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COWENTS:

| wite to object to the above pl anning application for the
denolition of the existing dwelling at Clear View Cottage and its
repl acenent with a substantially larger dwelling, together with a
proposed car port and the retention of a large ancillary

out bui | di ng.

My objection relates prinmarily to the scale, proportionality,

cunul ative inpact, and | ack of transparency in how the devel opnent
has been presented and assessed. These matters are directly rel evant
to policies CP3 and CPl1l of the Wkingham Core Strategy, TB21 of the
Managi ng Devel opnent Delivery DPD, and the correspondi ng provisions
of the energing Local Plan Update, all of which require devel opnent
to be proportionate, well-related to its context, and not to result

i n overdevel opnent of a site.

- Lack of Transparent Existing vs Proposed Conparison

The application fails to provide a transparent conparison of

exi sting and proposed devel opnent. Wile the proposed dwelling's GA
is clearly stated, no equival ent floorspace or volune figures are
provided for the existing dwelling, nor is the substantial
ancillary outbuilding quantified or assessed as part of the overal
residential quantum The cunul ative effect of the replacenent

dwel ling, car port, and large ancillary outbuilding results in a
scale and intensity of devel opnent that goes well beyond a
like-for-like replacenent.

This onmission is particularly significant in a replacenent dwelling
context, where interested parties nust be able to objectively assess
whet her the proposal represents a proportionate form of devel opnent
relative to what currently exists on the site. In the absence of
this information, the proposal cannot be properly assessed agai nst
Cor e

Strategy policies CP3 and CP11, which require devel opnent to be
appropriate in scale, form and intensity.

- Scale and Proportionality of the Replacenment Dwelling

The supporting Design and Access Statenent refers to a "500m
dwel i ng" w thout defining what the area netric is.. However, the
submitted floor plans clearly identify G A per floor, which when
conbined indicate a total floorspace of approximately 578m . This
di screpancy is not reconciled or explained in the application
docunents. The lack of clarity materially hinders a proper
assessnent of scale, proportionality, and overdevel opnent,
particularly for those who nay reasonably rely on the headline
figure presented in the supporting narrative. This is contrary to
the objectives of Policy TB21, which requires devel opnent proposals
to be clearly justified and capabl e of proper assessnent.

Even without a quantified G A for the existing dwelling, the
submitted plans and elevations clearly denonstrate that the proposed



house
represents a very substantial increase in built form nassing, and
residential floorspace conpared with the nodest existing cottage.

Thi s cannot reasonably be characterised as a nbdest or proportionate
repl acenent dwelling. Instead, it represents a step-change in
intensity and visual presence on the site, with a nmaterially greater
i npact on character, spatial hierarchy, and the perception of

devel opnent within the plot. Such a scale of change conflicts with
the requirenent under CPl11l and the energing Local Plan Update that
repl acenent dwel lings respect the character and scal e of devel opnent
in their surroundi ngs.

- Cunul ative Inpact of Ancillary Devel opnent

The proposed car port and the large ancillary outbuilding nust be
assessed cunmulatively with the main dwelling. | estimate that the
ancilliary buildings increase the built area from578 square neters
to sonet hing between 778 and 838 square neters.

Wil e the car port nay appear nodest in isolation, it neverthel ess
contributes additional built nmass, site coverage, and residentia
infrastructure. Wen conbined with the significantly enlarged
dwelling, it reinforces a pattern of estate-style devel opnent rather
than a sinple replacenent house. This cunul ative approach is
consistent with | ong-established decision-naki ng under CP3 and TB21
which require the overall inpact of devel opnent to be consi dered
rather than its conponents in isolation.

The ancillary outbuilding is particularly concerning. It already
exists and yet is being included in this planning application for
approval. |Is that because the existing outbuilding has no planning

perm ssion, or is it sinply included for conpleteness?

Either way, in planning terns, this constitutes ancillary
residential floorspace and should be treated as part of the overal
resi dential quantum of devel opnent. Its scale is such that it
materially adds to the intensity of devel opnment on the site and
further underm nes any suggestion that the proposal is a
proportionate replacenent dwelling. The failure to quantify or
assess the outbuilding' s floorspace

al ongside that of the main dwelling is a significant onission and
risk s understating the true scale of the proposal, contrary to the
requi renents of TB21 and the spatial principles of the energing
Local Pl an Update.

- Overdevel opnent and Character Harm

Taken together, the replacenent dwelling, car port, and |arge
ancillary outbuilding create a cunulative level of built formthat
results in overdevel opnment of the site. The proposal reads as a
resi dential conpound rather than a replacenent dwelling and woul d
materially alter the character and spatial bal ance of devel opnent
ithin the plot. This level of devel opnent goes beyond what can
reasonably be considered proportionate or synpathetic to the

exi sting pattern of devel opnent and shoul d be resisted on grounds of
scal e, overdevel opnent, and harmto | ocal character, in conflict
with Core Strategy policies CP3 and CP11, Policy TB21, and the
direction of travel set by the Local Plan Update.



For the reasons set out above, the application fails to provide the
clarity and evidence required to properly assess the scal e and
propor tionality of the proposed devel opnent. The cunul ative i npact
of the enlarged dwelling and ancillary buildings represents an
unjustified

intensification of residential devel opnent and is not supported by a
transparent or bal anced assessnment of existing versus proposed built
form

| respectfully request that WBC either refuse the application or
require the subnission of a conprehensive and transparent fl oorspace
and vol une conparison (including all ancillary buildings) before

any determnation is nade.

Yours sincerely,

Nick WIIlson



