an important gateway into the town as shown in AVRs E and F.
Despite the lack of architectural merit in the existing elevations the proposal would
replace inappropriate design with just a different and more modern version of,
inappropriate design.

53. There would clearly be a number of positive heritage enhancements and I have no
doubt the design process was iterative led by leading Architects and designers and
supported by other experts in their field. Attempts were also made to address
concerns and work proactively with the Council and consultees, so much so that a
positive recommendation was made by officers. Nonetheless, as a direct
consequence of the choice to seek to accommodate 427 units density and viability
considerations appear to me to have dictated the overall form, scale, mass and
appearance of the buildings.
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54. As an imposition of a confused mix of retained buildings that cause harm, some
new buildings that have been appropriately designed, others not, historic buildings
and existing buildings with a negative effect such as the cinema the approach fails
to capture the essence of the site and its historic surroundings. A clashing
intrusion of urban apartment-built form imposed onto the centre of the site the
blocks in dispute would feign respect to local distinctiveness but would simply be
too big and visually dominating for this site.

55. At its heart this is a scheme that to my mind has been created and arranged in
such a way that it seems too artificial and unrealistic, imposed on the historic
townscape of the NTCA rather than integrating successfully with it. The blocks in
dispute would be the wrong Architecture, in the wrong place introducing a false
narrative to Newbury’s past. The design bar is a high one and one which in this
sensitive historic environment would not be met. I return to matters of overall harm
and weight in my conclusions below.

The setting of the listed buildings 

56. There are 44 listed buildings grouped by the appellant into nine groups along with
a number of ‘other’ buildings. I must consider the effects individually but for the
purposes of this decision I have grouped them in the same way below.

57. I have set out the context for consideration of setting above but in each case there
are broad similarities between buildings with the significance of each building
mainly derived from its historic and architectural appearance and as surviving
examples of an earlier streetscape and demonstrate several stages of this market
town’s evolution along the historic street layout. In terms of setting, each building
can be understood in close, medium and longer views as part of the still
discernible historic street layout and within a town centre environment comprising
a mix of uses and building types including other listed and non-listed historic
buildings and cultural, municipal and religious buildings amongst others. In other
words there are aspects of the setting of each which contribute to their significance
and the NTCA.

Group 1 – Immediate vicinity of the appeal site 

58. This group includes the Newbury Public House (Bricklayer’s Arms) on the western
side of the appeal site fronting Bartholomew Street. On the eastern side it includes
the Catherine Wheel Inn, 32-34 Cheap Street, all Grade II listed buildings. These
buildings are those that are located on the ‘island’ that accommodates the KC.
Some listed buildings have been retained on the island site and integrated into the
new block and frontages. Whilst the appearance of the KC has partially eroded the
settings of these listed buildings, they are still important survivors with special
interest that also make a clear contribution to the streetscape and character and
appearance of the NTCA.

59. What is not there is also important as what is and from a number of viewpoints the
eye is drawn to the largely uninterrupted and consistent skyline above the varied
roofscapes of the buildings. The buildings would see some beneficial
enhancements to their immediate setting from replacement frontages of a more
suitable appearance that reinforces setting but this would be at street level and
appreciated in short distances/views. I disagree that it is only over these short
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distances one ‘best’6 appreciates significance as it is a kinetic experience as 
highlighted in the CAAMP and medium and longer views are important. Here, the 
eye would be further drawn up and toward the significant built form and roofscape 
of the internal blocks and away from The Newbury as shown in AVR_A and to a 
much lesser degree AVR_3. 

60. Again, new development to the south of Nos. 33 and 34 Cheap Street would be a
more appropriate design than the existing flat roof but of a significantly greater
scale and with a variety of markedly different roof forms. The use of contrasting
materials would allow a degree of prominence to be retained for the Catherine
Wheel Inn but my own observations and informed by AVRs B and C and D (taken
from outside the NTCA), they still show a scale and massing of built form as an
immediate backdrop to the Catherine Wheel and Nos 33 and 34 Cheap street that
would substantially reduce the backdrop of sky. The blocks would unacceptably
draw the eye away from the architectural interest of the buildings resulting in a
clear and harmful diminishment in the appreciation of their upper storeys and roof
form and detracting from their architectural interest.

61. I do not share the appellant’s view that these areas do not allow for positive views,
the context of the NTCA has changed but even having regard to the heritage
benefits I still consider the harm to setting is not outweighed by the benefits to be
beneficial. There would be lower harm on the scale of less than substantial harm.

Group 2 – Northern end of Bartholomew Street 

62. Numbers 149, 150, 151, 152, 153 and 154 Bartholomew Street are Grade II listed
buildings and sited to the north of Group 1. Principally listed for their group value,
the significance of the buildings lies in their varied character and plot widths, and
subtle variety of height within a traditional height datum, creating an attractive
group (which adds to their interest), employing varied traditional detailing, such as
elevated bayed frontages, sash windows, dentilled eaves, pitched roofs, with
dormers.

63. Again, there would be some enhancements to the immediate street context and
setting of the buildings but having lingered in this location a while, as many
pedestrians do with its views along the canal, moving south there would be a clear
awareness and views of the upper storey of the taller blocks behind which would
detract from an appreciation of their significance over this intermediate or middle
distance. I did not observe the proposal or its impacts would be peripheral, on the
contrary the views are channelled along the well-defined and enclosed
Bartholomew Street and again, the eye would be drawn up and away from the
elevations at a number of points.

64. Even having regard to the KC which reveals itself in closer views the imposition of
much taller blocks behind the rooflines and against the sky would diminish the
appreciation of their architectural interest as demonstrated in AVRs 2 and A, lesser
so in AVR_3. I disagree it would be net beneficial and would be less than
substantial harm to the significance of those buildings at the lower end of the
scale.

