8 June 2019

To Planning Services
Havant Borough Council
Civic Centre Road
Havant

PO9 2AX

via Email
Planning Application (App/19/00427) Lower Road Bedhampton
I would like to submit the following comments in objection to the above application.

As a grandmother who regularly visits the Brookside/Lower Road area, | agree with other
complainants in relation to road safety issues, Lower Road, with its bends and lack of pavements is
dangerous. | love to take my grandchildren to school and to Bidbury Park but to do so is a real worry.
This road was never designed to take the current level of traffic but any changes to mitigate the danger
would mean the loss of the character of the whole area.

A walk around this area, with its historic homes and settings clearly illustrates the history of
Bedhampton, the conservation area status recognises these buildings and the environment around them
as important to Bedhampton, Havant and beyond. The comment from the Bedhampton Heritage
Alliance, with their detailed understanding of the area’s history, outlines the importance of protecting
this area for now and for future generations.

Document SCI APPENDIX 1 which consists of a letter from Mrs D Haywood (Case Officer) to Mr G
Beck (Agent) summarises the requirements as at 16 Jan 2018, this is a long letter that would seem to
outline what would be expected for any development on the site. In the Development Engineer’s
section of the letter, it reads “A footway will be need to be provided to Lodge Road within the proposed
development in a form that will enable wider public use with the retention of the existing hedgerow
and informal character of Lower Road; Lodge Road has an existing footway link to Bedhampton Hill
and this existing route should be upgraded to provide a safe route for cyclists and pedestrian from the
new development to the north.”

I was not aware that this footpath (ref 107) existed, so | decided to find it, this is not what | would call
a footpath, more of a back alley and without widening into local gardens, it could never act as a
cycleway, at the moment two pedestrians would struggle to pass in some places, let alone 2 push chairs
or mobility scooters. It has hidden corners so people cannot see ahead and it does not have effective
natural surveillance. | was unable to find any documentation from the appropriate authority giving
details of plans to upgrade footpath 107 or how this could be achieved.

Even if improved, this route would be far from a pleasant walk/scoot/ bike to school or local shops
especially during the morning rush hour as this would mean using Bedhampton Hill/Road for much
longer. My view is that the inclusion of a walkway in the Bargate Homes’ plan to link the
development with Lodge Road and the Lodge Road footpath is just a distraction from the real issue,
the dangerous conditions in Lower Road.

The Transport Statement’s image 3.2 (reproduced below) “Main pedestrian routes from the
development” is misleading in that it illustrates only two possible routes (via the footpath discussed
above and via Brookside Road), which would be routes chosen to go to the nearest bus stop.
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Source: lllustrated Extract of Figure T1

It fails to mention the Bidbury Lane/Bidbury Mead route that is shown below.

Route 1 is along Lodge
B » J . Road using the alley to
e B 4 oY : . Bedhampton Hill Road

ands Road:
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Route 2 is along Lower
Road and then Brookside
Road.

Route 3 in along Lower
e Road then Bidbury Lane
Route2 ¢ ‘in (] X and across Bidbury Mead
the fact that this is not

§ mentioned suggests that
the survey failed to
investigate the routes
being used

Route 3

From Lower Road, the natural way to get children to local schools or to go to local shops is via the
safety of Bidbury Mead, from there, there are routes to Bedhampton Road giving access to proper
traffic light-controlled crossings. It is also a natural place to take children to play, with swings,
climbing frames etc. While it can be stressful accompanying young children along Lower Road and
getting them across into Bidbury Lane, many parents do this, but with an extra 50 houses and the
associated traffic, those that now walk may well decide that it is just too dangerous and add to the
traffic by driving their children to school, a factor that | doubt has been taken into account in the
assessments.

The Transport Statement image 4.4 (reproduced below) illustrates this danger, 1 would ask members of
the planning committee to place themselves in the position of a parent/grandparent with a pushchair
and other children on foot, walking away from the camera and consider their situation. (The general
rule is that you should walk into the traffic, but it is clearly not a possibility on this road).



Image 4.4 Lower Road ‘between the bend’ with no footway

Footway re-commences

You look out for traffic coming around the corner behind you, as a vehicle passes, another vehicle
comes around the corner in front of you too fast/too wide, the vehicle that is overtaking you pulls to
the left to avoid a collision......

The local residents are mostly considerate, but there are now many more vehicles on local roads during
the day, the move to on-line shopping increases the number of delivery vehicles, they often park
inappropriately and are on tight delivery schedules which could increase the temptation for drivers to
drive faster than they should. The Transport Statement goes into great detail with its statistics, but this
is not about statistics it is about the reality of using this road as a shared space, it is about safety.

A development of 50 new homes will increase the risk to all road users, to suggest that, because no
injury accidents have been reported, this shared space is safe, defies common sense. You only have to
walk this route regularly to know how dangerous it clearly is.

The developers owe a duty of care to everyone using this road, they must show that a ““safe and
suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users” National Planning Policy Framework July
2018 (paragraph 108) and that their development does not have “an unacceptable impact on highway
safety”. (paragraph 109). In my opinion and that of local residents, they have totally failed to achieve
this in their application. More vehicles in the area could result in a reduction in the numbers of
walkers and cyclists and increase car use by current residents, even more worried for their safety and
that of their families. This would be counterproductive to current campaigns to persuade people to use
more environmentally friendly ways of travelling.

I would ask the planning committee to refuse this application

e To avoid increasing the safety risk.

e To protect the conservation area

¢ Inthe interests of the health and wellbeing of the current local residents, their visitors and the
many cyclists and walkers who use these roads.

Yours sincerely

Name and Address Supplied.



I wish to register my objections to the Bargate Homes planning application for the land south of
Lower Road in Old Bedhampton (App/19/00427) for the following reasons:

1. The land is subject to review before acceptance within the final Local Plan 2036

The soundness of the DRAFT Local Plan 2036 for Lower Road has been challenged in many areas and is
yet to be independently tested at an Examination in Public. The proposal seeks to achieve an advantage by
avoiding an Examination in Public by an Independent Inspector which is scheduled in the autumn of this
year. It would be inappropriate to allow any development prior to the outcome of this process. The
developer is being underhand in the early submission of this application in order to avoid the Independent
Inspector's decision,

2. Heritage assets degraded and unprotected

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Section 66(1) of The Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 obliges Havant Borough Council to protect and enhance heritage assets
which will be neglected if planning permission is approved.

The effect of the proposed 50 dwellings will degrade heritage assets and the setting of the conservation
area. There will be further urbanisation which can't be reversed, doubling the number of dwellings on Lower
Road. The full potential of heritage and conservation will be lost to future generations and will also result in
degraded ambiance, soul, peacefulness, sense of well-being and safety in Old Bedhampton.

A guote from the Landscape assessment in Bargate's application states "this is almost unique to the
borough, a rural village conserved with heritage assets in a rural setting" referring to Old Bedhampton. This
only goes to prove the inconsistency shown within the submission.

3. Petition with 1785 signatures opposed to development in Lower Road submitted
A petition signed by 1785 people was presented in 2018 with the text shown below:

We, the undersigned, petition Havant Borough Council to remove site UE30 (Land south of
Lower Road) from any future consideration as a housing site in their Local Plan for one,
some or all of the following overriding reasons:- The damage it will cause to the historic
and landscape setting of the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area » The irreparable harm it
will cause to the ancient heritage of this part of the Borough * The detrimental change that
development will bring to the amenity and character of the area * The added dangers that
will arise on the blind corners and shared roadway of Lower Road and at the mini
roundabout junction on Bedhampton Road as a result of significant additional traffic using
the bends and making right turns into Brookside Road * The failure to comply with
government guidance and the core principle of protecting heritage assets contained in
Paragraph 132 of the National Planning Policy Framework and Section 66(1) of the Planning
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 = The ability to provide 50 houses on
other less sensitive sites = The precedent that would be set for future further development
in this area = Any public good that might be generated would not outweigh the harm and
danger that would arise from the development

The Council has never debated this petition. It was ‘lost’ within the early consultation responses to the
Local Plan. The arguments have not changed but the reference of the land has changed to H20. You will
see the petition is not anti-housing, nor about the status quo for a few properties. It is pro heritage
protection. Removing the site will not set a precedent. No other proposed housing site irrevocably
detrimentally affects the Borough's heritage assets. Supporters of this petition include all generations. Many
are drawn from the wider Havant area and some from further afield with knowledge of and connections with
Bedhampton, all of whom cherish its environment and want to protect it for the benefit of future generations.



