
 

 
DELEGATED HOUSEHOLDER APPLICATION REPORT 
 
Ward: Kentwood Ward 
App Ref: PL/26/0435 
Address: 271 NORCOT ROAD, TILEHURST, READING, RG30 6AF 
Proposals: Single Storey Side Extension 
Case Officer: Mishga Marshall 
Applicant: Mr & Mrs Neighbour 
Date received (valid from): 30/03/2026 
Target Decision date: 25/05/2026 
 
1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
The application site is a two-storey semi-detached property on the northern side of Norcot Road, 
characterised by semi-detached properties to either side. The property is not listed nor in a 
conservation area. 
 
Site visit date: 10/04/2026 
 
2. PROPOSAL AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 
The proposal is for the construction of a single storey side extension, with a mono-pitched roof. 
The proposed side extension would have an eves height of approx. 2.8 metres, at its highest point 
approx. 3 metres, be approx. 8 metres in depth, set in by approx. 1 metres from the front elevation 
wall.  
 
During the course of the application assessment and following the site visit, concerns were raised 
in regard to design of the flat roofed element of the proposed side extension. The flat roofed 
element was considered to not sit comfortably within the existing street scene, given that the 
surrounding properties generally displayed pitched roof forms. The agent was asked to amend the 
proposal to create a proposal that better satisfied the character of the area. 
 
The following assessment is based on the amended plans received on 30th April 2026. 
 
Plans submitted received 30th March 2026: 
26/07/01 Existing Plan & Elevations dated 08.03.2026 
 
Plans submitted received 22nd May 2026: 
26/07/02 REV B Proposed Plan & Elevations dated 11.03.2026 
 
   
 
3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY  
N/A 
 
4. CONSULTATIONS 
 
A site notice was displayed on 10/04/2026. 
 
No neighbour letters of representation have been received. 
 
One Councillor enquiry was received asking about the placement of site notices more generally,  
it was conveyed that the Planning Dept now uses site notices as the principal form of consultation,  
instead of letters to households for householder planning applications. And there is no specific  
rule on their placement; but are required to be as close to the application site as possible, but  
also where easy to read by the public. – no further comments or enquiries have been received.  



 

 
RBC Transport – no comments 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 2024 
National Planning Practice Guidance 2014 (onwards) 
 
Reading Borough Local Plan (2019) 
CC7 (Design and the Public Realm) 
CC8 (Safeguarding Amenity)  
H9 (House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation) 
H10 (Private and Communal Outdoor Space) 
 
SPD 
Design Guide to House Extensions SPG 2021 
 
Local Plan Update  
The current version of the Local Plan (adopted in November 2019) turned five years old on 
Tuesday 5th November 2024. The Local Plan was reviewed in March 2023 and around half of the 
policies in the plan are considered still up to date. However, the rest need to be considered for 
updating to reflect changing circumstances and national policy. A pre-submission draft was 
submitted to the Secretary of State on the 9th of May 2025 and is currently at examination.  
 
Although there is a five-year period for carrying out a review of a plan after it is adopted, 
nothing in the NPPF or elsewhere says that policies automatically become “out of date” when 
they are five years old. It is a matter of planning judgement rather than legal fact whether a 
plan or policies within it are out-of-date. This will depend on whether they have been overtaken 
by things that have happened since the plan was adopted, either on the ground or through 
changes in national policy, for example.  
 
Officer advice in respect of the Local Plan policies pertinent to this application listed above is 
that they remain in accordance with national policy and that the objectives of those policies 
remains very similar in the draft updated Local Plan. Therefore, they can continue to be 
afforded weight in the appraisal below and are not considered to be ‘out of date’. 
 
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 sets out relevant 
considerations for design.  



 

 
The proposed side extension would have an eaves height of approximately 2.8 metres and a 
maximum height of approximately 3 metres. Whilst the extension would be visible from the front 
elevation and street scene, it would remain clearly subservient in scale, incorporate a pitched 
roof to reflect the existing dwelling, and would be set back from the principal elevation. It would 
also not appear out of keeping with similar extensions in the locality. 
 
Whilst higher than the eaves of the existing building to the rear, this is due to the style of the 
house. This might appear slightly incongruous, however, won’t be readily discernible from the 
wider public domain and no material harm is considered to arise. 
 
The proposed materials, including brickwork, windows and doors, would match the existing 
dwelling, ensuring the character of the host property is respected. Overall, the extension is 
considered to be subservient and sympathetic to the existing dwelling and surrounding area, and 
it would not result in any material harm to the character of the host property or the wider street 
scene such to warrant a refusal. 
 
As such, the development is considered visually acceptable, in compliance with Policies H9 and 
CC7. 
 
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. 
 
The neighbouring property potentially most affected by the proposal is No. 269 Norcot Road, 
located to the west of the site. The proposed extension would be, for the most part, flat-roofed 
with a height of approximately 2.8 metres, rising to approximately 3 metres at the front where a 
mock pitched roof is proposed.  
 
No.269 has two windows and a door on the flank elevation facing No.271. Looking at internal 
records (particularly floor layout of the adjoining 267 Norcot Road which this would likely mirror) 
these would appear to serve hallway/staircase area and not habitable rooms.  
 
Whilst clearly visible to occupiers of No.269 Norcot Road, it is not considered to result in any 
significant material overbearing effect to warrant a refusal. Whilst the extension would be sited 
up to the shared boundary, guttering is proposed to the front and rear of the extension (rather 
than the side) which is appropriate.   
 
No side-facing windows are proposed and there would no loss of privacy.  
 
Owing to the flat-roof nature of the rear extension, it is considered necessary to impose a 
condition restricting the use of the flat roof area to maintenance and/or means of escape purposes 
only and preventing its use as a roof terrace. This is in order to avoid any potential detrimental 
impacts in terms of overlooking, noise, or disturbance to neighbouring occupiers. 
 
Giving the siting and scale of the extension, to harm to any other neigbhouring property would 
arise. n 
 
Given the above, it is not considered the development would result in harm to other neighbouring 
amenities, through overbearing effects, loss of light or privacy. As such, the development is 
considered acceptable and in compliance with Policies CC8, H9, and H10. 
 
 
7. CONCLUSION   
 



 

The proposed development has been assessed as set out above and is considered to be acceptable 
on that basis, subject to the following conditions. 
 

8. RECOMMENDATION   

 
Recommended Conditions: 
Time Limit 
Materials  
Approved Plans 
Flat roof 
 


