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COWENTS:
In the main, | refer to ny objection raised regarding the previous
pl ans, but given the change in layout, | also include the follow ng
poi nt s:

1. Gven that the explanation given when the previous plans where
subnmitted as to a |lack of consultation with |local residents due to
"confidentiality' issues, it is surprising that now the applicant's
nane is in the public arena that there has still been no reaching
out to discuss with local residents how we can work together and to
address our concerns. Instead, these updated plans ensure that the
residents will have to contend with an additional polo field
(making 2 x playing areas) and they are now proposed to be even
closer to the residential properties in the hanlet with one being
metres away fromthe residents of 1-4 White Cottages and that the
muck heap with the associated snells and insect activity has been
rel ocated fromnear the permi ssive byway to be closer to the stables
and thus nearer to all the residential properties in Upper Cul ham
It seens strange that the applicant is ensuring that the residents
will then suffer froman even greater |oss of anenity, increased
nui sance by way of snell and noise and an increase in traffic
activity concentrated on the area nearest properties and furthest
away fromthe |l ess inhabitated areas of the site.

2. The addition of a second polo field makes it clear that there is
no intention that this will just be for personal usage but is to be
a conmercial enterprise, conpletely out of keeping with the area and
wi |l change this green belt |and forever

3.1t seens strange that the top half of the site (the nost |eve
area) has now been kept free fromany structure associated with the
pl ayi ng of polo but would, of course, be an ideal area for which to
land nultiple helicopters on or to seek permission later to put up
buildings - for exanple, staff buildings or the hotel highlighted on
the applicant's own social nedia feeds (since renoved but seen by
many residents).

4. The addition of the gate for the entrance fromthe A4130 creates
even greater traffic dangers, being sited inside the site at a

di stance conparable to the length of a |large HGY. This neans that
where one or nore large HGV is entering the site, traffic on this
busy stretch of road will back up behind it and long traffic queues
will be inevitable, leading to increased pollution fromidling
engines, plus it is entirely foreseeable that the entrance, being

pl aced where it is, and the anount of traffic entering the site and
the likelihood of stationery HGVs, horse lorries and staff vehicles
will lead to an increase of accidents on this national speed lint
road with limted visibility at this point. O course, the
alternative to that would be that all these vehicles would then have
to go via Cul ham Lane to prev ent such accidents - a lane that is
often single track with passing places and with a 7.5T weight lint
and which woul d severely inpact the anenity of the area not just for
residents but also for wal kers, cyclists and horseriders who are
likely to avoid the area and thus contribute to the associ ated
econoni c inpact on |ocal pubs and cafes who cater to these visitors.



5.1 note that there is a conparison to Park Place but this is
conparing apples to oranges - in terns of tree planting, this was
done in the Victorian period where planning didn't exist and changed
the |andscape forever; Park Place was marketed as being one of the
few |l arge estates where there was no visibility of nmuch of the

| andhol di ng which is conpletely at odds with the open nature of
Upper Cul ham Farm and its farnm and; Park Place was al so marketed as
an estate that had no PRoW whereas Upper Cul ham Farm has these on
the two sides that are not bounded by public hi ghways. The argunent
that the planning should be all owed because there is an estate that
made t hose changes nearly two hundred years ago seens weak at best.
6. In regard to the reservoir, the flooding report seens to rely on
the fact that the reservoir is safe is based on a) the current risk
fromreservoir flooding in the area is zero to low while failing to
highlight that this classification is based on the fact that the
nearest water holding facility is at the top of Bowsey H |l and does
not identify how that classification will change with the creation
of a newreservoir that is simlar in size to those that are under
public ownership and are necessary for the provision of water to
surroundi ng properties rather than for one person's use and b) the
stats regarding once in 100 years anonali es does not address how
these are no longer of that timeframe and these once in a 100 years
events are becomng the normc) that there is little discussion
about how t he bedrock

i nfluences water flow - for exanple, it is well known that chalk is
porous and in the event of above average then maybe the water will
not overtop but it will drain through the chalk capillaries and
under the public highway and into the bricks and nortar of the Wite
Cottages as well as the other risks highlighted in ny previous
comments. There is no inpact statenent on this, no nodelling yet it
is a foreseeabl e

issue and | am surprised that the only inclusion in the report is
how the reservoir will be maintained rather than the risk factors
inherent in its placenent and on the soil nakeup. | was al so unabl e
to find a justification for why the plans changed initially so
thatthere will be one large reservoir rather than several snaller
ones - perhaps such irrigation ponds would have to be placed in the
flat area that no |l onger has any built structures/changes and woul d
i mpact on future planned buil ding work?

