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Subject had: Manton Rd pra 
Anechmente: Photo 1...e snob 2./P4 pisCd0 Lithe photo thlth photo SPE 

011)1a " I ION TO PLANSIM i APPLICATION 201412314*- LAND TO THE REAR OF 62 
MANSIMA.0 ROAD 

Plato find photo, cockised al whin thiy pia minittly looks hie - and has done for the tisl en months. 
runt al,,, copied anti finial my injection sitich I hoe annua l  sepoiocly The photo, an igen from in> 
Karam window. 

I mold lac to ...mistily obtain, dus planning appliamon. 

Firstly. a similar spoliation for this land hos shoed> Imo tented down • in 2013 and duo is an mat more 
initiative application. Hon cans repeat applicaion he accented - and why 1, 11 with the Psi user tam. 
This can only be in It your of do proposed &nanny 

I believe that I t  also been an abuse orplaaning prams in conneeden with thy application 

This is %muse dine ham been 'pramplicalion consuhstions" at which die Coined anil wanton have 
been moan I believe these m i t  held to the council <add advise the apothem ken besI lo plocecd. and is 
a clearly biased moms to dodemon' of Moe ishowill he sthersely alto:led In this ;manna 
developmenk 

Since one of tate meetings iheapplicanfs wakers lust dug up soil and leg the sue looking a Ismandoio 
mess • sad also failed to dean any of die hoer ii, the me while they were O a t  This clearly %box, the lack 
of regard they lave k r  those living near ibis proponal dm chancre 

I hove phaos of this which I shell send separately iia 

These are my other reasons for oblation: 

I. lagth -US development would closely blab die hem into am k m  two pothemee • gonad floor nal. 62 
Manifold Road what the living man is ckapied to opm oui stiliglid onto the inopinal and 
62a Maalield Rd nixie lion and views will be spoilt Imo the insin bedroom and imin lilt m a  Intact The 
developer owns the frixhokl 401110W propenies but dimly has no regard lin die ienanb loweholika ho 
live there. 

2. lass of missy • the huh the abate propmies 

3. Imps" of noise dining do popmed developntau. This developer has kirma for working nom& normal 
houn sod al weekendsand with abolaiely no tepid ex neighbouring ;noncom • as when they non 
pound floor Ilsk 62 Mansfield Rd. Workmen repilarly saved balm Tam and nodal 7 dap. a mai. 

AbtOihepropeny would be riga on lop ofbotb ihe oilmen:es causing noise nom apeciallY ii ii usplul 

inIo inure than one dwelling. 



4. Length o f  time o f  prof wed development - i f  they are excavating and building a two storey dwelling how 
long will it take - and how long will people b e  Rimed to suffer? 

A Instability - excavating land on this site would potentially make other propegies  unstable. This is untested 
and is the only excavation in this area - what has been done to make sure it is safe; causes no damage and 

(not  adverselfy affect neighbours? 

6. Behaviour o f  developers. They have shown their disregard for neighbours through the state o f  the site and 
how it has been for the last few months and their previous behaviour in building ground floor flat, 62 
Mansfield Rd. This will continue as the developers and their workmen have no regard nor duos° around them 
and the environment 

7. The proposed developers have already had one illegal structure on this site - a chophoard constreution 
which was an utter eyesore which they pmviously put up on this land. This was ordered to be taken down as 
it was an eyesore and blocked light going into the 2 properties mentioned. the Council should h a i c  a record 
Of this. Also they have load a previous, less ingusive, application f o r a  permanent dwelling turned down for 
this site - so how come they have a n e w  application in and have already been advised by the council on if? 

P l e a s e  c o n s i d e r  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t  b e f o r e  printing this  e-mail" 












