
BEECH ROAD SAFETY WORKING GROUP 

 

MINUTES OF THE FIFTH MEETING HELD AT 19:30 ON 25 May 2020 

 

 

 

1. Attendees: 

Charles Cockburn (CC) 

Tony Ransley (TR) 

Nick Ward (NW) 

Malcolm Ward-Close (MWC) 

Ian Gibson (IG) 

Roger Ison (RI) 

David Walker (DW) 

 

Apologies for absence: Eric Baker (EB), Brian Wagstaff (BW). 

 

2. The Minutes of the previous meeting on 7th May were reviewed and approved 

unanimously. Approval was proposed by Tony Ransley, seconded by Nick Ward and 

signed off “virtually” by the Chairman, Charles Cockburn. Charles will formally sign off 

in front of the meeting next time we are able to meet in person (post lockdown). This is 

the third set of Minutes requiring this approach. There were no matters arising from this 

review. 

 

3. Declaration of Interest – (in accordance with the National Association of Local Councils Model 

Code of Conduct adopted July 2018) Councillors and Working Group members are reminded of 

their responsibility to declare any disclosable pecuniary interest which they may have in any item 

of business on the agenda no later than when that item is reached. Unless dispensation has been 

granted, you may not participate in any discussion of, or vote on, or discharge any function 

related to any matter in which you have a pecuniary interest as defined by regulations made by the 

Secretary of State under the Localism Act 2011.  You must withdraw from the room or chamber 

when the meeting discusses and votes on the matter.  

No interests were declarable at this time. 

 

4. Update – New driver awareness signs procurement and installation.  
 

Tony and Charles were pleased to report that the Parish Council has approved the 

purchase and installation of the signs agreed by BRSWG at the last meeting, pending 

final approval of the design and positioning of the signs from Hampshire Highways. A 

decision from HH is expected by Friday 29
th

 May. 

The process then will be to order the signs which are on a 3 to 4 week lead time. 

In terms of installation, Tony has confirmed that the Parish Council has the requisite 

Public Liability and Personal Accident Insurance to allow Councillors and Council 

volunteers to perform this work. An email From the Chair of the PC is attached in 

Appendix A on this item. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



5. Workstream Reports 

WORKSTREAM 1. Pathways     NW / EB 

 

Appendix B contains the detailed report from this workstream including the outcome from 

the discussion in the meeting. 

 

In addition there was a review about the state of certain pathways in Beech as follows: 

(i)               Path 702 (Kings Hill to Wivelrod Road) is overgrown. The ramblers are aware 

and it's on their list for cutting 

(ii)              Bridleway 709 (Thedden to A339) is infested with Giant Hogweed (poisonous 

and can inflict burns). The Parish Council has reported the Hogweed to HCC so perhaps they 

will come out to clear it. 

 

 

 

WORKSTREAM 2. Highway development   IG / MW-C 

 

No progress made on this workstream owing to COVID shielding requirements and work on 

the new signage programme. The expectation is that possible concepts for highway 

development in the narrowest part of Medstead Road can be developed for initial review at 

the next Meeting. The South Perrott scheme approach is top of the list of possibilities here 

and an idea of costs for this would be beneficial (albeit with wide uncertainty budgets at this 

stage). 



 

WORKSTREAM 3. Speed Control / Enforcement   CC, TR 

A response has been received on how the Average Speed Cameras around Heathrow were 

installed and operated has been received but, unfortunately, this still leaves certain questions 

unanswered. A further approach is required. 

WORKSTREAM 4. Campaigning and Lobbying   CC 

All 18 Parish and Town Councils have approved Charles’ letter to the local Police and Crime 

Commissioner. The concept of working together to create a greater combined voice has been 

developed and will be tested here. The longer term objective is to use the credibility and 

goodwill thus generated to propose joint action by villages who have rat run problems similar 

to those faced by Beech. Already, the approach to the Chief Constable has opened up 

conversations on road safety, speeding and enforcement. What has become clear is that each 

village is acting independently, which prompts the question would we get better support from 

Hampshire Highways regarding speed reductions if we were to act in unison? 

From current work it appears that Ian Janes’ support is key to securing progress in this area. 

A Highways Engineer by training, it will be important to approach him in the appropriate 

manner, with our facts and figures carefully martialled. 

WORKSTREAM 5. Funding      TR 

Disappointingly for us, currently all grant funds have been diverted to Covid-19 “projects”. 

The Parish Council will approach District and County Councilors re their annual ‘gift’ 

allowances, but these will probably go to Covid-19 projects as well. It appears we will need 

to wait to see what happens when the current crisis subsides. 

 

6. Discussion on communications with Mr Mark Housby, Highway Asset Information 

Manager 

This very good and helpful contact appears to have key detailed and historical information on 

who owns what adjacent to the highways in Beech which could be critical to our approach on 

solutions for improving road safety for pedestrians in particular. His files are locked away in 

the HCC Winchester offices and are therefore currently inaccessible. Once this office reopens 

it will be critical to see what information these files will yield. 

 

7. The next meeting will be held at 7.30pm. on Monday 29
th

 June – almost certainly using 

the GoToMeeting software. 

 

 

N J Ward  

 

 

 



 

 

 

Appendix A 

 
All, 

Re: These proposals and insurance 

  

I have looked at our insurance policy documents and Louisa has consulted the insurers. Our 

conclusions are as follows. 

  

·        The installation of the posts and signs, and the approved presence of the posts & signs 

on roadside land, will be covered by our Public Liability insurance. 

·        Councillors and the council’s volunteers, engaged in installing or maintaining the 

posts and signs, will be covered by the policy’s Public Liability and Personal Accident 

insurance provisions. 

