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DELEGATED HOUSEHOLDER APPLICATION REPORT

Ward: Battle

App Ref: 240537/HOU
Address: 1 Battle Square, Reading, RG30 1BF
Proposals: Front single storey extension and alterations
Case Officer: Huimin Chen
Applicant: Arun Birajdar
Date received (valid from): 25 April 2024      Target Decision date: 28 June 2024(Ext)
1.
SITE DESCRIPTION
The application site is a three-storey property constructed of red bricks and partially rendered in cream, with a mono-pitched roof. It is linked to 2 Portman Way, forming an L shape, and is located at the corner of a junction.  The scale of properties increase in height towards the corner.  

The application site has a small front projection housing a store with canopy roof over, which extends over the doorway close to the back edge of the pedestrian path.  The remainder of the area to the front, within the curtilage of the property, comprises hardstanding (access to the garage) and a small planted area.  There is a row of parking bays in front of the application site. 
The property is not listed, nor does it fall within a conservation area. The surrounding area comprises a variety of flats, houses and commercial uses and the adjacent dwellings also have modest front projections with canopy roofs.  The block, including the application site, has a setback building line compared to the block to the south of it and the adjacent terrace also includes the front projection and canopy features.
The property was approved under application 06/00011/FUL.

Site visit date: 4 June 2024
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        Application site 



Google Streetview image with adjacent terrace
2.
PROPOSAL AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Planning permission is sought for the erection of a single-storey front extension and associated alterations. The front extension would be across the entire width of the front elevation of the main building, extending by approximately 1 metre in depth, and would have a flat roof. The proposal also involves the addition of three windows and one door. The associated internal alterations include converting the existing garage into a kitchen and dining area. The existing kitchen is intended to be converted into a living room, while the existing first-floor living room would be converted into a study. All proposed materials would match those of the existing building.
Further to the communication with the agent, the following plans are under consideration:

Drawing No. 159/202 Rev. B – Proposed Site and Location Plan
Drawing No. 159/200 Rev. C – Proposed Floor Plans
Drawing No. 159/201 Rev. C – Proposed Elevations
Received 18th June 2024.
Drawing No. 159/100 Rev. A – Existing Plans and Elevations received 25th April 2024.

Proposed Floor Plans:
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Proposed Elevations:
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Existing Floor Plans:
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Existing Elevations:
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3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

1) 06/00011/FUL - Erection of 435 no. dwellings and primary healthcare facility with associated car parking, open space, landscaping and new access arrangements – Conditional Consent
2) 08/00146/FUL – Provision for 257 dwelling units (providing for an increase of 101 units at Urban Block A as approved under application 06/00011/FUL) with associated parking, access and landscaping. – Refused
3) 08/00975/NMA – Minor amendment to planning consent 06/0010/FUL for elevation details and layout of external area including car parking, public space and landscaping – Split Decision
4) 10/00487/APPCON - Discharge of condition 3 of planning permission 06/00011/FUL – Agree
5) 12/00314/APPCON - Discharge of condition 22 of planning permission 06/00011/FUL – Conditional Consent
6) 12/00197/APPCON - Discharge of condition 5,25,29,30 AND 31 of planning permission 06/00011/FUL – Conditional Consent
7) 12/01003/APPCON - Discharge of condition 5,10, 22 AND 44 of planning permission 06/00011/FUL - Split Decision
8) 12/01241/APPCON - Discharge of condition 33 of planning permission 06/00011/FUL – Conditional Not Discharged
9) 131695/APC - Discharge of conditions of planning permission 06/00011/FUL – Split Decision
10) 181192/APC - Confirmation of compliance with all conditions under approved application 06/00011/FUL - (CNO) No Conditions to Discharge

4.
CONSULTATIONS

Transport Consultee:
The Highway Authority objected to the original submission based on there being no demonstration that the property would have two allocated parking spaces and that refuse and recycling bins would be stored to prevent them from obstructing the footway.

Following communication with the agent, additional information and revised plans were received on 18th June 2024. Based on this, there are no further transport objections to the proposal.

For further details, please see the Transport Section within the Appraisal below.
The following addresses were consulted by letter.
3 Portman Way, Reading, RG30 1AN

3 Battle Square, Reading, RG30 1BF
2 Portman Way, Reading, RG30 1AN

No letters of representation have been received.
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)

TR5 (Car and Cycle Parking)
SPD

Design Guide to House Extensions SPD 2021
Revised Parking Standards and Design SPD 2011
6.
APPRAISAL

Character and Appearance

Policy H9 states that an extension to a house will be acceptable where it respects the character of the house in terms of scale, location, materials and design and 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. 
Policy CC7 also states 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. The layout and landscape will be assessed to ensure that the development proposed makes a positive contribution to the following urban design objectives: character, continuity and enclosure. The developments will also be assessed to ensure that they respond positively to their local context and create or reinforce local character and distinctiveness; Address the needs of all in society and are accessible, usable and easy to understand by them, including providing suitable access to, into and within, its facilities, for all potential users, including disabled people, so that they can use them safely and easily.
Following the communication, revised plans were received. Although the revision sets back the proposed front extension of the side garden and omits the proposed canopy, the application site occupies a particularly prominent position in the street, given its location next to the Portman Way junction, and its siting within a block. Any extensions to it would, therefore, be particularly visible and the proposal is considered to detract from the character of the host property and the visual amenities of the wider street scene. Moreover, Condition 7 of the original permission (no: 06/00011/FUL), as stated below, not only removes permitted development rights for extensions, but states “no additions or extensions to the dwellings shall be built (whether permitted development or otherwise) [officer emphasis]).” The reason for this included that “development around the curtilage of a dwelling could have serious impacts on adjoining properties and the area in general…”  Although it is not considered that there would be a detrimental impact with respect to residential amenity matters from the proposal, as stated below, it is considered that it would be visually dominant within the streetscene and would, therefore, detract from it in conflict with policies CC7 and H9.

