
On Mon, 25 Nov 2019 at 21:50,  

To Daphney Haywood 

Thank you for your swift response to my email. 

It would appear that your advice from HCC is referring me to the very response I am 
objecting too, which has now re-appeared on the planning portal. The advice also provides 
some specific points to highlight the poor quality of the planning application but does not 
answer all of my objections. I look forward to receiving the further information stated when 
reviewed by HCC officers in due course, preferable before any recommendation is reached. 

On a personnel matter, and in my capacity as design authority for National Air Traffic 
Services with safety accountabilities for systems with specific safety assurance for every 
single person flying within the whole of UK airspace, I find it difficult to understand why HCC 
do not seem that concerned with the safety issues raised by local residents. I can state for a 
fact that if any advice provided by myself was based on information which had been 
challenged or stated as incorrect, and I knowingly disregarded, the consequences would be 
severe. 

I hope you will persevere in attaining the information required to answer the Highway Safety 
concerns of the residents and visitors of Old Bedhampton. 

Best Regards 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



On Mon, 25 Nov 2019 at 17:38, Haywood, Daphney <Daphney.Haywood@havant.gov.uk> wrote: 

Thank you for your email. As it relates to a Highway Safety matters I have taken advice from 

Hampshire Highways who have advised me:  

 In its capacity as the local highway authority, Hampshire County Council has formally commented on 

the application.  It is understood that a copy of our response is publicly available on the planning 

portal.  However, I have asked my officers to review the points that you have raised and where 

appropriate, to provide further information in response to the comments you raise.  

 The pedestrian and cycle movements differ in the two tables as they are being assessed during the 

different peak hours for that mode of transport.  Table 2.3 assesses movements during the vehicle 

peaks whereas tables 2.1 and 2.2 assess the pedestrian and cyclist movements in their respective 

peak hours.  This explains the different average movements from those presented in the individual 

tables provided in the I-Transport report. 

 The walking distance assessment that you have undertaken takes distances from the western end of 

Lower Road, rather than from the middle of the site.  This explains the differences in the assessment 

that you have undertaken when compared to I-Transport’s.  Following an audit of the main route to 

the nearby schools, the Highway Authority will be securing a contribution to improve the primary 

walking route to these schools through a S106 agreement.  

 As the safest and most direct walking route, it is assumed that pedestrians will remain on the 

western side of Lower Road through the section of missing footpath.  As a result, a drawing detailing 

the visibility splays around the bend on Lower Road was not requested.  The applicant did provide 

85th percentile speeds on Lower Road which were used to calculate the visibility available for 

pedestrians.  

 The Highway Authority has reviewed accident data for the past 20 years for Lower Road, which has 

revealed no prior accidents at this location.  Having considered these factors, and sought the views of 

our in house road safety auditor, the Highway Authority recommended no objection for the reasons 

set out in its formal planning response. 

Your letter of objection has been treated as a formal objection and as such will be saved to the 

Council’s website.   

 Best Regards 

Daphney Haywood 

Principal Planner 

Planning Services 

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

Direct Phone: 023 9244 6513 

































I can only therefore assume that the inaccurate Highways response to APP/19/00427 will be used to 
determine the reports recommendation then. This is frustrating and disappointing when the safety 
of the local residents should be of paramount concern to the Council. 
 
Please find attached two statements verifying a recent accident on Lower Road that was not 
reported to the police. I am now aware of at least 3 accidents on Lower Road that have not been 
reported to the police and this only goes to strengthen my previous comments made below and 
highlight the inadequacy of the Highways response to APP/19/00427, which is available on the 
Council's website. The statements attached can be found on the planning application below: 
 

Reference APP/19/01083 

Alternative Reference PP-08207694 

Please can you add this accident evidence to APP/19/00427 and therefore allow a full and lawful 
decision to be made on the suitability of granting any such planning permission. 
 



Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Having seen the proposed development for the end of Lower Road, Old Bedhampton, I 
would like to lodge my objection. 
 
Given that the development of Lower Rd is also up for the H20 50 homes plans, the 
vehicular use of the road would increase considerably. It may not therefore cause huge 
impact at present on those that drive in and out of the cement-making establishment and 
the residents of Lower and Lodge Road, but it certainly will if the 50 homes go ahead. The 
road is used all day long by runners and cyclists - it is adjoining a cycle route - and my 
husband, on a bike as a commuter, has already had several near-miss traffic incidents. He 
has also been physically knocked off of his bike by a runner who charged into him whilst 
avoiding traffic - his bike is broken, his hand significantly injured and bruised, but thankfully 
not more serious. 
 
