Sent: 09 December 2015 16:50
To: Daphney Haywood
Cc: HADAG Shared Mailbox; Owen.Devine@hants.gov.uk
Subject: RE: APP/15/01235 - Outline application for residential development for 43 residential dwellings with access off Woodcroft Lane

Daphney,

Taking the housing design aside, the remainder of the material considerations listed previously still stand.  Those based on Published and approved Planning Policies of the Borough Council take priority over any other considerations, though we’ve identified a number of other equally valid considerations which have not been considered.

With respect to Owen, and the Highways Team, our group has not observed any particularly sound planning or design decisions on the part of the Highways Authority (HCC) nor the devolved team within HBC.  Over the last five years, I am aware of very few developments or major refurbishments which have been fully inclusive or safe for disabled people, and that includes much of the pavements around my home.  In terms of actual consultation (without request) – I believe only one or two developments have come our way.

On the other hand, planning policies, highway guidelines and other elements of the same quoted policies and documents are enforced in a much different manner on householders and smaller developers.  We, as a group, while unhappy with the Policies as they stand, at least feel they should be enforced fairly and equally as they stand.  I would further point out, that under the new planning rules, material considerations based on local Council policies take priority over any other considerations.

We are an open and very approachable group.  In the past, we were frequently consulted by planners and devolved highways staff, however since the Localism Bill, which should have improved consultation, we have barely been approached at all, despite all the work undertaken to improve communication.  

Therefore, with the exception of point three in my original letter, the remaining three material considerations remain relevant and the published plans remain, in our opinion, in conflict both with these, and the larger view of the SCI, 2011 Localism Act, and the Public Sector Equality Duty in which it fails two of the three ‘due regards’ requirements, namely:
        Advance equality of opportunity between people who share a protected characteristic and those who do not.
        Foster good relations between people who share a protected characteristic and those who do not.
As much as I appreciate that this development has been underway for a long time, the PSED and Localism Bill came into force in 2011, as did the Core Planning Strategy of the Borough Council, and the Equality Act the year before.  Indeed, the DDA and similar legislation covered similar points for a considerable amount of time before this.

I think we can all agree that just because policies have accidentally not been followed correctly for such a long time, does not mean that they should continue to be disregarded simply as a matter of convenience.  This would go against the principles of open government and the Localism Act which aims to bring such decisions close to the ENTIRE community.

As a group, we wish to be pro-active and complimentary to the planning process, and to be involved and consulted during the very early pre-planning stages which has always been one of the under-pinning principles of planning legislation.  However, because such consultation has ceased, both from developers (who appear possibly not to be receiving our details) nor by local authorities (who DO have our details), this is not happening.  Therefore we only find out about such matters at the planning stage, leaving objection our only tool.  This helps nobody, and wastes a lot of money.

However, our OBJECTION remains in force, based on the material considerations included in the original letter with the exception of item 3.  We take no pleasure from doing this, but we are taking what we feel is the responsible view and looking not just at the present, but at the future generations as well.

With Kindest Regards / Mit freundlichen Grüßen / Très cordialement

Andy Bundy
Secretary, Havant Area Disability Access Group
info@hadag.org.uk | www.hadag.org.uk
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