  

This is all provided that the council has followed all of the risk reduction measures demanded 

by the policy. 

  

·        The insurer reminds us that we must risk assess all job roles, and that necessary health 

and safety procedures must be in place such as not working right on the edge of the road, 

having protective clothing and PPE equipment where appropriate (in these Covid-19 

times). 

·        Under the policy’s General Conditions there is the following paragraph: 

Reasonable Precautions 

The insured will comply with all regulations imposed by any competent authority and take all 

reasonable precautions to prevent or minimise accident, injury, loss or damage. In addition, 

the insured will comply with makers recommendations made in respect of plant and 

machinery wherever reasonably practicable. 

In terms of the siting of the posts on HCC-owned land, HCC is clearly a ‘competent 

authority’ and so for insurance purposes there must be evidence that HCC is content with 

either (i) the proposed post positions, or failing that, (ii) that the posts can be anywhere as 

long as they are at least 2.1m from the carriageway. 

  

Kind regards 

  

Graham Webb 

Beech Parish Council 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix B 
 

WORKSTREAM 1 – PATHWAYS 

May 2020 
 

GENERAL 
 

Details of land owned by Hampshire Highways adjacent to the roads has been obtained and a 

report issued. Interestingly there has also been correspondence received from Mr Mark 

Housby, the Highways Asset Information Manager at HCC, which suggests there is 

potentially Highways owned land adjacent to Medstead Road at its narrowest point between 

the Village Hall and the forest area. This is in contradiction to the Highways maps received 

so is being investigated as the opportunity to put in a pathway in that section (or not) needs to 

be clarified.  

In addition, it will be necessary to ask Mr Housby to validate land ownership up Kings Hill 

too, where a pathway adjacent to the current road surface is the preferred pedestrian safety 

option for the lower part of this section. 

 

 

PATHWAY SECTION 1: Medstead Road adjacent to Forestry England land. 
 

A response has been received from Forestry England rejecting our proposal to run a rural 

pathway through their land running parallel to Medstead Road. 

This leaves four options for this section as discussed in the meeting: 

1. Obtain a quote for a pathway running on Highways owned land adjacent to this 

section of Medstead Road. This was not considered to be cost effective initially as the 

land is uneven and contains numerous drainage channels. 

2. Adopt the “South Perrott” style of vehicle/pedestrian road construction, especially if 

this approach is adopted elsewhere on Medstead Road 

3. Challenge Forestry England’s decision at a more senior level leveraging contacts in 

Hampshire County Council. Clearly the likelihood of success is unknown and this 

may antagonise the people in Forestry England we would have to work with. 

4. Leave this section without a pathway and focus instead on improving the condition of 

the top of Wellhouse Road extension (formerly Grange Road) so that pedestrians can 

be encouraged to take this route and Wellhouse Road itself rather than walking down 

Medstead Road. 

 

THE DECISION WAS TO PARK WORK ON THE ABOVE OPTIONS FOR THE 

TIME BEING UNTIL THE SITUATION ON THE LOWER PART OF MEDSTEAD 

ROAD BECOMES CLEARER. 

 

 

PATHWAY SECTION 2: Medstead Road adjacent to private woodland. 
 

Approval for such a pathway across the private land has been agreed in principle with the 

landowner. For such a path 1.5m wide a budget quote of £53.75k (+VAT) has been received 

(from Poulsom PPH). (Details available). 

Further quotes will be required if/when this is to be formally proposed to the PC. 

 



PATHWAY SECTION 3: From 1 Kings Hill up to the point where the cross country 

path between Kings Hill and Wivelrod Road exits on the right. 
 

Hampshire Highways own sufficient land on both sides of Kings Hill on this stretch to lay a 

pathway. (This needs to be validated by Mr Housby). The LHS appears more logical as it 

would join directly onto the proposed pathway through the private woodland and the LHS has 

gaps between the highway and the start of the housing for most of the route – there are a 

couple of critical exceptions to this. 

 

Key issues to be resolved to achieve this: 

1. Confirm Highways land ownership (Mr Housby’s files) and gain their approval to 

install a pathway on this land. 

2. Approach residents on LHS of Kings Hill to get their agreement. Need 

advice/agreement from Beech PC on the best way of addressing this issue. (Note – 

there is no Kings Hill representation on BRSWG). 

3. Depending on above get quotations to lay pathway. 

 

 

PATHWAY SECTION 4: Top of Wellhouse Road extension down to Medstead Road. 

(aka. Grange Road). 
 

This is officially classed as a “road” and, as such, is the responsibility of Hampshire 

Highways. Contact has been made and the suggestion of developing a pathway here has been 

received positively. Options and costs (from Highways) are awaited but are delayed due to 

COVID 19 restrictions. Who would pay for such a development is still to be decided. 

The meeting expressed concern that any work may turn this section into a functioning road 

which is NOT the objective here. Any work that laid just a pathway may require a 

reclassification of this section which could be challenging to achieve. 

ACTION – RE-ESTABLISH CONTACT WITH HIGHWAYS ENGINEER ONCE 

LOCKDOWN RESTRICTIONS LIFT.  

 

 

PATHWAY SECTION 5: Kings Hill to the Abbey 
 

This section was reviewed last time work was done on road safety in Beech. It will be 

possible to get costs for such a path but, in terms of priority, this would seem to be near the 

bottom of the list given that it is on the extremity of the village and it would serve very few 

households. As the likely overall project costs will far outstrip the expected funding 

capabilities, it is doubtful that this section will be built. 

 

 

N Ward / E Baker. 25 May 2020 

 