6 Dr C Miele PoE 7.58. 
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Group 3 and Group 7 – Bridge over the River Kennet and Northbrook Street 

65. Group 3 consists of the Grade II 1 Northbrook Street, 1, 2 and 4 (Grade II) Bridge
Street and the Grade II* listed bridge over the River Kennet and are sited at a point
of emphasis within the NTCA, at the intersection of the canal and the commercial
frontage to Northbrook Street. Group 7 is 102-103 Northbrook Street and The
Former Stables at No. 104, all Grade II listed buildings.

66. The above-named buildings comprise a highly attractive grouping, and the bridge
itself affords an opportunity to enjoy views east and west along the canal and to
admire the historic buildings one sees from this location, including their prominent
frontages and roofscape.

67. AVR_2 shows that on traveling south the upper storeys and roofscape of Blocks
A and B would be clearly visible above the existing buildings along and behind the
chimneys. As one pauses to experience the historic built and natural environment
here the view is channelled by the narrow street and again the eye would be
unacceptably drawn up and away from the historic street and roofscape by much
larger built form behind.

68. The appellant categorises this as very low that with enhancements of the street
frontage of Bartholomew Street it becomes ‘Net Neutral’ but these are minor
enhancement in the context of the kinetic experience from this area of Group 3 as
one moves south. Having regard to those enhancements I do not find they are so
weighty so as to outweigh the lower level of less than substantial to be neutral
effects on significance. My observations were that there would still be a low level
of less than substantial harm.

Group 4 – Remainder of Bartholomew Street 

69. This group includes 12 Grade II listed buildings (16, 17, 28, 29A, 29, 40 and
45, 104 and 106 and 102-103, 118 and 119, 114 and 115 Bartholomew Street,
The Dolphin and Coopers Arms public houses. Positioned to the immediate south
and southwest and are essentially the remaining buildings in Bartholomew Street
to the south.

70. Forming part of the historic layered streetscape of this part of Newbury their
historic features are appreciated relatively close given the narrow nature of the
street. There are a number of modern insertions including modern shopfronts and
buildings the blank facades of the KC form a backdrop to the scene for Nos. 28-
29A, eroding the historic interest and attractiveness of the setting. The prominent
‘campanile’ mansard structure to the north of the car park also draws the eye.

71. From the south the appeal site is a more distant backdrop to the majority of those
buildings with the closet of the group being Nos. 118-119 and there is some
detraction from modern development associated with the appeal site to the setting
of this southern group. However, AVR_12 shows the enclosure of the sky gap at
the end of the view north from development of a significant scale and above and
behind the existing campanile mansard structure. The introduction of further large
and modern buildings in the background would result in some further erosion of
the appreciation of the historic interest of those buildings. I categorise this as a
very low level of less than substantial harm.
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Group 5 – Cheap Street 

72. Group 5 comprises buildings located along Cheap Street: Newbury Post Office,
41, 48 and 50 Cheap Street - Grade II listed buildings ranging from the 17th to
19th century. These lie immediately adjacent the southeastern corner of the
appeal site. I agree with the appellant that each of these buildings have a group
value with the retained historic layout and grouping of buildings on the eastern side
of Cheap Street. Further I observed the Post Building to be visually dominant with
its open yard to the immediate south and views across to the Cheap Street
frontage.

73. There would be some improvements by replacement of buildings with more
suitably designed buildings in Block C albeit any benefit needs to be balanced
against the significantly greater scale of development introduced. At street level
the cinema would remain and it is unlikely Block A would be appreciated other
than from the immediate area around the junction with Bear Lane into Market
Place and from Bear Lane itself including from across the less developed yard of
the Post Office building. Again, the large brickwork walls and arrangement of
windows and balconies on Blocks A and B would be at a height and scale
significantly above the existing, including new street facing buildings.

74. Taking account of appearance benefits at street level from Block C and others in
this frontage, along with the removal of the KC eastern entrance, these still do not
outweigh the harm so as to be beneficial. There would still be a very low level of
less than substantial harm to the significance of the Post Office building and No 41
Cheap Street.

Group 6 – Market Place and Wharf Street 

75. Group 6 comprises buildings located along Market Place and Wharf Street (Nos.
1-3 Wharf Street, 24 and 27 Market Place, The Elephant at Market (formerly listed
as the Queen’s Hotel), The Corn Exchange and The Hatchet Inn all Grade II listed
buildings. I have also included 21-25 Market Place given its location close to the
others in this group around the square.

76. These buildings are all located on the open space formed by Market Place, an
important historic space where along with other non-designated buildings that
forms a well-defined and attractive space with a mix of uses reflecting the
commercial core of Newbury. There would be enhancements to the frontage of the
Market Place and in combination with its location the effect on 21-25 Market Place
would be negligible and not harmful.

77. The change to skyline should be viewed relative to the overall extent of Market
Place, a generous space with varied townscape within and visible from it but it is
also a central and well used space. However attractive the street elevations may
be, above roof level there would be an overly prominent array of gable ends and
pitched roofs with the upper parts of the taller Block B behind. I do not agree that
in views south (AVR_4) the roofs would gently climb, they would be read as
untypical and noticeable major changes to the roofscape. The upper storeys of
Block C would also be visible, the prominence of which would be exacerbated
above the red brick and tile by the flat roof and contrasting use of white render.
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78. The degree of visibility where it would be seen would be peripheral to the setting of
24 Market Place, and The Hatchet but the impact would become more appreciable
as one passes The Corn Exchange and Elephant of the Market. The Corn
Exchange is a more monumental building, taller and more prominent than its
neighbours, projecting into the square from the northeastern frontage of the space.
I observed in views from the northern end of the place it formed a dominant
silhouette against the undeveloped skyline to its principal elevation, already set
forward from The Hatchet Inn.

