Caversham and District Residents’ Association
Comments on the Development Management Document – Issues and Options   December 2008
3. Climate Change
CADRA supports measures to provide more ‘green’ homes in Reading

4. Design
We endorse statements paragraph 4.1 and 4.3, particularly in relation to infill and backland development. In the final section of 4.3 we are pleased to see the new possibility of considering proposals in relation to a wider development area and that the Council would no longer restricted to considering one application at a time on a piecemeal basis. 
We welcome the concept of ‘Designing for Safety’.

We endorse all sections of 4.8, Landscaping.

4.11 We are concerned about applications which appear overbearing to existing buildings and their residents. We request the opportunity to comment on the forthcoming Design SPD.

4.12 We support the view that materials should be high quality and compatible with the materials that make up the surrounding built form. We wish to emphasise that many parts of Reading, including Caversham, have areas which although not listed, are of distinctive quality and character and should not be prejudiced.

4.13 -4.15 Public Art

Public art helps communities form an identity and can also enhance the environment. We believe public art should be encouraged in smaller and larger schemes, provided it is of good quality, resistant to vandalism and can stand the test of time.
5. Infrastructure
We believe that the application of resources from planning obligations should be open and transparent. There should be identifiable local provision. Commitments made as a condition of permitting the application should always have the first call.

Affordable Housing, transport, open space and education should remain priorities. Other priorities should include health provision, community facilities and appropriate leisure facilities.

6. Social Inclusion and Diversity
CADRA recognises the degree of social deprivation in parts of Reading and Caversham. We would support a policy to underpin some positive discrimination for certain groups and areas and to redress inequalities in the town.   

7. Amenity

We welcome the statements in paragraphs 7.1, 7.2, 7.4 and 7.6. and policies should support these principles.   We do not consider that flats should be treated differently.  Requirements should be slightly more relaxed in the Town Centre while still providing acceptable living standards for new and existing residents.

Outdoor Amenity Space

We support the general principles of providing appropriate outdoor space. We have particular concerns   about well designed outdoor provision for refuse storage, clothes drying and for safe cycle storage. We believe that appropriate indoor and outdoor provision for clothes drying has significant potential to reduce energy consumption and should therefore become the norm in the majority of new developments.  Safe play areas for children should be included even in smaller developments. This has been very poorly provided on recent developments.   
We are concerned that minimum standards may not be appropriate as they could become the norm, thus limiting larger provision where this is needed.     
8. Economic Development and Employment
Members report that smaller scale employment does cause problems to residents. It may be that the original business did not pose problems but subsequent changes have lead to excessive road side parking, HGVs in small side streets and other nuisance. We doubt the ability of the planning system to be able to prevent changes in the business that may later lead to problems for local residents. For this reason we support designated areas for employment in line with 8.6
9. Housing
9A Housing Mix

Q9A.3. We support the target of 40% for 3, 4, and 5+ bedroom dwellings on sites outside the town centre.

Lifetime Houses

Lifetime houses are needed in Caversham. We support the statements in 9.21 and favour option 3. Families with a disabled child experience great difficulties in securing suitable housing and could be considered within this group.
9B Affordable Housing

We support the need for more affordable housing across Reading. We consider that schemes of over 10 dwellings should contribute to affordable housing but that for most of the smaller schemes this should be through a contribution rather than provision within that development.

9C Accommodation for Vulnerable People
We believe the provision should be focused on need and should allow vulnerable people to remain close to their own community and network of support where this exists. We question the extent of the move away from residential care. There will always be a requirement for residential care for the large number of elderly people not able to live independently. This group includes those with less severe dementia who can often be accommodated in a general care home and who would be very distressed by a specialist home for those suffering from more severe dementia or elderly mental illness.
9D Residential Conversions
A particular problem with residential conversions is inadequate parking so that on street parking becomes a major nuisance.
9E House extensions and Ancillary Accommodation
We endorse the issues set out in 9.68. Given the number of house extensions and the change in the law, it is essential that these principles can be maintained in practice. 

9F Apart-Hotels and Serviced Apartments
These apartments may meet a need for other groups than those working on a short-term contract, including for example the elderly. We consider that they should be available for much longer periods and an alternative solution must be found for contribution to affordable housing.

10. Access, Traffic and Highway-Related Matters
Incremental traffic growth from developments of all sizes is a major problem and there should be clear obligations on developers. Where road alterations are included these must meet the overall needs of the area (pedestrians and cyclists as well as vehicles) rather than favouring the new development. In most parts of Reading this should be informed by ‘Manual for Streets’ rather than ‘Design Manual for Roads and Bridges’.
11. Retail and Leisure
A thriving retail centre is an important centre for the community and helps to reduce journeys elsewhere. Option 2 seems a reasonable approach. Other Council policies should support the survival of small local retail outlets. Parking is an important issue for local shops. Waitrose in Caversham is an excellent example of how a supermarket can support other local outlets. There is concern that the new Tesco on Portman Road may prove the reverse for Oxford Road where footfalls to Tesco are away from local shops.
Concentration of takeaways causes problems for parking, for example on Prospect Street.

