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COMMENTS:

I live at nunber 2 Renenham Row and wite to register ny conplete
shock and serious heart felt objection to the proposed three storey
ext ensi ons bei ng proposed to Thanesfield Retirenment honme that woul d
sit hard up agai nst the common boundary with nmy hone at 2 Renenham
Row.

My property, alongside the others, is a sinple, two storey cottage
style red brick honme, with snmall and appropriately scal ed wi ndows
and details. The existing nmassing seen in the D&A Statenent pages 11
and 18 show the current rela tionship between the properties being
of low density and snmall residential scale. This is further
anplified by the section B-B on Page 37 showi ng our building being
smal|l in scale and design that could now if approved, face a
vertical fa ade, a

comrercially proportioned blank flat roofed block as depicted in the
Appl i cation subm ssions.

Qur front Elevations face directly at the proposed three storey w ng
shown in the Design Engine drawi ng section drawi ng number 2212-P-301
whi ch you can see rises in these proposals froma nodest single

storey existing devel opnent under pitched roofs, to a vertical bulk
under flat roof of three storeys, very close to the comobn boundary.

The proposed Site Plan on Page 20 of the Design Statenent shows the
dense new bl ock but not in the context of what is renoved or what is
beyond this boundary, the First floor Plan that foll ows on Page 21
shows the intensified devel opment |ayout w th habitable roons

i ncl udi ng bedroons, living roons and bal coni es that woul d now face
my living roomdirectly, these draw ngs conveniently show the
proposed

views to the river fromthe new apartnents at an oblique angle
per haps they should be nore honest and note these at 90 degrees and
as "Views to the residents Living roonms at Remenham Row' !

The conmon boundary fromny house is 16.5 ntrs fromthe bay w ndow
inm living room The existing Thanesfield flank at this point is
only 2. 7mtrs fromthe comon boundary but with single story pitched
roof profiles and snall donestic style w ndows, separated by masonry
gaps. The sky is visible fromthe living roonms of our houses above
these existing pitched roofs which not only provides daylight to the
gardens and houses but relief fromthe already overbearing
Thanesfi ed

ext ensi ons.

The pl ans supplied do not have dinensions on so it is difficult to
estinate the proxinmty between these new habitable roons and the
overall increases in heights. In the Statenent Page 33 it refers to
the council's guidance on Flats to houses within the Wki ngham

Bor ough Design Quide SPD Extract (2012) and dependi ng on the

i ndi vi dual

conditions this ranges from 26-30ntrs "Back to Back". The pre
application feedback shown in the Design engine Statenent also



confirns officers felt that the:-
"mass and scale going fromsingle storey to three storeys the
proposal would have an effect of dom nance."

Even allowing for part of the proposal being set slightly further
back than the already overbearing existing extensions, it |ooks to
be at nost a further two or three ntrs naking the gap between our
devel opnents in the order of 22 perhaps 23 ntrs "back to back" and
therefore far closer than the councils guide shown on page 33 at
between 26 and 30 ntrs flats to houses. These guidelines, it is
accepted, are for new devel opnents where devel opnent it is necessary
wi thin Governnent policies to generate dense devel opnent that is
necessary for housing growth. This however should not apply to

sem -rural independent conpani es seeking financial gain through
private devel opnent. These dinensions in any event are very nuch the
m ni rum st andards and have, | believe been breached in these
proposal s.

The Daylight and Sunlight Analysis provided to acconpany the Design
Engi ne Pl anni ng Statenent focusses generally on the anenity and

exi sting daylight for existing residents at Thanesfield within the
devel opnent, justifying the inpact on itself being acceptable and
does not show how this additional height, bulk and bl ank design will
af fect daylight and sunlight into Remenham row especially on the
nmmon boundary. | woul d have thought this should be a fundanental
consideration for the council not only in terns of nei ghbourliness
but, as with the Party Wall Act in London under Law. This shoul d be
a material consideration in any dense proposal like this one and a
study that has not been provided here nor proven. There is only one
Section BB that addresses the daylight Angle which does not neet any
accepted BRE or British Standard Assessnent of daylight inpact on
nei ghbouri ng

devel opnent.

The riverside diagrans on page 28 show the relative building scaling
above the existing Thanesfield house, in that the grey ceranmic tiled
upper storey and the blank side elevation will show above the

exi sting white Mansion House which will very nmuch domi nate the river
scene as well as Renenham Row.

If you were to sit in ny living roomand face the comon boundary,
currently have clear view of the sky over the rooftop opposite. This
will be replaced by a red brick three story mass wall with grey
ceranmic tiles which is conpletely unjustified. This devel opnent is
totally unnei ghbourly and will nmake living in the units on this side
of Remenham Row unbear abl e

This devel opnent is unacceptable, the site already over devel oped
and | would ask the Council's officers to visit our side of the
devel opnent and listen to the residents at Remenham Row who are the
only nenbers of the public to be directly affected by these
proposal s.