79. Its setting is most appreciated from the square but the setting of The Corn
Exchange would be eroded by modern, taller development from certain points
around the space and on moving south as demonstrated in AVR_04 and to a
lesser degree in AVR_05. Having regard to some street level enhancements from
new frontage buildings this would not outweigh the harm to result in beneficial
effects and there would be a low level of less than substantial harm to the
significance of The Corn Exchange and the Elephant at the Market.

Group 8 – The Wharf 

80. This group consists of the Grade I Museum on Wharf Street, the Grade II* Corn
stores and two Grade II listed buildings of Wharf House and The Stone Building.
Neither the Council or Rule 6 parties allege harm to the latter two buildings and the
dispute relates to The Corn Stores (now museum).

81. The heritage value of the museum is derived from its interest as a structure from
the late Stuart period. The building has interest with its association and
relationship with the adjacent Grade I listed former cloth factory and represents the
development of the agriculture industry in the 17th century. Its primary setting
could be regarded as the relationship with Wharf Street and Market Place, which
would be unaffected but its long roof forms have special architectural interest
relating to former use that can be appreciated from the north and Victoria Park, as
shown in AVR_8 and to a lesser degree AVR_9 which is not as sensitive, and from
a much-changed context of modern development and road infrastructure. It would
also appear that the Telephone Exchange was approved before the wharf areas
became part of the NTCA.

82. The appellant contends this modern setting actively detracts from an appreciation
of the pair of buildings but the long roof line of The Granary is an important part of
its architectural interest and heritage value. There are limited viewing points that
communicate the particular historic or architectural significance of the former
historic stores, which is reflected, for example, in its timber framing, proportions,
materials and other details which communicate its age and purpose. The higher
elements of the scheme would be prominent behind the largely uninterrupted roof
line and therefore results in a further erosion in the ability to appreciate that
particularly long and distinctive roof form and architectural interest would result.
This would not be a neutral impact and would be less than substantial harm to the
setting of the Museum but toward the lower end of the scale.

Others 

83. The Parish Church of St Nicolas – A grade I listed building with its north and south
gateways, both Grade II* listed. The church plainly has historic and architectural
interest. The immediate setting of the church, its historic church yard and listed
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entranceways contributes to an appreciation of the architectural qualities of the 
church. 

84. Its wider setting has been subject to change over time. The appeal site in its
current condition does detract from a close appreciation of the church by eroding
an understanding of the historic streetscape of Bartholomew Street and the
somewhat incongruous materials of the modern KC entrance. The architectural,
historic, and internal significance of the church would not be affected, as to would
any ability to appreciate it, from its churchyard.

85. The church also has relatively limited visibility from the close network of streets
around the appeal site and Market Place, due to interposing development and the
orientation of streets. Heading south along Northbrook Street, one does not
become aware of it until they have passed the bridge, and similarly in the journey
north from Bartholomew Street and east from Market Place, almost upon it. The
immediate setting of the gateways would be affected to a minor degree as the
bridge is crossed and one moves south by Blocks A and B but any very low level
of less than substantial harm would be outweighed in this instance by the removal
of the KC frontage and reinstatement of a more sympathetic form of development,
at street level.

86. From Goldwell Park, the proposal would appear behind the church tower but would
remain lower in height, screened and filtered by mature trees. Whilst this could add
to cumulative impacts, given the monolithic scale of the exchange building, the
church is closer to the viewer, and the proposal would sit below both the far
horizon and the church’s pinnacles. Consequently, the effect would be neutral.

87. Town Hall and other municipal buildings – The immediate setting of the Town Hall
is at the nodal point between the main commercial thoroughfare of Northbrook
Street and the top of the inverted ‘Y’ formed by the street layout that contains the
site. The town hall is visible from multiple locations across the town, with views of
the tower from Market Place, the northern side of the canal, terminating views
along Wharf Street, views north along Cheap Street and Bartholomew Street.

88. The position of the Town Hall at the main confluence of historic streets in
Newbury, abutting the main commercial square and landmark qualities in views
over varying distances means that its setting makes a substantial contribution to
the significance of the building. The eastern elevation is the most sensitive
containing the clock tower which would not be affected by the proposal other than
in some longer views such as AVR_9. Its rear elevation is secondary and the
building’s silhouette would not be affected and there would be improvements at
street level. I agree with the appellant that no harm to significance, in terms of its
setting would result but I do not consider that the replacement frontages given how
the hall is appreciated should be regarded as enhancements that should carry
significant weight.

89. At the inquiry additional longer distance views were also put forward by the NS,
from Abbey Close and Russell Road to the west of the appeal site. The views were
not verified or agreed by the parties and having visited those areas I have not
found them to be determinative in my assessment of heritage effects or my
determination of the appeal.

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Decision APP/W0340/W/25/3359935

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate  16 

Conclusions on first main issue 

90. In this appeal there would be enhancements to the NTCA and the setting of listed
buildings including from the removal of certain elements, from the architectural
approach to some of the new buildings and as set out in the Heritage SoCG. I
have considered these in my assessment of harm for each heritage asset above
but have found in a number of instances that the effects have been
underestimated and that the heritage benefits would not offset the harm to the
extent contended by the appellant. For the avoidance of doubt however I do not
consider that the substantial harm contended by the Rule 6 to be evident.

91. The proposal would seriously depreciate and detract from the experience of being
in the NTCA and an appreciation of its significance (and that of the listed buildings
within it) in a number of ways and in a number of views. I consider the proposal to
not be sufficiently considered in the way it deals with the changes necessary for
effective re-use of this site in such a sensitive historic context.