7. The inpact statenents continually refer to the |ack of buildings,
yet show quite clearly the punp house which is the size of a snal
dwel ling and ny honestly held belief is that this will be added to
with a hotel or other building in the unused part of the |and where
the stick and ball practice pitch was originally. | also cannot see
how there will not be an application for sone formof security
station by the gate thus adding to the built up el enents being
forced through due to various work related |egislation regarding
enpl oyees' well being that will be difficult to turn down.

8. By placing all of these elenments within the open plateau and
increasing the built up areas that will be utilised on a daily basis
t he plans that already create overdevel opnent and destroy the
character of the area al so ensure that the overshadow ng and | oss of
privacy objected to on the previous plans will be even nore
exaggerated, that our quality of Iife will be affected both through
t he | osses

previously nentioned but also through |oss of anenity, a reduced
quality of life for those in Upper Cul ham and the surrounding area,
destroying elenents of the |ocation and nei ghbourhood that hel ps
make t he nei ghbourhood attractive and enjoyable for both residents
and



visitors. The granting of planning perm ssion would result in |oss
of light and overshadowi ng and | oss of privacy for residents -
particularly 1-4 White Cottages - and would fail to protect the
living standards of |ocal residents as well as having a negative
effect on the character and appearance of the hanl et of Upper

Cul ham and its environs and woul d seemlikely to be opening a
gateway for future devel opnent and comercialisation of the site.

Pl anning and the interaction with other statutory protections

As part of the planning process, | understand that other |ega
concepts and | aws have to be considered and therefore | would

hi ghli ght the follow ng

1. ECHR Article 8 rights - in effect, not only does the inpact on ny
and ny nei ghbours' article 8 rights have to be |awful but nust
fulfil a legitimte aimand be necessary. As part of that process
there has to be a review of whose rights are affected and does the
person who, in effect, takes those rights away have the legal right
to do so but also that their rights on bal ance hold greater

i mportance. | shall be interested to see the evidence that Planners
use to decide on the rights of the sole applicant versus the rights
of all the residents of Upper Cul ham

2. Protocoll Article 1 - the right to enjoy your property
peacefully - by granting planning for this you woul d take away the
right for us to enjoy our properties peacefully and while, of
course, Woki ngham Pl anning as part of the council and a public
authority can restrict the way we live, again it will be
interesting to see howthis restriction will be dealt with
particularly in regard to the public interest as a whole.

3. Nui sance - both under common | aw and statutory nui sance - one of
the issues brought up in previous comments was in regard to the
noise |evel which will now be doubl ed and even closer according to
the residents thanks to the new plans with the inclusion of two polo
fields with one being netres away from1-4 Wite Cottages. The noise
as well as snells fromthe nuck heap and vibrations and di sturbance
and dust and increase in allergens during the all stages and from
the horses thenselves will be intolerable. There is clear case |aw
on this (as there is in regard to the reduction of light) and it
would be ironic if part of Wkingham Council granted pl anni ng

perm ssion while another part enforced injunctions and fines given
that in regard to the noise in particular that it will be of a leve
that is known to be danmaging to hearing and that the residents would
be exposed to this on an alnobst daily basis for a |arge proportion
of the year. Wen | ooking at case law on this, particularly other
cases where church bells and cockerels have been silenced it can be
appreci ated t hat

noi se levels and regularity of these being far |l ess than what is
proposed in the application have been subject to injunctions and it
woul d seem unbel i evabl e that the proposed usage woul d not be
simlarly treated.

