DRAFT
Minutes of the meeting of the
Woking JOINT COMMITTEE
held at 6.00 pm on 20 September 2017
at Woking Borough Council Civic Offices, Gloucester Square, Woking GU21
6YL.

Surrey County Council Members:

*
*
*
*
*
*

Ms Ayesha Azad
Mrs Liz Bowes (Vice-Chairman)
Mr Ben Carasco
Mr Will Forster
Mr Saj Hussain
Mr Colin Kemp
Mr Richard Wilson
Borough / District Members:

*
*
*
*
*
*
*

Cllr John Bond
Cllr Deborah Hughes
Cllr Ann-Marie Barker
Cllr David Bittleston
Cllr Melanie Whitehand
Cllr Beryl Hunwicks
Cllr Graham Chrystie

* In attendance
______________________________________________________________
32/17 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE [Item 1]
Councillor Liz Bowes arrived late during item 8 and Councillors Will Forster
and Deborah Hughes arrived late during item 4.
33/17 MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING [Item 2]
The minutes of the previous meeting were agreed as a correct record and
were signed by the Chair.
34/17 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST [Item 3]
Councillor Colin Kemp declared an interest with regards to (Item 9) White
Rose Lane and his position as Cabinet Highways Member. He declared he
had sought advice on the matter and was advised that his role on the
committee came first and should a Cabinet decision be required it would be
referred to Councillor John Furey, Deputy Leader of Surrey County Council.
35/17 PETITIONS [Item 4]
No petitions were received that met the criteria for this committee.
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36/17 WRITTEN PUBLIC QUESTIONS [Item 5]
Three public questions were received and tabled. A copy of the questions
and answers are annexed to these minutes.
37/17 WRITTEN MEMBER QUESTIONS [Item 6]
No member questions were received.
38/17 HIGHWAYS UPDATE REPORT [Item 7]
The report was an overview of the work relating to the joint committee
budgets, and a recommendation for approval. The report was introduced by
the Highways Officer, asking the committee to note the significant budget
reductions and for the committee to note that they were being asked to make
one decision.
Members raised the following points:
Members clarified a couple of location inaccuracies in the report - Hollybank
Road referred to on page 15 was in Hook Heath, also Lansdowne Close on
page 15 was in Heathlands.
Regarding the Horizon 1 list, Arthurs Bridge Road appeared to have been
removed from the list and it was queried as to what was happening with this
work. It was confirmed this was still on the list and would be completed within
the next 12 months.
County Councillors noted that they were no longer able to fund grit bins using
their members’ allocation fund and requested to set in motion an alternative
plan for funding for when the grit and bin contracts were up for renewal. The
councillors were assured that the grit bins would be in place for Winter
2017/18.
Members wished to seek assurance from the Highways Engineers that any
deferred projects would be completed and not just removed from the list. The
deferred projects would be chased up with the Maintenance Engineer and
completed once the funds were available.
The Local Committee agreed to approve the advertising and making of an
amendment to the Knaphill area 7.5T weight limit.
Reason for the decision:
The above recommendations are made to enable progression of all highway
related schemes and works.
39/17 CABINET MEMBER HIGHWAYS UPDATE [Item 8]
Colin Kemp, Cabinet Member for Highways provided a verbal Highways
update to the Woking Joint Committee. In his update he included his plans to
improve the communication amongst different departments and to involve
members of the local and joint committees across Surrey in the decision
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making process in order for work to the network to be prioritised on condition
and location.
Members welcomed this approach, and requested that he looked at where
Old Woking Road was on the Horizon programme and feedback.
The Woking Joint Committee noted the information.
40/17 PETITION RESPONSE ON WHITE ROSE LANE SPEED LIMIT [Item 9]
The report considered was a response to a petition received at the June
meeting. The Highways Engineer introduced the item asking the Woking Joint
Committee to note that the 2 decisions to be made should be taken together
and not voted on as separate entities. He also asked the committee to note
that the speed cushions could not be produced without first resurfacing the
road; adding to the cost of the project.
Members raised the following points:
The committee was sympathetic to the request from the residents of White
Rose Lane, but there were mixed views on the effectiveness of 20mph zones
both in general and at this location.
Members noted that a footpath for residents to use along White Rose Lane
would be the ideal solution, but that this was not currently deliverable.
However, the construction of the Hoe Valley nature reserve had included
plans to provide a footpath to run along the length of White Rose Lane,
making it safer for pedestrians to walk down the more rural stretch of the road
between Old Woking Road and the intersection with Rosewood where the
Jack and Jill steps come out.
Councillor David Bittleston declared he was a Ward Borough Councillor and
had lived in the area for some time.
Members discussed the Department for Transport guidance on 20mph and
how this was reflected in the Surrey Speed Limit Policy. It was noted that a
Surrey County Council Speed Limit Policy review was due to take place in the
next year but it was unlikely to affect the current policy around implementing a
20mph speed zone. The average speed for White Rose Lane when reviewed
in 2014 was 29.1mph which was under the current speed limit.
Will Forster proposed, and Anne-Marie Barker seconded the following
recommendation:
i)

