DELEGATED APPLICATION REPORT 

Target Date:
29/09/2023





Application No: 221158/ADV
Address: Site Between 142 Basingstoke Road and 381 Elgar Road, Reading

Proposal: Removal of existing 4 advertisement displays and installation of

internally illuminated digital advertisement

Case officer: Claire Ringwood

Site Description and Surrounding Area:     

The application site is a raised area of land to the south-west of 142 Basingstoke Road and to the south-east of 381 Elgar Road South where there are four existing wooden advertisement boards.  The site is located adjacent to the signalised junction of the B3031 Basingstoke Road and Elgar Road South.

Proposal

The proposal is to remove the existing four advertisements (with printed images) and install one single sided digital advertisement to the south-west of 142 Basingstoke Road.  The digital advertisement has an LED screen capable of showing static images that are automatically replaced every 10 seconds.  

It is not clear from the submitted drawings and information what the overall elevated height of the proposed advertisement will be as it is raised up from the road.  The drawings show a screen size of approximately 6.4m x 3.5m however, the screen is elevated by just over 2m but this does not include its elevated position from the footpath.

The existing four displays consist of two non-illuminated 6m x 3m advertisements, one externally illuminated 6m x 3m display and one 12m x 3m externally illuminated display located at the back of the site at an angle to the boundary with 142 Basingstoke Road.

The proposed advertisement would be located towards the front side of 142 Basingstoke Road.

Existing




  Proposed Site Mock Up  [image: image3.png]



The advertisement would be internally illuminated with a maximum level of illumination of 2500 cd/m2 (300 cd/m2 at night time).  

It is not clear whether the proposed advertisement transmits any noise or vibration.  Had the application been acceptable in all other regards this matter would have been investigated further to ensure the proposal did not harm the amenity of neighbouring properties which are in close proximity.

Plans Submitted:

The agent submitted the following plans and drawings, received on 4th August 2022: 

Roadside Advertising Proposal PART 1 by JCDecaux, dated August 2022

Roadside Advertising Proposal PART 2 by JCDecaux, dated August 2022 including Sheet 4 of 6 – Structure Detail

Relevant Planning History: 

None. 

Consultation Responses:

· Development Control Transport - objected to the proposal.

· Environmental Protection – as residents have raised concerns regarding noise the applicant should confirm whether the unit produces any noise/vibration which may transmit to the neighbouring properties.
· Ecology – no objection.

Response to publicity

142, 142A Basingstoke Road and 381 and the Tesla Garage Elgar Road South were consulted.  One letter has been received with regards to 1. Blocking of windows by existing advertising fencing; 2. Confirmation that the advertisement does not generate any noise; and 3. Potential of blocking light and views from windows.

Planning Officer Note: With regards to point 1, this is a civil matter that is between the landowners.  The red line around the application runs along the side boundary with 142 Basingstoke Road but the existing fencing is forward of the side boundary at 142 Basingstoke Road and runs from the front of 381 Elgar Road South to the front of 142 Basingstoke Road.

Summary of discussions with applicant/agent:
The agent was advised in an email dated 26th October 2022 that Transport had objected to the proposal.  The agent provided an email dated 28th October 2022 proposing relevant conditions to overcome Transport concerns however, Transport advised their objection remained.  On 15th December 2022 the agent asked for the application to be refused.
Relevant Planning Policy and Guidance and Legal Context

The following local and national planning policy and guidance is relevant to this application:

National Planning Policy Framework 

Part 6 – Building a strong, competitive economy

Part 12 – Achieving well-designed places 

Planning Practice Guidance

· Advertisements

Reading Borough Local Plan (2019)

CC1 (Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development)

CC7 (Design and the Public Realm)

CC8 (Safeguarding Amenity) 

EN12 (Biodiversity and Geology)

EN16 (Pollution and Water Resources)

EN17 (Noise Generating Equipment) 

TR3 (Access, Traffic and Highway Related Matters)

OU4 (Advertisements)

Legal context

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that proposals be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

Regulation 3 of the Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisements) (England) Regulations 2007 requires the Local Planning Authority to exercise its powers under these regulations in the interests of amenity and public safety taking into account the provisions of the development plan, so far as they are material; and any other relevant factors.  Regulation 3 states that factors relevant to amenity include the general characteristics of the locality, including the presence of any feature of historic, architectural, cultural, or similar interest.

Factors relevant to public safety include highway safety and whether the advert would hinder security or surveillance devices, including speed cameras.

APPRAISAL

Public Safety
The site is located adjacent to the signalised junction of the B3031 Basingstoke Road and Elgar Road South, with the B3031 Basingstoke Road being the alternative to the A33 heading to and from the north.

The proposal is for an advertisement display that includes changing images that will create a distraction to drivers as they approach the junction from the south, with the traffic signals being directly in line with the proposed advertisement display resulting in added confusion to drivers.  This can be seen at the image provided below.


[image: image2]
As a result, the proposal is contrary to National Planning Policy, which stipulates the following:

Paragraph: 067 Reference ID: 18b-067-20140306 Revision date: 06 03 2014

All advertisements are intended to attract attention but proposed advertisements at points where drivers need to take more care are more likely to affect public safety. For example, at junctions, roundabouts, pedestrian crossings, on the approach to a low bridge or level crossing or other places where local conditions present traffic hazards. There are less likely to be road safety problems if the advertisement is on a site within a commercial or industrial locality, if it is a shop fascia sign, name-board, trade or business sign, or a normal poster panel, and if the advertisement is not on the skyline.