92. Achieving the high bar for design at such densities requires places and schemes
to integrate not intrude into their surroundings, so they relate well to them, are
influenced by, and influence their context positively. That would not be the case
here. The blocks in dispute would be at complete odds with the more domestic and
modest commercial scale of the prevailing character and appearance of this part of
the NTCA. This would not be the ‘sensitive’ re-development that respects the
surrounding historic townscape as advocated in the CAAMP7.

93. The proposal would therefore cause harm to the heritage significance of the NTCA
the character or appearance of which would not be preserved or enhanced. There
would also be harm in and from certain views into the NTCA from its wider setting.
I have also found a number of harms to the listed buildings above as a
consequence of the extent and location of the development proposed within their
setting.

94. The development would run contrary to the expectations under s72 and s66 of the
Act which requires that I take account of the desirability of preserving the character
or appearance of a conservation area and listing buildings. It would conflict with
Policy DM9 of the LP insofar as that requires conservation areas to be preserved
or enhanced and in particular, that the scale, height, form, massing, and respects
the historic and architectural character, including roofscapes of the area, the
relationship between buildings and the spaces between them. There would also be
conflict with Policy DM10 which requires development to not be permitted if it
would harm the setting of a listed building.

95. Turning to Policy SP9 of the LP which aligns with the Framework on heritage, on
the scale of less than substantial harm, the overall harm to the NTCA should not
be categorised as low or minor, for the reasons set out above I consider that even
with the enhancements that is a clear underestimation of the magnitude of harm
caused by key components of this particular proposal on its significance. I
categorise it as less than substantial harm in the middle of the scale.

96. The requirement to give considerable importance and weight to any harm to the
setting of a listed building does not mean that the weight to be given to the
desirability of preserving its setting is the same in every such case. It is a matter of

7 CD4.7 page 250. 
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planning judgement and the Framework does not prescribe any particular 
approach to identifying harm or gauging its extent. Here there would be a range of 
very low and low less than substantial harms to the setting of listed buildings as 
set out above.  

97. Less than substantial harm does not equate to a less than important planning
consideration and the Framework at sets out that, in such circumstances, the
extent of such harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal
including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use. In carrying out
either an internal or public benefits balance, sustaining or enhancing the
significance of a heritage asset and the contribution of its setting is a public
benefit8. A potentially relevant public benefit can include a heritage related benefit
as well as one that has nothing to do with heritage. Having carried out an internal
balance to conclude on heritage harm and having still found less than substantial
harms I now return to the public benefits overall.

98. Paragraph 125 (c of the Framework is relevant in terms of giving substantial
weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land within settlements for homes
and other identified needs. Nonetheless the PPG is also clear that the decision
maker will need to take account of it alongside other policies within the Framework
taken as a whole. What is required is a clear articulation of how that revised
approach has been considered and applied alongside the other policies.

99. High quality design has always been an objective of the Framework and more
recently the National Design Guide (the NDG) has been published. Whilst not a
detailed set of criteria against which to assess the design of a proposed
development at a local level, sets out broad principles to achieve the well-designed
places that the Framework expects new development to deliver. I have had regard
to the appellant’s specific assessment but disagree and find that the elements
considered above and the scheme overall should not be regarded in my view as a
well-designed place.

100. The proposal would maximise the development capacity of this accessible site.
Regeneration of the site would in principle be a positive public benefit along with
the effects from an increase town centre population. Additional workspace, a
possible health space and retail floorspace for local and independent retailers. The
existing KC is largely vacant and it is a site where residential led redevelopment
should be targeted.

101. Since the proposal was submitted, determined and appealed the Council can now
demonstrate a 5-year supply of housing land. It is of note that the strategy and
housing requirements appear challenging in the face of constraints within West
Berkshire but the plan has been found sound. An imminent review is required but it
is challenging to conclude with any certainty on the evidence before me as to the
ability of the Council to achieve the housing objectives, or otherwise of the LP. It is
also a matter squarely for the review process to examine and resolve.

102. Nevertheless, the LP housing requirement appears to be double that planned for
and 427 BTR units would provide a year’s worth of the anticipated shortfall in an
accessible town centre location. The calibration of the weight to be attached to
these benefits is not an exact science and there is no prescribed methodology. In

8 PPG 020 ID:18a-020-20190723. 
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balancing all of these factors together the contribution to the town centre and 
housing attracts very significant weight in favour. 

103. There would also be economic benefits, direct and indirect, which are an important
material consideration but I do not consider the retention of an existing use in the
cinema to be a benefit as part of this scheme. An estimate of 360 Full Time
equivalent jobs during construction and 134 net additional FTE jobs once
operational along with additional spending could arise from any similar
development elsewhere but that does not detract from the fact that this particular
development would offer such benefits, some of which would be temporary and
short term, but others would be longer lasting and permanent. Given they are
estimates, and nothing is certain or can be guaranteed I give them moderate
weight.

104. Climate change benefits would amount from a reduction in carbon emissions when
comparing the proposed scheme with the existing emissions of the KC which is
significant. The development would also aim to meet BREEAM9 excellent rating for
the commercial areas. Very low carbon emissions through the adoption of good
fabric performance and employment of ground source heat pumps to supply space
heating and domestic hot water are intended. The proposal would secure
renewable energies to the level of building regulations and whilst the proposal
would not achieve net zero carbon emissions in accordance with Policy SP5 of the
LP, it is not in dispute that it would not be economically viable to do so within this
site. I share the view of officers this is therefore a limited benefit.

