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Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below.
Comments were submitted at 2:54 PM on 10 Aug 2016 from Mr roger dyson.
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	Proposal:
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	Comments:
	Planning Application Number: 16/01430/F (Proposed accommodation block - Alteration to approval 15/00185/F)

General comments

1. We continue to support in principle the initiative to establish a "public house for the local community" as stated in the Applicant's original Supporting Statement dated June 2014. The new public house and restaurant are locally very well run and managed, and the staff and management on site deliver a very good standard of service, leading to a very well used and busy establishment.

2. We would like to express concern regarding the summary and recommendations in the Flood Risk Assessment report attached to the documents in this planning application. It concludes that the risks of flood in all categories listed is "Low". This is patently inaccurate as is self evident from the history of flooding in the area of the pub over the years.

Objections

There are seven "objections" regarding the new proposed hotel accommodation derived from the submitted Application Form:

2. Section 6 Pedestrian and Vehicle Access, Road and Rights of Way: 

The second question asked if there is new or altered pedestrian access to or from the public highway. And the answer is "No".

However, the site plan (Drg. No. 010,P1) shows an arrow indicating a new access (this arrow was not shown on previous planning applications), between the southern end of the public house dining area (containing the mezzanine dining area) and the perimeter wall adjoining the drive beside Bridge House. 

As there is not room for vehicle to enter the site here it is assumed this indicates pedestrian access and egress from an area which is currently secured by a picket fence. If this is intended to be used for pedestrian egress from the site, and unaccompanied child (or any adult) would be able to step from the site immediately onto the main village public highway, in contradiction to the answer in the application.

3. Section 13 Vehicle Parking

The response from the Applicant states there are 30 car parking spaces now and no additional spaces proposed.

Due to the success of the way the pub is being managed and run locally there are occasions when there is overspill parking on the adjacent roads.

With 13 additional rooms with the associated increase in car numbers this overspill situation is likely to be exacerbated, causing further congestion on the narrow village roads; which have no pedestrian pathways and hence additional potential safety issues.

4. Section 15 Foul Sewage

The form asks how the foul sewage is to be disposed of, and the response states that this will be managed via the "mains sewer".

Thames Water stated at the time of the original development of the public house in 2014/15 that the mains sewers would NOT be able to take additional volumes of waste. 

As the additional 13 bedroom block will add appreciably to the volume of waste to be disposed of, the answer suggesting connection to the mains sewer must be challenged.

5. Section 16 Flood Risk

The question here is "Will the proposal increase flood risk elsewher?" and the answer by the Applicant is "No".

There are a number of issues regarding this:

The original redevelopment of the public house and grounds should have included for a porous surface installed in the parking area. This was not carried out and the simple Tarmac surface allows water to run down from the site site onto the already vulnerable roadway at the front of the public house. 

The original redevelopment of the public house and grounds did NOT include a request for permission to install raised and banked ground works fully across the extreme rear of the site to the east. However, this WAS installed, presumably to protect the site of the public house from ground water running down onto the site from the fields to the east of the site. Since the installation of this banking, ground water from the fields to the east is deflected to the sides of the site of the public house, and higher volumes of ground water than ever before run down onto the Bridge House property and side access road to the south, and to the north.

The addition of the proposed accommodation block will reduce the porous ground area on the site overall thereby reducing the ability of ground water on the site to naturally drain, and greatly increasing the general and specific flood risk to the highway and adjoining properties.

6. Section 19 Trees and Hedges

The second question is: "Are there trees .....on land adjacent to the proposed development site that could influence the development or might be important...." and the answer is "No".

Adjacent to the corner of the proposed accommodation block pointing east, there is a tree protected by a Tree Preservation Order (TPO); this is shown in the Application documents as tree T2.

During the construction of the extensions to the original public house it is believed that a tree subject to a TPO was destroyed. And as the tree T2 is so close to the proposed accommodation block, it is important that the authorities ensure this tree is not damaged in any way.

7. Section 24 Hours of Opening

The application form states that the hours of opening are not known. This does not seem feasible.

As an immediate neighbour we would like to know how much possible noise and disruption we might experience. And although the on site management is very friendly and sympathetic to neighbours, the business owners must know the intended hours of operation within their business plan.

Other objections

1. Lighting pollution overnight.

Currently external lighting used on the south side of the existing public house is often left on until the early hours of the morning causing an occasional light pollution issue to the Bridge House main bedroom en suite. 

When the accommodation block operates the lighting in this and other areas will presumably be left on for longer periods, and will cause additional light pollution issues problem to Bridge House and presumably other adjacent homes. 

Also if additional external lighting installations were to be agreed, this would fly in the face of the previous decision by CDC not to allow street lighting through the village generally.

2. Higher traffic volumes

The village of Wendlebury continues to be used as a rat-run for vehicles travelling both north and south trying to avoid congestion at J9 of the M40. It also has no footpaths beside the roads and has no street lighting on Main Street and other roads.

Inevitably, as the public house continues to grow its reputation, the volume of traffic entering and leaving the car park will grow, along with the existential and growing risk of traffic accidents and traffic/pedestrian accidents.

There is no indication on any of the application documents as to how this growth in hazard will be addressed or managed. This should be requested before approval is considered.