ii)

That the Deputy Leader be requested to introduce a 20 mph zone down
White Rose Lane between Woking Park and Old Woking Road (existing
restrictions), when funding becomes available
The traffic calmed length of White Rose Lane be resurfaced, including the
reconstruction of the speed cushions, when funds are available.

Members considered the recommendation noting that this recommendation
was not within the current Speed Limit Policy. There was a discussion on
whether the committee should look at proposals for White Rose Lane on its
own, or holistically with three other roads providing a similar route from Old
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Woking Road into Woking, The majority of the members noted that there
should be a holistic approach.
The committee voted on the recommendation and it was defeated by 4 for the
recommendation, 6 against and 3 abstentions.
The committee therefore considered the substantive recommendation, and
with a vote of 9 for the recommendation, 2 against and 1 abstention, the
Woking Joint Committee agreed that:
i)

Neither a 20mph limit or zone be introduced in White Rose Lane;

ii)

The traffic calmed length of White Rose Lane is resurfaced, including the
reconstruction of the speed cushions, when funds are available.

iii) A follow up report be brought back to the Joint Committee in 12 months
following the introduction of the revised Speed Limit Policy. This report
should be a holistic consideration of White Rose Lane, East Hill, Park
Road and Maybury Hill.
Reason for recommendation:
The length of road that already has traffic calming features would benefit from
being resurfaced and the existing speed cushions rebuilt as soon as funds
allow.
41/17 A322 CONSULTATION [Item 10]
The committee considered a report summarising the outcomes of a public
consultation on possible improvements along the A322.The report was
introduced by the Assistant Director of Woking Borough Council asking to
note that the designs for the Redding Way junction were in the process of
being completed.
Members raised the following points:
Members across the committee expressed their support for the improvements
being proposed as part of this project.
The committee noted that the report and consultation was to gauge public
support for the improvements and requested that costs be considered by the
committee before any decision was made. It was agreed that the costs would
be considered by the committee when they become available.
The members supported a proposal to introduce a safer crossing between
Redding Way and the Broadway. It was noted that this was unlikely to be a
controlled crossing but a safe crossing.
With regards to the spur road between the Broadway and Redding Way, it
was noted the current restrictions mean that any car users currently using the
un-operational bus gate are doing so illegally and could be prosecuted by the
police. It was requested that the overhang of buses, particularly newer ones
be taken in to consideration in the design and implementation of the
improvements.
Woking Joint Committee supported the following proposals:
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i) To proceed with further works on the Broadway / Redding Way junction
including removal of the restriction and associated works to the car park.
ii) To proceed with works on the Brookwood Crossroads with timings to
align with adjacent development.
iii) To proceed with the investigation of a further lane at the Bagshot Road /
Redding Way junction.
Reason for recommendation:
The public consultation supported these proposals, this decision will support
the progress of the schemes..
42/17 UPDATE ON DECISION TRACKER [Item 11]
It was noted that the petition regarding the street light switch off had been
referred to Surrey County Council and was agreed that this could now be
removed from the decision tracker.
43/17 FORWARD PLAN REPORT [Item 12]
The Joint Committee received a report on forthcoming meetings and items
scheduled. The report was produced so that members can review the
forward programme, and the reports that are currently anticipated to be
received at future meetings.
Woking Joint Committee noted the forward programme and that the
December meeting had a full agenda. It was agreed that the Cycle Strategy
item be moved to private meeting and that the Trading Standards Annual
Report be deferred until March 2018.

