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Havant Borough Council Planning Dept
FAO: Daphney Haywood
13th November 2015
Dear Daphney,

[bookmark: _GoBack]APP/15/01235 - Outline application for residential development for 43 residential dwellings with access off Woodcroft Lane

I am writing on behalf of the Havant Area Disability Access Group to object to the aforementioned application according to the following Government Guidance and also Council Policies.

Core Policy – CS16
The development appears to conflict with Policy CS16 in at least three obvious ways.  
1. The first is that according to 2(b) “New streets are not dominated by vehicular traffic;” the reality that the current layby used by parents to drop off their children has been moved into the development will result, as it does for every school in the Borough, if not Hampshire, in a high volume of traffic entering, seeking to park, and having no through route to exit, requiring a variety of complex movements, such as three-point-turns, reversing around corners, etc, to exit the development.  From my experience as both a primary-stage parent AND a school governor, this could result in a ‘perfect storm’ of traffic chaos on a daily basis.

2. According to 2(c) “The layout of the development is legible, meaning it is easy to orientate oneself and move through”.  Given the twice-daily storm of vehicular traffic corresponding with school opening and closure, the development is effectively a cul-de-sac, with turning spaces and shared spaces* which will inevitably be used for visitor parking this making them impractical for their designed purpose.

3. Paragraph 4 of CS16 reads as follows:

“Is inclusive by considering the needs of those with disabilities, ensuring safe and convenient access for all; and integrating affordable and supported housing with  market housing through tenure blind design to minimise social exclusion and  promote social integration”

From what I had read from the Design and Access Statement and the overview, the following points are in direct opposition to this requirement:
a) From my analysis of the Design and Access statement(s), none of the housing is designed or specifically built to be accessible by individuals or families with physical disabilities.
b) The topographical nature of the development, while shown in diagram form, but not (as far as I can see) documented in readable format, will present potential problems for many people, both residents of the development and those following the existing pathways through, in being able to safely and readily navigate.
c) The lack of accessible housing means that nothing is being done to “minimise social exclusion and promote social integration”

4. With respect points 7.12 and 7.13 of the “Residential Parking and Cycle Provision” Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) which is still in-force due to a number of errors found in the draft version of its replacement, there does not appear to be any marked visitor parking, nor is there ANY properly enforced or marked disabled parking.  This development has been clearly stated as being more than a ‘minor’ development thus the points above apply.

Statement of Community Involvement

The SCI was invoked and is documented in the Design and Access Statement document(s), however for some reason, despite being identified multiple times in the published and adopted 2013 of Havant’s SCI, our group was never consulted by the County Council on this development.  While the policy is not clear as to the correlation between type/size of development and point of consultation, given the length of time this development has been in progress, not making the consultation is questionable.  In our opinion, by using the process, the developer should follow it, at least in spirit, fully.

The relevance of the SCI is further strengthened through the 2011 Localism Act which provides for the “Requirement to consult communities before submitting very large planning applications”.  This may not meet the ‘very large’ criteria, but neither is it very small.

Manual for Streets

Further to the failure to consult at an earlier stage under the SCI, the documentation also refers to guidance from the ‘Manual for the Streets’.  Again, the developer, which is also the Highways Authority in this case (Hampshire County Council) has indicated that the aforementioned guidance is appropriate to this development, and indicates no limitations or specific sections.  We therefore once again ask the question why the Borough’s singular representative disability group was NOT consulted in-line with the strongly worded guidance found in section 6.1.  From our own informal consultations with local disabled people, the majority are increasingly frustrated with the emphasis on converting, often excessive narrow, pavements into shared use cycle-paths, often in poorly lit areas, leading to a dangerous mix of fast-moving cyclists, and slow-moving disabled people, whether using mobility vehicles, or on foot.

It is our contention that a guidance document such as this should be considered and followed as a whole, and not just have elements selected from it which suit the current purpose.  We have no issue with cyclists on designated cycle paths, provided they exercise appropriate caution, give way to pedestrians and disabled people AND adhere to the national 4mph speed limit which applies on these routes.

To summarise:
We contend that this development:
a) Fails to satisfy multiple requirements laid out in the Core Strategy Document CS16, specifically in the lack of consideration of school traffic, the layout of the development to handle surges of traffic, there is no consideration to the inclusion of disabled people and their families in the development of the housing
b) Existing SPD’s on parking have not been fully implemented
c) The SCI (Statement of Community Involvement) is, in spirit at least, intended to be used in advance of submission of a development plan, at a stage where the feedback will be of realistic use should changes be required.  This too is supported within the 2011 Localism Act.
d) Hampshire County Council, as both developer AND Highways Authority has chosen to accept the ‘Manual for the Streets’ as proper guidance, yet has taken no account of the obligations under section 6.1.  If you adopt guidance, it is unsupportable to follow only the parts which are convenient.

While we are firmly OBJECTING to the development on the grounds stated above, we are only objecting on matters of accessibility and what might be seen by some as potential abuse of the published planning process.  With appropriate direct consultation and some minor changes, the majority of our objection could be removed.

As a group, we exist to promote equality of access, not to hinder positive change, nor to prevent local authorities carrying out their mandates to increase the quantity of available housing according to Central Government targets.

Given this application is submitted by the County Council, they should be mindful in all respects of their development here, that they are bound by both the Equality Act (2010) and more importantly the Public Sector Equality Duty which, amongst other obligations, requires statutory authorities to promote social inclusion in all actions.

As this development stands, with no adapted housing, no accessible parking, and questionable pavement and road design, they are not achieving the required standard.

Yours sincerely,
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Andrew Bundy
Secretary, Havant Area Disability Access Group
 info@hadag.org.uk		 www.hadag.org.uk
Public Service Plaza,  Havant.  PO9 2AX
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Write to us at Public Service Plaza, Civic Centre Way, Havant.  PO9 2AX
Telephone Messages can be left on 07518 008 091.  Please allow 2-3 days for reply.
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