I note also that the buildings already resemble a dumping ground, there are vehicles in 
there every day, including the weekend, and some of these drive at high speed on the blind 
bends. I also note that this is retrospective? If not agreed previously then why now? 
 
The industrial use of the land as a dumping ground needs addressing in itself - it appears to 
be some kind of car scrapyard?  This proposal should be also be thought about in 
conjunction with the possible 50 homes in the H20 plans, and not as Lower Rd and the 
surrounding area currently stand.  
 
With kind regards  
 
 



I would like you to note my objection having seen the proposed development for the end of Lower 
Road, Old Bedhampton. 
 
 
Lower road is used all day long by runners, cyclists and dog walkers as it  is right next to a cycle 
route. Being a cyclist, who commutes to work 5 days a week, I have already had several near-miss 
traffic incidents. In fact, most recently,  I have been knocked off of my bike by a runner who charged 
into me whilst avoiding traffic. This resulted in a broken bike and a bruised, injured hand. With this 
in mind, and the fact that the vehicles already using this site drive fast on blind bends, Consideration 
needs to be given to the definite increase of vehicles If the development of Lower Rd and the H20 50 
homes plans go ahead. The impact may not be there at first but it will if the 50 home development 
goes ahead.  
 
 
I am also interested in the current position of this proposal as it appears that it has not been agreed 
previously. Is the intention to improve its appearance?  
 
 
This proposal needs further clarity especially in light of the proposed housing development. 
 



























Subject: App/19/01083 (Barn at Lower Road) & App/19/00427 (Housing at Lower Road): 
Need for consistency in decision making.  
  
Dear Daphney and Rachael, 
 
I write to you both as the officers principally involved in the reports on these two applications. 
I have copied this email to a number of others who have asked to be kept informed on 
matters related to the latter proposal. 
 
The Borough Council has now reached a decision on the application at the Barn and I have 
studied the content of the officers' report. I see a number of significant inconsistencies 
between this and the content of the report, yet to be determined, on the housing application. 
I have set out these findings in the attached statement. For ease of reference, you will see 
the extracts from the former are shaded and my findings follow them in red.   
 
You will not be surprised to see that I believe HBC needs greater consistency in its findings 
and approach when you come to prepare the (revised?) report on the housing for DMC. In 
my opinion, the interpretation of guidance and policy used to determine the Barn application 
must be consistently applied to the housing application and a different conclusion and 
recommendation reached to help members to determine this application in a consistent 
manner that protects all the heritage assets located here. 



Dear All, 

With regards to Lower Road Planning Application App/19/00427 and the 
adjournment of the recent DMC, I would like to highlight the lack of consideration to 
the Bechstein's bats that forage on the land south of Lower Road. The final HBC 
report has failed to bring this subject to the attention of the DMC. The Bechstein's 
bats foraging area was previously shown on the HBC website but now appears to 
have been removed. However, the image is shown in att1. The proposed 
development is shown right at the centre of this foraging area in att2. 

The mitigation provided in the final HBC report was to provide a number of bat boxes 
but I feel this is grossly inadequate and misses the point. The Bechstein's bats have 
legal protection as described below: 

·        Bechstein's bat appears in Appendix II of the Berne Convention (Convention 
on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats). This requires that 
they be strictly protected against deliberate killing, capture, damage/destruction of 
breeding and nesting sites, disturbance, trading (including parts and derivatives), etc. 

·        They also appear in Appendix II of the Bonn Convention on the Conservation 
of Migratory Species of Wild Animals, under which signatories are encouraged to 
draw up agreements to restore/maintain species' conservation status through 
management and other appropriate measures. 

·        Bechstein's bats are also protected under Annexes II and IV of the European 
Communities Council Directive on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and Wild 
Fauna and Flora. These cover species of community interest the conservation of 
which requires the designation of Special Areas of Conservation (SACs); and 
species that are in need of strict protection respectively. Damage or destruction of 
breeding sites or resting places is prohibited, and all life stages are protected against 
deliberate capture, killing or disturbance in the wild; and keeping, transport, 
sale/exchange and offering for sale/exchange of specimens. 

·        Under domestic legislation, Bechstein's bats are covered by the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). Under Schedule 5 the deliberate killing, 
injuring, taking, possessing, disturbing and selling (including parts and derivatives) 
as well as damaging, destroying or obstructing any structure or place of refuge etc 
are prohibited. Under Schedule 6, certain methods of killing or taking animals are 
specifically prohibited, and even humane trapping for research requires a licence. 

The Bechstein's bats have chosen this parcel of land to forage on and should not be 
mitigated by the provision of just some bat boxes. When must we stop mitigating our 
wildlife and instead let it thrive? Please can this subject be added to the next DMC 
as it has been raised in previous objections but not fully addressed. 
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