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COWENTS:

My primary concern for this proposal is site access and traffic
safety - especially during it's devel opnent and thereafter depending
on expected volunes and visitors trying to exit onto the nmain

hi ghway. "Access to the site will be achieved via an inproved
existing field access taken from East hanpstead Road. Appropriate
vehi cul ar parking will be provided within the curtilage of the
site."

Exi sting field access has not been in use for many years now. Only
recently (within the last 12 nonths) the old agricultural gateway
has been cleared of established trees and shrubs - evidently before
the tree survey was conpl eted

The Transport Statenent does not take into account any proposed SANG
par ki ng opposite and cl osure of Easthanpstead Road as a route from
Woki ngham for the Planning application 241933. This neans the

wor ki ng assunption for this proposal that Easthanpstead Road
provides a direct route towards Wki nghamfromthe south is no

| onger accurate. There is also a nakeshift |ayby used by vehicles
close to the proposed entrance. This is used by vehicles on a
regul ar occasi on, although not an appropriate place to stop. It is
al so a comon place for fly tipping. Both situations would inpact
line of sight and woul d need to be addressed.

The junction between East hanpstead Road and O d Wki hgham Road

(OAR) renmmi ns dangerous and evidently out of scope of this

devel opnent proposal (and the surroundi ng active planning
applications). Unless sonething changes, adding nore and nore
vehicles to this junction will lead to soneone being killed.

Traffic safety around this junction is paranount. Docunentation
cites that "The review identified that a total of five collisions
have

occurred within the | atest avail able five-year period. Three of the
i nci dents occurred at the Easthanpstead Road/ Q d Wki ngham Road
junction". As a resident |I can informthe planning comittee that
already this year (by end of Feb 2026), property in the imedi ate
vicinity has been danaged (again) by vehicles not traversing the
junction appropriately and nunerous RTCs have happened (knock for
knock, so not all are reported). Traffic safety statistics here do
not truly reflect reality. W are fortunate if we have just 5 RTCs
in a couple of nonths! 3,000+ citizens have signed a petition in the
| ast 12 nonths raising concern over the safety at this junction and
still nothing has been done by either WBC or BFC (as the junction
straddl es both jurisdictions).

Traffic coming along OAR from Pi newood miss the junction on a
regul ar occasion and attenpt to turn around in residences opposite
before the blind bend reversing into onconing traffic). Traffic
com ng fromJennetts Park on OAR are speedi ng around the blind bend
not adhering to the advisory 30nph linmt or taking into account
queuing traffic due to traffic congestion to Pinewood. That is
before you consider traffic wshing to enter and exit Easthanpstead
Road from OAR - which will increase with the addition of this site
and it's proposed entrance. Wat considerations are really being
given to ongoi ng safety of this



junction?

Not e: Additional planning applications for additional houses in
close proximty on both sides need to be considered and strongly
chal l enged froma safety perspective if no inprovenents are being
made. There are no public transport options to & fromthis site
currently, and no safe passage for cyclists or pedestrians. There
are no

footpaths around the perineter of the site, neaning froma safety
perspective you put your life in your hands to try and traverse both
a d Wki ngham Road and East hanpstead Road from any public transport
options further away. Basically it is safe to assune that al
visitors will be by car, so adding to the traffic flowin the

i medi ate area. The letter from Reverend Father Dani el MAvoy - The
| ocal Parish Priest and Co-ordinating Pastor for the South

Ber kshire area;

APPENDI X 1 states that "the intention for a propose chapel wll be
as a nulti-purpose centre to support long termrough sleepers and
unenpl oyed individuals" - this does not align with the proposed use
where docunentation refers to "It was accepted that in such natura
burial plots, where the only facilities will be the burial plots

t hensel ves . Committals will not be a frequent occurrence, with
nost people visiting | oved ones at varying frequencies In
addition, it should be noted that there will be no pernmanent
full-tinme enployees on site. Instead, ancillary staff, such as
gardeners and cl eaners, will uphold the maintenance of the site when
appropriate." 1Is the building going to be a

pavi |l i on/ chapel /conmunity centre or are the individuals referred to
bei ng enpl oyed as the gardeners and cl eaners?

Site |l ocation maps across the docunent also do not tally. Sone show
the proposed site to be up to the boundary of the junction and sone
a distance away fromthe junction. Continuity across the proposa
woul d be hel pful

Environnmental ly, | request that tree preservations be consi dered
especially those nature specinmens surroundi ng the area. As paddocks,
this field is also currently a green highway and retention as such
shoul d be considered for local wildlife population eg deer. | am
fully supportive of all new tree planting, ponds and wi | dfl ower
meadow for the area to offset the ever decreasing air qualit

y.



