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COWENTS:

I wish to object to this application and ask that the Counci
carefully assess whether the proposal conplies with the requirenents
of Energing Local Plan Policy H8 and the w der objectives of
protecting residential anenity and highway safety. The applicant
expressly relies on Policy H8 in support of the proposal

1. Insufficient evidence regarding parking demand and hi ghway

i npacts The proposal seeks to create an 8-bedroom sui generis HMO
but provides only two of f-street parking spaces, which is the sane
nunber currently available for the existing dwelling. The applicant
states that there will be no increase in traffic novenents and that
HMO occupants in this location are likely to have I ow | evels of car
owner shi p. However, no evidence has been subnmitted denonstrating
that the existing parking provision is sufficient for an 8-bedroom
HMO or that the proposal would not increase pressure on surroundi ng
streets.

This concern is particularly significant given the |ocal parking
context. A 2019 Reading Chronicle article reported concerns from

Il ocal councillors that parking controls on nearby Pepper Lane had
resulted in displacenent parking into surrounding residential
streets.

Councillors reported that sonme drivers were avoi di ng parki ng charges
by parking in neighbouring roads, creating inconveni ence for
residents and in sone cases contributing to obstruction and hi ghway
safety

concerns.

As a local resident, | have al so observed that parking pressures on
Harcourt Drive and surroundi ng roads increase significantly during
University termtine. Gven the site's proximty to the University
of Reading, the application has not denonstrated that existing
on-street parking capacity can accomopdate any additional denand
arising fromthe proposed devel opnent. No assessnent has been

provi ded of existing parking conditions or the potential inpact of
i ntroduci ng an 8-bedroom HMO at this | ocation

In these circunstances, it has not been denonstrated that
acconmodation for up to eight occupiers can be adequately served by
only two parking spaces. Gven the increase in occupation proposed
the application has not provided sufficient evidence to denobnstrate
that additional parking demand woul d not place further pressure on
Harcourt Drive and surroundi ng roads.

2. I nadequate assessnent of inpacts on nei ghbouring residentia
anenity

The Design and Pl anni ng St atenent concludes that no increase in
noise is anticipated, but no supporting assessnent has been

provi ded. The proposal would accombdate up to eight residents
together with visitors, deliveries, refuse generation and increased
activity associated with a large HMO. The application contains no
meani ngf ul assessnent of the inplications for nei ghbouring occupiers
arising fromincreased conings and goi ngs, use of the garden, waste
storage, servicing arrangenents or cunul ative inpacts on
residential amenity.



G ven that the site is located within an established fanily
residential area, | do not believe sufficient evidence has been
submitted to denobnstrate that nei ghbouring amenity woul d be
adequately protected.

3. Concerns regarding the reliability of the HMO concentration
assessnent

Energi ng Local Plan Policy H8 states that proposals should not,
either individually or cunulatively, unduly dilute or harm an

exi sting m xed and sustai nabl e conmunity through the significant
overconcentration of flats or HWOs.

The docunents submtted by the applicant appear to contain HVO
concentration cal cul ations that are mathematically inconsistent. The
submitted plan identifies 22 properties within a 50mradius and
states that No. 39 is the only licensed HMO, equating to "bel ow

0. 05% .

El sewhere, the Design and Pl anning Statenment states that approval of
the proposal would increase HMO concentration to 0.9%

Based on the figures provided by the applicant, 1 HMO within an area
containing 22 properties would represent approxi mately 4.5% of
properties, while 2 HMOs woul d represent approximately 9.1% Neither
figure appears consistent with the percentages stated within the
subnitted docunents.

The application also provides no explanation as to why a 50mradi us
has been selected as the basis for assessing HVO concentration or
why this should be regarded as the appropriate area for considering
cunul ative inpacts on nei ghbourhood character and community bal ance.
The Woki ngham HMO regi ster identifies further |icensed HM>s within
the |l ocal area, including Nos. 1 and 4 Harcourt Drive. Wile these
properties nmay fall outside the applicant's chosen 50mradius, their
exi stence raises further questions as to whether the subnitted
assessnent provides a sufficiently accurate picture of HWVO
concentration and cunul ative inpact within the surroundi ng

nei ghbour hood.

G ven that the applicant relies on these calculations to denonstrate
conpliance with Policy H8, | ask the Council to verify the

nmet hodol ogy used and ensure that the assessnent of existing and
proposed HMO concentration is accurate and based on up-to-date

evi dence before relying upon it in reaching a decision on the
application.

4. Lack of supporting evidence for several key assertions

A nunber of inportant conclusions in the application are presented
wi t hout supporting technical evidence, including:

-that there will be no increase in traffic novenents;

- that two parking spaces are adequate for an 8-bedroom HMO

- that noise and disturbance will not increase;
- that refuse storage provision is sufficient.

In ny view, further evidence is required before the Council can be
satisfied that the proposal would not adversely affect the character
a nd functioning of the surrounding residential area. Thank you for
your consideration of these conments.