Meeting ended at: 8.19 pm
______________________________________________________________
Chairman
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Minute Item 36/17
ITEM 5

WOKING JOINT COMMITTEE
DATE:

20 SEPT 2017

SUBJECT:

WRITTEN PUBLIC QUESTIONS x 3

DIVISION:

WOKING

1. Question from Mr Ross Daniel
I have just been involved in a near miss between a wheelchair and cycle on the cycle
path at Redding Way between Tudor Way and Broadway Knaphill. See reports
made to Woking Parking Services, Cllr Saj Hussian, Cllr Melanie Whitehand, Cllr
Colin Kemp, Geoff McManus and Surrey Police P17062476, P17062880 and
02.08.2017 P17194655 which did show that officers attended.
Question:
Why has no action been taken against the drivers of the vehicles parking with ALL 4
wheels on the pavement on Redding Way, Knaphill between Tudor Way and
Broadway?
Answer from Chairman on behalf of the committee:
Currently, there are no parking restrictions on this section of Redding Way, so civil
enforcement cannot take place.
Checking back through the list of locations that have been requested for assessment
over the past 8 years in the borough, this section of Redding Way has not received a
request for parking restrictions before.
Without yellow lines present on the ground, the Police are the enforcing authority. To
the best of our knowledge, if the Police have visited Redding Way and there are
vehicles parked on the footway/ cycleway but there is still sufficient width to push a
pushchair, wheelchair, bicycle etc.. along the path then they are unlikely to take any
action. Unless a Police Officer actually witnesses the incident Mr Daniel
describes again no action can be taken against the perpetrators.
On a more positive note, 'Redding Way, between Tudor Way and Broadway’ has
been added to the list for the 2018 Woking Parking Review for an assessment. Site
visits for this review are scheduled to take place during March and April 2018, with
recommendations being presented to the Joint Committee at the June 2018 meeting.
www.woking.gov.uk
www.surreycc.gov.uk/woking
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Supplementary question from Mr Daniel:
I have reported this several times to the police who do not appear concerned about
this and defer all responsibility to Surrey County Council. Have the police been
consulted on this?
Answer from Geoff McManus and Colin Kemp:
The area in question is being considered as part of the next parking review.
Pavement parking is not an offence unless the road has double yellow lines or the
parking causes an obstruction on the footway.
2. Question from Mr Mike Morris
For safety reasons, please could the Woking Joint Committee consider introducing a
30mph speed limit along the entire stretch of the Old Woking to Byfleet Road, from
the existing 30mph limit at Byfleet to the existing 30 limit at Old Woking – removing
the 2 x 40mph limits in between? This would then enable the introduction of two
pedestrian crossings at Pyrford Common (to access the Childrens’ Playground) and
another nearer to the junction with the Sheerwater Road.
Answer from Chairman on behalf of the committee:
Experience shows that reducing a speed limit on its own will not necessarily be
successful in reducing the speed of traffic by very much if the prevailing mean
speeds are much higher than the proposed lower speed limit. If a speed limit is set
too low and is ignored then this could result in the majority of drivers criminalising
themselves and could bring the system of speed limits into disrepute. Drivers tend to
adjust their speed based on the nature of the road such as its width, whether there
are footways with large numbers of pedestrians walking alongside the road and
whether there is a lot of development on each side of the road etc. These physical
attributes can affect a driver's speed as much, if not more, than the posted speed
limit and this is the main reason why the limit alternates between 30mph and 40mph
over the length of Old Woking Road and Parvis Road.
We do not have current speed data for the various sections of this route between
Maybury Hill and the borough boundary east of Byfleet although we do have some
data collected by Surrey Police's Casualty Reduction Officer. Whilst there are
undoubtedly some drivers who will exceed almost any speed limit, it is often the case
