PLANNI NG REF . 251071
PROPERTY ADDRESS : 21 MIton Rd MIton Road
. Earley, Berks

. RG6 1EN
SUBM TTED BY . The ACER The Whitegates Residents Association
DATE SUBM TTED : 28/05/2025

COWENTS:

Two Storey Side and Rear Extension plus Garage Conversion to
habi t abl e dwel |i ng.

-(bjection from ACER, The Wi tegates Residents Association

The supporting docunentation with this application nakes clains that
this devel opnent is very considerate of the nei ghbours, however,
exam nation of the drawi ngs shows this application to fall short of
this claimin three particular instances. Furthernore, this
application does not conply with the relevant sections in the

Bor ough Design Quide or Policy CP3 which requires devel opnent to be
of appropriate character to the area wi thout detrinent to the
anenities of adjoining |land users and their quality of life.

Pl ease note the foll ow ng:

1. The existing kitchen extension is inset by one netre fromthe
boundary, in conpliance with current practice and in accordance with
t he Borough Design Guide Principle RL6 which includes extensions as
descri bed on page 56. The proposed devel opnent noves this side wall
close to the boundary. This is unacceptable, particularly at second
storey level, as this would give a terracing effect contrary to the
rhythm of the street where there is clear separation of properties
contributing to the character of the area. In addition the visua

dom nation of the two-storey rear extension so close to the boundary
will detract fromthe pleasure of users of the garden at no 3.

2. Extensions are required to be subservient to the main building in
order to retain the character of the building and avoid a terracing
effect. This requires the extension roof to be |ower and the front
wal | of the extension to be set back fromthe nmain house wall.
Nei t her of these requirenents are evident in the draw ngs.

3. The rear roof section of the side extension finishes in a
vertical gable end. This is unacceptable as it would both be out of
character wth the roofs of this area, all of which were
constructed as sloping hip-end roofs. In addition the protrusion of
the gable end at this location would cut off direct sunlight into

t he garden of no. 3,

causi ng shadowi ng due to the sun's traverse in the afternoon from
the direction of no.5.

4. The statenment that the front garden parking will be to high
standards is wel coned, but porous hard standing area i s not
specified, and the green soft |andscaping inplied on the side of the
front garden is not specified. Both Policy TB06 and t he Borough
Desi gn CGui de on page 57 specify porous hard standi ng and soft

| andscaping in front gardens used for parking. Plants need to be

vi si bl e above the fencing if it is to conply with the street scene,
which is predonminantly green vegetation in front gardens clearly

vi si bl e when driving al ong the

road.

5.1t is ACER s experience that 4 bedroom houses typically have car



ownership of 4 cars. Although the parking provision neets the
current WBC Parking Standards, this devel opnent woul d be expected
to have overspill parking on the road outside nei ghbouring
properties, which is unacceptable.

Summary: The mass, and domination of the second storey close to the
boundary is unacceptable. It needs to be set back by 1 mfromthe
boundary and the gable end needs to be a hip -end to be in character
and m ni m se shadow in the garden of No.3. The extension is not
subservient to the main house. The parking area is not clearly
specified. ACER therefore request a refusal as not conplying with
either Design Principle RL6 or Policy CP3, which requires

devel opnent " of an appropriate scale nmass build form height" and
to "integrate with their surroundings - w thout detrinment to the
anenities of adjoining | and users and their quality of life"



