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Dear Adrian,
Moor Lane Access - Planning Application - Reference: PLAN/2009/0764

As chairman of the Westfield Common Residents’ Association (WCRA), I am writing on
behalf of the membership to once again express strong concerns about the Planning
Application that has been submitted for access to the proposed “Moor Lane” Housing
Development (reference PLAN/22009/0764).

We note that this application is to establish the feasibility of the site only and does not
address many of the concerns by residents both via the various consultations that have
taken place and in response to application PLAN/2009/0434 which was rejected at the July
Planning Committee.

It seems that very little has changed and we would refer you to the material objections
raised in response to the previous application. Much of which have yet to be satisfactorily
addressed. We request that all matters in the previous objection letter be responded to
individually. We refer you to Appendix A for the details of the previous objection letter.

Our simple question is without the quantum of development being known or fully
determined how can any access be considered.

The matters that concerns us in relation to the documents submitted in support of the new
access application (PLAN/2009/0764) are as follows:

1. Revised Transport Assessment

* (Paragraph 1.3, page 1, Para 3.1, Para 6.2) The report claims that the site will

be used to provide a residential development of upto 450 homes, comprising 60%
(270 units) of affordable dwellings and 40% private for sale housing. This is
misleading as only 180 of the houses will be social rented houses with the rest that
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are being a mix of shared equity and private housing, i.e. 60% will be for some form
of private sale. This is, in majority, a proposal for a commercial housing
development and not consistent with Woking Boroughs stated policy objective with
regards to the release of the Moor Lane site.

e (Para 1.7, 6.5, 6.6, 6.7) The report states that two recommendations improvement
options for the Balfour Avenue have been agreed with the County Highways
Authority. In fact, according to the latest report deposited from BB Fielding dated 21
September 2009, the CHA have raised serious concerns about the traffic flow
resulting from the proposed signalling option and therefore this will not be supported
by Surrey County Council.

« In order to further strengthen the priority arrangement proposed as an alternative
BB Fielding submitted this could only be achieved by widening the road and this was
not viable given that the land was not owned by WBC. However they then go on to
recommend this option. One can only therefore conclude that either you are
recommending a priority arrangement that cannot be delivered or the priority
arrangement delivered will be sub-optimal causing traffic congestion for residents.

e (Para 2.4 2.8, page 3) We note that driving a vehicle (including bicycles) is

prohibited on common land. The cycle desire lines indicated in plan are not therefore
deliverable and it is misleading to include these in the report to support statements
regarding sustainability.

e (Para 3.2, page 4) Vehicle driving is prohibited on common land and therefore
proposed access across common land should be rejected.

e (Para 3.9, page 5) Whilst the proposed road widening might help alleviate some

concerns about traffic congestion it raises more concerns about safety on a road
which is already subject to traffic calming in response to residents concerns about
speeding.

e (Para 3.10, page 5) This paragraph clearly substantiates the view that the access

proposed in for a single access point at Balfour Ave / Westfield Road. The question of
simultaneous incidents blocking both the development site and junction is moot. The
question is — is it possible to block the junction in the event of an accident - the
answer is yes however unlikely. Emergency services may use the Common Land I
suppose but they might struggle through the trees, children's play area, telegraph
poles etc which block all the obvious alternatives. Relying on low odds (a roll of the
dice) could be construed as a cavalier approach to your duty of care to the public.

e (Para 3.12, page 5) It would seem appropriate to consult the other branches of the
emergency services as well to substantiate your conclusion.

e (Para 3.16, page 5) With regards to the 106 contribution, no details are provided
so it is misleading to conclude that the development will improve local pedestrian
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and cycle facilities. In fact the report states that the CHA / SCC has approved use of
existing pedestrian routes outside the site.

e Such contributions might be better used to provide some facilities on the proposed
site - like healthcare access, schools, playing fields, and other projects that might
benefit the wider community not just the proposed site occupants.