with 40mph speed limits that compliance is generally quite good. Based on the data
collected by Surrey Police in 2012 on the section of Old Woking Road between
Maybury Hill and Sheerwater Road, this is the case. Although this speed data is 5
years old, it would be unusual for this to have altered significantly if conditions have
remained unchanged and what this data indicates is that while there is good
compliance with the 40mph limit, vehicle speeds are too high to support the
introduction of a 30mph limit. Mr Morris refers to a Vehicle Activated Sign (VAS) in
the 40mph limit being triggered and if some drivers are travelling fast enough to
trigger the VAS, there is little reason to suspect that they would adhere to a lower
limit.
It is important to note that because there is a system of street lighting along the road,
if the speed limit was reduced to 30mph, no repeater signs could be placed at
intervals along the road. Additionally, any existing "terminal" signs that drivers might
pass as they enter Old Woking Road from 30mph side roads would have to be
www.woking.gov.uk
www.surreycc.gov.uk/woking
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removed. At the moment, there are small diameter 40mph repeater signs on various
lamp columns along the length of the road. However, because of the presence of the
street lights, 30mph repeater signs would not be permitted by law and if the nature of
the road does not suggest to a driver that it should be a 30mph limit, the lack of
repeater signs could be confusing and make some drivers believe that it is, in fact,
subject to the national speed limit of 60mph.
Pedestrian crossings can generally be split into three types, these being pedestrian
refuge islands, zebra crossings and signal controlled crossings. Of these, refuge
islands and signal controlled crossings can be used in 40mph speed limits but the
issue with providing a crossing on Old Woking Road is likely to be identifying the
best location for one and how often it is going to be used.
If there is a generator of pedestrian traffic, such as The Marist School or a shopping
area, identifying the best location for a crossing can be relatively easy, as can the
choice of the type of crossing. In the case of The Marist School, where the Puffin
crossing replaced the School Crossing Patroller, not only is there significant usage at
school peak times but it is also used throughout the day by people making their way
from Oakcroft Road towards West Byfleet.
Signal controlled crossings can be beneficial for elderly or disabled users because
some types can give extra crossing time for anyone with mobility issues who would
take longer to cross and for anyone with sight impairment, audible and tactile
warnings advise them when they have priority to cross. However, it is important to
stress that signals only indicate priority and they do not automatically make the
crossing safer. The potential for "drive-throughs" can be a problem at zebra and
signal crossings that are not used very often. It is possible for drivers to become
used to driving through the crossing and never seeing anyone using it and when
they do encounter someone crossing they may not acknowledge the fact and may
fail to stop. This could be an issue with any controlled crossing on Old Woking Road
and it may be that a refuge island might be a better solution.
A signal controlled crossing in the vicinity of the playground on Pyrford Common
Road might be possible but the location of any type of crossing is greatly determined
by the existing road layout such as proximity to junctions, driveways and bus stops.
The first stage in providing a crossing would be to determine if there is an existing
desire line (ie where people already tend to cross), the likely number of users, what
type of crossing would be most appropriate and where such a crossing could be
located.
An item for a feasibility study for a crossing in the vicinity of Pyrford Common Road
and one nearer to Sheerwater Road will be added to our work programme but at the
moment, it is not possible to say when it might be progressed. It would need to be
point scored against the same criteria as the other 70 or so items on the work
programme and each would need to compete for funding from the Joint Committee
Capital Budget.