4. The Old Bedhampton Conservation Review in not yet completed

The recent Conservation Area Review, which has been submitted to the Council, provides a unique
opportunity to take positive action to safeguard these individual and collective heritage assets. The
conservation area has justifiably been awarded its status with buildings of historical interest and the
independent review recently undertaken recommended extensions to the conservation area to include
sections of the proposed site. This application seeks to achieve an advantage by being lodged before the
Old Bedhampton Conservation Area Review has concluded. The ocutcome of which could profoundly affect
decisions regarding the proposal and it would be inappropriate to allow any development prior to the
outcome of this process. The developer is yet again being underhand in the early submission of this
application in order to avoid the outcome of the conservation area review.

5. Lack of consideration for protected Bats

The proposed development is in the middle of a recognised bat area and some of the bat species are
protected (Bechstein's bats) and | have seen bats on many occasions around this area. The mitigation
proposed is inadequate for the protection of these bats.

6. Increased Traffic would present Increased Danger

The only access to this proposed new development is through the conservation area via Lower Road which
is narrow with two very sharp bends and no pavement. The 50 new houses will create a significant
increase in traffic which on these narrow, pavement less roads with treacherous blind bends will cause a
very real risk to everyone who uses the road.
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Walker's, cyclists, school children, parents with prams, horse riders along with the disabled and elderly will
all be put in greater danger. The road could not support the increase in traffic that any development on this
site would bring. It would just be a case of an accident waiting to happen.

7. Blind bend Near Misses are not taken into account within the proposal

As a resident, | can assure you that | have had many near misses on the Lower Road blind bends both day
& night, and have taken evasive action on many occasions to avoid Cyclists and Vehicles over the last 14
years, even at only 15 miles an hour. Please find attached evidence from other local residents to verify the
number of near misses that have occurred. The absurd statement made in the proposal of 'impeccable
safety record’ is entirely misleading and anyone with an objective view would agree that more traffic is
inevitable going to be more dangerous. Why would Havant Borough Council consider this to be
acceptable?



8. Alternative footpath is not a viable option

Using Lodge Road footpath as an alternative to using the Lower Road bends is not an alternative. It is too
narrow for Motability scooters and prams to pass. You can't see the far end of the footpath from either end
and it is very intimidating at night and in the winter. Natural human behaviour would be to take the shortest
route, via Lower Road shared space, which means this inconvenient and intimidating footpath would not be
used.

9. The Proposed development House type is Wrong

This proposal goes against the primary principles of planning which states that any development should be
in keeping with the character of the surrounding area and should conserve or enhance the setting of the
adjacent conservation area. This proposal certainly does not fit this description.

10. The Destruction of Narrow Marsh Lane

The historic Narrow Marsh Lane would be destroyed forever by this development. The plan is to move
MNarrow Marsh Lane to another position, but this is not a viable option as it would remove the historical
interest and heritage of the lane, proving that Bargate do not respect the heritage of this site. Please see a
recent photograph of Narrow Marsh Lane below,

The destruction of this historic lane leading to the railway bridge should not be allowed. This lane has
remained in public use for many years but was recently locked by the land owner and is currently under
investigation regarding public access.

11. The Destruction of the Hedgerow

The removal of the hedgerows surrounding this land is only permissible in exceptional circumstances and
no clear or robust reasoning has been provided within the proposal setting out why the loss is unavoidable
and justified. This defies the NPPF section 15 requirement to conserve and enhance the natural
environment by proposing to destroy the valued landscape which this development would occupy. The
developers plan does not conserve or enhance the existing landscape and certainly does not protect the
hedgerow.



12. The Proposed Road Junction Encroaches into Lower Road

The Proposed Road Junction encroaches deep into Lower Road which is already narrow and barely wide
enough for two cars to pass. The access has been tracked for a super large refuse vehicle, demonstrated
in drawing number ITB12174-GA-006, showing the movement is tight based on the bellmouth radii. It
should therefore be investigated whether the radii of the junction can be increased slightly to aid the
movement of a refuse vehicle and other large vehicles in and out of the development. In addition, tracking
is required to show how a super large refuse vehicle can turn in to and out of all roads including accessing
and egressing Lower Road. There is also no mention of parked vehicles in Lower Road causing problems
for large vehicles. Bin collections have sometimes been abandoned due to parked vehicles blocking
access.

13. Harm to the historic rural character of Lower Road

The development will cause harm to the historic rural character of Lower Road. The proposed footpath in
front of the hedge will negatively affect the appearance of the lane and should not be permitted.

14. The proposed visitor parking is not evenly distributed across the proposed development

The Parking SPD requires long term cycle parking for schemes of more than 10 houses - this is likely to
have been overlooked in the application process. I'm sure it is easily resolved but it does help the "if not
this, what else?" argument.

15. Opportunities for sustainable transport modes have not been taken up

Sustainable transport modes have not been taken up within the proposal. Why it is appropriate to provide
high levels of parking when that suggests car ownership will be high and therefore there is no incentive not
to use the car for most journeys.

16. Lack of footway for some around the blind bends in Lower Road

The paths around the blind bends are narrow and not suitable for wheelchairs, buggies or mobility scooters
which use the road. There is no provision to prevent this within the planning application and will only add to
the shared space dangers.

17. Concerns over the Bus Stop distances provided

There are some serious concerns about getting to and from the eastbound bus stops - getting to a "safe"
crossing place could extend the walking distance. How safe would the route shown in figure 3.1 top right at
night in winter be?

18. The timetable for Bedhampton Rail Services is inaccurately reported
The service from Bedhampton railway station is not regular and does not have good work commute links.
19. The proposed new junction needs the visibility splays to be kept clear.

The proposed new junction to enter the development needs the visibility splays to be kept clear. How will
this be ensured once the development is handed over to some management company?

20. The Road accident data provided is out of date

The road accident data provided within the planning proposal is May 2011 to April 2016, which is now over
three years out of date. What other evidence within the proposal is also out of date?



21. Neglect of exit traffic effects on the roundabout

There is no assessment for the Brookside Road entrance/exit in the light of possible changes to the mini
roundabout. The proposal is missing how the additional "right turn™ traffic from Brookside Road will affect
the roundabout. What else within the proposal is also missing?

22, Incorrect calculations provided on Shared Road collisions

The quoted figure of 0.056% (Para 6.8.8) is nonsense. The chances of a pedestrian/cyclist meeting a car at
04:00 is very low but what is the probability half an hour either side of 08:30 or 16:307 Also | think the
maths is incorrect (0.056% is 56 in 100,000) which | make 1 in 1785 (not 1 in 56,000) so perhaps three
pedestrians will be passed by a car in each peak hour on every working day. What else is incorrect within
the planning submission?

23. Plans for the development of 15 houses were previously refused and nothing has changed

The Current Local Plan 2026 recently rejected the development of 15 houses in Lower Road and the
Inspector's Report on the current statutory Local Plan 2026 (paragraph 72) states, "...it is clear that the
sites proximity to Old Bedhampton Conservation Area through which it would be accessed is a strong factor
weighing against development. This justifies the non allocation of this site.”

This current planning application proposes 50 dwellings but the Government Inspector has previously
rejected the site due to the adverse effect on the Conservation Area. What has actually changed in that
time?

24, Dangerous increase in the traffic on shared space for streets
Any additional traffic will increase the danger presented to all users in the shared space.
25. Increased levels of vehicle noise

This development would present increased levels of vehicle noise to pedestrians and cyclists which share
the road leading to the site and the elderly occupants of the retirement home situated between two of the
blind bends and also the properties adjacent would also be adversely affected as a result of any new
development due to the increased traffic noise that would result in the proposed development.