105. A number of other environmental benefits such as car clubs, electric charging
points, on site cycle hire appear to be predominantly mitigation with any extent of
public benefit unclear. Subject to implementation of the proposed measures
outlined within the Ecological Impact Assessment, the proposal would not result in
any significant residual negative effects on remaining Important Ecological
Features within the Zone of Influence (ZoI) as should be the case.

106. The scheme will deliver some small biodiversity net gains through installation of
integrated nest boxes and the implementation of green roofs and terraces
designed to maximise benefits for biodiversity. The enhancement measures are
intended to benefit known features of ecological importance present within the ZoI,
as well as biodiversity in general, and to contribute towards targets set out within
the LP and the Framework. Given their scale they weigh modestly in favour.

107. It was accepted that the scheme would function properly with regard to delivering a
good standard of BTR accommodation with a number of amenities and facilities.
These are not benefits however, they are mitigation for predicted effects and
perceived demands. The development would generate Council Tax and New
Homes Bonus receipts. As the former is essentially a means for the Council to
cover its costs arising from an increased local population, and/or to mitigate
development impacts upon local infrastructure, it attracts little weight. There is no
evidence of a connection between the New Homes Bonus payments and the
development to enable it to be considered in accordance with the advice in the
PPG. It therefore also carries limited weight.

9 Building Research Establishment Environmental Assessment Method. 
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108. There was some dispute as to whether planning obligations in the form of financial
contributions and other mitigation can constitute public benefits along with some
credibility issues in the Council’s case as to how various weightings should be
applied in the relevant decision-making process. Put simply, they can but an
assessment must be made as to the extent of benefit that stems from something
which is principally designed to mitigate.

109. Financial contributions would be secured for potential healthcare space, public
open space, station improvements, a sustainable travel contribution, Traffic
Regulation Order contributions and visual message signing. It is not credible that
these contributions would result in no public benefits but it is also challenging to
give anything other than an estimate of likely effects and overall they weigh
modestly in favour.

110. The new north south route through the site would aid permeability and legibility
and offer a further route through the site with some useable spaces, it would
therefore have some wider public benefits for those accessing the town centre
from the station and the south. However, given it would be largely contained
between the buildings and in essence, provides access to the blocks, including
access to the ground floor commercial units and spill out space for potential café
uses etc I am not persuaded that provision of the route and space, particularly in
an area that has two well defined routes around the east and west of the site
should attract anything more than modest weight as a wider public benefit.

111. The Framework describes heritage assets as an irreplaceable resource that
should be conserved in a manner appropriate to their significance so that they can
be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of existing and future
generations.

112. In this appeal I have found a range of benefits but ultimately harm to a number of
designated heritage assets which carry considerable importance and weight and
conflict with policies of an up-to-date LP. When considering a proposal involving a
number of heritage assets, if less than substantial harm is found to each, more
weight can reasonably be attached in the overall planning balance to a number of
‘less than substantial’ harms than would be the case if only one asset would be
harmed.

113. The appeal proposal is for development of major significance for the town and its
historic built environment, and where both the harms and the benefits are
considerably weighty matters. In my view, the harmful elements of the proposal
from the failure to preserve or enhance the character and appearance of the NTCA
and the special architectural and historic interest of the listed buildings are
prevailing and the less than substantial harm is not outweighed by the public
(including heritage) benefits. The proposal would therefore conflict with Policy SP9
of the LP and the Framework in terms of their heritage objectives.

114. In reaching this view I have carefully considered and given weight to the fact that
that the proposal was recommended for approval by professional officers of the
Council and that their recommendation was overturned by members of the
committee. Members are not bound by those views and are entitled to take a
different one, especially in a case which involve matters of planning judgement, as
is the case here. It is ultimately the decision of the Council that I must have regard
to as opposed to a recommendation from its officers. The reasons are also clearly
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set out and articulated in RfR1 and were defended accordingly at the inquiry. This 
is also the case despite how considered or supported internally by other 
professionals that officer recommendation may have been, including the lack of 
objection from a previous conservation officer. 

115. I have also been mindful throughout of the involvement of Historic England (HE) in
the appeal proposals assessment and the relevant consultation responses. The
Courts have found that considerable weight should be given to comments from
statutory consultees and only departed from for good reason. In this case the
objection to the proposal was withdrawn following amendments to the proposals
with the final response given that the scheme had got to a point with the design,
subject to being properly detailed the harm could not get much lower if the scale of
development proposed is to be delivered. Further, that if the scale of development
is needed to deliver the benefits that could reasonably be considered a clear and
convincing justification.

116. This response does not read to me as any form of direct support for the proposal
as the necessary consideration and assessments including any balance would
rightly need to be carried out by the decision maker. The response does not refer
to any conclusion on the effects on significance of any individual designated
heritage asset or an assessment of harm on a scale. Historic England are no
doubt familiar with the town and the proposal but as the decision maker I have also
carried out a number of visits including a visit based on a series of agreed
viewpoints in the immediate and wider area of the appeal site.

117. My decision is also taken in the context of a newly adopted local plan and the
existence of a 5-year housing land supply. I have also held a public inquiry which
HE did not attend or give evidence to. Even if my views are somehow to be
interpreted as being contrary to any subjective levels of harm expressed by HE, I
consider good reason has been set out above why I find the proposal to be
unacceptable in terms of the first main issue. In no way does the consultation
response(s) dictate that I should automatically decide or conclude otherwise and
they do not alter my views or conclusions on the evidence before me.