4. PSED - | understand that the planners have a duty to consider the
Equality Act 2010 when consi dering any change of use/pl anning

permi ssion. It is clear that excavating a chalk plateau will rel ease
| arge anpbunts of potentially dangerous |evels of dust into the
surrounding areas. Not only will this trigger asthmas attacks (and

| put you on notice that this will specifically affect ny residence
and those who reside and visit there), exacerbate those with |ung



conditions including cancer, COPD etc and will be particularly
concerning for elderly and very young residents who could suffer
significant health issues due to their age and lung capacity and
increase nortality. Furthernore, there are other disabilities that
will be affected both by the work to create this commerci al
enterprise but also the activities that are proposed to be carried
on at the site permanently. In the interests of transparency, | am
di sabl ed under the Equality Act and both the work on the land to
change it fromthe farmand that it has been for centuries to a
noney- nmaki ng conmercial enterprise will affect me substantially as
wi || the ongoing noise, |lack of privacy, dust, vibrations etc.
Therefore, | hope that you will note that you are not dealing with
sone epheneral issue but one that will directly inpact one of the
residents and | find it hard to b elieve that | amthe only one who
will have a disability or whose health and wel | being either or both
physical and nental/enotional will be affected within the |oca
area. | hope you give sufficient weight to those who have to live
with disabilities and the way it will inpact their lives and the
Iikelihood that they will have to relinquish their houses if
planning is granted so as not to exacerbate their

disabilities and the unfairness of this. Mne is but one type of
disability that will be affected by the noise, dust, snells,
allergens etc and | hope that the planners give this due wei ght
when considering the application.

5. Negligence - while | realise the local authority has no duty to
prevent harm they do have a duty not to cause harm and they have a
hi gher | evel of responsibility to mnors. The fact that this
commercial enterprise with a high volune of traffic exiting and
entering the site, the size of the reservoir and associated ri sks,
the inpact on those with health problens or disabilities, and the
risk particularly to children's and the elderly's hearing and
breathing and the risk of pedestrian, cyclist and horseriders
injuries froman increase in traffic and bei ng spooked by noi se
means that such a change in use and the ongoing use of the |and
makes it reasonably

foreseeable that harmis nore likely than not in nunerous aspects of
the plan and that the council has sufficient proximty to the
residents if they approve the planning to have a legal relationship
with residents to allow for a negligence case and that it would be
fair, just and reasonable in the event that where any one or nore of
the residents or visitors to the area suffer any one or nore of the
injuries highlighted above and whi ch have been drawn to the planners
attention prior to their decision and would be able to hold the
council to account and to be conpensated for such injuries.

Therefore, this objection which is to be read in conjunction with ny
and other residents' previous coments is on the grounds of:

- Access and hi ghway safety

- I npact on the environnment both in the constructi on phase and
ongoi ng in respect of queueing traffic and exhaust funes from HGVs,
hor se

lorries and staff and visitors' vehicles and the change in the

| andscape overal

- I npact on the local flora and fauna specifically during the
construction phase

- Loss of ecol ogical habitat post-construction and a change to
ecol ogi cal habitat that may not support the flora and fauna that



currently thrives on the site, many of which are on the red |i st
(inc luding the great crested newts that now reside here)

- Desi gn and appearance of a dom nating comrercial enterprise out of
keeping with the rural environs

- Close proximty to residential properties particularly of
structures that will create noise, vibrations, disturbance, release
of allergens and snells.

- Disturbance fromsnell, noise and vibrations at all stages

- Fear of crine

- Flood risk (particularly since this is an introduced risk)

- Layout and density of built structures and/or unnatural structures

- Loss of Daylight and overshadowi ng for 1-4 Wite Cottages

- Bei ng overl ooked and | oss of privacy

- Overbearing nature of the proposa

- Loss of visual anenity for residents and visitors alike

- Loss of residential anenity

- The findings in previous appeal decisions specifically to Upper
Cul ham Farm but al so to Park Pl ace

- The risk of creating a precedent and failing to protect the green
belt and agricultural land and the nation's food security

- Traffic generation

- I nappropri ate devel opment on the Green Belt

- Agai nst the | ocal devel opnent policies

- Failure to fulfil the requirement of necessity - this would be
just another polo enterprise which are already found in Park Pl ace
and just down the road in Henley - there is no need for another

- The breach of other statutory |aws and protocols and comon | aw
precedents.



