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18 November 2018

Lisa'Hall _
Head of Legal Services (Interim) Sty

Winchester City Coungll E Legal if{ug?ﬁgﬂ P
City Offices : . ' _ -
Colebrook Street 20 .
Wiﬂc’zhes_tq" - o - 2.0 DEC 2{3 k
5023 _9L].. o . : | FAC)

Dear 'Siré

Ordel No. 2010 (Var iation 55) Onden 2018 .
St Matthews Road

1 refer to the above Notice and would conﬂrm n1y ebjections to the proposals contamed thelesin, Thesa

Dbjth!OﬂS are made in the interests of safety, both to the publlc and vehiclesusing the locality.

1 assume that when the patking bays were defejmined within St Matthews Road, this deter mmation
reflécted the adéquacy of the fequirétherit and the siting of it in asafe location, Any change to this

 deliberation therefore makes the proposed amendnietits, by defi hition, less gafe. 1 do not comment on the

.adequacy as that isa mafter for Wmchestez ‘City.
My objections are two-fold:

1. The proposed parking bays moved nearet to the jusictions of Stoney Lane / St Matthews Road and
Veinharii Road / St. Matthews Road may have sight lings that comply with traffic regulatiofis but the
wvision Is significaritly altercd and less safe. Travelling dlong Stoney Lane, to avoid the parked
vehicles, tuining Gars would have to be in the middle of the St, Matthews Road.

A similar, bt not as significant problent; existing at the Veriham Road junction,

2. The effect of the above is compounded by the traffic usitg the new ‘Hazeley Development” eutrance
road. There woulkd appear to be a conflict here. .
Wheicas the entrance is not included on the block plan 810402/425/01 dated 25/10/18 (Tunderstand
the rmost recent block p]an available has been used in the proposal) for case ofreference I attach a
" copy of planning drawing dated 02.02, 2017 which helps to identify this conflict.

1 would be very gratsful if you could inform me &s to the process beyond the cut-off date for 1epresentat10ns
and objections of 28 December, fur thermore whether the public ave informed of yout decision,

~ Yougs faithfully
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Neville Crisp

From: _ . - _
Sent: 29 November 2018 15:26
. Traffic Order Objections
Subject: Revised waaiting restrictions, St Matthews Road, Winchester
Attention Neville Crisp

- Your ref: 210402/425

Dear Sirs

As a resident of St Matthews Road, I wish to comment on the above propoéals concerning possible changes
to parking bays and vehicle access.:

St Matthew Road has been the subject of noise, distuption and upheaval for the past year or more due to the
redevelopment of St Thomas Place, which is adjacent to my property at No. 4. We have been plagued by
large construction vehicles of all kinds delivering to the site and using the road ass furning circles, We
residents are very much looking forward.to the early New Year which promises an end to this disruption
and the reinstatement of St Matthews Road as the quict residential road it used to be. We are now asked to
consider even more upheaval with the potential redevelopment of No. 49 Stoney Lane permission for which
appeats to be dependent upon approval of the above changes. ' :

St Thomas Place has introduced one new and one existing vehicle outlets on to St Matthews Road, very
close to a busy corner, with potentially an extra 16 vehicles entering and exiting the site. We are now asked
to consider the practicality of yet another two vehicles outlets on the opposite side of the road. All this on fo -
what used fo be a quict side road, and one which is much used by dogwalkers on their way to St Matthews =~
Field and families with young children and push chairs on their way to and from school.
I would ask the council to consider very carefully its decision on this mattér, to which there is likely to be
strong local objection. The site in question at 49 Stoney Lane has existing access on to Stoney Lane. Surely
the site itself is big enough to redesign the layout so that the existing vehicle access is used for the increased

- number of properties. Why should the current vogue replacing one property with several, presumably for

financial gain, take precedence over the safety and convenience of a whole neighbouthood?

I look forward to your comments.
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Legal Services Departiment
Winchester City Council
City Offices

Colebrook Street
Wionchester

5023 o1 F

For the attention of Ms, Lisa Héll', Head of Legal S?R%%?’ﬁlﬁ%ﬁﬁl}
Dear Ms. Hall,
Reference O;'del‘ 201(0'(Variaﬂon Order No.55) Order 2018 St Matthews Road.

