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COWENTS:

| amwiting to object to the proposed plans subnitted by ny
nei ghbour at 20 Rosenmary Avenue, Lower Earley to replace their
existing glass and netal structure with a permanent brick-built
structure abutting ny property wall.

| have several concerns that | believe nerit your consideration

- Sound Transfer

The proposed structure's design, with its brick wall directly
abutting ny property's external wall, raises significant concerns
about increased sound transfer, even though the proposed repl acenent
ding has a doubl e skin brick design. The existing structure does not

directly connect to ny wall, and its replacenent with a brick
construction risks creating a physical conduit for noise that wll
adversely affect ny quality of life. | urge the council to consider

the inmpact on ny residential anenity as part of your decision

- Inpact on Property Type and Val ue

My house is currently classified as "linked detached." However, wth
the proposed brick structure abutting nmy wall, this designation wll
effectively change to "seni-detached." This reclassification

underm nes the character of ny hone and could negatively affect its
mar ket val ue. While | understand property value may not be the
primary concern in planning decisions, the change in property type
is a substantive matter that should not be overl ooked.

- Party Wall Act Conpliance & Gap Between Properties

When ny neighbour initially nentioned their plans in passing, the
matter of the Party Wall Act 1996 was not fornally discussed. Now
that the plann ing notice has been posted, | have approached themto
ask if they would naintain the existing gap between our properties
to mtigate concerns such as sound transfer and structura

integrity. They have expressed worry about weeds growing in this
space, despite ny suggestion that neasures such as a bl ack
tarpaul in under concrete or slabs could prevent this issue.
Unfortunately, they remain conmitted to constructing the wall
directly against mne

| believe this situation necessitates conpliance with the Party Wl
Act and as as no agreenent has been nade | woul d ask that the
Council ensures this legal obligation is addressed before before

pl anni ng perm ssion is granted.