¢ (Para 3.17, page 6) The report states that “the route to Westfield Way” will permit

access to the site by the construction vehicles. So by this we can conclude that this
will be the principle construction access route. We note this is Common Land and no
vehicles are allowed on Common Land. The route in question is Balfour Avenue —
Westfield Common — Westfield Way.

¢ If we understand the proposed development timetable, this commences Sep 2010

and runs to some time in 2013. Are you really saying that residents of these streets
will be unable to park outside their houses during the hours of 08:00 to 18:00
Monday to Friday and Saturdays (when needed by the developers) for upto 3 years?
This is unacceptable and unduly disruptive. We request clarification on this
point and note that the existing residents may have specific car access needs (the
elderly, disabled, mothers with young children and not all have private driveways in
which to park.

e (Para 3.19, page 6) Please explain how construction vehicles can avoid residential

areas to mitigate their impact by using the A320 or A247. One, both these roads go
through residential area and two, they all have to converge on the Westfield Road /
Balfour Avenue junction. This paragraph is, to put it bluntly, nonsense.

* (Para 4.3, 4.4, page 7) The bus service may be regular (once every 30 mins) but it
is hardly frequent. Does this meet the definition of accessible?

* (Para 4.6, page 8) The most effective form of Carbon sink is the humble tree, so a
greater emphasis on tree protection, management and replanting would be required
to overcome the carbon footprint of the proposed development.

e (Para 4.8, page 8) The proposed development runs contrary to Local Policy MV01
in that it will result in a net increase in traffic congestion.

* (Para 4.9, 4.10, page 9) No supporting details. This assertion is not verifiable.
e (Para 4.11, page 9) The parking arrangement may be policy but it is woefully
inadequate and as a consequence cars will be parked on adjoining roads making

congestion worse.

+ Traffic Impact
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e (Para 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, page 11) The traffic survey referred to in this section on the
24™ May 2006 took place on a week proceeding a bank holiday weekend. The traffic
survey carried out by Paul Mew Associates tool place on a Tuesday following the
bank holiday Monday for a one hour period only. We suggest that these are not
likely to be reliable indicators of normal traffic volumes that would occur during non-
holiday periods and request that further surveys are carried out to supplement the
application.

« (Para 5.13 - 5.15, page 13) The Census figures quoted are non-representative of
the area affected by the proposed access as a whole. According to the Surrey Traffic
Census (2007) the number of cars per person was 0.724. 45% of households had
more that 2 cars. Almost 65% of working residents used cars to get to work. So
applying this census data to the figures presented:

» Proposed number of additional dwelling = 450
* Proposed number of residents of working age = 860
* Proposed number of residents driving to work = 860 x 0.65 = 559.

» Furthermore a mini-survey carried out by local residents of 25 houses in Balfour
Avenue and The Orchard recorded the following:

* 51 cars owned across 25 households = 2.04 cars per household.

* Usage of Balfour Junction 08:00 - 09:00 = 25 cars (49%)

* Usage of Balfour Junction 17:00 - 18:00 = 20 cars (40%)

* Projecting this onto 860 residents of working age = 421 in morning peak, 344
in evening peak for new development.

* The total, if you add both the existing resident movements plus projected volumes
for new estate, the total is far in excess of the figures quoted in the report and is
much cause for concern. Rather rely on selective census data and projections we
request that you carryout a door to door survey of the affected properties and arrive
at a figure that cannot be disputed.

¢ (Para 5.16, page 13) Again, if we take the figures presented here at face value
then according to the ordinance survey figures, there are 260 existing properties and
according to the traffic survey, 160 car movement in the morning peak. This
equates to 62% of existing households commuting during the am peak (160/260).
So for 450 proposed units + existing units = 276 + 160 = 437 car movements at
peak time post development. This is significantly more than the 286 total presented
in the Trics assessment in table 5.2 (section 5.11).

