PLANNI NG REF . 261414
PROPERTY ADDRESS : Radstock House
. Radstock Lane, Earley, Wki ngham

. RG6 5UL
SUBM TTED BY . Earl ey Town Counci
DATE SUBM TTED : 09/07/2026

COWENTS:

ETC rai ses objection to this application and recomends that WBC
refuses the application for the follow ng reasons, as the
application appears to be alnost identical to the refused 252476,
ETC woul d repeat its reasons for refusal: 1: Failure to naintain the
subservient character of the side extension of the origina
approval, by failing to step down the ridge line, to the detrinent
of the character of the area, contrary to Section R23 of the Borough
Desi gn Cui de, as supported by Policy CP3. 2: The closing of the

al ready sub-standard gap to the boundary with the adjacent

property, creating a

"terracing" effect, to the detrinment of the character of the area,
contrary to Section R23 of the Borough Design Guide, as supported by
Policy CP3. 3: The roof tiles are contrary to condition 3, Externa
Materials, attached to 241588, in not being of "simlar appearance
to those used on the "existing building" and at variance with those
on the adjoi ni ng house, causing harmto the character of the area,
bei ng of an inappropriate material and character, contrary to Policy
CP3 and failing to maintain the quality of the environnent,
contrary to Policy CP1. 4: The conversion of the originally
approved two snall dorners on the rear of the nain roof to one large
dornmer, being

visually prom nent, to the detrinent of the character of the area
and increasing the risk of overlooking of neighbouring properties,
contrary to Policy CP3. b5: Inadequate parking, in that the space
shown parallel to the road would be difficult to access, especially
when the second space is occupi ed, and the parking space at right
angles to the road, appears to be less than 4mlong, and will not
acconmodate a car wi thout severely overhangi ng the public footway,
to the detrinment of pedestrian safety and anenity contrary to
Policies CCO7 and CP3. In addition as the application appears to be
the sane as the refused 252476, ETC would al so propose WBC origi na
reason for refusal: 1. The part retrospective devel opnent woul d
have a detrinental inpact on the character and appearance of the

sem detached dwellings as a whole and the character and appearance
of the area by reason of the design and materials that creates a
jarring and discordant relationship with the attached property. The
proposed

devel opnent is contrary to Core Strategy Policy CP1 and CP3 of the
Core Strategy, Section 4 of the Borough Design CGuide and Section 12
of the NPPF.



