DATE: 

Address:
To:
Debbie Spriggs

Countryside Access Manager (County Hall)
Surrey County Council

Ref: DS/HG/3/1/72/H12, 

Room 365 County Hall, 

Penryhn Road, 

Kingston, 

Surrey KT1 2DY 

Or e-mail to: 

hannah.gutteridge@surreycc.gov.uk
Objection to TRO on Byways 538 and 539:   Ref: DS/HG/3/1/72/H12,
Dear Sirs,
Before stating my reasons for objection, I would like to call for a public enquiry or judicial review on this matter, because the process has not been carried out according to SCC protocols or policies, and has been conducted in a biased and misleading manner.

My reasons for objecting  to the TRO as decided in the joint SCC/LGBC meeting on 23rd June, 2010, where this order was proposed, are as follows:

1- There have been no reported accidents or injuries on these lanes,  and there is no significant danger to users of the lanes as stated,  in their current condition.

2- By imposing TRO on these lanes, their condition will not improve by virtue of being closed,  nor deterioration prevented,  rather what is needed is  maintenance , which is available as stated by the R.o W officer for SCC, and recently also stated in the  in the press in an article dated 16th July 2010 whereby SCC acknowledges their duty to maintain, and that funding is available. This due process has also been previously acknowledged  by Cllr Barker, who is leading the current TRO closure campaign, but this process has in this case been ignored- No alternative management solutions have been applied for, or tried. 
3- Prevention of danger: Usage of the lanes is very light by all traffic, as indicated by the  residents of West Horsley’s  own survey, and  due to the infrequent usage of these lanes, it  is not at  all definite  that any such danger exists at all, and therefore the risk of future reduction of danger does not arise. There are many passing places available on both lanes,  and the definitive widths  are sufficient: Silkmore has a width of 20 feet, (actual width average is 16feet) while Fullers Farm Road has a definitive width of 20 feet, ( actual width now varies from 11 feet in one place up to 45 feet in others, with average width around 14-16 feet). There have no recorded accidents on either of these lanes.
4- Prevention of Damage to the road or any other building nearby: In Silkmore Lane there are 2 houses only at the one end of the lane, both set well back from the road- Usage of this lane, Byway 538, presents no danger to the buildings in any way whatsoever. Damage to the surface  is exacerbated by lack of maintenance, and simply closing it will not help in any way. Fullers Farm Lane, byway 539, has only one house nearby,  also well set back from the lane, and again, closing this lane would not in itself improve the surface. Statutory maintenance, for which there is funding, is the only answer. There is evidence to suggest that especially in the case of Silkmore Lane, HGV usage for maintenance  was previously logged, and was the major cause of the present situation. Maintenance now would remedy this. Fullers Farm Lane has remained little changed for over 20years, apart from  vegetation ingress. 
5-Existing character of road or adjoining property: There are in total 3 properties only on both lanes nearby, all well set back from these roads. Current usage in no way alters their character,  and the reference to vehicles  being referred to as  of ‘unsuitable  kind’    is incorrect- these vehicles  are  roadworthy, insured, taxed and M.O.T.’d vehicles, while horse drawn vehicles are generally in very good state of repair by their enthusiast owners, and eminently suitable to county lane usage, so this reference is  simply not correct. As to the reference for the vehicles ‘not suiting the character of the roads or surrounding properties’, in the 3 houses that do adjoin and many  others locally, many do own 4 w.d.  vehicles themselves,  or a type similar to the type deemed as ‘unsuitable’- So they cannot realistically be deemed as ‘unsuitable’, because the very people complaining do use the same type of vehicle, which is by definition  ‘local’, to the lanes- and a motorcycle is just a motorcycle, and the same comments apply.  There are already laws to deal with illegal vehicle use, and the police need to be involved  in such cases, rather than closing the roads.

6- Preserving the Roads for persons on horseback or foot: There are statutory rights to preserve rights of way for all users,  and there any many specific  footpaths in this area, and many specified dedicated bridleways also- Horse riders and pedestrians  all currently  co-exist with the vehicles quite sensibly and amicably on these lanes, and have done so for many years- there is no reason here to change this now in favour of one or two specified user groups, which is in any case against the SCC policy  on R.O W, and against statutory policy  and against section 122 of the Highways Act  1984. The inherent character of these two BOATS  it could be argued is in fact well suited  for vehicle and horse drawn carriage use, contrary to the reason for TRO as stated.
7- Preserve Amenities for the area:  The council has failed to  demonstrate in any way as how the amenities of the area would be preserved or improved, or even altered in any way, by ceasing  vehicle usage. They have also not stated as to how ‘amenities’ are currently being harmed. If this were the case, especially in the Fullers Farm Road example, the entire length of Fullers Farm Road would have been proposed for TRO, which is not the case now. The introduction of 6 steel barriers to enforce TRO would  in fact greatly harm the ‘amenity’ of the area.  
In view of the evidence presented, in some instances contradictory evidence,  it seems essential  that the only democratic way forward, should the joint committee of SCC/LGBC persist in this TRO, is  for  a public enquiry or judicial review  to be held.

Yours,
Name :

Signed:

Dated receipt for letter / e-mail required please.

