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COWENTS:

I request the rejection of Application Nunmber 242654 on the grounds
of each of three independent reasons:

- Erosion of the rural gap between Bar kham and Wki ngham

- Safety of users of Barkham Road and Ye O de Leathern Botte

- ross inconsistencies between the stated ains of the planning
application and the actual content of the planning application

1. Erosion of the rural gap between Barkham and Wki ngham

The application as presented is highly deleterious to the sense of a
green break between Wki ngham and Barkham and is in conflict with
Pol i cy CC03.

The story here begins with the egregious felling in summer 2023 of
two veteran oak trees bordering the Barkham Road. The inpact of this
vandal i sm has been to significantly open up the roadside view of Ye
O de Leathern Bottel and its environs, neaning that subsequent
changes are even nore highly noticeable fromthe Barkham Road, and
have a nore significant inpact on the sense of green space
separating the settlenents of Wki ngham and Bar kham

The follow ng specific aspects of the current application have a
further negative inpact on this already conprom sed visual sense of
a green space area

- The grubbing out of further trees and shrubs to create access for
the proposed new entrance road further opens up the area and reduces
the sense of green space.

- The width of the proposed new entrance road significantly exceeds
that of the existing access road to the prem ses, giving the area a
nore built up appearance.

- The extension of a further access road to the rear boundary of the
property, adjoining the field, creates a further sense of

devel opnent and hard | andscaping, with no apparent benefit to
anybody. | ask that the application is rejected on the grounds of
fundanmental negative inpact on the green rural gap separating the
distinct settlenments of Wki ngham and Bar kham bringi ng additiona
significant detrinental change to the character of the area.

2. Safety of users of Barkham Road and Ye O de Leathern Bottel.

Docunent P230064 (Pl anning Statenment 141024) nakes reference to

the failed application for new residential buildings in the fields
behi nd the pub (Application Ref : 232621, validated 25/10/2023),
and states that "That application for the new housi ng proposed an
anended access from Barkham Road to facilitate inproved visibility
and hi ghway

safety. The proposals that are the subject of this application wll
mrror the proposed access design".

Put sinmply, the intent is to nove the existing access point to the
pub fromits current |location to a new position that is 15 netres
closer to a blind bend, where visibility to the right when exiting
the pub is already heavily restricted by the presence of a |arge,
protected, veteran oak |ocated on the boundary between the Pub and
the adjacent property on the Barkham Road.

It does not require a detailed analysis to conclude that noving a



junction 15 netres closer to a locally notorious blind bend is
unlikely to be anything other than detrinmental to road safety on the
Bar kham Road. Furthernore, why the relocation of this access road is
of benefit to the intended i nprovenent plans for the pub, around
which this application is purportedly centred, is entirely unclear
The truth slips out, however, in docunent DAS P05, the Design and
Access Statenment from Matthew Al l church Architects. They state, as

part of their description of the proposal "relocation of access
road to enable any future residential devel opnent of land to the
north (not part of this application)". If it is not a part of the

application, then why is it included in the application?

This application relies on the same traffic survey as that of
Application 232621. | conmented extensively on this topic in ny
objection to that proposal, so will restrict nyself here to sone
headl i ne observati ons:

- The application uses data based on 85th percentile neasured
traffic speeds to claimacceptably safe stopping distance of traffic
gaining visual line of sight with the proposed new junction. This
makes

absol utely no sense. The greatest risk of collision is presented by
those cars travelling at the greatest speeds, and yet the fastest
15% of these are actively excluded fromthe anal ysis.

- The conplete raw neasured data (which are reproduced in this
application) show that on an average day (based on a 5 day
nmonitoring period), a total of 22 vehicles are travelling so

qui ckly al ong the Barkham Road that, on achieving line of sight of

t he proposed

junction, they would have been physically unable to stop intine to
avoid a stationary vehicle at the site of the proposed junction

even assum ng perfect driving conditions, a fully alert and
attentive driver, and a well nmintained vehicle. This is despite the
traffic speed nitigation neasures already in place on the Barkham
Road.

The prospect of conpronising road safety of |ocal resident users of
t he Bar kham Road and Ye O de Leathern Bottel for no purpose other
than to inch forward with a '"stealth' plan to resurrect a failed
housi ng devel opnent application di sgusts ne.

A further negative aspect of the inpact of the proposed plan on

| ocal road safety is that of the potential for increased roadside
parking in the local area, resulting froma significant reduction in
avai | abl e parki ng spaces in the pub car park. The Pl anning
Application form

(redacted) states a reduction fromthe existing 60 parking spaces

to a new nmaxi num capacity of just 46 spaces.

The anal ysis of parking demand (described in Covering Letter
P230064TSLOCT24i ssue), is restricted to a snapshot of a SINGLE DAY,
Saturday 13th July 2024 (W nbl edon Fi nals weekend), and so can
hardly be considered as an adequate representational analysis.
Neverthel ess, even if we were to take their followi ng anal ysis at
face value, it doesn't pass the comobn sense credibility test. Based
on their 24 hour analysis of existing demand, and taking into

consi deration the

antici pated additional parking needs created by the guests using the
new acconmodati on included in the planning application, they
anticipate denmand to be "in the order of 40 spaces", and that "it is
therefore considered that the provision of 46 spaces is
appropriate". Renarkably, the applicant nmakes no all owance for any
anticipated increase in custonmer nunbers resulting fromthe

ext ensi ve proposed refurbishnent of the existing non-residential



areas of the pub and kitchen. It is very difficult to inagine that
t he busi ness case

supporting the proposed i nvestnent in refurbi shnment and enhancenent
of the existing pub is based on zero positive inpact on custoner
footfall. Even nore remarkably, the analysis of parking denand
concludes that there will be no increase in parking requirenent for
additional staff necessary to clean and service the six proposed new
roons, even at full occupancy, anticipating that "the roons will be
operated by the existing staff associated with the Public House". |
wonder if anybody has told themthat? The analysis flies in the
face of reasonable credibility.