* (para 6.5, page 18) Again we note that the CHA have rejected the signalisation
option presented in this report as a viable option.
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2. Revised Design & Access Statement

* (Para 2.1 The Sites) The report refers to three site access locations. We note that
all of these site access locations are served by one road junction namely at Balfour
Avenue / Westfield Road. This is contrary to planning policy in that all major site
developments should be served by multiple deliverable access points.

* Furthermore, inadequate attention has been to examine the downstream affect on
traffic or at the other proposed junction points up/downstream or within the existing
roads serviced by the junction at Balfour Avenue and Westfield Road. The Mayer
Brown transport review has only examined traffic flows at the Balfour Avenue /
Westfield Road junction substantiating the view that this is a single point of access.

* (Para 2.2 The Surroundings) The ecological and arboricultural preliminary reports
submitted in support of the application make very strong recommendations that
further wildlife and ecological studies be undertaken to determine the impact of the
proposed access development.

* We note that no such undertakings have been made and that therefore the
conclusion that there is no material detrimental impacts are premature. The
proposed road access should be refused until such time as the applicant has carried
out the required studies and sought independent verification that no adverse impacts
will arise.

* (Para 2.4 Planning Context & Design Principles) It is noted that the site was
designated protected as Green Belt status until relatively to prevent speculative
housing development and that contrary to PPS3 the proposed development site is
considered to be effectively countryside and located in a semi-rural location.

* (Para 3.3.3 Management of Water Resources) We note that no testing has been

carried out to ascertain if the existing surface water drainage systems can cope with
the change of the land use. This should be a pre-condition to development.

¢ (Para 3.4 Design Summary) states that the “[development is] within walking
distance [to] public transport provision. We note (as reported in the 24 Sep 09
edition of the Woking News and Mail) that Woking are proposing to cut a number of
bus routes throughout Woking and seek clarification on how this will effect public
transport to the site. We note that the timetable for the reduction in bus services is
very similar to that of the proposed development timetable for the site and question
as to whether this means sustainable public transport will in fact be delivered as is
indicated in this report.

3. Application

+ We note the irony that the net impact of the proposed access is in fact to reduce the
total number of houses available in Woking through the demolition of existing
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homes. We note that one of the houses is currently being refurbished and question
the logic.

4, General - Proposed access across Westfield Common

« We remind you that Common Land is prohibited from access by vehicular traffic by
statute law and only permissible via approval from the Secretary of State. We think
it is premature to propose this access without first completing the consultation of
land exchange and then applying for permission. It is premature to propose this
access without the appropriate consent and on that basis it should be rejected.

5. General - Proposed Road Widening Balfour Avenue
+ We note that as a consequence that the proposed road widening of Balfour Avenue
will:

+ Remove existing trees and road arrangements which give a distinct character
to the area;

* Bring the road to within unacceptable proximity to the existing children’s play
area in Westfield Common;

+ Lead to removal of land adjacent to the common;

+ Counteract the introduction of the traffic calming introduced into the road
network to protect local residents and children.

* We strongly object to these changes on health and safety grounds and seek

clarification of what is proposed to address the increased risk of accident to
pedestrians.

* We also question the feasibility and practicality - even with this widening - of
how heavy goods vehicles and construction / plant equipment can navigate the many
bends in the road leading to the site without these vehicles mounting the pavement.
We seek clarification if you have consulted with an appropriate haulier association to
determine if these types of vehicles can navigate the proposed road network with
endangering pedestrians or damaging common land.
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The membership has instructed me to request that the matters that have been raised are

treated with utmost care and attention and remind Woking Borough Council of their duty
towards them as Local Council taxpayers and customers.

I am looking forward to a detailed response to each of the points raised in this letter.

Yours faithfully,

William B. Corney
Chairman

Westfield Common Residents’ Association
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Adrian Bishop
September 28, 2009
Page 8

Appendix A - Flaws, Issues & Concerns with previous Application

Detailed response still pending.

Application Form for Planning Permission

Document = Application for Planning Permission

Ref | Page | Objection / Comment /
Observation

Action

4 2 Document Error

The document incorrectly states
that Balfour Avenue is an access
location site. This is factually
incorrect as it is actually Newlands
Avenue in this context.