Living conditions – Noise 

118. The premises in question, The Newbury Public House has a semi enclosed
outdoor terrace on its upper floor and the use of the terrace is permitted to
0130 hours with recorded music permitted to midnight Monday to Sunday.
Although the Premises Licence permits live music indoors only, the Live Music Act
2012 deregulates amplified live music (along with karaoke) can be played until
2300 hours (with recorded music following) unless the licence, following review
specifies otherwise. A number of breaches of the licence appear to have occurred
with no further action taken by the Council’s Environmental Health department.

119. A noise assessment was carried out for a single period in November 2023,
following that continuous monitoring was carried out for 18 weeks. This identified
external events at the Newbury Public House would yield noise levels ranging from
71 to 76 dB LAeq outside dwellings within Block B, E and F with noise levels
exceeding WHO and other guidance within the external amenity levels by between
5 and 15 dB LAeq. Ultimately acoustic modelling has demonstrated that the
predicted entertainment noise levels at the façade and in the external amenity
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space surrounded by Blocks B, E and F will exceed the recommend target levels. 
Approximately a quarter of the units would be affected.  

120. Noise mitigation for the exposed units has been proposed in the form of winter
gardens, façade treatment, suitable glazing and an acoustically treated mechanical
heat and ventilation system to achieve the appropriate internal noise levels. I am
satisfied from the evidence produced that subject to mitigation, impact noise could
be mitigated to acceptable levels, both internally and externally, when assessed
against BS 8233:2014, which, despite the limitations set out by the appellant
appears to be an appropriate reference tool along with the other guidance referred
to. However, the question that arises in this issue as to whether, in this town centre
location to ensure noise levels from the premises would not adversely affect the
living conditions of its occupiers the mitigation proposed would provide an
acceptable residential living environment.

121. As a starting point, the appellant contends using the building envelope to mitigate
noise to acceptable levels is considered the viable option10. As to whether good
acoustic design practice has been followed in the design and evolution of the
proposal to support that approach, the design analysis does not indicate whether
alternatives, such as locating sensitive rooms and amenity space away from the
elevations directly overlooking the terrace or in the orientation of buildings so as to
try reduce the noise exposure, were considered.

122. Achieving high quality design, which includes creating a high quality of amenity,
begins with a process of analysis that should begin as soon as any land is under
consideration to be developed. Whilst there is some inevitability of developing in
such town centre locations a fabric first approach to mitigation appears to have
been undertaken at the expense of alternative layouts and form of buildings that
may not have resulted not in the same effects. I do not know the exact extent or
details of that initial design work but on the evidence before me it appears that the
noise consultants for the appellant have been presented with the scheme and
asked to design acoustic mitigation for it rather than being involved from the
outset.

123. Dealing with the amenity areas and winter gardens, there would be a number of
other alternative amenity spaces that could be used. In any event, the uncontested
evidence of the appellant’s noise expert is that noise levels in the winter gardens
would be approximately 50 dB LAeq T which would meet the World Health
Organisation and British Standard guideline levels. However I am also mindful that
the times at which the music events would take place would be the times at which
the communal gardens would not typically be in use but for some that this would
make the living environment in this location undesirable with it occurring on a
regular basis. Noise levels would also appear be at the upper end of the scale.

124. I accept that it will only be when the terrace is playing live or recorded music that
windows and balconies of the most affected units may need to be closed.
Exposure would be on average 2 to 3 evenings a week all year round, but
entertainment could quite easily occur multiple times a week, at various times,
especially during the summer months as permitted by the licence. I do not regard
the number of units that would be affected (c.100) as insignificant and the period of

10 Section 5 of PoE of Joe Baggeley of Anderson Acoustics. 
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impact could be greater given the 39 breaches reported in the period from 6 June 
to 19 September or put another way a breach every week11. 

125. For those affected residents I accept that national policy or local policy do not
suggest that opening windows for ventilation is a fundamental right. However,
human nature is such that where one can open a window when it is fine weather,
then it would be wholly desirable to do so. Mechanical ventilation is not a
substitute for being unable to do so and might be considered as something of a
‘last resort’.

126. The inability to have access to fresh air at the relevant times of choice through
open windows and having to use a sealed winter garden or other outside amenity
space would result in a somewhat oppressive sense and perception in the living
environment that would at times feel like existing in and being restricted to an
enclosed space. In the summer months in particular, occupiers would have to
sleep in sealed rooms, relying upon comfort cooling ventilation or alternatively
seek fresh air outside.

127. Clearly residents of any BTR scheme would have a choice and I have no doubt the
information measures outlined by the appellant in the form of renter’s information
packs and a noise management plan could assist. I would also expect for any
large scale BTR scheme in such a location with identified impacts that this kind of
documentation be provided and include information on the promotion of amenities,
the public spaces, the various facilities within the building and their operation and
so on. To my mind this does represent a somewhat take it or leave it approach and
it does not provide justification for the quality of living environments created.

128. I have also carefully considered the town centre location and the government's
aims and objectives in allowing greater deregulation of the leisure industry and
further that there may well be additional noise sources. The PPG notes that the
potential effect of a new residential development being located close to an existing
business giving rise to noise should be carefully considered; existing noise levels
from the business may be regarded as unacceptable by the new residents and
subject to enforcement action.

129. The building is embedded into the site but to suggest that any decision other than
to accept these living conditions could unreasonably blight opportunities that the
site offers implies only one approach and it has not been demonstrated through
the design process that other options were considered. It is also the specific
effects of this particular mitigation that is the issue here and in this particular
location.

130. The overall result would be a sizeable number of living environments that would
fail to adequately address the connections between people and places and the
integration of this new development into the historic and commercial built
environment. The proposal would result in unacceptable impacts on the living
conditions of a significant number of future occupiers that would likely give rise to
adverse effects on health and quality of life.