26. Increased levels of air pollution

Pollutants such as nitrogen dioxide and particulates (NO2, FM10 and PM2.5) are generally associated with
traffic generated by any new development. The increased levels of vehicle air pollution will negatively affect
the Grade Il listed buildings situated within the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area. The pollution will
almost double within the residential cul de sac which currently has 80 houses and the proposed
development is for an additional 50 houses. The air quality imposed on pedestrians and cyclists which
share the road and also the elderly occupants of the retirement home situated between two of the blind
bends would be adversely affected as a result of any new development due to the increased traffic air
pollution.

27. The Proposed Tree Screening is Inadequate

The sites successful integration in relation to the conservation area relies heavily on proposed boundary
planting and existing screening to detach the site from impacting on the landscape character of Old
Bedhampton. The proposals for the tree screen is totally inadequate and would require ongoing
maintenance and finance to be effective. The proposal recognises the need to screen the development but
does not meet the required standard to achieve this.



28. The Proposal goes against the primary principles of planning

This proposal goes against the primary principles of planning which should only develop in keeping with
character of the surrounding area and should conserve or enhance the setting of the adjacent conservation
area. This proposal certainly does not fit this description.

The distance to local facilities has been assessed from the development based on the criteria set out in the
Mational Travel Survey 2014 which states 800 m. is a “comfortable walking distance”, 2 km. is a
“reasonable” walking distance and 3.2 km. is a "maximum” walking distance. The Highway Authority does
not accept the methodology for determining the likelihood of walking trips. Adopting 2 km. as a reasonable
walking distance and 3.2 km. as a maximum regular walking distance is therefore not agreed. The CIHT
publication 'Providing for journeys on foot' states the preferred maximum walking distance is 2 km. for
commuting and sight-seeing. Acceptable walking distances are also considered for a range of journey
types within this document. This places a number of destinations highlighted in table 5.2 over the maximum
distance that pedestrians are prepared to walk. This matter should be reassessed within the TA

29. The Proposed development footpath utilises private drives

There is a footpath shown an the proposed plans looping through an area of Communal Open Space, the
western link of which utilises a private drive serving plots 31 to 33. It is not recommended to have public
rights over a shared private drive.

30. The Development will lead to the Destruction of a vibrant wildlife habitat

The proposed land is a haven for wildlife whose very existence is under increasing threat i.e. hedgehogs. It
is home to Brent geese, hedgehogs, foxes, bats and many species of birds. Many people who visit the area
comment on its uniqueness and appreciate the wildlife it attracts.

31. The Development will cause disturbance to birds that use the land

The land is currently agricultural and is categarised in the Solent Wader and Brent Goose Strategy as a
Secondary Support Area for SPA bird species. The site falls within 5.6km of the Solent SPAs and will
therefore contribute towards a cumulative impact from recreational disturbance. In line with the Solent
Recreation Mitigation Strategy, financial contributions will be required on a per-dwelling basis. Evidence of
previous use of this land is shown in the photograph below:




32. No realistic site-specific Construction Environmental Management Plan

Inadequate information is provided for a realistic site-specific Construction Environmental Management
Plan. A robust plan needs to be submitted before any decision can be made, that demonstrates the
adoption and use of the best practicable means to reduce the effects of noise, vibration, dust and site
lighting.

33. Detrimental effect on already congested nearby Roads

The adjoining road of Bedhampton Hill is very well-used as it provides access to the A3 and A27, and
beyond to Portsdown Hill, Farlington, Leigh Park etc. Traffic often queues in all directions from the mini
roundabout, back to the "Rusty Cutter' roundabout and to the junction with Hulbert Road. This development
would make the situation even worse and has not been clearly addressed.

34. Very Poor Archaeology Report

The submitted Archaeoclogy Report is a very poor standard and no proper evaluation has been conducted.
Why would Havant Borough Council allow this inadequate report to be overlooked?

35. Excessive development already completed within the local area

A huge amount of housing development has already taken place within the local area with the houses built
off Portsdown Hill Road, the development north of the Forty Acre site and off Maylands Road. Further
development on the site south of Lower Road is a development too far.

36. Lower Road is liable to flooding and with snow becomes very dangerous to navigate.

Lower Road is liable to flooding and often gets blocked drains due to leaves which | have cleared in the
past. When snow falls the road becomes very dangerous to navigate and takes a long time to clear due to
the trees shade effect.

37. Detrimental effect on Old Bedhampton

This development will have a detrimental effect on Old Bedhampton and totally change its character and
charm forever. The proposed development will completely ruin the tranquil hamlet of Old Bedhampton with
its rural sunken lanes and beautiful, listed buildings. The quality of this proposal is poor and does not
enhance the area. It will forever alter the character and historic significance of the area. It is unsympathetic
to the overall aesthetic and attractiveness of the area. How can Havant Borough Council allow this to
happen?

In summary, the number of objections raised above does not include other valid points made by the
high number of objectors to this development and may be reduced by some changes to the
proposed plan but will never be removed totally and the cumulative effect of these remaining
objections signify a major reason for refusing the planning application. | strongly object to the
proposed development and hope the council will agree with the objections raised regards this
flawed and poor quality application. The right decision is to refuse any planning permission. Havant
Borough Council should be proud to have the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area within its
borough and fight to maintain and enhance it. | can only hope that common sense will prevail and
this development proposal will be rejected because the harm created will be greater than the benefit
provided.




| have had so many near misses on lower road bend that | dislike having to drive through it! It
happens routinely .

Consequently | drive very slowly through this bend and keep well over to the left, because | often
encounter cars coming th e other way who drive partly on the wrong side of the road (cutting the
corner) and also many cars who drive too fast or both. Even driving slowly | still have experienced
near misses.

Delivery lorries,builders lorries, large trade vans and couriers are more frequent these days and
are forced to drive partly on the wrong side round the bend. | was forced into th e hedge by a
Sainsbury delivery truck. | phoned the company who identified the driver. He admitted that it was
his fault but said the shape of the road and the drives , plus the trees and hedges made it
exiremely difficult to stay in the left hand lane.

Amazingly people sometimes park on the bends or the lead up to them, or sometimes on the grass
verge.,oblivious to the hazard they cause.

On several occasions | have had to break hard because of children playing in the road on the blind
Side of the bend, and on occasion pedestrians and cyclists on the wrong side oblivious to the
danger,

| find it astonishing that anyone could consider increasing the volume of traffic and making an
already dangerous be{d worse!




Description of the incident witnessed or experienced on Lower Road
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Desmptmn of the incident witnessed or experienced on Lower Road
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Description of the incident witnessed or experienced on Lower Road
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Description of the incident witnessed or experienced on Lower Road

[ was driving back to my house in Lodge Road when on the dangerous
bend in Lower Road I was confronted with 3 cyclists across the road,
none of them had their hands on the handle bars and one was doing a
wheelie. I slammed my brakes on, fortunately I had no one else in the car
and was driving slowly. The cyclist drove past me unaware they had
nearly caused an accident probably thinking as many cyclist do that the
Lower Road is part of Broadmarsh cycle track. 4R ! 2rrived
home very shaken and this is not the first time this kind of event has
occurred.
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To: bedhamptonvillage@gmail.com

Subject: Near Miss
Hi Guys

I don't know if you are still counting near misses but if so please log
one for today!

4.30pm, came around bend (in car) just by The Lodge to meet 3 lads
bombing along on the road using push scooters. Aged 6-11 approx.
The last two were on the wrong side of the road. We always crawl
around that corner so we're able to stop in time but had we been going
at the speed of some vehicles we see coming round there, it could
have been very nasty indeed.

Thanks




To: Planning Services, Havant Borough Council, Public Service Plaza, Civic Centre Road,
Havant, PO9 24
Email : planning.development@havant.gov.uk

To: Havant Council

Re: Planning Application APP/19/00427 (Bargate Homes application to build 50 houses
south of Lower Road in Old Bedhampton)

| wish to object to the above planning application which should be refused planning
permission.