Please amend the document accordingly.

8 8 This statement is at best
inaccurate or misleading.

The accesses proposed were NOT
shown at the Public Consultation
Workshop (21 March 2009).

Please amend the document accordingly.

12 4 Foul Sewage.

This should be a reserved matter.
No investigation has been carried
out to determine if the existing
sewer system has capacity to
handle the extra volumes
proposed.

Request that a detailed sewer
infrastructure assessment is carried out
and that this should be made a condition
of approval.

Design & Access Statement

Document = Design & Access Statement

Ref Page | Objection / Comment /
Observation

Action

1 Site Redline

We note that the redline has
changed boundary in comparison
to the maps presented in the
outline planning application.

For example it no longer includes
a boundary to the south side of
Moor lane or an extended corridor
to west Moor Lane to junction of
New Lane.

Does this mean that the previous

Please clarify the position on this.

Please clarify the inconsistency between
the proposed access vs. the access
proposed in the Outline Planning
application.

Is the previous Outline Planning
Application now null and void?

In which case how can the proposed
access be reviewed objectively by
residents without knowing in detail what
the proposals are for the housing
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Document = Design & Access Statement

Ref Page | Objection / Comment /
Observation

Action

redline is now null and void.

development.

2.1 4 Document Error

Incorrectly states that the eastern
most access point is Balfour
Avenue when it is in fact Newlands
Avenue. This error is then
repeated throughout the entire
document.

Please amend document.

2.2 6 Loss of Common Land

The loss of at least 936m? of
common land caused by the
development of access route 12b
is unacceptable and will damage
the amenities of existing
residents.

It is suggested that this could be
mitigated by replacement along
the western perimeter of the
reserved housing hand by moving
the site redline.

Request that the replacement of common
land be made a condition of any access
consent that leads to a net reduction in
common land.

The replacement should be made by
replacement along the western perimeter
of the reserved housing hand by moving
the site redline and we request that this
be made a condition of consent.

The option to provide replacement
common land elsewhere in the Borough
not contiguous with the site would be
wholly unacceptable to our membership.

- - Westfield Common

Westfield Common, Woking is
registered as CL121 in the
Common Land register
(Commons Registration Act,
1965). Westfield Common, which
is 26.84 hectares in area, is
registered as common land (CL
121) under the Commons
Registration Act 1965.

Section 38 of the Commons Act
2006 requires that consent be
sought to carry out restricted
works on land registered as
common land under the Commons
Registration Act 1965. Restricted
works are any that prevent or
impede access to or over the land.
They include fencing, buildings,
structures, ditches, trenches,
embankments and other works,
where the effect of those works is

Note that the following statutory
requirements need to be complied with
and request that these be made a
condition of approval.
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Document = Design & Access Statement

Ref

Page

Objection / Comment /
Observation

Action

to prevent or impede access. They
also include, in every case, new
solid surfaces.

Under the Law of Property Act
1925 (Section 194) it is unlawful
to construct buildings, erect
fences, or carry out any other
works which prevent access to
common land unless the Secretary
of State for the Environment, Food
and Rural Affairs has given
permission.

Under the Law of Commons
Amendment Act 1893 (Section
2)

Any inclosure or approvement of a
common (removal of common
rights and enclosure of the land) is
not lawful unless the Secretary of
State for the Environment, Food
and Rural Affairs has granted
permission.

Road Traffic Act 1988 (Section
34)

This makes it unlawful for a
person to drive a motor vehicle on
any common land (as well as
some other types of land) without
lawful authority

3.3.3

No assessment of existing surface
water infrastructure has been
carried out.

Clearly such matters should be
considered at the outset to
determine what improvement
works are required.

Request that such an assessment be
made a condition of consent.

3.3.4

10

Construction Works

Re: Construction Works normal
working hours of 8:00 - 18:00
Mon - Fri with possible limited
works on a Saturday.

