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Application no 261825

I wish to record in the strongest terns nmy fornmal objection to this
application for a nunber of reasons which | will |ist bel ow

I would start by confirmng that | wote directly to WBC on 15th and
19t h August 2026, specifically to raise the issues of the

cl andestine actions that took place on this site in March of this
year whereby the site was hastily cleared of many of the mature
trees and vegetation and to ask whether WBC pl anni ng depart nent

wer e cogni sant of these actions. | asked what advice, if any, was
given to the applicant and what the resulting inplications of their
actions could be with regards to this application. | also asked for

sight of their pre application advice given to establish if these
facts were known. | received a

rebuttal on the matter rather than the transparency or the clarity |
was hoping for fromWC. | have since had to subnit a Freedom of
Info rmati on request to have all this information disclosed and am
currently waiting to receive it.

Therefore, it is with this [imted and restricted know edge that |
have been given access to that | now subnmit ny response. The | ack of
any contact fromany of the parties concerned and the fact that the
application submtted seens to have been tined for the start of the
peak hol i day season when many of ny nei ghbours would either mss the
application conpletely or be under tinme pressure to respond, at
least in detail, by the deadline explains the haste of ny reply.

| have lived in ny property since 16th August 2002. | own the
freehold property of Appletree Cottage on Tag Lane in Hare Hatch
which dates to circa 1650. At the sane tinme | al so purchased the
freehold of the

adj acent paddock which borders the south side of the plot in
questi on.

| would reiterate that | have received no contact fromthe current
owner of the plot, Susan Dorothy G aham the proposed devel opers of
the plot and potential new nei ghbours, Nicholas and Enma Herbert,
nor any of their agents nor specialists on any of the salient
matters contained within the application. They have neither sought
i nformati on nor requested advice or opinion on any of the
significant issues.

Nei t her have they checked or verified any details with ne included
our boundary line or any information on ny ditches, the drai nage,
ground conditions etc. for accuracy.

Their reports submtted within this planning application appear to



rely strongly on aerial photographs, nmaps, desk top studies,
potential "flybys" and possibly their very Iimted know edge of the
site, its history, its ecology, its geology or even its defined
boundari es and subsequently the size of their plot.

On 17th July 2002 the application 021752 for the proposed erection
of one dwelling on this site was refused and a subsequent appea

di smssed. On 21st April 2015 an application 150511 for certificate
of lawful existing use of the land for office and storage associ ated
with a nursery business was wi thdrawn before any deci sion was nade.
On 23rd June 2015 the application 152003 for the certificate of

| awf ul ness

for existing use of the land for storage (ONLY) associated with a
nursery was approved. | would draw your attention to the fact that
only a small area of the site was associated with the nursery
business and this is clearly marked in red on the approved plan,
which is now being referred to as the Grey Belt. The renai ning and
sizeable part of the site sits outside of this red area, and
believe this stays as Geen Belt |and.

This Grey Belt zone on the approved plan in 2015 only covers the
areas occupi ed by the greenhouse with its adjacent shed, the
tenporary pol ytunnel and the area of narrow sem -stoned hard surface
| eadi ng from Bl akes Lane up to these structures. This represents
approxi mately 20-25% of the total area of the plot. Therefore only
a small proportion of the plot is covered by the certificate of

| awf ul ness.

The renai nder of the plot, representing approximtely 75-80%is not
c overed by this certificate. This renmining 75-80% once consi sted
of mature trees including nmany Victorian fruit trees, mature bushes
including fruit bushes and shrubs. This can be verified in the
aerial photographs that | previously submtted to WBCin ny enails
nmenti oned above and which can still be found online.

This sizeable area of mature, canopied trees and vegetation is what
| would call true Green Belt land in that it was once teaming with
an abundance of wildlife including birds, bats, |large and snal
manmal s and anphi bians. This is the only canopi ed area of covered
vegetation al ong the whole of the south side of Blakes Lane. This
functioned as an inportant ecol ogical corridor for larger aninals
such as foxes, badgers and a wide variety of deer to nove from
Bowsey Wods and the trees and hedges on the north side of Bl akes
Lane, through and under the safe cover of this site on the south
side of Bl akes Lane and on to the wooded copse on Tag Lane, adjacent
to Shingleberry and to the trees, hedge rows and verges on either
side of Tag Lane, Bl akes Lane and the wooded areas of The Holt
beyond.

