PLANNI NG REF . 251346
PROPERTY ADDRESS : 21 MlIton Rd
: 21 Mlton Rd MIton Road, Earley, Berks

. RG6 1EN
SUBM TTED BY . The ACER The Whitegates Residents Association
DATE SUBM TTED : 18/06/2025

COWENTS:
To Replace a nodest garage with very high outbuil ding

-(bjection from ACER, The Wi tegates Residents Association

ACER objects to this Application as the outbuilding is conpletely
out of keeping and doni nates the nei ghbourhood, conpared with the
previous garage which blended in with the back garden | andscape.

It is noted that this application shows sone ninor changes in the
hei ght of the building shown under application 250666, which was
refused. The proposed reduction in overall height of the
outbuilding of 200mmis mninmal and will not reduce the inpact of
the building on the area. The car port has al so been renoved but
ot her than those changes, the building appears the sane.

It is also noted that the new garage which has al nost been conpl et ed
and was shown on the proposed site plan under application 250666 is
no | onger shown either on the existing site plan or the proposed.
Are we to take it that this garage is to be denolished?

Pl ease note the foll ow ng:

1. The current 'devel opnent' in the back garden of 20 Cul ver Lane
resenbles that of an infill housing devel opnent with the tota
outbuilding footprint simlar to that of the main property, and the
roof is of simlar height and visual inpact.

2. The 5.3 netre height of the large, pitched roof, whilst slightly
| ower that the 5.5m high pitch shown on application 250666 stil

dom nat es the nei ghbouring gardens and i s unacceptabl e as being
totally out of keeping in the area.

3. The extended footprint of the basic outbuilding is the size of a
commercial gymand not for personal use in a donestic property

4. The first floor accommdation is unacceptable in an outbuilding.
5. There is anple roomto accommpdate a hone office on the ground
floor next to donestic use gym equi pnent.

6. The veranda is an unacceptable adjunct to such a large

out bui | di ng

7. The continuous hedgi ng al ong Eastcourt Avenue is wel coned but is
does not extend as far as shown on previously approved | andscapi ng
pl ans and the grassed areas are also not shown. Both the forner are
still awaiting inplenentation from previous approved plans and are
inmportant to retain the character of the area

8. The new soft | andscaping planting is not specified, and needs to
be visible above the fencing if it is to conply with the street
scene, which is predom nantly green vegetation in front gardens,
clearly visible when driving al ong the road.

Sunmmary: The mass, and hei ght of the outbuilding far exceeds
acceptabl e paraneters and the visual inpact and domination is
totally out of keeping with the back garden | ocation and shoul d
therefore be refused as not conplying with Policy CP3, which



requi res devel opnent |andscaping, particularly in the front garden,
firstly in order to conply with Policy TB06 Devel opnment of Private
Resi dential Gardens, which states in a) iv) Pr ovi di ng

appropriate soft | andscapi ng,

particularly at boundaries. And secondly, to conply with policy CP3
(f) .integrate with their surroundings (especially existing

dwel lings) .including the use of appropriate |andscapi

ng.