Clearly with the potential access
issues it would be preferable to

Request that consideration be given to
reducing working day to avoid morning
and evening peaks of traffic.
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Document = Design & Access Statement

Ref

Page

Objection / Comment /
Observation

Action

avoid construction traffic adding
additional congestion at Westfield
Road / Balfour Avenue junction
during peak hours.

Working on a Saturday should be
avoided - this would interfere with
residents’ enjoyment of the
Common and we are entitled to
peace and quiet.

3.3.4

10

Note that that the upgrade of
junction of Balfour Avenue and
Westfield Avenue is not a material
part of the application.

Request that any necessary upgrade of
roads required to allow development
traffic to access the site without causing
undue noise, congestion and safety risks
to existing residents is carried out prior to
start of Housing Development
construction. This should be a condition
of consent.

Site Access Statement

Document = Site Access Statement (May 2009)

Ref Page | Objection / Comment / Action
Observation
1.2 1 More accurate to state that the Please correct the misleading statement.
site is improved farmland rather
than undeveloped.
1.6 2 Is the agreement in principle Request that the comments from the
formally documented? County Highway Authority should be
appended to the planning documents to
enable public scrutiny to take place.
We request that public scrutiny is allowed
to take place prior to planning consent
being granted.
2.2 - The Institution of Highways and This statement by the IHT would appear

Transport (IHT) document
‘Guidelines for Planning for Public
Transport in Developments’
(March 1999) states ‘The
maximum walking distance to a
bus stop should not exceed
400m and preferably be no more
than 300m’.

to contradict Mayer Brown'’s assertion, but
without knowing what document the
guidelines have supposedly been taken
from, it is not possible to comment further
at this stage.

Notwithstanding, the 400m distance
criterion is widely accepted and suggests
that the majority of the site under
consideration will be too far from the
nearest bus stop to encourage sustainable
travel by bus.
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Document = Site Access Statement (May 2009)

Ref Page | Objection / Comment /
Observation

Action

This is in contradiction to both Planning
Policy Guidance (PPG) Note 13: Transport
and Planning Policy Statement Note (PPS)
3: Housing, which require development to
be sustainable and readily accessible to
public bus transport.

2.2 - Although the walking distances
to the nearby bus stops do fall
within the accepted walking
distances using the PTAL
methodology, PTAL is the
standard method used by
Transport for London and is not
commonly used outside of
Greater London. As such, CEC
consider that in this location, the
Institution of Highways and
Transport document is more
applicable than any reference to
the PTAL methodology
recommendations.

2.4 3 It should be noted that the
alternative bus stop mentioned
on New Lane at Warners Corner
does not have real-time
information facilities, shelters or
DDR compliant kerbing.

Indeed the north bound stop
only has a minimum amount of
green verge making it potentially
an unsafe place to wait for more
than a few commuters.

There is no pedestrian access
across the road from the south
bound to the north bound bus
stop.

The suitability of this alternative bus stop
is a questionable inclusion given the lack
of facilities.

Or is the intention that more common
land is developed to upgrade these
facilities.

2.8 3 What are informal routes across
common land?

Please explain what this statement
means?

Is this a commitment to create routes?
What is the net impact of such access on
existing residents and the open

environment and the common land.

Has this been assessed?
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Document = Site Access Statement (May 2009)

Ref Page | Objection / Comment /
Observation

Action

3.7 4 The table summary is unclear Please define what AM & PM Peaks mean?
and lacks annotation.
3.8 5 The figures for peak movements | Please explain the relevancy of producing

seem somewhat understated
compared to regional census
data.

According to the UK Census
Surrey has both a higher level of
car ownership, car availability
and relies on car transport to get
to work.

The relevant figures are:

Car ownership per person Surrey
Census (2007) = 0.586 cars per
person.

Car availability per person Surrey
Census (2007) = 0.724.

Avg % of Surrey people using
car as means to get to work =
65% (UK Census)

So working on the same
development planning
assumptions. On an estate of
450 houses, population of 1125
people then:

Car Ownership = 733.

