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 QUESTION (please circle your answers) 
1. What is your view on the layout of the proposed scheme? 

 
a) Positive (if so, please tell us what you particularly like)  
b) Negative (if so, please tell us what you don't like and how we could improve it)   

c) Don't know 

1.1 The proposed density of the development is far in excess of the density of the 
surrounding housing within proximity of the development.  The density of the scheme 
is not appropriate for a semi-rural location and is not in keeping with the 
neighbourhood characteristics. 
 

1.2 There is a surprising lack of integration of social and sale housing.  We understand 
this is due to a desire to build the social housing as a priority.  We are surprised that 
more effort is not being expended to build a more integrated community. As 
presented it appears that enclaves of social classes are being designed in. 
 

1.3 The location of the proposed car parking should be adjusted where they are in close 
proximity to existing residences in the Balfour or Westfield Estates.  The car parks 
should be moved or a buffer added to reduce the noise and pollution impacts on 
existing residents. 
 

1.4 It is not appropriate to position blocks of flats near the boundary of the site as they 
can have an overbearing visual appearance and it would be undesirable to create 
planning precedent for this form of housing in the general locality. 
 

1.5 There is too great a density of sale housing at the eastern end of Moor Lane and 
there are fears that this will create demand for access to Moor Lane by the (eventual) 
owners of these properties.  It is unclear if the common / greenbelt buffer zone will be 
maintained at this part of the site. 

2.  Do you think that the appearance of the proposed scheme is acceptable? 
 

a) Yes (if so, please tell us what you particularly like)  
b) No (if so, please tell us what you don't like and how we could improve it)   

c) Don't know 

2.1 The form of the housing stock looks quite contemporary and modern.  There is some 
surprise that the form of the sale housing on the boundary of Moor Lane is not more 
sympathetic to the existing form of the Victorian / early 20th century housing on or 
within close proximity of the site currently. 

 
2.2 The inclusion of 3 storey properties is unwelcome and is not in keeping with the 

characteristics of the surrounding area.  Kingfield & Westfield is predominantly 2 
storeys or bungalow. 
 

2.3 It would be helpful if we could see visual representations to scale both within and 
outside the development.  If three storey properties must be included they should not 
be located so close to the edges of the development and in particular they must not 
overbear on existing properties immediately outside the development. 
 

2.4 The eastern boundary features 3 storey town houses.  This will present a rather wall / 
fortress like appearance to the development as viewed from the River Wey / Send.  
This is undesirable as it impinges on the visual appearance of the area particularly as 
there are well-established public paths from Moor Lane across the river plain and 
beyond that are used for leisure.  A more graduated / less hard boundary would be 
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preferable and would have less visual impact. 
 

2.5 Consideration should be given to installing low impact street lighting near the wet 
woodland areas of Westfield Common or near the rural fringe to prevent disruption to 
nocturnal birds and bats that are present in the area. 

3.  Do you think the proposed access arrangements are acceptable? 
 

a) Yes  
b) No (if so, please add your reasons and how you think we could improve them)   

c) Don‘t know 

3.1 The junction between Balfour Avenue and Westfield Road will be problematic and the 
detailed planning application must address concerns regarding this and ensure that 
the road solution is up to the job. 

 
3.2 If this involves proposing an alternative traffic flow mechanism such as a roundabout 

or (peak hours) traffic light system that requires some Common Land exchange then 
it would be better to bring this forward sooner rather than later, i.e. before it becomes 
an actual problem. 

 
3.3 Footpath exits from the development should not be located directly opposite existing 

properties or residences to minimise disruption on existing residents.  
 

3.4 It would be helpful if clarification on any proposed footpaths or cycle paths across the 
common / SNCI were provided ASAP. 

4. Do you think that the proposed open space provision is acceptable? 
 

a) Yes 
b) No (if so, please tell us what you don't like and how we could improve it)  

c) Don't know 

4.1 There is surprise that no open playing fields for sporting activity are incorporated 
within the proposed development. 
 

