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COWENTS:
As the owner of Flat 78, directly above Flat 82 and therefore nost
i npacted by this proposal, | strongly object.

The Conmunity Invol venent Statenent clains that "infornmal, direct

di scussions were held" with all residents of the host buil ding,

pl ans were explained in detail and no concerns were raised. This is
not

correct. On 24 June ny Ring doorbell recorded individuals in ny
garden, presunably acting on behalf of the applicant, surveying and
t aki ng phot ographs of ny property. They nade no attenpt to contact
me to explain their purpose nor had any consent been sought for
access to ny private property. The only comunication | received
fromthe applicant was a letter through ny door at 10:08pm on 27
June, which sinply stated that they were submitting a planning
application. It contained no details of the proposal and there's
been no ot her

attenpt to contact ne. Had there been any consultation prior to the
proposal's submission | would have rai sed the objections bel ow at
that stage. These circunstances al so rai se concerns about how ny
property night be accessed and affected during the proposed worKks.

Itens 3.3 and 5.4 of the Design and Access Statenment (DAS) state
the proposal "does not inpact the outlook” fromFlat 78 and "avoids
any direct overlooking." This is inaccurate. My kitchen's side

wi ndow directly overlooks the side garden of Flat 82. The proposa
woul d replace this aspect with the extension's flat roof, which wll
i nevitably weather and accumnul ate debris and standi ng water over
tinme, resulting in a significant |oss of outlook. The extension
woul d al so inpact the residential anenity of other nei ghbouring
properties. House 72, whose outl ook the DAS clainms would not be
affected (item5.5), would directly overl ook the new structure, as
woul d the side aspect of Flats 64 and 68.

The extension would al so be directly visible fromny garden /
parking area, so | would be faced with its bulk each tine | enter or
| eave ny hone. The existing single-skin garden boundary wall between
Flats 78 and 82 (and between Flat 82 and House 72) is 1460nmm hi gh
whil st the extension wall would be 3357mm Contrary to itens 3.3
and 5.5 in the DAS, a wall of this height will significantly bl ock
light to ny parking / garden area, prevent nme fromdeveloping it as
usabl e outdoor anenity space, and create an oppressive sense of

encl osure.

Drawi ng K250602/ P09 Rev A suggests the garden boundary wal |l between
Flats 78 and 82 lies within Flat 82's boundary and is to be replaced

with the extension wall. | request confirmation of the | ega
ownership of the existing boundary wall, alongside details of the
proposed

nodi fi cations and foundati ons and how this would affect ny garden /
par ki ng area during construction

The sane drawi ng al so shows rel ocation of a waste nanhole. | request



the applicant engage an independent survey to confirmif this
manhol e is shared with Flat 78 and, if so, full details of the
proposed rel ocati on and the inpact on ny property during the works.

The extension would significantly restrict access to both ny
kitchen's side window and to roofline features such as gutters

This woul d nake routi ne wi ndow cl eani ng, required under ny | ease,
extrenely difficult and also conplicate nmai ntenance and repairs to
the building s roof and drai nage systens. As such mai ntenance is
organi sed individually by

| easehol ders, the additional burden would fall disproportionately on
me, contraveni ng planning policy which requires devel opnent to avoid
creating unreasonabl e constraints on nei ghbouring properti es.

Soundproofing between Flats 78 and 82 is poor and | already
experi ence considerable noise transference. The proposal would
inevitably increase this, creating additional disturbance and
negatively affecting nmy living conditions.

| also have significant concerns that the proposal could conproni se
the structural integrity of ny property, as the works will directly
affect the shared external wall and other structural elenments and
services. | understand fear of danage is not usually a nmateria
consideration but, with ny property |located directly above the
proposed works, the risk is real and significant in this case.

The cover letter clains "neighbouring properties exhibit conparable
ext ensi ons." Nei ghbouring properties are houses so their extensions
are not conparable in terns of scale, setting or inpact. There are
several blocks of identical flats in the imediate area and across
Lower Earley and, to ny know edge, none have been extended. This
makes the proposal out of character with all conparable properties.

The DAS states a need for additional "living space" but the
extension is marked as a bedroom which does not provide living
space in a

conventional sense. The inclusion of bi-fold doors, giving the
extension its own entrance, is also unusual and raises concerns
about the intended use of the space. The existing uniformlayout of
these flats supports occupation by individuals or couples. An
additional roomrisks |arger househol ds occupyi ng Fl at 82 which
woul d

fundanmental ly alter the bal ance of occupancy, increase noise

di sturbance and be inconsistent with the building s residential
character.

Approving this application would set a precedent for other
ground-floor flats in conparable blocks to extend, whil st
first-floor flats remmin constrained by the original design. This
woul d create an wunfair disparity between | easehol ders and undermni ne
the expectation that all properties within a | easehold block will be
managed fairly and equally.



