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Appeal Ref: APP/E(345/A/05/1183889 ]
SSE Southcote Sub Station, off Burghfield Road Reading, Berkshire, RG30 3NB
¢ The appeal is made under scction 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 againsf a refusal to
. grant approval reqmred under a development order.

The appecu is made by Scottish and Southern I:,Ilergy Telecom. agamst the decision of K.eadmg
' Borough Council. :
* The application Ref OSJ‘OGSZG/TE' E dated "3 M h 2005 was rerused by not1ce dated 17 -May -

2005. g co : i e S

Summiry of Decision: The aDpeal is allowed and apnroval i grantedassetout in the

._-.,Formal Declsmn. SR

 Procédural matters Co e ey T

|

1. The application descnptlon is taken from-the apphcatlon letter From the plans and all the
- evidence before me it is clear that the proposal also relates to the erection of 3 antennas on
-the monopole and the construction of ancillary ground based equipment. I shall have regard

- to this in my decision.

2. Atthe heanng an application for costs was made on behalf of Scottish and Southern Energy
Telecom against Reading Borough Councﬂ This application is the subject of a separate
decision.

Main Issue

3.. The main issue in this appeal is the effect of the proposed development on the character and
appearance of the surrounding area and if harm arises whether that is outweighed by a need
for the proposed freestanding mast in this location.

Planning Policy

4. The aevelopment pian for the area inciudes the Keadmg Borough Local Plan (1991-2006)
(1998). This says that,” subject to other Policies in the plan, telecommunications

: development will normally be permitted provided: no more acceptable sites are available;
-there is no reasonable possibility of sharing existing facilities, or erecting an alternative
facility on an existing building or other structure; and the apparatus is sited and designed to

minimise its visual and environmental impact, subject to technical or operational

requirements (CUD 17). New development should be compahble with the character of the
SUITol uudmg environment \\,TJD 14) Wildlife ucutdgc sites shall be pIO[C(JC‘(l u\u:', L)
Development will not be permitted that would detract from the character or appearance of a

Major Landscape Feature such as the Kennett and Holy Brook floodplain (NE 4). On land




Appeal Decision APP/E0345/A/05/1183889

adjacent to Major Areas of Open Space, such as the Kennett Meadows, development will
not be permitted which would jeopardise their use or enjoyment by the public (LEI 2).

Reasons
5. The application site lies in countryside to the south of a residential area of Reading. The

countryside is part of the Kennett and Holy Brook floodplain identified in the Local Plan as

Tt

a Major Landscape Feature and a Major Area of Open Space. It is primarily low-lyin
agricultural land and provides an attractive rural setting for the southern boundary of the
built-up area of Reading. A strip of land within the floodplain, and between the rear
gardens of houses and a railway embankment, comprises part of the Southcote linear park,

" to which the public have access.

The proposed development would be within the boundary of an electricity substation. The
substation lies to the south of the railway embankment forming the southem boundary of
the linear park and ‘6 the west of Burghfield Road. It is on lower lying land than the
adjoining highway and there is no substantial evidence that it is on significantly higher land

than nearby areas horth of the railway line.

* proposed” monopole - from the road and from the countr_);side to the eas:t‘.‘; In. the winter -

LS PE I T A VY . R . P | . e e mem : ‘. B - . . o
" although the scréenitig effect would be lessened it would still be sufficient to substantially

7
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PRV

reduce the impact of the monopole. At all times of the year the proposed monop_dle would
be seen through a gap in the hedgerow trees at the access from Burghfield Road into the
substation. However, only fleeting views of it would be obtained. . .

From that part of Southcote linear park to the east of Bu’fghﬁeld Road the proposed

monopole would be well screened by trees along the roadside-and the railway embankment.
From the linear park to the west of the road, and from the rear of dwellings to the north of -
the park, the proposed monopole would be geperally well screened in the summer by trees
alongside the railway embankment and Holy Brook. ' In the winter the mast would be
sormewhat more visible from the north, but the trees in the foreground and background
would lessen its impact. Moreover, to the extent that it would then be seen it would be
visible in conjunction with existing, albeit lower, structures on the electricity substation site.

The proposed development.would be seen from parts of Holy Brook. However, Vic_ws‘from
this stream would be limited and there i$'no evidence that is a waterway in substantial use.
The Kennet and Avon Canal is too distant from the site for the proposed development to be

samananmtalls Jntmagl 3 3 1
unacceptably intrusive in views from it.

Drawing together my views on the effect of the proposed development on character and -

AS2QVYARL

appearance, the site is clearly in a sensitive area. . However, its siting greatly minimises its
visual and environmental impact so that only limited harm would be caused to the character

and appearance of the surrounding area. The Council .expressed some concern about the

Wwinghiiir 220

 thickness of the monopole and the design of the antennas. However, in my experience the

proposed development would not be substantially different from others of a similar height
in these respects. The appellant confirmed that the antennas would be as shown on the
submitted plans and would not, as feared by some local people, be extended when in use.

