PLANNI NG REF . 252362
PROPERTY ADDRESS : 21 M| ton Road
. Earley, Berks

. RG6 1EN
SUBM TTED BY . The ACER The Whitegates Residents Association
DATE SUBM TTED : 25/10/2025

COWENTS:
Pl anni ng Application 252362 at 161 Church Road (Retrospective)

Changes to roof fenestration plus a canopy to the rear of the ground
fl oor extension.

bj ections from ACER, The Wi tegates Residents Association

ACER object to the cunul ative pieceneal devel opnent at this property
which has resulted in a greatly extended five-bedroom property wth
significant intrusive overlooking into previously private areas of
nei ghbouri ng gardens and i nadequat e parki ng.

Background to Application 252362 at 161 Church Road

1. The first devel opnent application which canme up before the ETC
Pl anni ng Conmittee and public scrutiny was Application 241471 which
was validated on 6th June 2024.

2. The 241471 plans submitted for scrutiny notably omtted
previously submtted and approved plans for a |arge dorner |oft
bedr oom

conversi on, which had been approved only six nonths earlier, on 9th
January 2024.

3. ETC Pl anning Committee, whilst not objecting to application
241471, recommended the inclusion of a condition stating that

i npl ementation of this application was at variance with the earlier
approval under 232818, and as such inplenentation of approval 241471
woul d negate approval 232818. The inclusion of this condition was
rejected by WBC. It is a fact that application 241471 nade no
reference to or

i nclusion of the devel opnent shown on the plans approved under the
previ ous application 232818. It was reasonable to conclude from
this that the applicant had nodified the devel opnent plans and did
not intend to proceed with the dornmer arrangenent shown on 232818.
ETC s suggested condition was reasonabl e and not at variance with
the six tests for conditions within the NPPF.

4. The submtted plans for 241471 also omtted to show a | arge
out bui | di ng whi ch had been visited by Enforcenent under
RFS/ 2024/ 089148, and subsequently approved as Permitted Devel opnent.

5. For WBC Pl anning to all ow Application 241471 to be validated on
11/6/ 24 without reference to two significant habitable additions to
the property was un-professional and led to misrepresentation of the
scal e and extent of the intended devel opnent.

6. It is notable that the devel opnent was never built to the

drawi ngs subnitted and approved under 241471, therefore bringing the
public approval and scrutiny process of planning applications into
di sreput e.



7. The property is purporting to have been built to the draw ngs now
submitted under 252362. A retrospective application, which is an
accunul ation of three approvals, each separately assessed, plus
changes to fenestration and the addition of a snmall canopy

8. The cunul ative inpact of this developnent is far nore significant
than the plans submitted for public scrutiny prior to building work
comrencenent. This has resulted in conplaints concerning intrusion
and | oss of privacy from di sadvant aged nei ghbours, who never had
avai l able the drawi ngs of the property which was to be built.

9. WBC Pl anni ng appears to have been either naive or unconcerned in
respect of the intended devel opnent when the plans were previously
submitted for public scrutiny, i.e. prior to commencenent of
bui l di ng works. This has resulted in a deception concerning the

i nt ended devel opnent whi ch has now been constructed.

Current Application at 161 Church Road

10. The current application purports to show an as-built devel opnent
that has had no approval in its conpleted form This is not
mentioned within the application and is therefore m sleading. The
el evations sinply show the existing, unapproved, conpleted
structure, which is an amal gamati on of two previously approved
applications, with neither of those applications recognising the
other. Consequently, those earlier approvals do not relate to the
as-built situation.

11. It is noted that the latest drawi ngs are inconplete due to the
om ssion of the floor plans of the loft conversion with its en-suite
bedroom This bedroom currently shows signs of occupation at night,
yet there is no access shown on the submitted plans. This nakes the
property a potential five-bedroom HVMO. The original house was,
according to the plans, a two-bedroom property.

12. All ocated parking for this 5 bedroom devel opnent is woefully
i nadequate and will result in in additional unwanted on-street
parking in Pal merstone Road, a designated prinmary cycle route.

13. No provision for soft landscaping is shown in the plans. It is
inmportant to retain soft |andscaping in the front garden in order to
integrate with the character of the area, and indeed is required
under policy CP3(f), and TB06 as well as the Borough Design Guide,
which states that parking spaces should include spaces for soft

| andscapi ng.

14. Overall, the extension has a dom nating inpact on the front

el evation and is not subservient to the main property, contrary to
t he Borough Design Guide which states that alterations and

ext ensi ons should be clearly subservient to the formand scal e of
the original building. The original hipped roof has been replaced
with a part gable part hipped extension which is of poor design and
not in keeping with the formof the original building.

Sunmary
- The loft fl oor plans are m ssing,
- Exi sting access to the loft is not shown on subnmitted plans



- Overlooking into previously private areas of nei ghbouring gardens
i s unaccept abl e.
- Parking provision is insufficient for a five-bedroom property.

- There is no soft landscaping in the front garden to conply with
Pol i cy TB06 and t he Borough Desi gn Gui de.

- The extension is not subservient to the host dwelling

- The hi pped roof has been replaced with a part gable end which is
not in keeping

ACER therefore request refusal of this application.

Shoul d Pl anni ng be m nded to Approve this application, then ACER
request a |l andscaping condition is attached in order to conply with
WBC policies CP3, TB06, and the Borough Design Quide in order to
retain the green character of the area. Screening to mninse

overl ooking and |l oss of privacy in the garden of 89 Eastcourt Avenue
in particular should be included.



