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Liear Mr Gregory,

 am a resident in the London Borough
myy objecton to e Thames Gatewsy B

charty number 1058158) who, in a sefer o Sreemich Coun
expressed thelr mmm M ’dﬂ‘ﬁ& negative
bBirds and the COTH Nif e

in my objection {manber 764} | expres g Son
widening could encroach upon Gu’aen Beﬁ fand and M mmseé fafhc Bweﬁs word
make the road dengerous Tor iocal pedesirians,

in the rebutial to these poinis in my objection (TILURER2647) i was stated (6.1) ﬁwﬁ His
ot envisaged that significant (i ary) fmi’mr measres to ncrease generd capacity

e provided' and ‘B s nofed that messwres o horesse umcon capacily
‘even more car rips’. it also staled {SE}MM@ was no mendion of any signific
‘Taghway mprovemends” in the Lendon Bm“mz@'n of Bexdey or in !ax:tmaﬁwhwauﬁns
i said that as Knee Hill is 2 London Distribugor ‘A road wﬁﬁ‘a i prene i

alongside the road there would be Bile anpact on the safely of pedesiis
and that {7.3) schedule 3 of he rovised draft five boroughs agreemend FLEA)
the possbility of a loiry ban on Knee Hill.

I my reply o ﬁ' RARERAS2/3) | Wﬁd&d that the hspeciors ook agaimn at Knee Hill

a5 | could see signs of preparaions for rosd widening on the Greanesch side of the road.

5.3} mﬁude ‘witherdng Ksaee %@ o
for a foolway on s weshern side for S,

Surely these proposals for road v
rather than Thames Gateway B
T:E inquiry and, as this informe e e LDy
nuiry, the matier of e smpm& @ET&E meeds;m %m reconsidered,