The overview of my objection to this planning application is that it is in severe conflict with
many of the key priorities and policies described in the current Havant Local Plan against
which HBC must, in according with proper statutory process, assess this planning proposal.
Indeed, Simon Jenkins, Head of Planning for HBD states on his letter affixed to local
lampposts that the proposal:

- Is a Departure from the Local Development Flan
- Is considered to be a Major Development as defined by GDPO 1985

My objection is structured as follows :

1) A Reference Overview of Old Bedhampton with special reference to the dangers
presented by the proposed entry and access to the site via Lower Road. The
document includes detailed traffic monitoring data. (The veracity of this document,
including the traffic monitoring data can be established via a legal commissioner for
oaths which the author is ready to undertake at their own expense.)

2) A step-by-step reference to the current Local Plan (Specifically, the Core Strategy,
adopted March 2011 with reference where appropriate to the Local Plan Housing
Statement (LPHS) of 7" December 2016. This will refer quite specifically (page nos,
paragraph nos, Policy Nos, etc) to all sections of the Core Strategy where the above
proposal is clearly in conflict, cannot be mitigated and should therefore be rejected.

1) Reference Overview : Lower Road and access Issues relating to safety,
cycling and elderly pedestrians and children

The only vehicular access to and from the proposal site on the field south of Lower
Road and to the existing 80 dwellings in Lower and Lodge Road(s) is via a very
hazardous, narrow section of Lower Road, within the Conservation area. Access
from Brookside Road means negotiating 3 right angle bends. The first bend has
restricted visibility and the second and third bends are “blind" with virtually no sight
line around them. Between these two blind bends there is no pavement and no room
to provide pavement as the road boundary is up against the boundaries of the
existing conservation area dwellings which include high hedges on one side and a



brick boundary wall on the other. Mor is there room for a cycle lane, despite it being
designated as National Cycle Route 22.

The access to the site and all the 80 (exact count) existing dwellings in Lower Road
and Lodge Road is a vehicular cul-de-sac. All vehicles entering have to exit the
same way. Hence pedestrians, which include parents with pushchairs and young
children, dog walkers, unsupervised schoolchildren on foot and on bikes, elderly
persons from the two types of residential homes situated between the blind bends,
leisure and commuting cyclists, etc, are mixed in with no shield against vehicles such
as cars, delivery vans and lorries which are often travelling at significant speed
around the blind bends.

The writer of this document has lived at the exit point of these bends for 30 years
and can personally attest to this fact and has himself experienced many near-
misses. Other residents have also supplied signed statements of the many near
misses they have also experienced.

Figure 1: The photograph below taken in September 2018 as a large lorry negotiates
these bends on the area with no pavement is shown below and illustrates the
dangers highlighted above:

e g T
™ =,:_q..- LY

The Lodge elderly persons care home is in the middie of the 2 blind bends, just on
the left of the lorry in the photograph. Staff, visitors and ambulances (See Figure 4)
which regularly drive into the care home car park have to turn right, across the road
close to the middle of one of the blind bends. This would be directly across the path
of the lorry in the photograph shown in Figure 1. This could — and sometimes will -
be happening at the same time as the cyclists and people on foot as described
above are occupying the same piece of road.

There is a further building called “The Eims” which is Grade 2* (star) listed which is
also on the blind bend and situated right next to The Lodge care home. It houses 6
residents in flats, all currently active, older people.

Increases in Vehicle Traffic :

If planning permission was granted, 50 dwellings would be added to the 80 current
dwellings, making 130 dwellings in total, an increase of 63% within the vehicular cul-



de-sac. All the extra vehicle traffic will have to pass through these blind bends, along
with extra pedestrian and cycling traffic.

Whilst it is not possible to say with certainty what the increase in vehicular traffic
would be due to this development, a pro-rata increase comparable to the 63%
increase in dwellings would not be unreasonable. In fact, there is good reason to
consider this might be a significant underestimate. This is because whilst there are
currently relatively few families with children in the existing 80 dwellings, this may
change with time and the new houses may be expected to house a significant
number of families with young and school age children. Hence this will result in
further car journeys to schools and nurseries. The nearest public transport (bus stop)
is 450 metres away and cannot be brought closer.

The dangers outlined above around the blind bends means that parents will be even
less likely than at present to put even their older children at risk by allowing them to
walk to school, even to the bus stop 450 metres away.

The hazards faced by the current population of school children on bikes around the
bends has been described above, despite the route being designated as national
route 22, they are completely unprotected.

Expected increases in Pedestrian and Cycle traffic :

- Although it is a vehicle cul-de-sac, Lower Road does provide through access
for pedestrians and cyclists in particular from the Rusty Cutter roundabout. It
is designated as national cycle route 22 which provides access to surrounding
areas and on to Portsmouth and Chichester. With the general increase in
housing described in the Plan there will also come an increase in cycle traffic
along Lower Road.

- One particular source of the expected — and welcome - increased cycling and
walking is from the proposed H14 site, known as Forty Acres in HBC's new
Draft Local Plan. This is a substantial potential development of 320 dwellings
and a care home and is quite close, only 280 metres from the start of the
Lower Road pedestrian and cycle access entry point. Once safe access
across the Rusty Cutter roundabout has been established, Lower Road
provides an immediate, tranquil and convenient through route to Havant and
beyond, avoiding the very heavily congested traffic along Bedhampton Hill.

Hence a significant proportion of walking and cycling residents from Forty
Acres, when it is developed, may be expected to head down Lower Road into
and through Old Bedhampton Conservation area. A significant sub-set of
these residents will be leisure walkers and dog walkers. Lower Road provides
this important group with delightful access to Old Bedhampton Conservation
Area, but also leads on to the attractive Solent foreshore and longer walks via
a relatively recent purpose-built footbridge (also for cyclists) over the busy
A27 Dual Carriageway to Broadmarsh foreshore.

All of the above factors are central strategies promoted within the current HBC
Core Strategy, and further emphasised in HBC's new Draft Local Plan.



Hence it is imperative that the safety of the existing and progressively
increasing walking and cycling population, including parents with infants in
pushchairs and school children from new developments such as Forty Acres
and nearby developments going along Lower Road are not imperilled as they
most certainly would be, by the increased vehicular traffic in Lower Road
including the dangerous bends which would arise from H20.

The only remedy to avoid this is to deny planning permission for this proposal, At the
very least, it must be referred to the Secretary of State via an Examination in Public
s0 the various factors can be properly and independently examined, including the
non-compliance to the current Strategy.

Traffic Count & Video Evidence of traffic around the dangerous Lower Road Bends

It is recognised that the true extent of the dangers to pedestrians and cyclists can
only be properly assessed if some numeric data is obtained. Hence with the support
of local residents, video monitoring of vehicle, pedestrian and cycle traffic was set up
in October 2016. (see Figure 2: Site of video camera)

All the video evidence was saved, sent to Havant Borough Council and receipt
acknowledge by HBC in December 2016. It is still available.

One particular 2 hour period on 26" October from 15.30 to 17.30 was analysed in
detail. The results are presented in the section below this part of the document, and
titted: Lower Road VideoTraffic analysis Oct16. The results and the video
recording were sent to several Havant Borough Council officers and councillors and
receipt acknowledged by HEC in December 2016. (NB for data and privacy
protection, no individuals can be identified in the video recordings.)

A total of 83 vehicle movements were counted in one hour between 16.30 — 17.30
during the 2 hour analysis period. This figure has particular significance when
examined in relation to the Hampshire Transport Plan, one of the documents from
other periods examined, this was not untypical for a late afternoon. This figure
included 27 cyclists, many of which were school children on bikes. Also 21
Pedestrians (not included in the figure) were observed walking round the blind bends
during this period.