www.woking.gov.uk
www.surreycc.gov.uk/woking
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3. Question from Mr Phillip Stubbs
Back in March 2017 I submitted a written question about the state of the footpath
that goes from Brookwood Farm to the tow path of the Basingstoke Canal. In the
reply the chairman wrote:
A revised material for the footpath surface was agreed in October2016. However, the
supplier undertaking the work requires certain conditions to lay the material (a dry
and warm period with the temperature at +7 degrees and dry for at least 48 hours).
Therefore the work is now expected to be undertaken between mid-March and early
April.
We are now in mid-August and the work has yet to be done. Could you supply a new
answer at the next Joint Committee meeting?
Answer from Chairman on behalf of the committee:
Woking BC has been advised by CALA Homes that the works to the footpath have
now been carried out by their contractors (except for some minor snagging). Woking
BC officers will be inspecting the works in the week commencing 18 or 25
September.

www.woking.gov.uk
www.surreycc.gov.uk/woking
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Annex 1
Notes of Open Public Questions
Question 1: Mr Mike Taplin, Bridge Barn Lane
The traffic and parking has increased and got considerably worse along the road, particularly
round Goldsworth School drop off and pick up times. Will the Woking Joint Committee take a
more proactive approach to addressing these concerns for the residents?
Response from Colin Kemp:
I’m aware this is an ongoing issue that is growing. Additional parking restrictions are going in
as well as parents monitoring the area around the school drop off and pick up times. There is
also a list that’s circulated to Councillors that shows when enforcement officers are visiting
the area to monitor the situation. I really sympathise with the residents and want to work with
them to find a solution to this problem.
Response from Geoff McManus:
The problem is exacerbated at the moment with all the lorries. Enforcement is prioritised in
areas like this and will be monitored.

Question 2: Mr John Deakins, Kettlewell Close
There is a parking problem in Kettlewell Close that has recently been made worse with the
development works at the care home. The residents in Fairlawn Park have requested a CPZ
in their road but we fear this will only push the problem further in to Kettlewell Close and
other areas. Woking and Surrey are confused if there is currently a CPZ in place and where
this operates. What is the situation at present and for the future if view of care home
developments
Response from Colin Kemp:
The double yellow lines will be put in place to clear the entrance to the care home. The
councillors for the area will be working with the local residents of Kettlewell Close and
Fairlawn Park to put a CPZ in place in both roads. In order to do this there needs to be a
70% acceptance rate from residents. With regards to the maps on the Surrey County
Council website, these show the area within which a CPZ operates but it doesn’t include all
the roads within the area.

Question 3: Mrs Pauline Marshall
I’ve seen in the press about schools in other parts of the country putting double yellow lines
in front of schools. Does Surrey have any plans to do this?
Response from Colin Kemp:
Double yellow lines allow for a 10 minute period of waiting for drop off or pick up and
therefore it’s not possible to stop people from parking like this.
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Annex 2
Minute Item
39/17
Woking Briefing Note

Woking Joint Committee
th
20 September 2017
Highways Briefing Note
for Colin Kemp
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Annex 2
Woking Briefing Note

Introduction:
(from Medium Term Financial Plan):

From the 2017/18 central budgets for Woking:
£620k has been budgeted for resurfacing of roads,
and £51k for pavement works,
£63k on Structures

Since 2013/14 (4 years) for Woking:
The following has been invested centrally on the highway network in Woking:
£7.328 million on resurfacing roads
£444k on Local Structural Repair (LSR)
£483k on pothole filling
£165k on pavements
and £187k on Structures
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Woking Briefing Note