Paragraph: 068 Reference ID: 18b-068-20140306 Revision date: 06 03 2014

The main types of advertisement which may cause danger to road users are:

(b) those which, because of their size or siting, would obstruct or confuse a road-user’s view, or reduce the clarity or effectiveness of a traffic sign or signal, or would be likely to distract road-users because of their unusual nature;

(d) those externally or internally illuminated signs (incorporating either flashing or static lights) including those utilising light emitting diode technology:

i. where the means of illumination is directly visible from any part of the road;

ii. which, because of their colour, could be mistaken for, or confused with, traffic lights or any other authorised signals;

iii. which, because of their size or brightness, could result in glare and dazzle, or distract road-users, particularly in misty or wet weather; or

iv. which are subject to frequent changes of the display;

The applicant has provided no technical data alongside this application to establish that the introduction of such an advertisement display would not have a detrimental impact on Highway safety.  This could easily be provided by submitting accident data prior to and after the erection of a similar advertisement display at a similar junction therefore identifying what impact would occur.

The applicant has provided Roadside Advertising Proposal Part 1 which states that an assessment of the Highway Implications has been  undertaken, however, this assessment consists of the following:

The position for the advertisements faces traffic heading north along Basingstoke Road. The approach to the site provides extended visibility and ample opportunity for drivers to see the simple messages being displayed without resulting in a hazard to road users.

The images within this document indicate that there is no visual conflict with the signal heads that could confuse a driver. It is considered therefore that the position and manner of advertisement displays are unlikely to prejudice road safety.

This assessment is inaccurate as the traffic signal head of the adjacent junction does conflict with the proposed display and no evidence has been provided to confirm that the proposed complies with the sections of the NPPG above.

The agent was advised of these concerns and responded by proposing a number of conditions which they felt would alleviate the concerns raised, however, the Transport Development Control Manager advised the proposed conditions did not overcome the Highway Authorities objection to this proposal and their comments remained unchanged.  

Given the above, the Highway Authority objects to the proposed development on the following grounds:

The siting and sequential images displayed on the proposed LED media display screen would distract drivers in a location where there is conflicting vehicle movement and high flows of traffic.  This could result in sudden and unpredictable vehicle movements, increasing the risk of collisions with other vehicles or pedestrians.  This would be in conflict with Policy TR3 of the Reading Borough Local Plan and Paragraphs 067 and 068 of the National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG).

Taking all of the information into account officers do not believe that the proposed siting of the Digital display directly adjacent to a junction would be acceptable in terms of Highway safety.  

Visual Amenity
Policy CC7 requires that all development must be of high design quality that maintains and enhances the character and appearance of the area of Reading in which it is located.  Policy OU4 states that “new advertisements will respect the building or structure on which they are located and/or their surroundings and setting in terms of size, location……and will not have a detrimental effect on public safety”.  Policy OU4 states that all adverts shall comply with certain criteria including a) advertisements will not obstruct windows……. and e) illumination should not detract from the amenity of the area or pose a safety hazard to users of the highway.  The NPPF paragraph 136 states that “the quality and character of places can suffer when advertisements are poorly sited and designed.”
The submitted information claims the use of the site for advertisements has “been continual for more than 10 years and is an established part of the street scene.”  Although the location of the site is to the north of a predominantly commercial area, this section of Elgar Road South and Basingstoke Road are the start of predominantly residential areas to the north and west.  The location of the existing advertisements is poor and unneighbourly and they screen side windows at ground and first floor level of 142 Basingstoke Road.  The removal of these are welcome and will be a visual improvement to the area.

The ‘Proposed Site Mock Up’ photograph submitted with the application is not a true representation of 142 Basingstoke Road.  This property is within close proximity to the existing and proposed advertisements and there are side windows at ground, first and second floor level.  The proposed elevation showing the proposed advertisement only shows two second floor side windows.  Not only does the fencing obscure the ground floor windows but the proposed advert would completely obscure a side facing first floor window.  

The proposed advertisement screen measures approximately 6.4m x 3.5m however, the screen is elevated by just over 2m although it is not clear whether the screen is on a stand or elevated on the existing fencing but either way it will be approximately 5.5m in height and this does not include its elevated position from the footpath which could be another metre of more.

The daytime level of luminance is stated to be approximately 2500cd/m2 which is significant.  Policy OU4 states “care should be taken to ensure that illumination is in keeping with the character of the area.” Had the application been acceptable in all other regards the level of luminance could have been controlled by way of a condition but this would have been restricted to a maximum of 300cd/m2 as the screen size is over 10sqm as highlighted in Table 4 of The Brightness of Illuminated Advertisements (Professional Lighting Guide 05).

The submitted documents (page 8 of Part 1) says “the area is not sensitive in terms of uses, views or architecture” however, officers disagree as the site is within very close proximity to residential properties, particularly 381 Elgar Road South and 142 Basingstoke Road and the area to the north and west are predominantly residential in nature.  By virtue of its size, particularly its height at approximately 5.5m (not including the elevated position), and prominent location the proposed electronic advertisement would appear as an unattractive and prominent structure which is considered harmful to the character and appearance of the area.  As such the proposal is considered contrary to policies OU4 (Advertisements) and CC7 (Design and the Public Realm) of the Reading Borough Local Plan.
Equality Act 2010

In determining this application the Council is required to have regard to its obligations under the Equality Act 2010. However, there is no indication or evidence (including from consultation on the application) that the protected groups identified by the Act have or will have different needs, experiences, issues and priorities in relation to this particular planning application.  Therefore in terms of the key equalities protected characteristics it is considered there would be no significant adverse impacts as a result of the development.

Conclusion

The proposed electronic advertisement has been assessed and found to be unacceptable as it would harm public safety and would harm the visual amenity of the area.

RECOMMENDATION

Refuse.

Informatives relating to:

1. Refused Plans

2. Positive and Proactive 
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