18 potentially hazardous traffic incidents were also recorded in the period. Full
details are given in the Ref. Doc. but a sample of these is as follows:

- 3 cyclists together occupying much of the width of the road, and who have just
come around the blind bend (see Figure 3: 3 cyclists across road)

- 3 cyclists, with 2 together on the wrong side of the road around the blind
bend.

- 2 separate examples of a lady pushing a pushchair containing an infant
around the blind bends
Several dog walkers

- Mobility scooter meeting cyclist head-on

- Ambulance across the road in the middle of the blind bend, accessing the
elderly persons care home (see Figure 4: Ambulance across Lower road)



Figure 4. Ambulance across Lower road at The Lodge, Elderly Persons Home



Title : Lower Road VideoTraffic analysis Oct16

Video Summary — Lower Road

Total cyclists, cars, motorbikes, commercial vehicles

Video Elapsed Hrs/mins to convert to BST
(Example: to view video of peak of 83vph at 4.30 to 5.30 pm, start at 21hrs 20 mins into the video)

11:50 12:20 12:50 13:50 14:50 15:50 16:50 17:50 18:50 19:50 20:50 21:20 22:50

Eritish Summer Time (BST) S )

07:00 07:30 | 08:00 09:00 10:00 11:00 12:00 13:00 14:00 15:00 16:00 | 4:30pm | 17:00

to to to to to to to to to to to to to
Date Video 08:00 08:30 | 09:00 10:00 11:00 12:00 13:00 14:00 15:00 16:00 17:00 | 5:30pm | 18:00 MNotes
No
Figure

Weds INCLUDES 27
26 cyclists but
Oct EXCLUDES 21
2016 14 TBA 62 vph | 64 vph TBA TBA TBA TBA TBA TBA TBA 78vph | 83vph | pedestrians

vph = vehicle movements per hour (vph)

TBA = 5till to be assessed

Mote ;: The above traffic data should be considered with the data described in the Consultation Submission by Hampshire County Council. Letter by Ray Alborough,
Hampshire County Council Economy, Transport and Environmental Department. Dated 23 May 2109, HCC Ref 024645. This letter states that Lower Road currently operates
as a shared surface. The additional traffic monitoring data presented here shows that the preliminary conclusions in the HCC letter cannot be sustained, most emphatically
so when related to Hampshire County Councils Transport Plan Policy Objective 9 (Shared space) — see section 2, ref to HCC Transport Plan below in this document



Traffic Analysis Detail -

Incidents Date: 26-Oct-16, Analysis Start Time: 15:30, Analysis Duration: 2 hours

Elapsed

Hrs/mins on Time

video of Day | Additional Traffic Safety Risk Events on blind double bend with no footpaths (additional to vehicle &

Incident | recording (BST) | cycling traffic)
20:20:00 15:30 | Start of Analysis Period
1 20:30:00 15:40 | 2 children on push scooters with adult heading towards bend (see Item 3 below)
2 20:30:00 15:40 | Cyclist + pedestrian walking abreast with another cyclist meeting car in the road.
3 20:31:00 15:41 | See Item 1 above; 2 Children on push scooters with adult walking in road around the bend (1 event)
4 20:51:00 16:01 | 2 Adults walking in the road around the bend
5 20:58:00 16:08 | 3 cyclists, together all abreast coming around the bend
6 20:55:00 16:09 | Pedestrian walking around the bend, in middle of road with cars coming in both directions
T 21:15:00 16:25 | logger coming from around bend in the road, with back to traffic
8 21:18:00 16:28 | Pedestrian walking in the road, around the bend, back to traffic, using mobile phone
9 21:21:00 16:31 | Vehicle from Elderly persons home reversing into road
10 21:25:00 16:35 | Lady pushing child in pushchair in the road
11 21:26:00 16:36 | Pedestrian walking in the road, around the bend, his back to the traffic
12 21:25:00 16:39 | 2 pedestrians walking dogs in the road
13 21:37:00 16:47 | Lady pushing child in pushchair in the road
14 21:39:00 16:49 | 2 Pedestrians walking abreast, in the road, around the bend, backs to the traffic
15 21:47:00 16:57 | 2 Pedestrians together, walking abreast, in the road from around the bend; one walking a dog
16 22:05:00 17:15 | Mobility Scooter meets cyclist head-on in the road
17 22:09:00 17:19 | 2 Pedestrians walking 2 abreast in the road, their backs to traffic meeting cars on the road
18 22:11:00 17:21 | 2 Pedestrians walking widely abreast across the whole road, around the bend
19 22:13:00 17:23 | 1 Pedestrian in Road
20 22:13:00 17:23 | 2 Pedestrians in the road, walking abreast
21 22:15:00 17:25 | 2 Pedestrians in the road, walking abreast
22 22:16:00 17:26 | Cyclist in the road pushing his bike around bend
23 22:17:00 17:27 | Cyclist, on wrong side of road, with friend walking alongside in the road
24 22:17:00 17:27 | 3 cyclists; 2 together on wrong side of road
25 22:18:00 17:28 | 3 cyclists, together all abreast across the full road width going around the bend
22:20:00 17:30 | End of 2-hour Analysis Period




2) Step-by-step test of the proposal tested against the current the Adopted Core
Strategy showing where the above proposal is clearly in severe conflict, cannot be
mitigated and should therefore be rejected:

- References below are to the current Core Strategy, page, paragraph and Policy numbers :
- Page 22, para 1.44 states "It is essential that the Core Strategy is read as a whole when
considering any planning application”

- Page 20, Table 1.1 Forward Together aligned with the Core Strategy
1. Health and Well Being; 6. Caring for our Borough

- Page 24, Policy CS1 Health and Well Being : subparas 7 and 8 : contrary to the Policy CS1,
this proposal degrades the opportunities for increased cycling, by substantially increasing
the vehicular traffic along the designated National Cycle national cycle route 22. In
particular, by concreting over Narrow Marsh Lane and blocking access to the historic
railway bridge, this proposal blocks a potential safe, non-vehicular cycle (and pedestrian)
access to the Broadmarsh coastal area specifically mentioned in this Policy.

- Page 25, para 2.08 emphasises the “first priority” of the Policy to be that of “...improving the
opportunities for exercise for all age groups including children’s play, walking, cycling...”
This proposal would do exactly the opposite. Extra vehicular traffic from the development
resulting in a 63% increase in dwellings served by Lower Road, all mixed in on a “shared
surface” with elderly residents living in their specialised accommodation on the blind bends
on Lower Road, plus children, cyclists and walkers would substantially increase the hazards
to these groups. The total distance from this proposed site centre to the nearest bus stop is
450 metres and these groups would be at substantially increased at risk and unprotected
for the majority of this distance.

- Page 28, para 2.25 Walking and Cycling : This para notes HBC's concern that it is the only
council in Hampshire where the use of footpaths has declined over four
consecutive years up to 2007 as indicated in the Quality of Life in Hampshire 2008 report.
This proposal with its increased vehicular traffic on existing footways and blocking of further
potential footpath access to the countryside and coast runs directly counter to the objective
to increase these activities.

- Page 29 : para 2.27 : ldentifies improvement to cycle route network as strategic; Quoting
this section : “With safer routes an increase in cycling can have substantial benefits for
health and reducing congestion. However, the number of accidenis needs to be reduced
significantly. For example, between 2003 and 2006 there were three fatal and 21 serious
accidents with a further 200 resulting in minor injuries. A substantial number of accidents
involved children”. This proposal would do the very opposite and increase the dangers to
cyclists, many of whom are indeed schoolchildren on there way to and from school along
Lower Road, much of which has no room for pavements or cycle ways and in places is
barely wide enough for 2 vehicles to pass (and only if pedestrians press themselves hard
against the boundary wall on one side or the high boundary hedge on the other side of the
blind bend as frequently happens).

- Page 45 Policy C55 Tourism, including para 3.56 : Quoting : * Policy CS5 encourages the
provision of sustainable and small scale recreational opportunities for tourists and day
visitors. These will be focused on the natural environment, seafront and ......etc....
schemes will be put in place as necessary, for example, information boards to help visitors
understand the local area and its wildlife.” Para 3.58 states “Broadmarsh would provide an
ideal location for a Visitors’ Centre, which could be used to promote and manage the area's
environmental assets.”