Horizon 2
Roads - £620k
2017/18
3 Road Major Maintenance Schemes: A320 Chertsey Road, East Horsell (from the
McClaren roundabout to Dunford Bridge); C11 Chobham Road, Knaphill (Barr’s Lane to
Limecroft Road) and A324 Harelands Roundabout, Woking (Lockfield Drive with Marston
Road)

Pavements - £51k
12 Schemes where funding to be used to extend the life of pavements with preventative
treatments.
D3775 Black Prince Close, D3698 Bonsey Lane, B367 Coldharbour Road, D3715 Constitution Hill,
D7237 Drakes Way, D7212 Eastmead, D3602 Grindstone Crescent, D3682 Holly Bank Road,
D3640 Kingsway, D3614 Lansdown Close, D3699 Maple Grove and D3647 Meadway Drive.

Structures - £63k
D52 Burdenshott Road bridge assessment, A320 Chertsey Road bridge assessment, A324
Lockfield Drive assessment and D7218 Old Parvis Road bridge assessment.

Traffic Signals
Traffic signal upgrade on C130/D3679 Camphill Road/Claremont Road, West Byfleet; C144
Maybury Hill, Woking; A245 Old Woking Road/Parvis Road, West Byfleet and D3710 Oriental
Road/Heathside Crescent, Woking.

Capital Safety Works
Includes jet patching and the “Capital Safety Budget” works on the 4a & 4b SPN.

Street Lights
Woking was in phase 3 of the Part Night Lighting programme that commenced February 2017. As
detailed in the Cabinet Report, the roads have been selected based on them being part of the
residential road network.

Grass cutting
The borough council cuts grass on our behalf in Woking. This year we are funding grass cutting to
cover the area of 41.4million square-metres (county-wide) – that’s the area of 615 Wembley
stadium or three times the entire urban area of Guildford.

Trees
Woking Borough Council manage trees on the County Council’s behalf in Woking.
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Drains
There is a comprehensive gully cleaning programme. We’ve already cleaned 58,304 gullies
(county-wide) since April and will have completed 169,969 by the end of this financial year.

Defects
Since April we have repaired 51,110 dangerous defects, 2,795 of which were in Woking.
In the last financial year we spent £147k on repairing dangerous defects in Woking.

Parking
The borough council manages on-street parking in Woking. There are opportunities to generate
additional income from on street parking. These monies can be reinvested in the Woking
highways network.

What happens to potholes?
Extract from the website
“Our highway safety inspection procedure is provided as guidance and standards for our
inspectors, and helps to ensure a consistent interpretation of defects on nearly 5000 kilometres of
road, over 6000 kilometres of footway, and more than 800 of cycleway. Operating to the
frequencies, standards and response times set out in this document mean that we are able to
maintain the highway network to a reasonable standard, commensurate with available funding,
and successfully defend against the majority of third party claims for damage or injury.”









Members of the public are encouraged to report potholes and other defects to us and can
do so by various means including online and via the Contact Centre. Reports to the
Contact Centre will be logged via the website
Our preferred route is via the ‘Report It’ option on the SCC website. Using this allows us to
capture all information required to investigate and is the lowest cost option.
Customers can view existing pothole reports on the map and then choose whether to
continue with their report.
Initial figures show more customers are choosing to end their session at this point thereby
reducing the number of duplicate reports
The website updates overnight and new reports will display the following day. Also existing
reports will update with status changes.
Once a report is submitted a Public Safety Inspector will visit within 5 working days to
assess the defect against the Inspection policy.
The classification will depend where on the road/footway they are and the size.
As a general rule potholes are assessed as:
P2 and aim to repair within 5 working days if
Carriageway if they are >40mm deep & >150mm diameter
Cycle way >25mm & >75mm diameter
Footway >20mm & >100mm diameter
P3 repairs within 28 days if they are approaching the above size with the likelihood of
getting worse in the short term.
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 If it’s not possible to repair within 5 working days then the defect will be made safe, either
by guarding or a temporary fill and a follow up permanent repair within 20 working days
 If an email address is provided customers will receive automated status updates through
the life of their report.
 During periods of extreme weather for example snow or flooding, when resources are
directed elsewhere, these timescales may slip but updates will be provided on the website
 Future developments of the website include the option to sign up to receive alerts for
potholes reported by others
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2017-2018
215
CP17/
495