131. For these reasons, the proposal would cause some harm to the living conditions of
occupiers due to noise and the necessary mitigation required to satisfactorily
mitigate it. In my view and no matter how standard these approaches appear to be

11 CD1.220. 
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elsewhere I consider this element should not be regarded as a high quality of 
design. In this regard there would be conflict with Policies DM5 and DM30 of the 
LP insofar as they require a high standard of amenity and no harm to the amenity 
of occupants of neighbouring land and buildings, and future occupants of the 
development, through an unacceptable increase in noise.  

132. The proposal would also conflict with the aim of the Framework at paragraph
135 to create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which promote
health and well-being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and future
users.

Living conditions – Amenity space 

133. The second part of Policy DM30 of the LP aligns with the Framework in terms of
seeking to provide and/or maintain a high standard of amenity for existing and
future users of land and buildings. Importantly for this issue functional private
amenity space is required of a quality and size to meet need. The supporting text
of the policy clarifies that as a guide, for 1 or 2-bedroom flats at least 25 square
metres (sqm) of communal open space should be provided per unit. For three or
more-bedroom flats at least 40sqm of communal open space should be provided
per units. Balconies may not be counted towards the provision of amenity space
for houses or flats, unless in exceptional circumstances, where they provide high
quality space.

134. The Council made no qualitative assessment of the spaces but private amenity
space can, and should, be sought to be provided in a variety of different forms and
types, and a quantitative assessment is not the only calculation. Even with the
inclusion of private balconies the quantity of such space falls short of that guidance
but the Council also did not object to the quality of the amenity space proposed.
There are no requirements set out for BTR units and the SPD guides that roof
gardens are a good way of providing green private space within apartment blocks.
I am also aware that the Council have accepted 7sqm of space for the Sterling
Cables development.

135. Communal spaces for BTR schemes typically include a number of internal lounges
at ground and upper floors with some open areas, and in this case a gymnasium
and squash court. I agree with the Inspector in the Basildon appeal that such
internal spaces can contribute to the amenity spaces available for BTR occupiers.

136. I strongly doubt that the limits on number of occupiers of the space at any one time
would be breached, the spaces may not be overlooked but they are meant to be
private and are covered by CCTV. With the exception of Block D whose core
would access the civic square space, the spaces would be accessible across the
proposal with each individual core having access to an area of communal space.
Walking distances may not suit all but they would be short but space is available
within a short distance from every unit, including for occupiers of Block D.

137. Turning to the new internal north south route, it is not intended as private amenity
space but nonetheless could no doubt be implemented to be an attractive
multifunctional space easily accessible by residents. Whilst not private as such
well-designed seating and relaxation areas could provide a form of space for
reflection/contemplation or even a short break during the day/evening and the
quality of space proposed could be landscaped as proposed to be of a sufficiently
high quality.
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138. Further, I observed that within reasonable walking distances and along safe routes
are a variety of parks, recreation and other open spaces which would provide
additional and accessible alternative and additional spaces, including for those
seeking some privacy, for the occupiers of the flats, should they wish to use it.

139. Wherever the numbers may ultimately fall the combination of amenity spaces
proposed, in this town centre location and even on the Council’s best case in
terms of the quantitative shortfall would be outweighed by the considerations
above. The proposal would provide amenity space which would be of an
acceptable location, size and quality to meet the needs of occupants. Insofar as
this issue is concerned, there would be no conflict with Policy DM30 in terms of its
requirement for functional amenity space of a quality and size to meet the needs of
the occupants.

Other Matters 

140. Issues were raised by NTC concerning parking provision and ultimately, effects on
highway safety. The amount of car parking serving the development would reduce
significantly as part of the scheme and the residential element of the proposal is
intended to be ‘car free’ with parking provision on-site only for those who need it.
There is nothing unusual about ‘car free’ developments especially on sites like the
appeal site that are close to public transport hubs and in an accessible town centre
location.

141. On the written evidence submitted and further to my own questions at the inquiry
on this matter, I do not consider that the scheme need result in increased parking
pressure on adjacent, or even more far flung, streets, subject to planning
obligations secured in the S106 agreement, that should be regarded as
unacceptable or that would result in unacceptable highway safety impacts.

142. The Council and Rule 6 parties drew my attention to an alternative proposal by the
appellant on the same site and known as ‘The Old Town’ scheme. A valid
application has been submitted and is currently being considered by the Council’s
officers. In this appeal that proposal is not before me in anything other than name,
brief outline, and no drawings or further details were submitted to the inquiry.
Further, at no point did the Council or Rule 6 partis seek to demonstrate in their
evidence that this was a realistic alternative scheme of a less harmful design and
with lesser impacts. I have no doubt this is because that proposal still has
outstanding issues to be resolved, consultation responses to be reviewed and
decisions made.

143. Caselaw of relevance includes the East Quayside12 judgement which explains, in
cases relating to heritage assets and alternative schemes ‘this, of course, is not to
say that the absence of an alternative design that would cause less harm than the
development proposed is irrelevant to the decision on the application for planning
permission, and an immaterial consideration… it can be relevant, and may be
important, in the balance finally struck between harm and benefit.’ However, for
the above reasons it has not been considered further in any detail and on the
evidence before me in this appeal its existence carries little weight.

12 East Quayside 12 LLP v The Council of the City of Newcastle Upon Tyne [2-23] EWCA Civ 359. 
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144. Other appeal decisions and judgements have been put before me to inform and
support the respective cases of the main parties. I have had regard to them so far
as necessary, whilst also noting that the facts and matters in this case turn on
materially different considerations, for example either by location or the main
issues and the evidence presented. It is an accepted premise that each case is to
be determined on its own merits and circumstances and it is a matter for the
decision maker to undertake the necessary planning balance. As such, I do not
consider they are directly comparable and I attach limited weight to those
presented.