It is obvious that the risk of overspill of car parking onto |oca
roads is greatly increased by these proposed reductions in available
car parking space while sinultaneously seeking to increase business
at the pub, and that, given the nature of the local roads, this
overflow parking will have a significant del eterious inpact on |oca
road safety. And why are the nunbers of parking spaces being reduced
bel ow their current level? Sinply because their existing footprint
has to be downsized in order to acconmopdate the new access road

| eading to the proposed entry point to an antici pated housing

devel opnent that has yet to secure planning approval. It puts the
cart before the horse, and represents an unnecessary and
unjustified conpronise of the current proposal in respect of
custoner parking. Based on the above argunents and the avail abl e

evi dence, | ask that the application is rejected on the grounds of
the unacceptably increased risk posed to road traffic safety of

| ocal residents.

3. Gross inconsistencies between the stated ains of the planning
application and the actual content of the planning application

The pl anning application is purportedly focused on the inprovenent
of the Public House building so as to provide | ocal accommpdati on
for bed and breakfast visitors, and to refurbish and enhance the

existing facilities for eating and drinking. | have no objection, in
principle, to these ains of enhancing the |ocal econony, inproving
facilities for local people, and enhancing the business. | do

however appreciate that others have a very different view on this
matter, and | respect

t hi s.

What is unacceptable to ne is that the proposed plans in the current
application, so far as they pertain to the general environs of Ye

O de Leathern Bottel, are largely counterintuitive to these business
aspirations. Exanples are as foll ows:

- Wiat is the value of going to the expense of relocating the access
to the Public House to a position that is inherently nore dangerous
to custoners and to users of the Barkham Road, when these changes
yield no benefits to themor to the current business?

- Wiy would a business that is actively seeking to invest in order
to increase nunbers of custoners take active steps to reduce the
avai l abl e parking for these clients to a level that, even by their
own skewed anal ysis, is going to create problens for custoners

wi shing to park at the prenises?

- Way does an access road to nowhere feature pronminently in the
plan, when it conprom ses parking for custoners, noves the access
to

Bar kham Road to a nore dangerous position, and yields absolutely no
benefits to the existing business or its custoners?

In ny opinion, the answer is staring us in the face, and is the



|atest in a depressing sequence of increnental noves towards a goa
of

est abl i shing a housi ng devel opnent on the field adjacent to the
grounds of the Public House. Wirse even than this, we have w tnessed
a series of pre-enptive actions to erode public access and to
renove 'problens' such as mature trees, prior to the subm ssion of
pl anni ng applications. These behavi ours can surely not go unnoticed
and

unpuni shed.

The area targeted for devel opnent for housing was free to public
access when | noved into the area 25 years ago. As a first step,

pl anni ng perm ssi on was sought and granted for equestrian use.
Barbed wire and trespassing signs greeted |ocal residents, horse
riders

created problens on the |ocal footpaths, and the ecol ogi cal status
of the area was degraded beyond recognition through a conbination
of renoval of extensive scrubland, replacenment of uncut neadow with
short-cropped grass, and ani mal waste pollution of the watercourse.
In sumrer 2023, two healthy, veteran oaks adjacent to the Barkham
Road were cut down for no apparent reason, their stunps ground

bel ow soil |evel, and the evidence covered over

The above provides a rem nder of what they | ooked |ike. They are now
gone. Coincidentally, they were pretty nuch on the exact point where
t he proposed new access road i s now suggested to join the Barkham
Road. Were they nentioned in the August 2024 survey by DBA
Arboricultural Consultants comm ssioned in this application? O
course not, because they aren't there, so they no | onger present a
probl em

Local residents nmay have noticed a new solid fence that has been
erected this summer towards the far end of the car park
Coincidentally, this is the area in which the proposed |leg of the
access road to nowhere will ternminate. Beyond this fence there used
to be trees. Have you seen themlately? Here is a recent aerial
phot ograph of the site, downl oaded from Googl e Maps:

I wouldn't for a nonent suggest that the trees have been
pre-enptively felled in anticipation of a further phase of the
project in the event that the initial redundant |eg of the access
road is approved, but it would be a rather convenient coincidence.
None of these trees will be featuring in any future arboricultura
survey.

Local people deserve better. Not only should the current planning
application be rejected, but the current applicants should be nade
aware that future activities around this site will be carefully
noni tored, and that any evidence of wanton environnental danmage will
be acted upon by the appropriate authorities. Any preparatory work
for the housi ng devel opnent proposed in Application Ref 23262, or
simlar, should be prevented until such tine as a successfu

pl anni ng application is secured in its entirety. To do otherwise is
to continue to actively degrade the quality of the |loca
environnment to the

benefit of nobody and to the detrinment of all

| ask that the application be rejected on the grounds of gross

i nconsi stenci es between the stated ains of the planning application
and the actual content of the planning application.

David Youl e, Chaffinch Cose, 16th Novenber 2024



