PLANNI NG REF . 261582
PROPERTY ADDRESS : 2 Lakeside
. Reading, County (Optional)

: RGBS 7PQ
SUBM TTED BY © M Adrian Collett
DATE SUBM TTED : 20/ 07/ 2026

COWENTS:

DRAFT OBJECTI ON LETTER

Pl anning Application - 192 Silverdal e Road, Earley, RG 7NB

Pr oposed Subdi vi sion of Existing Dwelling into Two Separate
Dwel I'i ngs Dear Planning Oficer

I wish to fornmally object to the above pl anning application. Having
reviewed the submtted plans, Design and Access Statenent,

Conmmuni ty I nvol venent Statenent and havi ng consi dered Wbki ngham

Bor ough Council's previous decisions relating to sinilar subdivision
proposals, | believe the application fails to denonstrate conpliance
with the devel opnent plan and would result in an overdevel oped,
cranped and unsatisfactory form of devel opnent.

Whil st | recognise that the site lies within the settlenent boundary
of Earley and that residential devel opnent nay be acceptable in
principle, that does not renove the requirenent for the proposal to
satisfy all other devel opnent plan policies relating to design
quality, residential anenity, parking, |andscape character and
sust ai nabl e devel opnent. Wbki ngham officers have repeatedly nade
this point when assessing subdivi sion proposal s.

1. Overdevel opnent of the Site

The proposal seeks to create two i ndependent dwellings froma
property which was designed, approved and built as a single fanily
dwelling. In doing so the site is expected to accommvpdat e:

- Two separate dwel lings;

Thr ee parki ng spaces;

- EV charging infrastructure;

- Two sets of refuse and recycling facilities;

- Cycl e storage;

- Separate access arrangenents;

- New garden divi si ons;

- Separate private anenity areas.

The cunul ative effect is a cranped and over-intensive form of
devel opnent.

Woki ngham Bor ough Counci| has previously refused subdivision
proposal s where the site was not considered capabl e of
satisfactorily

acconmodati ng the consequences of an additional dwelling, including
par ki ng, anenity space, access and | andscapi ng requirenents. In
Application 192571 (29 Duncan Road), the Council concl uded that
the site was not of sufficient size and shape to accommopdate the
proposed devel opnent w thout harmto character and anenity.

The current proposal raises simlar concerns.

The application therefore conflicts with Core Strategy Policies CPl
CP3 and CP5 and the design objectives of the National Planning
Pol i cy Framewor k ( NPPF).

2. Failure to Denponstrate Adequate and Usabl e Anenity Space
The applicant repeatedly asserts that adequate anenity space is
provi ded but has submtted no neani ngful assessnent of:



- Garden usability;

- Privacy;

- Sunl i ght;

Ameni ty space cal cul ati ons;

- Compliance with the Borough Design Guide.

Woki ngham s Borough Design Guide requires private gardens to be:
- Usabl e;

- Capabl e of sitting out;

- Capabl e of play and recreation;

- Capabl e of clothes drying;

- Benefiting fromprivacy;

- Accessi bl e and functional.

O ficer reports relating to Langborough Road, El m Road and Church
Road denonstrate that garden quality, privacy and usability are
critical considerations when deternining subdivision applications.
O particular concern is House 2.

Al t hough a garden area is shown, part of the identified anenity
provision relies upon a patio area | ocated on an exposed corner
position adjacent to the public realm This area |acks the privacy
expected of a private garden and cannot reasonably be regarded as
equi valent to a conventional rear garden

Unl i ke previously approved subdivision proposals, no evidence has
been subm tted denonstrating:

- Direct sunlight availability;

- Garden depth conpli ance;

- Privacy |evels;

- Usability of the proposed outdoor space.

The proposal therefore fails to denonstrate conpliance with Policy
CP3, Policy TBO7 and the Borough Design Qui de SPD

3. Parking Provision Has Not Been Properly Denonstrated

The application clains that three parking spaces satisfy Counci

st andar ds.

However, unlike other approved subdivision schenes assessed by
Woki ngham Bor ough Council, the submitted plans do not provide
adequat e di nensi onal evi dence denonstrating conpliance with adopted
par ki ng standards.

In particular, the application fails to denonstrate:

- Bay wi dths;

- Bay | engt hs;

- Vehi cl e manoeuvri ng arrangenents;

- I ndependent accessibility of spaces;

-Visibility requirenents associated with the prom nent corner

| ocati on.

The plans sinply identify parking spaces w t hout denonstrating that
they are fully conpliant and usable.

The Council should require the applicant to provide di nensi oned
par ki ng | ayouts and vehicle tracking i nformati on before reaching a
deci si on.

The proposal therefore fails to adequately denobnstrate conpliance
with Policy CCO7 and the Borough Design Cuide.

4. The Likely Cccupancy of House 2 Has Been Understated

The proposal describes House 2 as a one-bedroom dwel | i ng. However,
the plans include an additional study room of approxinately 6.5m
in addition to the principal bedroom



While labelled as a study, this roomis capable of functioning as:
- A nursery;

- A guest bedroom

- Sl eepi ng accommodati on;

- An additional habitable room

This rai ses concerns that both the occupancy |evel and parking
demand associ ated with House 2 have been under st at ed.

The Council should consider the likely real-world use of the

dwel ling rather than relying solely on the room|abels shown on the
pl ans.