Car Availability = 905.

Number of Cars used to get to
and from work = 588 minimum
number of car movements during
peak times in the morning /
evening.

forecast models based on areas outside of
Surrey.

Are these figures not somewhat
understated?

3.8 5 The TRICS assessment discusses
additional movements via the
key Westfield Road / Balfour
Avenue junction.

What about aggregate
movements i.e. the total
movement of existing plus
forecasted new movements?

The existing residences
comprise:

Please clarify the impact on aggregate
movements.
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Document = Site Access Statement (May 2009)

Ref

Page

Objection / Comment /
Observation

Action

Balfour Avenue = 45 residences.
Campbell Avenue = 40
residences.

Quartermaine Avenue = 48
residences.

Newlands Avenue = 30
residences.

Westfield Common = 18
residences.

The Orchard = 14 residences.
Westfield Way = 45 residences.
Willow Bank = 29 residences.
Total = 269 residences

This equates to:

673 people

396 cars owned

487 cars available

316 car work journeys.

Therefore only 9.5 extra cars
movements before capacity
reached!

3.10

Although Mayer Brown'’s report
states that ‘site traffic was
distributed at the junction on a
pro-rata basis according to the
base traffic flows’, the
assignments shown on Mayer
Brown’s Figures 3.2 and 3.6 are
incorrectly calculated. For
example, in the PM peak hour,
departures from the site should
be 23% turning left (southbound
along

Westfield Road) and 77% turning
right (northbound along
Westfield Road) compared to the
54% and 46% shown on Figure
3.6 respectively.

As such, the development flows have
been incorrectly assigned, resulting in
invalid

results from the subsequent junction

analysis.

Specifically, the number of vehicles
egressing right from the minor arm
(Balfour Avenue) will have a significant
impact

on the junction capacity.

By underestimating the number of these
'right-turners' associated with the
proposed development, Mayer Brown
have erroneously over estimated the
future vehicular capacity of this junction.

3.11

Mayer Brown'’s report states that
Table 3.2 of their report which
shows maximum RFC values for
Balfour Avenue of 0.969 and
0.976 ‘clearly indicates that the
junction would operate within
capacity with the addition of the
predicted development traffic

Please respond.
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Document = Site Access Statement (May 2009)

Ref

Page

Objection / Comment /
Observation

Action

flows’.

However, the Design Manual for
Roads & Bridges document TD
42/95: Geometric Design of
Major/Minor Priority Junctions
(Volume 6, Section 2, Part 6)
states that ‘due to site to site
variation, there may be a
standard error of prediction of
the entry capacity by the
formulae of + or - 15% for any
site.

Thus, queuing should not occur
in the various turning
movements in the chosen design
year peak hour in 5 out of 6 peak
hour periods or sites, if a
maximum RFC of about 85% is
used.

The Technical Document goes on
to say ‘the appraisal should
normally be based on an RFC of
about 85% in urban areas or
75% in rural areas’ (i.e. 0.85 or
0.75).

Mayer Brown state that the RFC
‘generally lies between 0 and 1,
with 1 being the junction
operating at its maximum
theoretical capacity. However it
is generally accepted that
junctions do continue to operate
above this theoretical capacity
level’.

This clearly goes against what is
stated in the relevant Technical
Document. As such, the
operation of this junction in
future years is questionable,
should the development proposal
go ahead.

3.13

Looking at the table this
indicates that during the AM
peak.
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Document = Site Access Statement (May 2009)

Ref Page | Objection / Comment /
Observation

Action

Balfour Avenue (left out) can
absorb a 3.1% increase in traffic
before it reaches maximum
theoretical capacity.

Balfour Avenue (right out) can
absorb a 2.4% increase in traffic
before it reaches maximum
theoretical capacity.

3.17 6 Why are the proposed road
works on Balfour Avenue not
included in the application?

Request that this is made a condition of
approval.