On the 5th March 2026 all that changed. Contractors covertly noved
onto the plot with nechanical excavators and heavy nachi nery and
decinmated the vast majority of the mature trees on the site
including all of the old Victorian fruit trees and nost of the
surroundi ng

mat ure vegetation. | would argue that this work was not for the
pur poses of carrying out any site surveys or to dig trial pits for
any feasibility studies for construction purposes. | would like to
know who instructed, directed and enployed the contractors? Was it
the site owner, the developers or their agents? Wiy did they
specifically target this work in the remaining Green Belt area of



the site that sits outside of Grey Belt that is marked in red on

t he approved

exi sting use plan? Wiy did they not choose to just clear the old

gr eenhouse, shed and pol ytunnel, considering this is the area where
the proposed dwelling is to be sited? Were any of the contractors
qualified Arborists that could work safely around the trees with
TPCs' ? Are they allowed to do this before preparing a case for a

pl anni ng application? Wiere is their "Schedul e of Dl apidations”
report that is the industry best practice before any construction
work is comenced?

Prior to the clearance of the site in March 2026 there appears to be
no ecol ogy or arboreal survey done, no bat survey done, no regard
for nesting birds, hibernating manmal s or anphi bi ans and no
consultation with the neighbours, as far as can be established. It
is possible also there was no prior contact with the parties within
WBC, its planning departnent or their coll eagues in other
departnents responsi ble for enforcenents or injunctions. Neighbours
raised the issue that first norning with WBC i nmedi ately the

cl earance of the site cane to their

attention.

| now suspect this activity may have been in order to circunvent any
VBC pl anni ng conditions, restrictions or processes and maybe to
enhance the possibility of obtaining planning perm ssion for their
"Tesco" size building. Judging fromtheir photos and comments, al

of their reports, surveys, observations and desk top studies
submitted within this application are all dated sone four nonths
after this March 2026. What is the worth of a prelininary ecol ogica
apprai sal being subnmtted four nonths after the destruction of the
mat ur e

vegetation and wildlife? Can this action of pre-sanitising a plot in
advance of any planning application being submtted be acceptabl e?
If so, could it act as a precedent for any future infill Geen Belt
sites in the area without any consequences or penalties?

UKGWG A- EX- 100 Rev A Existing Site Plan (NOTED REV A AMENDMENTS TO
SU T PLANNERS COMVENTS)

I reject this docunent as an accurate plan of the boundary on the
south side. The boundary line shown in this application planis
clearly based upon the line of ny post and rail equestrian fence
which | erected to replace a wavy old angle iron stock fence and
barbed wire which was used nmany decades ago when cattle were once
kept on the land and which deteriorated sone tinme ago. My tinber
equestrian post and rail fence was erected on a line to give the
strai ghtest and strongest construction whilst avoi ding the adjacent
trees and roots. It

therefore does not follow the true boundary of ny paddock on its
north side.

My official land registry deeds state | amresponsible for

mai nt enance of any hedges, fences and ditches to the south, west and
north of ny paddock. There is no such information to the contrary on
any of the official land registry deeds of the proposed site. This
may result in nmy need to now instigate a boundary dispute with the
owner/ devel oper. Note that both ground and | ow 1| evel drone
phot ogr aphs have now been taken and ny own detail ed schedul e of

di | api dations of the boundary and ditch is being prepared to avoid
any anot her covert operations.



UKGANG A-DM 101 Rev A Exiting Site Denolition Plan (NOTED REV A
AMENDVENTS TO SUI T PLANNERS COMMENTS), UKGWG EX- 001 Exi sting
Location Plan, Geen Belt Volunes Totals UKGAG A- CD- 211Pr oposed
Si de

El evati ons, UKGAG A-CD- 110 - Rev A Proposed G ound Floor Plan
(NOTED REV A AMENDMENTS TO SUI T PLANNERS COMENTS), UKGAG A- CD- 210
Proposed Front and Rear Elevations, UKGAG A-CD- 113 Proposed Roof
Pl an, UKGWAG A-CD-112 Proposed Second Fl oor Plan, UKGAG A-CD- 111
Proposed First Floor Plan

These drawi ngs show the extent of the existing structures, one of
which is a tenporary pol ytunnel of sinilar size to the greenhouse /
shed building along with plans and details of the proposed new
structure. Can the tenporary structure of the pol ytunnel be used
within the calculation for the volune of the existing structures? If
not, it's use artificially enhances the figures used in their
calculations of the uplift stated from 353n8 to 2346n8. Furthernore.
Fromtheir own totals this show a proposed i ncrease of over 6.6
tinmes the volune of all existing tenporary and established
structures on the site. This would result in a new building
considerably larger than any of its neighbours and would be totally
di sproportionate in ratio to the size of the site conpared to any of
the adjacent properties. The adjacent property to the west,
Merchiston, is clearly snmaller in size to the one proposed on this
site with a small and discreet attic and Merchiston sits on the

| arger plot. No anpbunt of proposed shielding by trees, bushes or
fences will avoid the visually dom nant inpact of such an
excessively large building on its nei ghbours.

