166 Whitmore Road

Harrow

Middx

HA1 4AQ

28th May 2012

Dear Alexandra,

I am in receipt of an email from your Highways engineer, Mr Cawthorne, on May 3rd 2012, (his reference HDC/DC/2012/0296A) which I believe you were copied into, and I have the following comments to make:-

Highways comment  1

‘The submitted plans still fail to show the area of hard standing over and above that to be provided for the ‘crossover’ which would have to be brought up to a suitable standard; this being the first 30m of Lister Row (adjacent to the highway); to prevent mud/debris from being deposited directly onto the public highway, namely High Street and High Street bus turning circle, to the detriment of road safety, this needs remedying.’

I feel this is an unreasonable request for the reasons I now set out below.

We are already bearing the whole cost of the new crossover which will make a significant contribution to highway safety for the benefit of ALL residents of Lister Row, as it avoids vehicles exiting via the dangerous (restricted view) Lister Row/High Street junction. We are also prepared to bear the cost of further drainage works, again at no cost to the residents of Lister Row. All the occupiers of the 15 Lister Row properties will benefit from the scheme and it will contribute significantly towards highway safety in the area, so I consider that it is unreasonable to insist on additional costly road surfacing, to address a perceived mud and debris concern, which would make this small project completely unviable, bearing in mind that this proposal is only for one single dwelling house, not a housing estate. 

In addition to it being costly, to surface a 30m section of Lister Row,  permissions are required, which could in itself jeopardise the whole project. Lister Row consists of 15 privately owned terrace houses and each Lister Row house owner owns a section of road in front of their house. We only have right of way over it. Therefore, to surface a 30m section of Lister Row , permission would be required from all the affected property owners, and if just one refused, or did not cooperate, the planning permission could not be implemented. Additionally, this process will incur significant legal expenses in addition to the major cost of surfacing the road itself, which would increase the costs of the whole project so as to make it too costly to build the house. 

Lister Row is not a muddy track (a comment which could be made for the nearby Hodster Lane) but is a gravelled and rough tarmaced road and even after  60+ years of continual constant daily use by the 15 residents and weekly use by the Council’s refuse vehicles, I am not aware that its use has resulted in any major mud/debris problems on the highway to date, so it seems unreasonable to assume that just one additional dwelling would generate unacceptable levels of “mud and debris” on the High Street.

The proposal in the planning application is not to use the first 14 m of the requested 30m section to exit Lister Row directly on to the High Street, but to use the new cross over, so nearly half of the requested 30m hard standing section has no relevance in trying to stop any perceived mud or debris from being deposited on the public highway.  In addition to this, the proposed new cross over itself, gives an approximate 10 m buffer, from Lister Row to the bus turning circle. Although the bus turning circle is ‘highway’, it has very slow speed use and does in itself create a further buffer to the main public highway of the High Street where vehicle speeds are much higher. So, exiting via the new proposed crossover route, also gives significant protection to the main highway, with regard to any perceived mud or debris.

Also, leading from the car parking area of the proposed house onto Lister Row will be a 20m length section of hard surface, so vehicles will not be driving over any areas of mud/debris, when accessing Lister Row from the application site and vice versa. 

A smooth surface at the entrance to Lister Row could encourage faster vehicle speeds into Lister Row, as it is also a straight road, which would be to the detriment of vehicle and pedestrian safety within Lister row, as its use is shared between the two. It may also encourage vehicles to continue to exit Lister Row by using the current dangerous restricted view junction and not the new proposed safer crossover route to exit onto the High Street.

In summary, we will already be bearing the extra costs for the drainage works and the crossover, the latter making a very significant contribution to highway safety, for the benefit of ALL residents and ALL vehicles leaving Lister Row. The request for additional, and very costly, road surfacing, will increase the cost of building the house so as to  make the whole project completely unviable, especially when the proposed new cross is in itself creating a significant buffer to the highway to protect it from any perceived mud or debris, to help alleviate the Highways officer’s concerns.

Highways comment 2 

‘Whilst the recently submitted drawing shows an area of hardstanding that may be appropriate for the turning of fire and other service vehicles, I still have some concerns that the proposal would not satisfy South Yorkshire Fire and Rescue Service (SYFR), in with regard to its adequacy for turning of fires service vehicles and in particular its remoteness from a metalled road namely High Street…...’

I have spoken to Mr Dave Lewin from Barnsley Fire Safety of South Yorkshire Fire & Rescue, who has indicated that (his words) “if a bin lorry can get up there (which they currently can do), a fire vehicle is normally ok. The turning circle for the fire vehicle is 17m and with a hammerhead arrangement slightly less.” 

Lister Row is at least 7.4m wide (8.2m in places) which is more than the 3.7m minimum width requirement. 

The minimum useable width at the pinch point between the post near the corner of number 15, Lister Row and the edge of the proposed flood alleviation culvert next to the post and rail fence is 3.8 metres, which is more than the 3.1m minimum pinch point requirement.

I have expanded the drive area to be the full width in front of the proposed house and a little beyond, to give the minimum 19.2m turning circle width for access with a ‘pump’ fire engine, which is the requirement, as the application is for a dwelling less than 11m high and 2000 m2 of floor space.

If a Y or T turning movement is used, the fire engine could turn around as illustrated. Please see Drawing number 011 – Fire Vehicle Access.

The distance between the south east corner of the proposed house and the fence at the back of number 15, Lister Row is about 7m, which gives about 6m of useable space, so the fire engine will be able to comfortably go into the gap as part of its manoeuvre. There is also  a useable 5m gap between the south western corner of the proposed house and side of the drainage culvert by the post and rail fence, for the reversing leg.

The fire engine could approach within a few metres of the proposed house, which is less than the 45m requirement.

There is also the secondary option of fire engine approaching within 45m of the proposed house but staying within Lister Row, and then reversing back down the straight Lister Row and turning into the new proposed crossover to exit in a forward direction, via the bus turning circle road, on to the High Street, (or exiting as refuse vehicles currently do now on a weekly basis), if, for some unforeseen reason, the above could not be done.

We would prefer that the driveway area in front of the house, where it is proposed that  the fire engine  (and other vehicles) could turn, to be surfaced with gravel to be more in keeping with the general design and to allow better drainage as it is a permeable, but if that was not acceptable, the area could be tarmacked instead. Either way, it will be built to be able to carry at least 12.5 tonne axle weight vehicles.

I have updated the following diagrams to reflect the above:-

· Dn001 to DN001a Site plan

· Dn002a to DN002b Site location map

· Dn007 to DN007a Landscaping details

And added:-

· Dn010 which shows the drainage proposal separately to de clutter the DN001a  diagram, but no changes have been made to the drainage side of the proposal, since the agreement with Mr Atkins, and,

· DN011 which shows the proposed design of the Y shaped Fire Service Vehicle turning circle.

Please substitute or add these documents to the planning application, as appropriate.

Yours sincerely,

Diana Renselar 