Conclusion 

145. Drawing my conclusions together, although there would be no conflict with the LP
in terms of the provision of private amenity space the conflicts with the LP that I
have identified are such that the proposal should be regarded as being in conflict
with the development plan, when read as a whole. I consider the harm in relation
to the first main issue to be prevailing and such that this would be the case even if
I had found with the appellant on the second main issue in terms of noise.

146. Material considerations, including the Framework, do not indicate a decision
should be made other than in accordance with the development plan.

147. Having considered all other matters raised, I therefore conclude that the appeal
should be dismissed.

R Aston 

INSPECTOR 
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APPEARANCES 

FOR THE APPELLANT: 

Douglas Edwards, of King’s Counsel 

He called, 

Sarah Ballantyne-Way BSc (Hons) MSc MRTPI Lochailort Investments Ltd 

Dr. Christopher Miele MRTPI IHBC Montagu Evans 

Nick Jones-Hill Waterman 

Joe Baggerley BSc (Hons) MSc MIOA  Anderson Acoustics 

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY: 

Mark Beard, of Counsel 

He called, 

Sian Cutts BSc (Hons) DipTP MRTPI Senior Planning Officer – WBC 

Laila Bassett BA (Hons) MSc Principal Planning Officer - WBC 

Dr. Rebecca Hawkes-Reynolds PhD IHBC Principal Conservation and 
Design Officer – WBC 

Russell Davidson BSc (Hons) DipAc Senior Scientific Officer - WBC

RULE 6 PARTIES: 

Cllr Andrew Moore      Newbury Town Council 

Closing submissions delivered by Cllr Gary Norman leader of Newbury Town Council 

Dr. David Peacock      The Newbury Society 

INTERESTED PARTIES: 

Keith Hoddinott 
Cllr Adrian Abs - West Berkshire 
Cllr Martin Colston - West Berkshire 
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DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED TO THE INQUIRY 

Document 
Number 

Document name Submitted by 

Document 1 Addendum to Dr. Miele’s PoE Appellant 

Document 2 ERRATA to Dr. Miele’s PoE Appellant 

Document 3 Draft S106 legal agreement Appellant 

Document 4 Appellant’s Opening Statement Appellant 

Document 5 Representation of Cllr A Abs WBC Cllr Abs 

Document 6 WBS Opening Statement Council 

Document 7 NTC Opening Statement Rule 6 

Document 8 NS Opening Statement Rule 6 

Document 9 Representation of Mr. Hoddinott Mr. Hoddinott 

Document 10 Representation Cllr M Colston Cllr Colston 

Document 11 EiC Statement NTC Rule 6 

Document 12 NS EiC Statement Rule 6 

Document 13 Spoken representation from Cllr A Abs Cllr Abs 

Document 14 Appendix to SBW’s PoE Appellant 

Document 15 Site Visit Itinerary Both 

Document 16 Pack of AVR’s Both 

Document 17 Open Space distances Both 

Document 18 Note of Historic England site visit Appellant 

Document 19 Draft CIL compliance statement Council 

Document 20 NTC EiC - Planning Rule 6 

Document 21 NS EiC - Planning Rule 6 

Document 22 Draft planning conditions Both 

Document 23 Closing Submissions Council 

Document 24 Closing Submissions NTC 

Document 25 Closing Submissions NS 

Document 26 Closing Submissions Appellant 

Submitted after the inquiry adjourned on 
Thursday 12 June 2025 

Document 27 Amendment to closing submissions correcting 
a page number reference omitted from original 

Rule 6 (NS) 

Document 28 Shared Listed Buildings and Visual Impacts 
Table 

Appellant 

Document 29 The Newbury Society Additional Buildings 
Table – Not accepted 

Rule 6 (NS) 

Document 30 Amended CIL Compliance Statement Council 

Document 31 Completed S106 legal agreement Appellant 
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Appendix 6 

Newbury Town Council 

Forward Work Programme for Planning and Highways Committee: 1st September 2025 

Standing Items on each (ordinary meeting) agenda: 

1. Apologies
2. Declarations of Interests and Dispensations
3.1   Approval of Minutes of previous meeting 
3.2  Officer’s report on actions from previous meeting 
4. Questions/Petitions from members of the Public
5. Questions/Petitions from Members of the Council
6. Schedule of Planning Applications
7. Schedule of Prior Approval Applications (if any)
8. Schedule of Licensing Applications (if any)
9. Schedule of Appeal Notifications (if any)
10. Schedule of Appeal Decisions (if any)
11. Neighbourhood Development Plan – Update (if any)
12. The Western Area Planning Committee – Update

At the first Committee meeting after 
the annual meeting of the Council 

Election of Chair/ Deputy 

Approval of ToRs and memberships of Working Groups 

June/September/December/March 
(Quarterly) 

Updates on Section 215 of the Town and Country Planning Acts. 
(Postponed until further notice) 

Each November Review of KPI’s for Planning and Highways Committee 

Send Budget and Strategy proposals to RFO 

2025 

19 May 25 - Election of Chair & Deputy Chair
- Canal Corridor WG
- Town Centre WG / Master Plan update.
- Rule 6 update

16 June 25 - Rule 6 Update

7th July 25 - Newbury Town Design Statement review
-

4th August 25 - Prow Working Group

1st September 25 - Eagle Quarter update
- HWG Lay member

29th September - Faraday Road Football Ground
- NDP Update.
- Welcome to Newbury Signs

27th October - London Road – Presentation form WBC (TBC)
- Presentation – Greenham Control Tower (TBC)

24th November - Review of KPI’s for Planning and Highways Committee
- Send Budget and Strategy proposals to RFO
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