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COWENTS:

In principle, we don't have any issues to the synpathetic

devel opnent of the above property, however we are concerned and wi sh
to subnit the following five objections to the specific plan
submitted. They are: - Disproportionately |large building

- Not reflecting the current style of the road

- Over shadowi ng of other properties
- Overl ooking windows on to 26 Dark Lane
- Access to the devel oprnent site

Di sproportionately Large Buil ding:

According to the Wargrave council's Parish Design Statenent,
extension s and devel opnent should match the existing buildings in
terns of

scal e and size. However, the planned extension will create a

di sproportionately large building with different aesthetics to the
existing five properties set back on Dark Lane.

This extension will effectively double the original floor area of
the No. 28, and increase the frontage to the street by a further
two thirds of the existing house structure. This proposed style and
scale is out of keeping with the size of the other houses in the

r ow.

Not reflecting style of road:

The six houses set back on Dark Lane were built at the sane time in
the early 1970's, when Wargrave Manor sold the land for devel opnent,
with restrictive covenants on the design of the houses. These six
houses have been updated over the | ast 50 years but have naintai ned
a consistent look and feel in accordance with the Parish Design
Statenent. Adjacent houses have extended into the |oft space but
this has not been visible fromthe front, they have al so changed the
front entrance but in keeping with the overall |ook of the

devel opnent. We woul d suggest that the front loft and first floor

m ddl e wi ndow are not in keeping with the design of these houses.

Over shadowi ng

Currently the properties 26 and 28 Dark Lane are offset from each
other, creating an inpression of space in the back garden of no. 26.
The proposed rear extension at no. 28 cones out into the back garden
a further nmetre fromthe existing single storey kitchen wall, and
goes up 2 storeys. This is an unnecessary increase in the footprint
of the house into the back garden, thereby overshadowi ng no. 26 and
the properties backing onto no. 28.

An apple tree at the back of the garage currently provides sone
screeni ng between the two houses. The extension further into the
back garden woul d necessitate the renoval of this tree, reducing
the privacy of the garden at no. 26.

We woul d propose that the backline of the building should not exceed



the existing kitchen wall.

Over |l ooki ng W ndows:

The proposed south side windows in the first floor of no.28 will
overl ook the garden of no. 26 and invade our privacy. W strongly
object to any windows in this wall at this height. A south facing
Vel ux is also planned in the games roomin the roof - this would

al so overl ook our garden, and we object to this as well on the basis
of privacy.

We woul d propose that no new wi ndows are placed in the south side of
the property.

Access to the Devel opnent Site:

Access to this property is only avail able across our property. CQur
dee ds (no. 26) show ownership of the horseshoe driveway fromthe
council maintained road (Dark Lane) to the border with no.24. Qur
nei ghbour at no. 28 Dark Lane, has right of access across the
horseshoe drive to his private drive

The pl anned extension will require access for heavy construction
vehi cl es across our part of the horseshoe drive for a mininumof 6
nont hs, possibly 12. W are concerned about danmage to our driveway,
our grass bank, and to the broadband fibre cable buried at the edge
of the driveway since we believe there will significant increase in
heavy traffic to the site.

W would like to ask for a Construction Managenent Plan to

suppl enent the planning application. This should ensure workman's
and delivery

vehi cl es, equipnent, materials, waste and plant associated with a
devel opnent of such a scale are contained within the site and do not
obstruct or otherw se cause protracted nui sance or damage to our
property or inpede our and our other nei ghbours access.

G ven the scale of the proposed devel opnent (excavati ons,
materials, waste and vehicle novenents involved in such a |arge
project), could we suggest that in reality this necessitates an
alternate access (not across our property) to the site for the
duration of the devel opnent.