3.21 6 Mayer Brown'’s report states that
‘Mayer Brown is not aware of any
accident history at the Westfield
Road / Balfour Avenue junction’,
however from discussion with
local residents there is evidence
that a number of minor accidents
have occurred here in the last
few years

Request that the Police Authority is
contacted for details of accidents.

Look into the personal injury accident
data for the last five years and establish
that

there are no recorded accidents.

This is a material consideration.

No impact of traffic problems caused by
accidents either in the immediate area or
from spillover from the main A-class roads
(such as the A320 or A3 have been
considered.

3.22 6 There are several other well
known bottlenecks with current
traffic levels. An assessment
should be carried out for these
as well including:

Junction of Westfield Road / New
Lane

Junction of Westfield Road /
Woking High Street

Junction of Guildford Road /

Request that impact assessments be
carried out on the following junctions:
Junction of Westfield Road / New Lane
Junction of Westfield Road / Woking High
Street

Junction of Guildford Road / Egley Road.

Furthermore modelling of the junction of
Balfour Avenue and Westfield Common
should be considered as well.

Egley Road

We would request that these additional
assessments are carried out prior to
resubmission of a new improved access
application.

4.21 10 Please elaborate on why Moor Request that the planning officer as part

/ Lane is no longer practical as an | of his presentation makes a statement

4.23 access route. clarifying this position to the planning

committee.

Is this a temporary glitch while matters
are resolved elsewhere?

4.46 13 Option 12b will lead to a loss of

Object to the loss of common land.
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Document = Site Access Statement (May 2009)

Ref Page | Objection / Comment /
Observation

Action

significant amounts of common
land (at least 458m? (non-
housing site land).

What do the council propose to
do to provide additional common
land in this area that will be lost?

Request that the replacement of this
common land at the western part of the
site be made a condition of planning
approval.

Refer to Secretary of State for permission.

4.56 15 Given the current state of
Newlands it is clear that it could
be employed as an emergency
access.

Reserve judgement on option 5 -
Pending understanding of how
existing tenants are going to be
refocused.

Object to option 12b unless
mitigation action for replacement
of common land is put in place
and clear demonstration of the
viability of the proposed road
access and downstream impacts
are properly modelled.

Please clarify how the existing tenants are
going to be refocused.

Please make mitigation for 12b a
condition of consent.

Please clarify how emergency access will
work if Balfour Avenue and Westfield Road
junction is blocked as in effect this is a
single access route to existing and new
housing development residents.

5.2 16 For assessment purposes?
Object to the ongoing statement
of 450 houses for assessment
purposes.

The mix is unacceptable.

The density is unacceptable and
not in keeping with the prevailing
character of the surrounding
area.

Please clarify why is the planning target of
270 affordable houses almost double the
stated target of 190 homes?

5.3 12 No mention has been made of
the upgrading of Westfield Way,
Westfield Common or Balfour
Avenue, all of which are less
than 5.5m in width.

The effective width of the roads
giving access to the development
site is less than the 5.5m

stated for the new access
arrangements.

The Mayer Brown report does not
consider the width of existing
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Document = Site Access Statement (May 2009)

Ref

Page

Objection / Comment /
Observation

Action

roads leading to the
development and their resultant
associated vehicular capacity.

General

Concerned about pedestrian
cross Balfour Avenues and safety
with increased traffic and
construction access.

There are children and infirm
pensioners to consider.

The road is in close proximity to
a children’s play area.

What safety features will be introduced to
assist the young and the old crossing the
road?

Where will these be located?

General

The traffic surveys used within
the Mayer Brown report were
undertaken in May 2006.

As such, the junction modelling
that has been undertaken,
presents results for

year 2006, effectively telling the
reader how the junction would
have worked if the development
had taken place 3 years ago. No
analysis has been undertaken for
future year scenarios, such as
the expected year of completion
and 5 years post completion.

Given that this application only
relates to the access
arrangements, we would not
anticipate housing construction
commencing until 2011 at the
earliest.