4.2 The equipped play area in the north-east corner of the site is located in an area that is 
particularly prone to pluvial flooding. 
 

4.3 Its unclear how some of the green / play streets will function as streets, play areas, 
garden space and parking zones. 

 
5. What do you think is the main benefit of the proposed scheme (pick one)? 

 
a) Provision of affordable homes 
b) Provision of homes for private sale 
c) New public open spaces and children’s play area  
d) Other  

5.1 At the moment no details have been provided on direct or indirect benefits (planning 
gains) for existing residents of the area. 
 

5.2 As it stands the proposed scheme provides only disbenefits, e.g. disruption, stress, 
increased noise, increased traffic congestion, environmental disruption etc. 

6. Do you have any other comments (supportive or concerns)? 
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6.1 The proposed social mix (60% social, 40% sale) is different to that previously 
communicated (40% social rented, 20% shared equity and 40% sale). 
 

6.2 There is a lack of provision of doctors, dentist, schools or at least a lack of clarity 
on this matter. 
 

6.3 No information has been provided on the impact of the development on pluvial / 
surface flood risk. 
 

6.4 There is uncertainty regarding the revised fluvial flood risk.  Does the revised 
fluvial flood risk assessment factor in more recent (wetter) year, up to and 
including 2012?  Does it recognise the gravel / ironstone geological transition at 
the eastern boundary of the site? 
  

6.5 There is concern that there are no plans to upgrade the foul water pumping 
station at Bonners Close and as a consequence the proposal is to store foul 
water in underground tanks for subsequent discharge via the existing 
(unimproved pumping station).   As a consequence it will be necessary to provide 
venting / ventilation to allow gas build-up to discharge.  A similar scheme 
employed at the Hockerings in Woking has resulted in obnoxious fumes and 
smells being discharged into the air.  A similar outcome would have a negative 
impact on our living environment.  This is unacceptable to existing 
residents. 
 

6.6 There are some concerns that mud and other debris will be deposited in the 
Balfour and Westfield Estates as construction vehicles exit the site. More clarity 
on construction access and the method statement for decontamination is 
required.  

 
6.7 There are concerns being expressed that the site drainage may impact the 

surrounding ditches on the Common and SNCI. As you will be aware these are 
dispersal routes for Wet Woodland species such as Great Crested Newts and 
other amphibians. 
 

6.8 Some information was communicated that the site boundary would be fenced.  
Some people were concerned about the form of the fencing.  Is this going to be 
sympathetic to the sites edge of country setting? 

 
6.9 There is a desire to ensure that long-term Surrey County Council residents 

(Langhurst) and private owners (Rosecot) are not disadvantaged and 
inconvenienced by the development.  We ask Evolution to treat the occupants 
with respect given their age and personal circumstances (invalided family 
members).  Margaret Lovett of Rosecot has already complained of Evolution 
contractors trespassing on her property on more than one occasion. 

 
6.10 WCRA welcomes the initiative from TVH that the social housing tenancy 

agreements will include measures to prevent damage to Westfield Common and 
the SNCI and address other such antisocial behaviour. 

 
6.11 WCRA welcomes the initiative from TVH that the social housing tenancy 

agreements will include measures to prevent resident parking / using Moor Lane 
as a parking lot. 

 
6.12 WCRA welcomes measures from Evolution to enhance and protect Westfield 

Common, the SNCI and the unique character of Moor Lane.  We would further 
welcome measures to integrate the green spaces of the housing development 
with the public rights of way across the river plain and the surrounding commons. 

 
6.13 WCRA will be opposed to any measures to surface, pave or apply hard standing 
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to any part of the SNCI / Westfield Common. 
 
6.14 WCRA welcomes the inclusion of the green buffer zone at the site edge where it 

meets the boundary of the common and / or SNCI. 
 
6.15 There is great anxiety about the impact of the development of traffic congestion, 

noise and pollution.   There is a general view that the level of car ownership and 
parking predicted for the development is unrealistic particularly given the edge of 
town location of the site. 

 
 

 

 


