DELEGATED HOUSEHOLDER APPLICATION REPORT

Ward: Kentwood

App Ref: 212055/HOU

Address: 7 Lower Armour Road, Tilehurst, Reading, RG31 6HH
Proposals: Retrospective application for side and rear extension
Case Officer: James Schofield

Applicant: Mr M Barnes

Date received (valid from): 20 December 2021 Target Decision date: 14 February 2022
Extended to 29 April 2022

1. INTRODUCTION

The proposal site relates to a bungalow on the north side of Lower Armour Road. The site
is adjacent to the Butchers Arms Public House and contains one mature tree at the back
right-hand side of the back garden.

2. PROPOSAL AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION

This is a retrospective application for a side and rear extension to an existing bungalow
following the earlier refused application referenced below.

Plans considered:
Drawing No: 01 Existing Plans & Elevations
Drawing No: 04-E Proposed Plans & Elevations
As received on the 21st of December 2021




4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

Application No: 210452

Description: Extension and conversion of existing dwelling to form a pair
of semi-detached dwellings.

Decision: Refused on 21/12/2021 due to failure to agree affordable

housing contribution.
CONSULTATIONS

Public consultations:
The following addresses were consulted by letter.
6 Andover Close, Tilehurst, Reading, RG31 6HU
5 Lower Armour Road, Tilehurst, Reading, RG31 6HH
The Butchers Arms Ph, 9 Lower Armour Road, Tilehurst, Reading, RG31 6HH

Letters of representation received as follows:

Objection from neighbour across the street on the grounds of overdevelopment,
insufficient parking leading to on-street parking, and the site being located on a
‘blind corner’. However, it is noted that the level of parking provision is
acceptable in terms of the provision sought by the Council’s adopted parking
policy. And the location and amount of parking appear to be already existing on
site. Lastly, the officer has to respectfully disagree on the point on
overdevelopment, as there are a number of two and three storey houses in the
area and the footprint of the development would still remain relatively modest
compared to the size of the plot.

Trees:

Officer requested a formal landscape plan and tree protection plan in order to assure no
damage results to the existing large tree at the back right-hand side of the plot and to
ensure a suitable appearance for the streetscene. However, in the context of the fact
that the works have already been carried out, the tree is not protected and the current
application is for a house extension, the requirements for tree protection are no longer
applicable and a landscape plan would be onerous for a house extension.

Ecology:

A recent bat survey and comments from Ecology on application 210452 made the need to
conduct another survey so soon unnecessary. An informative reminding the applicant of
their legal obligations to not harm protected species should they be found should be
sufficient.

Transport:
No objection subject to conditions to secure provision of the proposed vehicle parking
spaces and access points.

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.



5. LEGAL AND PLANNING POLICY 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. Material considerations include relevant policies in the National
Planning Policy framework (NPPF) - among them the ‘presumption in favour of
sustainable development'. The following local and national planning policy and guidance
is relevant to this application:

National Policy
National Planning Policy Framework
National Planning Practice Guidance

Reading Borough Local Plan (2019)

CC7 (Design and the Public Realm)

CC8 (Safeguarding Amenity)

H9 (House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation)

SPG/SPD
e A Design Guide to House Extensions SPG

6. APPRAISAL
H9 states: An extension to a house will be acceptable where it:

A. Respects the character of the house in terms of scale, location, materials and design;

To assess this, the following has been considered - would the proposal:

e detract from the appearance of the original building through the use of ill-matching
materials and by not fitting in with the design, scale and proportions of the original
building; NO.

e reduce the amount of usable amenity space for the property to an unacceptable degree;
NO.

e require the loss of trees in the garden or put significant trees at risk; NO - tree in garden
is indicated to remain.

B. Respects the character and pattern of neighbouring properties and the street as a whole in
terms of scale, location, materials and design, and any important existing building line;
Respects neighbour’s amenities and does not present a large blank facade to public areas.

To assess this, the following has been considered - would the proposal:

¢ significantly reduce the amount of daylight and sunlight enjoyed by neighbouring
properties; NO.

e invade the privacy of neighbouring properties through overlooking from windows or
balconies; NO.

e detract from the character of neighbouring properties through siting, excessive bulk, ill-
matching materials or inconsistent design; NO.

e detract from the appearance of the street or area by using ill-matched materials, glazing
and detailing; NO.



CC8: Safeguarding Amenity states an extension to a house will be acceptable where it
will not cause a significant detrimental impact to the living environment of existing or
new residential properties.

To assess this, the following has been considered - would the proposal cause a
significant detrimental impact to the living environment of existing or new residential
properties in terms of:

e Privacy and overlooking; NO.

e Access to sunlight and daylight; NO.

e Visual dominance and overbearing effects of a development; NO.

e Noise and disturbance; NO.

e Artificial lighting; NO.

e Vibration; NO.

e Dust and fumes; NO.

e Smell; NO.

e Crime and safety. NO.
However, the creation of a 4 bedroom dwelling on the plot where the outdoor amenity
space is reduced by the approved extensions would only be acceptable if the quantum
of development is restricted by using a condition to remove PD rights to extend or add
additions to the roof.

7. CONCLUSION

The proposed development has been assessed and the proposed works are considered to
be in accordance with the above relevant policies and planning permission can be
granted.

8. RECOMMENDATION

GRANT.
Standard conditions plus car park spaces to be provided before occupation and PD rights to
extend and outbuildings removed.