[image: image10.png]Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted
Development) Order 1995 (or any order revoking or re-enacting that Order with or
without modification) (Schedule 2, Part 1, Classes A, B, C and D), no additions or
extensions to the dwellings shall be built (whether “permitted development” or
otherwise). Reason: as unrestricted development or various minor operations to or
around the curtilage of the dwelling could have a serious impact on adjoining
properties and the area in general, due to the restricted size of gardens proposed/low
overlooking distances between dwellings and should therefore be controlled, in
accordance with policies HSG5 (Residential Design Standards); and CUD14 (Standards of
Design in Development) of the Reading Borough Local Plan (1998).




The proposal also fails to respect the character and pattern of neighbouring properties in terms of design and the existing building line.  The group of dwellings, including the application site, have very modest front projections, which create relief and articulation in the front building line at ground floor.  A full width front extension would alter the character of this group of dwellings where this articulation combines with the overall step back of the main building line compared to buildings further south and those opposite, giving this group a more uncluttered and finer appearance. There are different scales of building within the wider area and this block has a similar repetition of form to other parts of the wider development creating a unified appearance.  Overall, therefore, the proposal does not comply with policies H9 and CC7 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019.
Residential Amenity
Policy H9 states that an extension will be acceptable where it does not result in an overbearing impact on neighbours. Policy H10 seeks to ensure that the amenity of gardens and other outdoor areas are not compromised. Policy CC8 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, in terms of privacy and overlooking, access to sunlight and daylight, visual dominance and overbearing effects of a development, harm to outlook.

The neighbouring property potentially most affected by the proposals is no.2 Portman Way, forming an L shape block with the application site and linked by the side elevation. Therefore, there are no identified risks in terms of privacy and overlooking, blocking sunlight and daylight or overbearing effect.
Parking

Policy TR5 states that development should provide car parking and cycle parking that is appropriate to the accessibility of locations within the Borough to sustainable transport facilities, particularly public transport.

The Highway Authority objected to the original proposed development as the proposal would result in the loss of the existing garage and the number of bedrooms would increase from 3 to 4. To determine whether the property would retain an acceptable level of parking, the applicant was requested to submit a parking layout plan demonstrating that the property has 2 no. allocated parking spaces (as per the requirements in the adopted Parking Standards and Design SPD). Also, as the proposal would extend the front elevation closer to the highway boundary, the applicant was requested to demonstrate where refuse and recycling bins would be stored to prevent them obstructing the footway.

Following the communication with the agent, additional information and revised plans were received which addressed these matters and the Transport team subsequently confirmed that there were no further transport objections to this application for the reasons as follows:
“The agent states that adjacent properties are only allocated 1 space which appears to comply with the parking provision for the original application for the wider Battle hospital development. The agent has also stated that the visitor’s space is currently used by the property but this cannot be counted as it is not allocated to the property on the title deeds.

Therefore, the main consideration is whether the loss of the garage is likely to have an impact on road safety.

The NPPF states that “Development should only be prevented or refused on highway grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe.”  Whilst the property currently has a garage, there are parking controls and restrictions surrounding the site ensuring that any overspill will not cause dangerous on-street parking.”
However, this site was approved under application 06/00011/FUL with Condition 46 (attached below), which requires access to garages for parking to be retained and it is not considered that there has been any change in circumstances which would warrant concluding differently on this matter.  Notwithstanding Transport’s view that there would not be resultant dangerous on-street parking it is considered that the proposal fails to demonstrate that there would be enough parking space to serve the property.  This would increase the parking pressure, and it is not considered desirable to put additional pressure on an already constrained parking environment.  It would be in the public interest to not exacerbate the current situation further with additional on-street parking nor to degrade the visual amenity of the overall area with additional on-street parking.  It is therefore, considered to be contrary to Policies TR5 and CC7.
[image: image11.png]Notwithstanding the provisions of the current Town and Country Planning (General
Development) Order 1995 (as amended), the (private) garage accommodation on the
site shall be kept available for the parking of vehicles at all times. Reason: to ensure
the Local Planning Authority's vehicle parking standards are met and to be in
accordance with Policy TRN12 (Car Parking) of the Reading Borough Local Plan (1998).




7. CONCLUSION  
The proposed development has been assessed as set out above and is considered to be unacceptable for the reasons set out below.
8.
RECOMMENDATION  

REFUSE
1. The proposed front extension, across the whole width of the ground floor, would fail to respect the character and appearance of the existing house and the character and pattern of neighbouring properties in terms of design and the existing building line.  Due to the site's prominent location the proposal would also result in an overly visually dominant structure with harm to the street scene, contrary to Policies CC7 (Design and The Public Realm) and H9 (House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation) of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) and the Design Guide to House Extensions SPD (2021).
2. The proposal fails to demonstrate that enough parking space would be provided for the property, which would increase the parking pressure in an already constrained parking environment and have an effect on visual amenity.  The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies TR5 (Car and Cycle Parking), CC7 (Design and The Public Realm) of the Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) and the Council’s Revised Parking Standards and Design SPD (2011).