The siting of this new three storey nonstrosity is also very

questi onabl e. The plans do not show it positioned close to the
centre of the plot, providing a clear and proportional rura

di stance fromits neighbours. Instead it is currently positioned
remarkably close to its nei ghbour Merchiston, which will not only

i nvade their privacy, but it also starts to give the area a nore
urban street view

appearance. This siting also facilitates the possibility of the plot
bei ng sub-divided so allowing for the possibility of a further
bui l di ng (naybe of simlar proportions) being proposed close to

its other adjacent nei ghbour, d ebe House, which would further
reinforce an urban street view. This has the potential of setting a
precedent if this proposed application were to be approved by WBC

PLANNI NG STATEMENT

| would re-iterate that the Fig 1.1 "Aerial of the Existing Site"
shown in the report is wholly disingenuous and insults all the

nei ghbours intelligence. This photograph subnitted in the
application is obviously taken after the March 2026 destruction and
shows nost of the site cleared of all its mature vegetation

i ncluding trees, bushes and shrubs except around the perineter
boundary of the plot. This

shoul d now be used as evidence of the ecol ogi cal vandalismthat has
taken place. | would therefore dispute strongly their statement "the
schenme . minimses the effect on the site's environnental
characteristics and the anenity of nearby residential receptors" but



I"msure ny neighbours will vocalise this in their own objections.

Section 5.1 (a) refers to the whole site now qualifying as "G ey
Belt" land. The application 152003 for certificate of |awful ness,
referred to as Grey Belt, only applies to a small proportion of the
plot (nmarked in red on the approved plan at the tinme). Howis it
acceptable for the whole site to now lose its Green Belt status

ot her than

t hrough the ecol ogi cal vandalismthat was perpetrated in March 2026?
There are many other anonalies and inconsistencies within this

Pl anni ng Statenent report which again | understand have been

di ssected by neighbours in their own objections.

It makes the statenent in the docunent that the village of Wargrave
sits outside the Green Belt. Wiilst true, this is msleading as the
plot in question clearly sits outside the boundary of the village of
Wargrave and is well within the defined G een Belt area.

I would also still strongly argue that the wider area of the site
DID NOT formany part of any horticultural operation and that only a
smal | percentage of the plot was used for storage. There is no

hi storic

docunent ed evi dence nor any site evidence even suggesting that the
horticultural storage or any busi ness operation extended beyond the
area marked in red on the approved plan. To state that the w der
plot did formpart of the operation is untrue and contradicts the
earlier application. This statenent is nerely in the inmagination of
the author along with statenent 6.36 "substantial environnmenta
enhancenents arising fromthe devel opnent”. Destroying the
environnent then clainmng you can inprove it with this devel opnent
is the arsonist wanting praise for turning up with a bucket.

Section 6.57 "the devel opnent woul d not have a detrinental effect on
the anenity of adjoining neighbours" certainly does not reflect the
flooding which their artificially created surface water drai nage
plan wll cause to ny paddock. This is through their failure to
performan accurate study on the |lack of efficiency of ny shall ow,

i mper neabl e, inconpl ete drai nage system of ny paddock. This shall ow
ditch only runs for the Iength of the north side of ny paddock and
term nates at both ends. There is no continuity of the ditch to the
west across ny garden or to the east beyond ny paddock to

nei ghbouring lands or fields. Any attenpt to artificially increase
the surface water input with the intent to dissipate into a distant
agricultural drainage systemwould require considerabl e groundworks
and permnissions fromnyself and all adjacent |andowners if this is
to be nade in any way effective. |

hereby invite WBC planning and their drainage officer to visit ny
paddock and view ny records that would verify ny statenents as fact.

In addition, the statement in this section that clains that the
proposed devel opnent "woul d not appear overbearing" woul d suggest
that the author has not | ooked at or realised the disproportionate
size of this three-storey structure as being the only property of
this

magnitude in this area

Comments nade in their sunmary 7.2 are also incorrect as the site
clearly acted as a wi de, shaded ecol ogical corridor before being
vandal i sed in March 2026 and up until then it strongly contributed
to the function of the Geen Belt.



Therefore, and contrary to their claim the site clearly does not
have a sustai nabl e surface water drainage plan in place and as such
their final comment is factually wong. This presumably is based
upon assunptions and desk top studies rather than factual evidence,
exam nations, testing and legal rights and entitl enents.

PRELI M NARY ECOLOG CAL APPRAI SAL AND PRELI M NARY ROOST ASSESSMENT

This study was carried out on 7th July 2026, sone four nonths after
the destruction of the nmature vegetation and habitation of the

ecol ogical corridor. | refuse to accept its validity for use in this
pl anni ng application subni ssion. WBC should insist upon an

i ndependent assessnent of the condition of the site before the
start of its clearing in March 2026, prior to considering this or
any future

pl anni ng applications on this plot. Not doing so could now set a
precedent that it is acceptable for any future sites to be
ecologically cleansed and all birds, bats, mamual s and anphi bi ans
evicted prior to the preparation and subm ssion of ecol ogi cal inpact
reports in future planning applications. How this is not regarded as
a fal se submission or possibly a crimnal act |eaves nme in disnay.