5. Poor Quality Living Conditions and Lack of Acoustic Information
Woki ngham Bor ough Council's own Environnental Health coments in
previ ous subdi vi sion applications have highlighted the inportance of
sound insul ati on and acousti c separati on when converting single
dwellings into nmultiple residential units.

The current application contains:

- No acoustic assessnent;

- No sound insulation strategy;

- No details of upgraded separating construction;

- No information regardi ng noi se transm ssion through floors,
ceilings and services.

No evi dence has therefore been provided that satisfactory living
conditions can be achieved for future occupiers.

This is particularly concerning because subdivision of an existing
dwel ling often creates significantly different acoustic conditions
conpared with a purpose-built residential building.

6. Space Standards Have Not Been Properly Denonstrated

The applicant relies upon floor area calculations to claim
compliance with Nationally Described Space Standards.

However, these figures appear to be based upon existing floor areas
rather than the final built conversion.

No evi dence has been provided to denonstrate that conpliance will be
m ai nt ai ned once:

- Fire separation neasures;

- Acoustic separation neasures;

- Additional service installations;

- Uility encl osures;

- Bui | di ng Regul ati on upgrades

have been incorporated into the conpl eted devel opnent.

The Council cannot therefore be satisfied that the finished
dwellings wll continue to satisfy Policy TBO7

7. Loss of Corner Plot Character and Urbanisation of the Site The
application site occupies a proninent corner position.

Corner plots nmake an inportant contribution to the openness and
spaci ousness of a residential area.

The proposal introduces:

- Addi ti onal parKking;

- Addi ti onal hardstandi ng;

- Addi ti onal househol d paraphernali a;

- Cycl e stores;

- Bin stores;

- New f enci ng;

- Addi ti onal access arrangenents.

This results in a noticeably nore urbani sed and cluttered form of
devel opnent.



Previ ous Woki ngham refusal s have confirned that the | oss of
openness, erosion of |andscapi ng and excessive hardstandi ng can
justify refusal where devel opnent harns the character of the area.

The proposal therefore conflicts with Policies CP3, CC03 and TB21

8. Sustainable Construction and Policy CC04
The Design and Access Statenent provides al nbst no neani ngfu
i nformati on regardi ng sustai nabl e construction

The application does not adequately address:

- Energy efficiency;

- Carbon reduction;

- Fabric inprovenents;

- Renewabl e energy opportunities;

- Sust ai nabl e construction requirenents.

The creation of a new dwelling should be acconpani ed by appropriate
evi dence denonstrating conpliance with Policy CC04 and the
Sust ai nabl e Desi gn and Constructi on SPD.

No such information appears to have been provided.

9. Sustainable Drai nage and Surface Water

The proposal includes additional parking areas, hard surfaces and
external worKks.

Whi |l st reference is nade to perneable and i nperneabl e areas,

i nsufficient informati on has been subnitted to denonstrate
conpliance with Policy CC10.

Previ ous Wki ngham refusal s have highlighted the inportance of
properly assessing the inpact of hardstandi ng and i nperneabl e
surfaci ng on drai nage perfornmance.

The Council should be satisfied that the proposed subdivision wll
not increase surface water runoff or adversely affect drainage
condi tions.

10. Thanes Basin Heat hs SPA

The applicant acknowl edges that the site is |ocated approximately
3.5 kmfromthe Thames Basin Heaths SPA.

Previ ous Wki ngham deci si ons nake cl ear that devel opnent resulting
in anet increase in dwellings requires appropriate nitigation

t hrough SANG and SAWM contri butions, secured through the appropriate
| egal

nmechani sm

The subnission nerely indicates a willingness to make contributions
if required

The Council should confirmthat all SPA nitigation requirenents have
been properly secured before any determi nation is nade.

11. Inaccuracies Wthin the Subnmitted Docunentation

The Design and Access Statenent contains nunerous inconsistencies,
i ncluding references to:

- The dwel ling being both detached and sem -det ached;

- References to flats despite the proposal relating to houses;

- Generic text that appears to have been inported fromunrel ated
applications.

These errors underm ne confidence in the accuracy of the submitted
assessnent.

12. Community | nvol venent Statenent



The Conmunity Invol venent Statenent asserts that nei ghbouring
residents were consulted and that support was expressed for the

pr oposal

As directly affected nei ghbouring residents, no consultation was
undertaken with us.

Whi | st pre-application consultation is not mandatory for this type
of proposal, little weight should be attached to a Comunity

I nvol verent  Statenent that does not accurately reflect the position
of affected

resi dents.

Concl usi on

For the reasons set out above, | respectfully request that Wki ngham
Bor ough Council refuse the application.

The proposal fails to denobnstrate conpliance with:

NPPF Section 12 (Achieving Well-Designed Pl aces);

- Core Strategy Policies CP1, CP3, CP5, CP6 and CP9;

- MDD Pol i ci es CCO3, CC04, CC06, CCO7, CCl0, TBO7 and TB21

- Bor ough Design Guide SPD (including Rl, R16, Rl7 and R18).

In particular, the application has failed to denonstrate that the
site can satisfactorily accommpdate two i ndependent dwel | i ngs whil st
mai nt ai ni ng:

- Adequat e private anenity space;

- Appropri ate parking arrangenents;

- Acceptable living conditions;

- Adequat e drai nage;

- A satisfactory relationship with the character of the area.

The proposal represents an overdevel opnent of a proni nent corner
plot resulting in a cranped and contrived form of devel opnent that
is contrary to both |ocal and national planning policy.



