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COWENTS:

W are witing to object to the above Pl anni ng Application Nunber
253097, concerning the proposed replacenent of the existing rear
ext ension and conservatory with a significantly taller nodern
extension at 92 Victoria Road in Wargrave. Wiile the footprint is
said toremain sinmlar, the increase in height and nassing,
especially directly on the boundary between our properties, would
cause

unaccept abl e harmto nei ghbouring anenity, daylight, and the
establ i shed character of the terrace. W al so have | arge concerns
due to the significant technical inadequacy of several aspects of
t he submi ssion. Qur reasons are as foll ows:

1. Excessive Height and Overbearing | npact

Al t hough the footprint remains simlar, the proposed increase in

hei ght represents a major change to the scale and nassing of the
structure. As neighbouring residents in a row of terraced houses, we
rely on a consistent roofline of single storey outhbuildings to

mai ntai n adequat e daylight and avoi d an oppressive sense of

encl osure. At present, the edges of the existing extension run in
line with the top of our shared boundary fence, and because the
extension renmains at single storey height along the boundary, it
does not create an overbearing effect.

The proposed new extension, however, would rise substantially higher
than the current one and significantly above the shared boundary
fence. This would create an overbearing and intrusive structure

i medi ately adjacent to our garden and rear room This increased
bul k woul d be visually dom nating and detrinental to the sense of
openness currently experienced at the rear of our hone. As such, it
woul d adversely affect our outlook and the general anenity of our

property.
2. Loss of Natural Light

The height increase will inevitably block natural light into the
rear of our hone and garden, particularly in the afternoon.

Al t hough 92's current conservatory rises higher in the mddle, its
sloping formneans that it is hardly visible fromour side and its
central ridge has very linted inpact on the |ight reaching our

property.

By contrast, the proposed design introduces a consistently taller
and nore solid formacross the full width of the extension

i ncl udi ng

al ong the shared boundary. This presents a substantial risk of
overshadowi ng, particularly given that their existing extension is
al ready noticeably |longer than others within the terrace.

3. Lack of darity and I nadequacy of Submitted Information

We have serious concerns regarding the lack of clarity and technica



i nadequacy of several aspects of the subm ssion

First, the proposed drai nage arrangenents are particularly
concerni ng. The new extensi on woul d cover an existing externa
manhol e, yet no

information is provided regardi ng how future access for nmaintenance
or inspection would be achieved. Furthernore, the drai nage | ayout
drawi ng shows foul water discharging into a new soakaway system
which is not an acceptable nmethod of foul drainage disposal

Second, the application onits essential dinmensional information

i ncludi ng the exact distance between proposed new walls and our

exi sting boundary structure, as well as accurate hei ght narkers and
sections at the boundary.

Third, the design statenent states that the proposal will not cause
"significant' detrinental effect. The suggestion that there wll
nevert hel ess be sone degree of detrinental effect is concerning and
unexpl ai ned, particularly as the applicant provides no supporting
assessnent or evidence describing what that detrinment nmay entail or
how it has been eval uat ed.

4, Qut of Character Wth the Terrace and Setting an Undesirabl e
Precedent

Many properties in our terrace have nodest single storey rear
extensions that align with the character and scale of the origina
housi ng. The proposed extension would markedly disrupt this
uniformty and appear bul ky and i ncongruous conpared to

nei ghbouring properties. Allowing a significantly taller extension
risks setting a precedent for simlarly disproportionate

devel opnents, eroding the architectural coherence of the terrace.

5. Negative Effect on Residential Anenity and Potential |npact on
Property Val ue

The conbi nati on of increased hei ght, nassing, and overshadow ng
woul d have a detrinental effect on our enjoynent of our property,
with the new structure dominating the shared boundary. Such visua
intrusion and loss of light can reasonably be expected to inpact
property desirability and value within the terrace.

6. Absence of Party Wall Notice

W would also Iike to note that no notification or approach has been
made to us, or the owners of nunber 90, under the Party Wall etc.

Act 1996, despite the proposed works occurring directly on, or

i medi ately adj acent to, our shared boundary. Wile the Party Wl

Act sits outside the planning process, the conpl ete absence of
conmuni cati on reinforces our concerns regarding the lack of detail,
clarity, and consideration acconpanying this proposal, and raises

| egitimat e doubts about how works affecting the boundary and our
property will be managed. We would also |like to nake the Counci
aware that the owners of nunber 90 are an elderly couple.

Concl usi on

G ven the above concerns, we respectfully request that the Counci



refuse the application or require (a) significant anendnents to
reduce the height and overall bulk of the proposed extension so that
it is nore in keeping with the scale and character of the existing
terrace and does not harm nei ghbouring anenity, and (b) corrected

dr ai nage

details, a proper drainage strategy, full measured drawi ngs, and a
cl ear explanation of the detrinental effects expected.

Thank you for considering our objection