Conmment 1.3 Ecol ogy Constraints again states "No trees are proposed
to be felled or pruned". Conparing the before and after aeria

phot ographs of the destruction of the dense nmature tree canopy al one
i nsults anyone with intelligence and integrity. Surely the

pr of essi onal person carrying out the Field Survey woul d have seen
the futility of their work attenpting to nake a Species Record in
July 2026 after the March 2026 acts of vandalism

DRAI NAGE STRATEGY

I would again start by enphasising that there is no continuous water
course on the south side of the site so fundanentally their drai nage
strategy is seriously flawed. This report clearly verifies that the
clay subsoil in this whole area as having |l ow perneability. The
contours of the land on this plot fall fromthe higher area in the
south of the plot, bordering ny paddock, to the |lower area in the
north with an old shallow ditch on its northern boundary beside

Bl akes Lane, being the |lower side of the plot. Suggesting the
solution is to discharge their artificially created surface water up
hill (in the opposite direction to the fall of the land) from al
their roofs, balconies, patios, car parking, driveways and paths
fromand around the proposed property will not work.

If this water were to be punped up and out into ny ditch on the
south side of this plot, which termnates at both ends it will NOT
di scharge into any (non-existing) neighbouring |and drai nage
systens or dissipate into the sub soil. Instead it will cause
consi derabl e

flooding to a large area of ny paddock. There are no easenents or
rights in existence fromtheir plot onto ny land for any



nei ghbouring, artificially created increases in surface water
evacuation. This is not an acceptable nor a workable solution and
any resulting flooding to ny paddock will be regarded by ne as a

| egal nui sance and as such, action will be taken against ALL parties
i nvol ved.

DESI GN AND ACCESS STATEMENT

This docunent nerely functions as an attractive "sales brochure". It
does state though that the amended plans subnmitted in the
application were revised to reflect the planners' comments which
hopefully will conme to light following ny FO request. This would
suggest to ne that the planning departnent nust already be in

know edge of and fully

accepting of the size, scale and positioning shown on the
architectural plans which are included in this application and its
consequential inplications. | receive this information and | am
di smayed wi th WBC pl anni ng departnment and hope this detrinment wll
be recognised by the WBC pl anning committee.

Not e again nmy comments previously nade that there is no potentia
for SUDS drai nage (being nmy existing ditch) as stated in their

sal es

brochure. The ditch photo they show in this docunent clainmng to be
the existing ditch is itself faked and is wholly inaccurate. This
phot ograph has not been taken fromany part of the plot in question
and is therefore not representative of the fact.

ARBORI CULTURAL | MPACT ASSESSMENT

This report was al so prepared in July 2026 sone four nonths after
much of the site was cleared in preparation of its witing. | would
again question the validity of this report as it is not based upon
the site before it was cleared of the mature trees, bushes, shrubs
and other vegetation. It does not deal with any possi ble danage to
t he

remai ning trees [several having TPO protection] and their roots,
caused by this clearance. Surely the professional person who
prepared this report would have seen clear evidence of this site
stripping, including the remains of branches, tree trunks and tree
stunps along with recent shreddi ng and chi ppings left on site.
Again, the use of terns in 3.1.2 "does not require the renoval of
any trees" and 3.4.1 "pressure to renove trees or undertake i nproper
works is considered Ilow' is msleading. Wiat then was the
destruction of trees on the site in March 2026 if not i nproper

wor ks? The reuse of this phrasing repeated in 4.1.1 "the proposa
does not require the renoval of any trees" and "the arboricultura

i mpact is assessed as |low and presents no material concern" is
inflanmatory to all the neighbours follow ng the March 2026

cl earance worKks.

SUMVARY

In summary | believe this application nust be refused. Gven the
i rcunstances stated above | further believe it should be put forward
to the full WBC planning conmittee to carry out their due diligence.



| intend to respond directly and in detail including supplenentary
information with current and historic records including photographs
from 2002 to 2026 to the WBC senior planning officer once I am
satisfied | have received a full and accurate response to ny Freedom
of Information request.

Furthernmore | believe WBC should al so have a responsibility and a
duty of care to investigate the false clainms, actions and behaviours
denonstrated by the despicable performance in March 2026 in order to
prevent setting a precedent for the use of sinmlar tactics by others
in future applications.

M B. G Losty
Appl etree Cottage

Tag Lane,
Hare Hatch
READI NG RGLO 9ST