Corner shops and other retail provision away from local centre and close to people’s homes also have an important part to play.
12 Protection of Leisure Facilities
Leisure facilities cover a broad spectrum, from public and private sports facilities to the wide range of independent provision using Church, School and other facilities. There is therefore a problem of definition.  There is also a need to distinguish between provision such as public swimming and sports facilities which should be protected as distinct from casinos and large public houses in the town centre.

We agree that local public houses provide a community focus and should be supported. The problem here is usually commercial viability.

In Caversham and elsewhere, there is a severe shortage of facilities for young people, particularly those that can be reached independently on foot or by public transport.

Leisure facilities’ for the elderly which provide social and educational stimulus are also needed.

Leisure facilities linked to the river should be promoted and there should be a presumption against development which blocks access to the river bank or blocks sight lines to the river. 

13. Public Open Space Provision.
The issues covered in this section have been well thought out and are welcome. 
Open spaces play an important part of the network of pedestrian routes and access through them as well as too them is important. Paths, access points and where appropriate lighting, are important.
Previous developments have had little or no play provision. There is an urgent need to remedy this and to require a good standard of provision in new developments.
14. Green Infrastructure

This is also most welcome. In particular, we welcome 13.3, footnote 37, 13.4 including the proposed study and 13.7(particularly point 4). We endorse 13.8.  We support the need to protect biodiversity during construction. We support Option 3. 

These sections are comprehensive, well thought out and based on previous documents, which reassures us these issues are in good hands
15. Protection and Enhancement of the Historic Environment.

We support Option 3 but consider that this does not go far enough. There are many areas in Reading and in Caversham which have distinctive buildings of quality and character but are neither listed nor within a conservation area. Almost every town in the UK can cite examples of buildings that have been underrated by one generation and listed by the next. Reading’s Town Hall is an extreme example.
The policy needs to be broadened to recognise this issue.

16. Water Quality and Water Run-Off
We support Option 3 but would like to see a much clearer statement included about permission for any development in the floodplain. Where development is permitted, there should be very clear local requirements minimising loss of permeability on development sites, including maximum provision of soft landscaping.

17. Pollution
We support Option 2 and a detailed policy that is ‘Reading specific’, including action to address areas of poor air quality. However the statement in the Core Strategy which “seeks to permit development only where it would not be damaging to the environment through air, land, noise or light pollution" is puzzling since every development contributes to these problems. Greater clarity is needed if this is to be workable.

18. Major Hazard Sites and Gas Pipelines
We support the preferred option to examine each application on its own merits.
19. Telecommunications
· RBC should request a 5 to 10 year plan of telecoms masts from each provider, so that discussions can take place on site sharing. We are aware that the telecoms providers state that they require spacing between the equipment of the various firms, on the mast, but a larger mast, is preferable to having more masts. Each firm states that they require a separate equipment box at ground level, but by careful site selection, that should be facilitated. 

· The distance between the new mast and any others in the surrounding area should be considered - too many in a small area is unnecessary and worrying for residents 

· Site selection for telecoms masts should be carefully considered. Masts and the ground level equipment box(es) take up considerable room and should not cause pedestrian, pram, children's bike congestion. Neither should the telecom facilities force those using the pavement to take to the curb area. The telecom facilities should not impinge on the sight lines of not just pavement users, but also users of the roadway. The siting of the mast on or near to schools should be discouraged 

· While the request for new masts in our area is required only for 3G communications today (normal communications have good coverage), this area of technology is developing fast and it is likely that new masts or other requirements for new innovations will be needed over the coming 20 years so this issue is unlikely to diminish. Any policies should take account of any anticipated future needs and also be frequently reviewed and revised to keep up with the technological changes. 

· The telecoms equipment should be of a design, structure and colour to minimise visual impact and to discourage those intent on using them for graffiti/fly-posting, etc. 

· Make the companies pay for the use of the land that they are using to site the masts and ground level boxes, cables etc.
We support Option 2 to ensure that the Council has as many tools as possible to minimise the proliferation. 
20. Advertisements
We support a policy including the issues set out in 14.31. Particular care should be taken over approval of illuminated signs away from the town centre. There is a danger that one illuminated sign will increase the demand for further signs and thus change the character of the area.

The restriction of advertisements on vehicles and trailers left parked in public areas should also be covered.

21 Shopfronts
Sadly there are many examples of shopfronts which have ripped out the original features of the building detracting from the character of the area.
We support tighter control and recognition of the issues in 14.42. in a detailed policy.

IMPLEMENTATION and MONITORING

None of this extensive exercise has any value if the policies are not carefully implemented and monitored. A review of this magnitude is an ambitious task and there needs to be phased implementation to allow rapid progress on issues of high priority.