The author of this Objection could not agree more!



Currently, Old Bedhampton and Lower Road provides safe cycle and pedestrian access for
people in the wider surrounding area to access Broadmarsh — no cars required! This will be
substantially harmed if this proposal was not rejected.

The rural area of wildlife around the conservation area Old Bedhampton, its listed buildings
and safe footpaths to the coast including Broadmarsh represent a wonderful opportunity for
the Council to implement its policy — but only if this proposal for 50 houses is rejected. As
well as the dangers from vehicles, it would do irreparable harm to the setting, particularly
taking into account that an extension to the existing Conservation Area is being considered.
(mention Narrow Marsh Lane, old bridge, safe access to coast, possibly unlawful blocking
of this access route by the landowner around 20 years ago — maybe in later heritage
section.Time Travellers Guide, Old Bedhampton pdf on council website? | took my children
for walks)

- Page 66 Palicy CS111 Protecting and Enhancing the Special Environment and Heritage of
Havant Borough

page 67, paras 7.03, 7.04, 7.05, page 68, para 7.06 (esp ref to Sites of Importance for
Mature Conservation (SINCS) plus conservation areas), para 7.07 (esp reference to
Bedhampton Springs)

Page 79, para 7.12 refers to the "Havant Borough Townscape, Landscape and
Seascape Character Assessment 2007" This particular document lists "LCA 13: Historic
Bedhampton”

The introduction states "Landscape Conservation Objectives” : The Landscape strategy in
the Landscape Character Assessment for this area is to conserve and enhance the local
character” It further states the SINC percentage to be 14.62%.

Taking all the above sections into account it is clear that this development of an urban
development of 50 dwellings runs completely counter to all the objectives listed and should
therefore not be permitted.

Page 72, Policy CS13 Green Infrastructure + paras 7.21, 7.22, 7.23

Taken together, these sections of the Adopted Core Strategy, including the CS13 policy
statement “Development proposals that adversely affect green infrastructure will not be
permitted...... " all clearly demonstrate that permitting development of this site would not be
in keeping with the adopted council policy.

Some specific points :

para 7.23 quote : “The idea of green infrastructure is that rather than seeing all these areas
individually, they are seen as a whole, as a network and not just within a small area but in
our area at a sub-regional level. Looking at the strategic scale means that the
multifunctional properties of green infrastructure are appreciated rather than just seeing the
spaces as being either for recreation or as a habitat for example. Links are made that will
add value to the individual areas so that they provide wider community benefits for
education, improving health and wellbeing through opportunities for maintaining and
creating a sense of place, sustainable transport routes, play, exercise and relaxation;
wildlife habitats, flood management areas and local food production.”

On the last point, the field subject to this proposal is has been and continues to be used for
food production.

On the wider point in relation to Green Infrastructure, uniquely, the site forms an essential
part of the setting of the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area, (which as mentioned, is being
considered for extension). Lower Road itself, a historic sunken lane with its hedgerows and



as a shared space for children, cyclists, walkers and elderly people provides safe and
peaceful access not only to historic Old Bedhampton but also to the coastal areas of
Broadmarsh and beyond. The opportunity to re-open the footpath of Narrow Marsh Lane to
further enhance this linkage must not be thrown away.

Any reasonable interpretation of the Green Infrastructure sections of the Council's adopted
Core Strategy makes it clear that setting down an urban sprawl of 50 houses would cause
severe harm and cannot be justified.

Pages 111, 112, Paras 9.19, 9.20, 9.21 all emphasise the importance of discouraging car
use in any new development. This site, as well creating significant extra car use, would
actively discourage the existing walking and cycling activities due to the increased mixing of
vehicles with children, elderly persons and cyclists on the same shared surface.

Page 114 : para 9.27 Monitoring : Quoting : “ An important part of the Core Strategy is
putting in place adequate processes to monitor implementation. It is essential to check that
the Core Strategy is being implemented satisfactorily and to monitor whether the outcomes
from its implementation are as intended.” This para is mentioned primarily to highlight the
importance given in the Core Strategy that its provisions must be implemented and that this
planning proposal as has been shown in the sections above and those sections below, is
not compliant and must not be permitted.

Page 134, para 10.28 Caring for Our Borough — The Coast and Natural Environment
Policy DM8, Conservation, Protection and Enhancement of Existing Natural Features
Policy DM9 Development in the Coastal Zone; 10.28 Quote “...The council recognises the
importance of this unique environment and the need to protect and enhance it for both its
nature conservation value and its recreation and public access opportunities.....”

These Core Strategy sections illustrate again that the proposed urban development of 50
houses runs completely counter to the stated need to protect and enhance. The substantial
vehicular traffic increase from a 68% increase in dwellings served by the shared surface
that is Lower Road will be severely detrimental to public access for the non-car community.
Further, the insertion of an urban block of 50 houses right in the centre of the rural, historic
grassland area which provides walking and cycling routes between Narrow Marsh Lane
(accessible from Lower Road, but removed by this planning proposal) across to the coastal
areas of Broadmarsh and beyond could only serve to degrade the local historic and natural
environment.

page 139, para 10.38 Historic Environment Quote : “The council has certain statutory duties
in respect of the historic environment and even where no additional statutory controls exist,
for example in the case of historic parks and gardens, the council should consider this as a
material consideration in the determining of planning applications”

The area of Old Bedhampton is unquestionably an area of historic importance and is
demonstrated to be such throughout the Core Strategy sections referenced.

Additional references include : Havant Borough Council’s own document titled Old
Bedhampton Conservation Area located at :
https://www.havant.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/Old%20Bedhampton. pdf

Also : As produced in Jan 2019 by the Bedhampton Historical Collection, “The Time
Travellers Guide to Bedhampton Village” a 4 page guide to 21 different key points of special
historical interest and celebrating the 200 year old link between Bedhampton and the poet




John Keats.
The council in accordance with its policies, must protect this historic and rural area and its
setting. This proposal would cause significant harm and must not be permitted.

Transport

page 147, The Hampshire Local Transport Plan 2011 — 2031 : Policy Objective 9 :

“ Policy Objective 9: Introduce the 'shared space’ philosophy, applying Manual for Streets
design principles to support a better balance between traffic and community life in towns
and residential areas”

Please cross refer the Note in the Video Monitoring evidence (Part 1 of this document) and
the Consultation Submission by Hampshire County Council. Letter by Ray Alborough,
Hampshire County Council Economy, Transport and Environmental Department. Dated 23
May 2109, HCC Ref 024645. This letter states that Lower Road currently operates as a
shared surface.

In fact, the government has recently abandoned the concept of “shared space” owing to the
increase in accidents in areas trialled and in any case, Manual for Streets was not intended
to apply to historic, rural roads with blind bends and without pavements but rather straight
roads, often in historic town centres. Even if it did apply, the governments own figure
recommended a maximum capacity of 100 vehicles per hour (vph). The actual, verifiable
video monitoring data presented in section 1 of this document shows that 83 vph has
already been reached (including cyclists) before the substantial further increase which can
be expected from the 63% increase in dwellings which would all be served by Lower Road
if this proposal were to proceed. Without doubt, the proposal would lead to much greater
traffic on Lower Road, than the 100 vph guidance limit referred to in Manual for Streets.
Mevertheless work has stopped on creating such streets for safety reasons and if it did
apply the forecast of future traffic volumes would rapidly exceed the former recommended
capacity 100vph when it becomes no longer safe.
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Your Ref: APP/19/00427 HAVANT BQF‘OUSH
COUNCIL

10 JUN 28
WA
RECEE‘!&-D 7 June 2019

Planning Services

Havant Borough Council

Public Service Plaza Civic Centre Road
Havant

PO9 2AX

Dear Sir,
Objection to planning application No APP/19/00427

| am writing to raise my concerns and objections to this application by Bargate Homes (BH) to build
50 dwellings off Lower Road, Bedhampton which should be refused planning permission.

