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COWENTS:
| amwiting to register nmy strong objection to this planning
application on a nunber of grounds.

Firstly, | question the need for this additional hotel accommopdati on
within a residential area, particularly given the availability of
other significant hotels in the Wkinghamarea. Wile not large, the
proposed devel opnent woul d nonet hel ess i ncrease vehicul ar and
pedestrian activity around the site and the negative inpact of this
on i nmedi ate nei ghbours is sonething of concern

Secondly, | object to the proposal to relocate the access to the
public house/hotel some 15 netres to the west of the current access
(Pl anni ng Statenent provided by the Pegasus Group). Concerns about
rel ocation of access were registered in relation to the previous

pl anni ng application for 60+ dwellings on the field to the rear of
the Ye Ode Leathern Bottel, which was rejected. The same

obj ections as previously, still apply, nanely increased danger to
road users and pedestrians posed by relocation of the access nearer
to a blind bend which is already hazardous. The justification for
providing the new access roads for such a limted, proposed

devel opnent is suspect.

Thirdly, the trustworthiness and notivation of the property

devel oper and its agents has to be called into question in Iight of
previ ous experience. reat concern was caused by the previous
vandal i stic renoval, by one of nore of these parties, of severa
mature trees (which were then stunp ground in order to renove

evi dence) in an area whi ch now appears to be closely linked with
the proposed access road from Barkham Road. Further trees were al so
renoved at the back of the site, at a point which nmight provide

sui tabl e, convenient access to a proposed site for residential
devel opnent in the neighbouring field (the application for which
was roundly rejected). Despite repeated contact on behal f of the
objector with Kate Hol den, representing the Pegasus G oup, she has
consistently failed to provide justification for the tree renoval.

Closely linked with the previous objection (and fuelling suspicion
about the true intentions of the property owner, MnoPro, and its
agents), it is very concerning to note a key reference in the

pl anni ng application to the 'shape’ of the proposed new access road.
The Design and Access Statenent provided by Matthew All church
Architects

explictly refers (although apparently not part of the current
application) to the "Rel ocation of the access road to enable any
future residential developnent to land to the north". The exi stence
of this statenent strongly suggests that the property owner and its
agents are continuing - by one neans or another - to attenpt to
circunvent or undermi ne the previous decision to reject residential
devel opnment on the adjacent field.

The devel opers need to hear loud and clear that their proposals for
devel opnent are not beneficial to the environnent, that this | atest



proposal for the devel opnent of the public house as a hotel is
unnecessary, and that their repeated attenpts to 'probe' defences to
devel opnent, nounted by local residents and their political
representatives, is unwel cone and vexati ous.