Therefore, housing completion
may not be until 2015, some 9
years after the assessment year
Mayer Brown have analysed.
Mayer Brown's analysis is not
therefore considered to be
appropriate or valid.

This is a significant concern given that
there are no realistic alternative future
access routes and this junction has to

work for decades into the future.

General

It is also noted that junction
analysis without the
development traffic
provided. This 'without
development' analysis would
enable a results, in order to

This is a significant omission and we
would request that this is included to
allow for an objective assessment by local
residents.
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Document = Site Access Statement (May 2009)

Ref

Page

Objection / Comment /
Observation

Action

identify the impact of the
development traffic.

General

Independent Traffic Assessment

The independent review
concluded that the junction will
still operate over capacity for the
predicted year of completion.
Significant queuing and delay is
predicted, even with the minor
improvements suggested by
Mayer Brown.

The queuing on Balfour Avenue
could extend to circa 20 vehicles
in length, as there is insufficient
highway width for 'right-turners'
(11.5) and left turners (9.0) to
gqueue alongside one another,
other than at the give-way line
perhaps.

Further queuing and delay can
be expected for the 'five years
post completion'

scenario, in say year 2020.

Since the Westfield Road /
Balfour Avenue junction has
been shown to experience
significant queuing as a result of
the proposed development, it is
expected that the

development traffic will also have
a significant impact on the
Balfour Avenue /

Westfield Common junction, and
it is recommend that this
junction should also be
modelled for the current and
future year scenarios.

The report can be requested from the
WILLOW (WESTFIELD COMMON)
MANAGEMENT COMPANY LTD.

General

Spill-over Parking Off the
Development Site

Concern about the potential spill-
over of parking in Moor Lane and
other surrounding roads as a
direct result of development
residents attempting to bypass a
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Document = Site Access Statement (May 2009)

Ref Page | Objection / Comment / Action
Observation

congested and inefficient main
exit route proposed for the
junction of Balfour Avenue and
Westfield Road, i.e. new
development residents parking in
Moor Lane (and other streets)
and walking to and from their
properties.

In the case of Moor Lane,
creating in effect an defacto
alternative main access by
without planning consideration
and resident consultation.

Ecological Appraisal

Document = Ecological Appraisal

Reference Page Objection / Comment / Action
Observation

Vegetation 3 Re: Proposal to mitigate Request that recommendation to take
loss of SNCI habitat. wet woodland under management

should be made a condition of consent.

Said Management to operate for the 25-
30 years of the housing association
contract to manage the site.

Also request that net loss of SNCI
habitat is replaced by movement of the
site red line, i.e. replacing the lost land
elsewhere by moving the site boundary
in the west.

This should be a condition of consent.

Bats 4 Re: Bat Survey Request that Bat Survey is carried out
prior as per the recommended timetable
prior to granting of planning permission.

Badgers 5 Re: badger Survey Request that Survey is carried out as a
condition of approval.
Reptiles 5 Re: Reptile Survey Request that Survey is carried out as a

condition of approval. Survey to take
place in September.

Newts 6 Re: Next Survey Request that Survey is carried out as a
prior to approval. Survey to take place
in March to early June.

Wet 9 Re: Bringing Wet Request that this is made a condition of
Woodland Woodlands into approval.
Management Management
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Reference

Page

Objection / Comment /
Observation

Action

Principles

Welcome this suggestion
that an active
management scheme be
put in place. This would
be seen as a positive
outcome given the lack of
management that has
been applied by WBC in
the past.

Enhancing the
management would go
some way to addressing
residents environmental
concerns and improving
the value of this green
space.

Management should be
applied for the duration
of the housing association
contract.

Arboricultural Survey

Document = Arbocultural Survey

Reference

Page

Objection / Comment /
Observation

Action

5.2

6

Re: Tree Risk Assessment
Reports

Request that such reports are made a
condition of approval.

10.3

11

Share the concern that the
woodlands are not being
actively managed.

Request that active tree management be
made a condition of approval.