3

.. For much of its length in the vicinity of the appeal site, Burghfield Road is flanked by tall ‘

- hedgerow trees on both sides. In the summer months these trees would largely screen the

e
)
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landowner with the support of T-Mobile who would operate tror_n the site. T-Mobile says
that it requires the proposed development to provide new and improved telecommunications
coverage to nearby residential areas on the southern side of Reading and along nearby
transport corridors. The benefits that modern telecommunications can bring, and the need
for the telecommunications industry to expand its networks, is recognised in Planning
Policy Guidance Note. 8: Telecommunications (PPGS).

12. Government guidance supports the sharing of existing masts where appropriate. T-Mobile
has investigated 7 sites, all of wh1ch it ruled out on technical or other grounds. Masts
mvestlgated 1nclude an existing O mast to the qouth of the appeal site. Qn_m local

r*nnnfrvmde a d

AR YO

: annallant
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e -f‘my VleW mcreaSmg the. height of this mast Woﬁ‘f'd be more aetmnental to the cnaracter and _

7. .7 -appearance of the area than the prOposed deveiopment a pomt accepted by thc Louncll
..The same considerations will ‘apply to the sharmg of a recently permitted,’ but not yet -
= --'A constructed Vodafone mast not. far from the O‘ mast S

SR ; iappellant is that even if ti:us structure was substanﬁally rmsed m helghf it ;
... . .. therequired coverage. - . | - ; . o

" 14. Although not raised at apphcatlon stage, or in its hearing statement the Councﬂ suggested
that consideration should be glven to mounting antennas on nearby flats, constructing a
freestandn;g street-work mast on the highway verge or ufilising a lamp post swap-out.
However, I have no substantial evidence to show that these solutions could either be
practicably undertaken or provide the required coverage in an environmentallv satisfactory

way. Indeed, the residential character of much of the area, the existence of trees and tall
‘Khlll]d gs that wmﬂd affect lines of sight. and the limited extént of tue b1crhwav verge in
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_ } cter and a "ppearance of the surrounding area. This limited harm, and pdl'[lal
“conflict ‘“it}] the dev eio ment plan that would thereby arise, would be outweighed by the

need for th proposea evelopment in this location.
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16. The appellant supplied substantial evidence to show that the proposed development would
not be detrimental to interests of nature consérvation or archacological importance, none of
wxdeiat oo leames Al 1loce o d Lo ol o Y 1
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17. Guidance in PPG8 is that if a proposed mobile base station meets the International
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exposure it should not be necessary for a local planning authority to consider further the
health aspects of the proposal. Nevertheless, concerns have been raised by some local

residents on the health of those living nearby and those using the open space. I accept that

their fears are relevant to my decision. On balance however, and bearmg in mind that there
was little objective evidence to support local fears and that the emissions from the masts
would be well within the ICNIRP guidelines, 1 do not consider that health concerns are

sufficient to quh{-"v rm"nqmcr fn grant nermmqmn

AL LAV AN AL

" There is no substantial evidence to support concerns on the effect of the proposed
development on TV reception. -

[
o0

Conditions
. 19 As I am minded to allow the appeal I have considered what conditions if any should be

imposed. There 1s po need to impose & condition on the time limit for the commencement
_of development as that is applied by the General Permitted Development Order (GPDO) in

prior approval cases.. .The development may:only lawfully: be carried.out as approved, and I- .

‘ -therefore see no reason to impose a condition spemfymg this. Given the relatively-secluded

. pature Uf :he site an and H—m level nF mnchno cr-rpf-n1ncr | see. no need fnr a landscammz

condition. Having regard to the distance of the proposed monopole from the hedgerow trees '

1 SCC no neea IOl’ a COIl(lluon llmumg, Luc pCi wu uf uuuau uuuuu to }n otect ‘#v’lldhfv

. \ji‘v'en I.hU lupatj.uu uf ﬂ}e S'tp . g“r] ﬂ"e 'ﬁ“dmgs Qf th- app.-!la.,.-n LUrvey, -

‘s:.-submlssmn of a programme of: archaeologlcal work. -

SO\ N

Conclusnons

21. For the reasons given above and having regard to all other matters raised, I conclude that
the appeal should be allowed. ‘ )

Formal Decision

22. 1 allow the appea.l and grant approval under the provxsmns of part 24 of Schedule 2 to the
Town and Country (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (as amended) for the
siting and appearance of a-15m high monopole at land at.SSE. Southcote .Sub. Station, off
Burghfield Road, Reading, Berkshire, RG30 3NB, in accordance with .the terms of the

" application Ref 05/00326/TELE, as clarified in paragraph 1.above, .dated 23 March 2005
and the plans submitted therewith subject to the following condition:

1) The development hcreby approved shall not take place until the. appncam or their

agents or successors in title, has secured the implementation of a programme of -

archaeological work in accordance with a written scheme of investigation which has

been submitted by the apphcant and approved in wntmg by the local planning -

- authority.

o

shall requir ethe”% L
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Mr N Perring MRICS , Appellant’s agent
Mr J Page MSc(telecom) Of T-Mobile

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY:

Mr B Bradley MSc Senior Planining Officer

»J:xtract from’ Local Plan Proposals Map

Plan A A The apphcatlon plan bemg _
- Drawing No BS240569 01 Rev. D
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