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Application ref: 13/01295F for Equestrian Use and 13/01128 for Stabling, both at Grange Farm
We act on behalf of the neighbours to the application site and this letter is sent on their behalf. 

1 Application 13/01295F should not have been validated, as there are many serious deficiencies:
(a) the red line on the application site plan is not around the full extent of the land which should be subject to the current equestrian use application:   
(i) the “28 day field” (as referred to in the application papers) is used in conjunction with and as an integral part of the rest of the application land; 
(ii) permanent development has taken place in the 28 day field and other, temporary, development occurs there for far longer than 28 days a year; and
(iii) the temporary stabling on the 28 day field as a structure requires its own planning consent;
(b) the neighbouring land owned by the applicant is not marked in blue on the site plan;
(c) not all of the legal owners were served with the requisite notices under the application; 

(d) no business case has been put forward to justify the planning case;

(e) the application 13/01128, for stables, must be considered together with and as part of application 13/01295, as it is for another element of the same use and development;
(f) several facts and details are incorrect, such as the date for the start of the equestrian use which has been provided by the applicant.  The use has not been continuing since 1997, (photographic) evidence has been provided to show the Top Field in crops in 2006 and the 28 day field in crops in 2009 and most likely also in 2010;
(g) the Request for the Environmental Screening Opinion and the Screening Opinion subsequently issued by the Council, are inadequate.  The assessment must be made for the correct area in order to meet the requirements under the Regulations;
(h) the environmental and other impacts of the anaerobic digester, which is currently being constructed to the south of the application site, should have been considered in relation to this application too.  The cumulative impact on the surrounding area includes the impact on the surrounding landscape, as well as the increased use of the fields; and
(i) no pre-application consultation was carried out and very little regard has been paid to the continued amenity and welfare of any of the neighbours.  

2 Similarly, application 13/01128 should not have been validated, as there are several serious deficiencies:
Many failings in the list above have been repeated under this application.  In addition, the proposed use of the stabling (in relation to the equestrian use) under application 13/01128 is not clear.
3 The above serious failings therefore involve breaches of: 

· Class B of Part 4 of Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order;

· Section 55 Town and Country Planning Act 1990;

· Sykes -v- SoS for the Environment [1981]; 

· Article 6 Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2010;
· Article 12 of the above Order;
· Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011, including Part 2 Article 4; 

· Localism Act 2011; 

· Bernard Wheatcroft Limited –v- Secretary of State for the Environment (1982); and 

· Associated Provincial Picture Houses Limited -v- Wednesbury Corporation [1948].
4 Future action

Due to the above serious errors and omissions, should consent be granted by the Council for either of the above applications, the surrounding owners and occupiers will consider taking action, including legal challenge in the High Court.  
5 Health and Safety at Work etc Act 1974 and Environmental Protection Act 1990
There are also breaches in relation to the duties and obligations of site operators and users in these cases, in respect of ensuring the health, safety and welfare of the general public as well as those entering the sites.  This is a breach of a statutory requirement.  

Various serious breaches under the Environmental Protection Act have also occurred in relation to the existing use of the application sites and the surrounding land.  The neighbours will be asking the Council to take appropriate action. 
Yours faithfully
Charles Russell LLP
 DOCPROPERTY  RDL.Letter.JobTitleText  \* MERGEFORMAT  DOCPROPERTY  RDL.Letter.SignOff  \* MERGEFORMAT  DOCPROPERTY RDL.Letter.Enclosures \* MERGEFORMAT  DOCPROPERTY  RDL.Letter.EnclosuresList  \* MERGEFORMAT  DOCPROPERTY  RDL.Letter.CopyTos  \* MERGEFORMAT 
HSH/CH1/1143388.2
Charles Russell LLP
5 Fleet Place, London EC4M 7RD
Tel: +44 (0)20 7203 5000 • Fax: +44 (0)20 7203 0200 • DX: 19 London/Chancery Lane • www.charlesrussell.co.uk
Charles Russell LLP is a limited liability partnership registered in England and Wales, registered number OC311850, and is authorised and regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authority. Any reference to a
partner in relation to Charles Russell LLP is to a member of Charles Russell LLP or an employee with equivalent standing and qualifications. A list of members and of non-members who are
described as partners, is available for inspection at the registered office, 5 Fleet Place, London EC4M 7RD.
PAGE 2
HSH/CH1/1143388.2