1. Firstly, it is inappropriate for any permission to be granted at the present time when the
Local Plan 2036 has not been agreed yet and there is a review ongoing for the Old
Bedhampton Conservation Area. It should therefore be refused and Bargate Homes can
apply again after the Local Plan and Conservation Area review have been agreed which are
due to set out the guidelines for development in this area. BH are trying to jump the gun and
obtain permission before it potentially gets more difficult for them to do so. The result of
the application will profoundly affect decisions for the area H20.

2. At present this is a greenfield site with agricultural land of grades 1 and 2. It is not necessary
to use this greenfield site rather than other brownfield sites to build 50 dwellings which will
hardly make any difference to the supply needed for Havant as it is such a small number. It
will degrade the ecology of the area.

3. If planning permission is given this will set a precedent. There is little doubt the landowner
will try again in a few years’ time to obtain permission to build on the remaining two fields,
one either side of this development. He would no doubt use the argument that as they are
now fragmented and less viable for agriculture they are not sustainable on their own and cut
off from any other agricultural land. So if this development is allowed to go ahead it makes
further development in this area much more likely at the expense of the nature and
character of the Conservation area. The whole site should be preserved as agricultural land
as it gives a green setting to the historic Conservation Area.

Part of the appeal and attractiveness of the Conservation Area is that it has a rural setting. If
these three fields are developed there will be no rural setting to enhance the heritage
assets. One of the important constraints set out in the Pre-Submission Local Plan for H20 is
the impact and setting of the nearby heritage assets and their setting. Reference is made in
particular to “the access through the Conservation Area and the need to retain the “village”
feel” and the design code should respond “to the semi-urban/rural setting of the adjacent
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Old Bedhampton Conservation Area.......... , surrounding fields and access restrictions via
Brookside Road and Lower Road”.

The Development Consultation Forum stated that “The impact of nearby heritage assets and
their setting must be addressed”. The Bedhampton Conservation Area is adjacent and
includes several Grade Il listed buildings and others of historic interest.

The Heritage Statement produced by Terence O’Rourke Ltd sets out the National Planning
Practice Guidance on conserving and enhancing the historic environment and says “heritage
assets are an irreplaceable resource and should be conserved in a manner appropriate to
their significance”. Local authorities are required to give “great weight” to the objective of
conserving designated heritage assets. All harm to them requires “clear and convincing
justification”.

This application does not deal with the effects of this development on the heritage assets in
the Conservation area and the quiet rural nature of the roads through the Conservation area
beyond setting out whether the new development is visible from the Conservation Area or
changes views from various viewpoints.

Public benefits from a development must outweigh any harm caused. This has manifestly
not been shown. To build 50 dwellings here is a minute proportion of the Borough’s needs
for new housing but at the cost of degrading the heritage assets and their setting. There is
no “clear and convincing justification” for the development.

The tranquil village of Old Bedhampton with its rural nature and historic buildings will be
ruined if permission is granted.

No proper consideration has been given to the effect of the development, particularly the
increase in traffic (vehicular, cyclist and pedestrian) on the Conservation area and on the
residents of Brookside Road and Bidbury Lane. Much of these roads are also shared surface
streets which are already unsafe at present before any increase in traffic. The only
consideration has been of the impact on Lower Road itself. All the roads in Old Bedhampton
are rural in character.

The traffic considerations are not “joined up” thinking. The Pre-Submission Local Plan Final
Transport Assessment gives a scenario of a fully signalised junction with traffic lights to
replace the Belmont roundabout but this has not figured in the consideration of the
additional traffic and delays incurred for this proposed development. If such traffic lights
were put in there will be additional delays to getting out of Brookside Road anyway before
the additional cars generated by the added 50 dwellings of this development.

The plan for the proposed signalised junction shows a shortening of the waiting lane to turn
right down into Brookside Road from Bedhampton Road too, meaning cars will queue back
onto the junction itself. In calculating the additional delay when coming from Portsdown Hill
Road, i-Transport in their statement have taken no account is taken of the fact that there
will be added traffic caused at this junction because traffic coming out of Brookside Road
wishing to drive towards Havant will have to go east first down to the Rusty Cutter
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roundabout and back up to the signalised Belmont junction again to travel west towards
Havant.

No consideration has been given to the fact that the additional traffic would no doubt try
and avoid the Belmont junction altogether particularly if it is bound for Havant by going
along Bidbury Lane (the narrow sunken lane which is single lane with very few passing places
and a blind corner) instead. Even if the traffic signals are not put in there will be a tendency
for traffic from the proposed development to cut out the junction by using Bidbury Lane as a
“rat run” at peak times.

The Transport Statement prepared by i-Transport for BH says in para 4.3.3 that a new
footpath is proposed and states :

“The stretch of Lower Road near the site currently without a footway will therefore cease to exist with

B v b i v 2 v nlarc "
aevelof ment in place.

But the new footpath does not extend along the whole of Lower Road — only along a short
part of the road and does nothing to help the narrow section without a footpath between
the two blind bends. Furthermore it is diverted away from the roadside behind the hedging.
| doubt most people walking from the Rusty Cutter roundabout and along Lower Road will
be bothered to take a longer route behind the hedging and most will simply continue to walk
on the road rather than take a longer diversion.

The traffic estimations in the model used do not stand up to scrutiny. They do not allow for
future increases in traffic. The number of additional cars estimated at peak times are
unbelievable.

We are talking about 50 dwellings which are going to have in total 136 car parking spaces.
Even taking off the 9 spaces allocated for visitor parking, this is 127 car parking spaces for
residents. As all of the dwellings are going to be 2, 3 or 4 bedroom dwellings rather than for
single occupancy it is reasonable to assume they will be mainly accommodation for families
with two adults and most likely two cars. Some may have more than two cars if there are
adult children living at home. To say these are likely to add only an extra 26 additional
vehicle movements at peak times seems disingenuous. If there are two adults working in full
time work in, say, two thirds of the dwellings commuting at peak times this would add an
extra 33 vehicular movements. | suggest that is a very conservative figure and that in fact
the number of additional vehicular movements is likely to be significantly higher than 33.

| do not believe the additional vehicular traffic will enable the road to “continue to
be a quiet and safe environment when the development is complete with the development

having no noticeable impact on the safety or operation of Lower Road” as is claimed in para
6.9.5 of the Transport Statement by i-Transport. It will make the road dangerous.

The traffic data collected was incomplete and drew inferences for which there was
insufficient data to substantiate. In reply to a question at the Development Consultation
Forum on 23" May 2018 we were told that the traffic data was collected on 19" to 22nd
April, 4" to 10" May and on 17" May and that none was collected during winter months or
during adverse weather conditions. There is no full 7 day collection period here and no
account taken of additional journeys undertaken by car instead of walking/cycling in bad
winter weather.
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11. The information given about accidents and likelihood of pedestrians meeting cars on the
triple bend section of Lower Road is unreliable and misleading. | have lived in Brookside
Road for nearly 30 years. In that time there have been three accidents where cars have
attempted to take the first bend when coming down Brookside Road from the main road too
fast and | have heard from inside my house the crash as they have hit (and knocked down on
two occasions) part of the boundary wall of Manor Cottage. | am sure there must have been
a lot of near misses too.

12. The information given about the typical speed of vehicles is also misleading. Traffic can go
significantly faster down the initial straighter part of Brookside Road than the speeds quoted
for Lower Road. Much of Brookside Road is also a shared surface street and is included in the
Conservation Area. With the added pedestrian and vehicular traffic it will not be safe to use
as a shared surface street.

13. The pedestrians in Brookside Road (especially at weekends) frequently take up a lot of space
on the shared surface roadway. It is common to see parents with a pushchair, another small
child held by the hand on one side and a dog on a lead walking out to the other side. These
can take up half the available roadway between them. Added to which there are frequently
a lot of cars parked along Brookside Road anyway at most times of day. (I believe some or all
of these belong to carers visiting various houses.) So much of Brookside Road is often only
passable as a single lane.