J414
3481

CP17/
514

CP17/
492

CP17/
084
CP17/
491

D7218/
2379

CP17/
494

k
j

C
P
17
/
5
1
1
B
yf
le
e
t

CP17/
493
CP17/
503

CP17/
481
CP17/
482

CP17/
512

CP17/
509
CP17/
510

J401

CP17/
507

CP17/
506
CP17/
508

CP17/
500
CP17/
501

CP17/
515

CP17/
497

CP17/
457

CP17/
513

CP17/
496

CP17/
504

CP17/
505

310

CP17/
499

CP17/
613

CP17/
488

CP17/
612

CP17/
498

CP17/
557

CP17/
459

CP17/
502

CP17/
458
CP17/
483

CP17/
453

CP17/
456

CP17/
487

CP17/
452

CP17/
479
CP17/
61
1

CP17/
455

CP17/
447

A320/
7

k
j

CP17/
451

P418

CP17/
454

2442

CP17/
419

CP17/
430

CP17/
448

CP17/
489

CP17/
442

CP17/
439

k
j

177

CP17/
469

P419

3347

CP17/
440

CP17/
441

CP17/
423

CP17/
484

A324/
15

CP17/
446
CP17/
438

CP17/
436

CP17/
478

W oki
ng

CP17/
460

CP17/
445

CP17/
437

CP17/
433

CP17/
420

Kn aph i
ll

CP17/
443
CP17/
431

CP17/
429

CP17/
490

CP17/
470

CP17/
435

CP17/
428

CP17/
480

CP17/
485

CP17/
450

CP17/
434

CP17/
422

CP17/
609

904

CP17/
427

CP17/
432

80

CP17/
486

CP17/
471

CP17/
474

CP17/
449

D3608
60

CP17/
426

CP17/
461
CP17/
444

CP17/
425

CP17/
421

CP17/
424

55

CP17/
463

CP17/
462

CP17/
472

D3609

CP17/
473

Page 13

CP17/
086

CP17/
418

CP17/
610

CP17/
465
CP17/
464

189

181

CP17/
468
CP17/
467

D3612
CP17/
083
CP17/
085

CP17/
606

185

CP17/
607

CP17/
608

79
CP17/
466

78

CP17/
516

53

CP17/
521

B380

CP17/
477

CP17/
475

CP17/
517

CP17/
147

Leg en d
Road Schemes

CP17/
476

Pavement Schemes

D52/
2241

k
j

Safety Barrier Schemes
Drainage Schemes

k
j

Structures Schemes

!
(
>
?

Embankment Schemes
Traffic Signal Schemes
Patching Works

Å
¬
(

±

©Crow n copyri
g h t an ddatabaseri
g h ts 2017OS100019613.Useofth i
s datai
s subj
ect to term s an dcon di
ti
on s (
seebelow )
.Except AZStreet Atlas © Copyri
g h t ofth ePubli
sh ers Geog raph ers’AZMap Com pan y Ltd.
OS terms & conditions: You are permitted
to use this data solely to enable you to
respond to, or interact with, the organisation
that provided you with the data. You are not
permitted to copy, sub-licence, distribute or
sell any of this data to third parties in any form.

Printed By:
Printed On:
Project No:
Scale:

Asset Planing Team
18/09/2017
Not to Scale
1:12,000
Original Size A0

Hori
zon 2(
20172018)W oki
n g v3.
016Jun e2017

s

Å
¬
(

LSRSchemes

Accident Reduction Schemes
LEP Schemes

This page is intentionally left blank

