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In the interests of clarity I refer directly to the the numbering of relevant sections of Ms 
Hogan's evidence below.

12.37

Farm track width.

1) Ms Hogan considers that 5m width is acceptable, presumably for reasons of aesthetics.

2) However I am concerned with safety and reasonable usability of tracks; tracks have a 
purpose, which is typically to convey a vehicle along that track to some point or other.

3) Particularly in hill land it may be necessary to install a number of quite sharp corners during 
the construction of a track. This could be due simply to the need to allow for a reasonable 
grade, or to avoid certain obstacles for instance. 

4) Given that a vehicle traversing a track may be a heavy vehicle, and may also be towing a 
trailer, it is necessary to ensure that adequate track width is in place particularly where 
vehicles turn, and where they may need to avoid specific sections of track at particular 
times. It is far safer to ensure a hill track, and tracks in certain ground conditions, have 
sufficient width such that a vehicle does not need to closely approach the weaker track edge.

5) Sections of track on my property already exceed 5m in width, it is entirely practical and 
reasonable where this has occurred and I would anticipate that track requirements on some 
other properties would be no different to mine. 

6) In conclusion I suggest that as track constructions costs are significant it is unlikely that 
people would construct tracks to excessive width for no reason. To limit width to such a low 
arbitrary figure is unreasonably restrictive, may impede utility, and could impact safety, 
accordingly I recommend adjusting the limit to 10m.

12.18

Shared vehicle access.

7) Any requirement to site a minor unit adjacent to a main unit is unduly restrictive in my view.
It may well not be suitable for many reasons, including the nature of the relationship 
between parties, the natural topography of the site, privacy, aesthetics, practicality and the 
like.

8) I understand from Ms Hogan's comments that this has been addressed, but that for some 
reason para 12.18 continues to effectively require proximity, and to require share vehicle 
access.

9) In some cases it may well be unduly restrictive, impractical, and/or simply inefficient, to 
require vehicle access to be shared between both units.



10) I need look no further than my own property that already has three access points, has 
topography such that traversing between these points witin the property can be difficult, and 
at times not possible, but also has excellent building sites co-incident with the current access
points. Without a great deal of earthworks, along with significant engineering requirements 
it would not be feasible or reasonable to site another building adjacent to the present 
structure simply to ensure proximity and/or use the same accessway.

11) However each of the current access points allow access to different building sites on the 
property that would require significantly less earthworks, and address many of the issues 
above.

12) As I don't imagine my property is unique in this regard, and that others would share the 
same issues, for this reason, and those put forward above, I request removal of any 
requirement to share vehicle access.

L. Pickering, 28th October 2015.