14. The i-Transport Statement details an alternative pedestrian route from the development to
the main road up Lodge Road and along Footpath 107. Most pedestrians will be wanting to
go to the shops, services and facilities in Bedhampton and these are all to the north east
(with the exception of the Rusty Cutter restaurant) so will naturally tend to walk the more
direct route along Bidbury Lane and across the recreation ground rather than up Footpath
107. Footpath 107 is extremely narrow. If weeds are not kept under control (and dog poo
not picked up) it can become even narrower too and for i-Transport to suggest that it can be
navigated by pushchairs and wheelchairs because at certain points it widens to 1.4 or 1.6m
is disingenuous. What if you meet another pedestrian at the narrow part?

15. Some bungalows are included in the plans. The Development Consultation Forum stated
that “the inclusion of a number of bungalows is supported as they may suit those with
mobility issues of which there is a shortage.”

It is likely therefore that some residents will have mobility issues and/or be wheelchair users
who would find the narrow footpath and shared surface streets difficult to use. There is
already a nursing home based on the part of Lower Road between the two blind bends
which may have residents in wheelchairs/mobility scooters from time to time who would
like to be pushed outside for some air if it was safer for them to use the road.

16. If the roadway round the bends in Lower Road is ample enough in width as claimed for large
vehicles why is it in the last'year or so when a house was being rebuilt from scratch at 11
Lower Road that many of the construction vehicles had to mount the grass verge between
The EIms and 20 Brookside Road in order to pass each other? The verge was so destroyed in
the process that it turned to mud and the grass had to be re-sewn and the verge reinstated.
How much more damage would construction traffic for 50 dwellings do in the Conservation
area right in front of the Grade 11 listed The Elms? Is it because large lorries cannot
negotiate the sharp bends on this part of the road without going outside of their lane? |
suggest it is.
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17. The overall impact the additional housing in the proposed development will have on the
area will be highly detrimental to the area’s use for recreation and enjoyment as a green
space.

Yours faithfully
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To Havant Borough Council
Planning Policy

Draft Local Plan

Civic Centre Road

Havant

Dear Sirs,

Re: Proposed Development South of Lower Road, Bedhampton (Area UE30
We write to express our objections to the proposed development for the following
reasons.

1. At present the area to the south of the Lower Road is an area of outstanding
natural beauty and adjacent to the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area. The
proposed development would rob the Borough of one of the few areas of
natural beauty that are left. It would reduce the value of the Conservation
Area.

W]

The Lower Road has no effective pavements along much of its length and a
dangerous double bend. It is also a cycle route. We have witnessed near
collisions between cars and cyclists (often children). The introduction of more
houses would mean more cars and increasing the risk of a serious accident.
The only access from the Lower Road is Brookside and Kingscroft Lane
(which was recently flooded preventing access by this route.).

The proposed development is a flood plain. As residents of almost fifty years
we are aware that in wet weather the present Farm Cottages were subject to
flooding. The properties to the north of the Lower Road are on a bank at least
three foot higher than the road surface. A recent walk by us, during heavy rain
demonstrated flood water running north to south into the proposed
development site.

(S )

4. At a time of increasing world food prices and with crop failure in parts of this
country due to adverse weather conditions, it is folly to build on prime
agriculture land.

5. The impact on local wildlife would be severe. The proposed development
would mean the destruction of the hedgerow on the south side of the Lower
Road which is the habitat for many birds and other wild life. The fields are
also an area used by many migrant birds. The proposed development would
threaten the habitat of many species of wildlife which are already rare in the
Havant Borough.

Finally we question the value of resident consultation if their views are totally
ignored. From your previous consultation, it was quite clear that the majority of
residents were completely against any development on the area south of the Lower
Road (area UE30).

Yours faithfully

HAVANT BOROUGH COUNCIL

: 3 JUN2019
RECEIVED
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31 May 2019

Planning Services
Havant Borough Council
Public Service Plaza
Civic Centre Road
Havant PO9 2AX

Ref APP/19/00427

Dear Sirs

| wish to make it known that | am completely opposed to the Planning Application made
by Bargate Homes for the building of 50 dwellings on land south of Lower Road,
Bedhampton.

| was born locally but saw many different places during my husband’s career in HM Forces. We
came back here in the early '80’s and what hasn’t changed is the high cost of housing in this area.
This should be addressed by other areas being opened up and developing there. All of our little
jewels of tranquility will be eroded by pollution. | was born just before WW?2 and realised we were
entering a changed world, but did not expect all the evils brought upon by what is happening in
the world today.

Yours

HAVANT BOROUGH COUNCIL

3 JUN 2019
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To: Planning Services, Havant Borough Council, Public Service Plaza, Civic Centre Road, Havant,
PQO9 2A

Email : planning.development@havant.qgov.uk
U 2 WA ARRTIRIAN - AR A h A" 1R

To: Havant Council

Re: Planning Application APP/19/00427 (Bargate Homes application to build 50 houses south of
Lower Road in Old Bedhampton)

| wish to object to the above planning application which should be refused planning permission.

My reasons for saying this planning application should be completely rejected are as follows:

Name :

Address

It will completely ruin the tranquil hamlet that is Old Bedhampton with its rural lanes and
beautiful, listed buildings.

The only access to this proposed new development is through the conservation area via
Brookside Road or the single track Bidbury Lane. The 50 houses will create a massive
increase in traffic which will shatter the peace and tranquillity of the area.

The increased traffic on these often narrow, pavementless roads with their already
treacherous blind bends will cause a very real danger to us all. Walkers cyclists, school
children, parents with prams, along with the disabled and elderly- all will be put at danger.

The impact that this housing will have on the area will be detrimental to the environment
and the hundreds of people who use the area as a ‘green lung’ for recreation and exercise
in the midst of a heavily built up urban environment.

As a council Havant should be providing leadership by for example providing ...better
cycling and walking routes ... green spaces.

We already have designated cycle route (Lower Road) and a beautiful green space in the
whole of Old Bedhampton- we just want to keep it for us all to enjoy as generations have
done before us.

Do not ruin one environment to create another!

We strongly urge the council to reject this plan and let us preserve the jewel that is Old
Bedhampton.

Let it not be on our watch that this haven for all is lost to us and future generations!

HAVANT BOROUGH
COUNCI
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To: Havant Council

LN

Re: Planning Appiication APP/19/00427 (Bargate Homes appiication to buiid 50 houses south of Lower
Road in Old Bedhampton)

| wish to object to the above planning application which should be refused planning permission.
My reasons for saying this planning application should be completely rejected are as follows:

- It will completely ruin the quiet, tranquil recreational area that is Old Bedhampton with its
Conservation Area and Listed Buildings and which is accessed via Brookside Road, Lower Road and
Bidbury Lane

- Because the only way to reach Lower Road (a cul-de-sac) is via Brookside Road or the single track
Bidbury Lane, there will be a massive increase in road traffic due to 50 more houses. This will be a
great danger to the hundreds of families around Bedhampton and Havant who come to Old
Bedhampton to walk, play and cycle with their children as well as dog walkers and elderly people.

- There will be extreme danger to schoolkids and others both on bikes and on foot as well as elderly
and disabled people, families and dog walkers who have to walk on the road around the blind triple
bends along Lower Koad. This road Is very narrow, has no pavements or room for any and 1s barely
wide enough for 2 cars or Home Delivery vans to pass each other, let alone for children and families
to be squeezed past by these vehicles.

- Lower Road with its 3 blind bends is used heavily by schoolchildren going to and from school and by
cycling commuters, as well as by leisure cyclists as a safe alternative to the busy main road.
Massively increasing the car traffic from the 50 houses will put them at serious and unacceptable
risk.

- Unbelievably, there is an Old Peoples Residential Home right in the middle of the blind bends with
no pavement. It is outrageous that a planning application should be made which will double the
cars and delivery vans squeezing past these elderly and often infirm old people, some in
wheelchairs as they try to take some daily exercise. This planning application must be refused.

- Other reasons:

Name :

Addres
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