I am writing fo state that I agree completely with my husband’s ,-Tetter to you dated
19th December 2018.  In particular pacagraph 5 in which he writes about his concern about a
blind spof being oreated with the proposed move of the white parking bouadary lines in St,
Matthews Road closer to the corner with Stoney Lane,

I have personally, experiences this exact problem, Last week I was turning left into St
Matthews Road from Stoney Lane and a vehiole was parked in this precise position forcing

e to drive into the oncoming side of the road. 1was oarrying out this manoeuvre when
atother vehicle approached from my opposite direction almost adjacent io the parked
vehicle.

It was fortunaie that we wete both driving extremely slowly othenwse there would have been
a collision, :

In conclusion, on safety grounds, 1 would appreciate it if further serious consideration cmﬂd
be given to the proposed changes of parking in St. Matthews Road.

Yours sincorely

"Tegal & Democratic
Services

02 JAN-2618
FAO: \
3 \
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19th December 2018 - -

Legal Services Department,
Winchester City Council,
City Offices,

Colebrook Street,
Winchester,

Hampshire,

- S023 91T

For the attention of Ms. Lisa Hall, Head of Legal Services (Interim}
Dear Ms. Hall,
Reference: Order 2010 (Variation Order No.55) Order 2018, St. Matthews Road.

I acknowledge, with thanks, receipt of a letter, dated 10th December 2018, {from Mr. Crisp,
Traffic Engineer, regarding the proposed changes to the waiting and parking restrictions in St.
Matthews Road, and would wish to comment as follows. :

With reference to the question in item 1.0f my letter (dated 3rd December 2018) Mr Crisp has
failed to provide an answer stating that he was not involved in the previous planning application
(July 2017). I reiterate my question why the initial planning proposal was declined on traffic
flow and safety grounds, whilst this project with an apparent much larger development (there
appears to be three rectangular blocks at the moment) is considered safe.

With reference to miy pointing out that the St. Thomas Moore site block plan
(810402/425/001)is out of date, as the church has been demolished and the site redeveloped
with eight dwellings and with a single vehicle and pedestrian entrance/exit for sixteen vehicles
in St Matthews Road opposite the proposed dropped kerb positions. As a resident living just
round the corner I am most concerned that adding additional access points from the proposed
development of No. 49 Stoney Lane into St Matthews Road will very seriously impact on safety
of traffic flows in a busy area (eg a” rat run” from Bereweeke Avenue, via Vernham and St.
Matthews Roads, to Weeke shops and primary school)

With reference to my request in item 2. for details with respect to the proposed deviopment of
49 Stoney Lane (eg number of dwellings and associated car parking, Mr. Crisp advised me that.
the Developer was not willing, at this stage, {o release this information..

In addition to the foregoing, I would record my serious concern with the proposal to move the -
white parking boundary in St.Matthews Road closer to the corner of Stoney Lane. The result of -

'this'action creates a blind spot when entering (in an a car) from Stoney Lane into St. Matthews

Road from the left, and I write this from recorded experience.

Pagel



In conclusion, as a resident in Véry close proxmity to St.Matthews Road, and based as such on
information made available to me, I wish to record my objection to the proposals.

Yours sincerely

Page2
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19 November 2018

" Lisa Hall

Head of Legal Services (Interim)-
Winchester City Council

City Offices

Colebrook Street

Winchester

$023 9LJ ‘ ré“é%?ﬁﬁ 8 3] pr}{';?‘p—*-su\

Dear Sits ' 70 DEC 20 >
Ordor No. 2010 (Variation 55) Order 2018\, -

i,:.
r*a;d?‘!l

St Matthews Road M e

I refer to the above Notice and would confirm my objecﬁon_ to the proposals contained therein, This
objection is made in the interests of safety, both to the public and vehicles using the locality,

My objection confres on the movement of a parking bay closer to the Stoney Lane, St. Matthews Road
junction, ’ S . i

By allowing cars and high-sided vehicles fo park so close to this Junction vehicles coniing from Sioney Lane
into St. Matthews will be forced into the middle of the road with very limited vision,

There is now an aceessto the new development very near this corner for the eight properties just being built,
The combination of these issues could lead to a setious fraffic conflict, '

The parking habiis of the operatives on ﬁle building site have emphasised this point,

This situation could be made worst if the proposed development goes ahead as there will be an increase in
traffic from that, vafortunately the Council has denied us access to the details of any proposal.

Yours faithfully - -

Legal & Democratic
Sarvices 3
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