
BEECH ROAD SAFETY WORKING GROUP 

 

MINUTES OF THE SIXTH MEETING HELD AT 19:30 ON 3 August 2020 

 

 

 

1. Attendees: 

Charles Cockburn (CC) 

Nick Ward (NW) 

Malcolm Ward-Close (MWC) 

Ian Gibson (IG) 

 

Apologies for absence: David Walker (DW), Roger Ison (RI), Brian Wagstaff (BW). 

 

2. The Minutes of the previous meeting on 29th June were reviewed and approved 

unanimously. Approval was proposed by Ian Gibson, seconded by Malcolm Ward-Close 

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 fifth 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. Driver Awareness Signs – progress update     MW-C 

 

Following the recent good news that Ian Janes of HCC has agreed and formally issued the 

approval of this programme, Malcolm has been in touch with the sign supplier, Road 

Signs Direct, to request an updated quote based on the finalised requirements. He has also 

subsequently chased them up and been promised an answer this week. Expected lead time 

is 3 weeks. 

Once received the signs will be erected by members of the team – all attendees agreed to 

volunteer for this duty. 

It appears that, at one location, the sign will be obstructed by an overgrown hedge. CC 

agreed to talk to the homeowner (who he knows) about cutting this back or allowing us to 

do this.         Action: CC  

 

 

5. Workstream Update Reports and Next Steps 

WORKSTREAM 1. Pathways       NW 

 

The budget quote from Poulsom is clarified as follows: 



 Section 1 = Bushy Leaze Wood entrance east to 95 Medstead Road (adjacent to Forestry 

land). 500m long x 1.5m wide:  £19950.00, plus VAT. 

 

 Section 2 = Bushy Leaze Wood entrance west to 1 Kings Hill (adjacent to Seong-Gi 

land). 500m long x 1.5m wide, plus culverts for ditch and headwall:  £20,450.00, plus 

VAT. 

 

 Section 3 = I Kings Hill west up Kings Hill 333m long x 1.5m wide:  £13,310.00, plus 

VAT.  

 

Having contacted Katy Poulsom she proposes a contingency on the above prices of 10%. 

 

A firm quote plus competitive prices from other providers will be required before taking this 

further at the appropriate time. 

 

NEXT STEPS: 

 

Whatever the final choice on “pathways” it is clear that, at some point, it will have to cross 

Highways land. Therefore it is important to engage with Highways sooner rather than later on 

this (and all other proposed solutions too). 

To prepare for such a meeting and also to assess for ourselves the viability of the potential 

pathways routing, the Team agreed to attempt to mark out the most appropriate route along 

the Medstead Road where it is adjacent to Bushy Leaze woods. From this we will look to 

offer a meeting with Ian Janes to discuss this proposition and “walk the route”.  

 

Actions: 

Ian to check if he has spare suitable material to use to make up marker posts. Action: IG 

If so, Ian to make these up. All other team members offered to assist – Ian to advise. 

If not, then some cheap materials need to be purchased and posts made up.  

 

Subsequently a date for as many team members as possible to mark out the proposed route is 

required. Objective is to complete this by 21 August.  Action: NW to arrange 

 

WORKSTREAM 2. Highway development   IG / MW-C / DW 

 

Since the last Group meeting Charles has visited South Perrott and met with the Chair of the 

local Parish Council who has some history with their scheme (implemented some ten years 

ago). We also received a more detailed written report of their experience that highlighted 

some critical learnings we should take into account: 

 The original design in South Perrott included a small (~20mm) kerb between the 

narrowed roadway and the shared pathway. However this did not work well for two 

key reasons – a) when vehicles had the need to move onto the shared pathway the 

climb up the kerb made a notable noise and, where the vehicle was pulling an unladen 

trailer, this tended to bounce around in a noisy and uncontrolled manner; b) the kerb 

quickly started to crumble away creating an unsightly and sometimes even noisier and 

dangerous interface. 



As a result, in South Perrott, this small kerb has now been removed over the vast 

majority of the length and a much cheaper painted surface delineates the shared 

pathway area with clear signage that pedestrians always have right of way. The direct 

quote from Dr Lines of South Perrott PC is as follows:  

“The differentiated path for pedestrians is just as effective with a simple solid white 

line and a differentiated colour as the raised kerbstones and of course is a lot cheaper 

and quieter. I’m sure no one in our village would want them removed now. The lines 

and colour certainly act as a safety zone and makes drivers think and slow down.” 

 

 The other key learning is all about communication with village residents. Despite 

numerous attempts to get engagement, most residents of South Perrott only took note 

once construction had started and, at that stage, most views were negative. The strong 

recommendation is that, should we look to progress this type of scheme (or any 

scheme for that matter), upfront consultation is vital and should best be done face to 

face wherever possible. 

 

NEXT STEPS: 

In alignment with Graham Webb’s document of 22 June and in conjunction with the same 

requirement for the Pathways option, contact with Hampshire Highways is now imperative in 

an effort to get agreement in principle for a South Perrott style solution for the parts of 

Medstead Road and Kings Hill where an off-road pathway is impracticable.                    

Given the recent positive contact with Ian Janes around road signs and his generally good 

level of interest and support of what we are doing, the objective is to invite him to a meeting 

in the village to discuss our proposed solutions and actually walk the route.                         

For the South Perrott style option we will need to prepare the following in advance of such a 

meeting: 

 Draw up a cross section of the road and shared path option to describe the 

construction. 

 Mark up on a map of the village where it is proposed that the shared pathway sections 

will start and stop.       Action: IG (with support from others where practicable) 

 

OTHER ACTIONS: 

Send invitation to Ian Janes requesting a meeting on site to discuss our proposals and asking 

for dates when he is available.     Action: MW-C 

Given that the normal minimum acceptable road width is 3.65m. (to be validated in the 

meeting with Ian Janes), we need to assess how that would impact the width of the shared 

pathway for the stretch of road under consideration. Ian suggested he has plans of the village 

showing the road width and will search for these to make this assessment. Action: IG. 

 

With respect to Kings Hill, both of the proposed options are feasible (separate pathway or 

shared pathway on road). Considerations: 



 As Highways own the land adjacent to Kings Hill a separate off-road pathway is 

feasible up to the point where the bank rises next to the highway. However the Group 

perceive that this will not be popular with residents on Kings Hill, some of whom 

have cultivated their front garden down to the road edge.  

 There may be resistance to the shared pathway option too, given the steep incline and 

potential noise increase. These are not issues to be resolved by the WG but we felt it 

important that the PC be made aware of our concerns, especially as we have no KH 

representation on the Group. 

 

WORKSTREAM 3/4. Speed Control / Enforcement / Campaigning   CC  

Charles updated the Group on the work he has been doing regarding the particularly poor 

allocation of police resources in rural Hampshire which links to the unwillingness of the 

police to support local speed enforcement. 

Charles has been in correspondence with Kit Malthouse MP on the subject and is also in 

contact with the local Police Commander seeking to have a meeting on the resourcing issue 

together with the Assistant Chief Constable. This work is progressing in conjunction with 

Alton Town Council who share the concern and add weight to the argument.  

 

6. Date of Next Meeting 

 

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

 September  –  using the 

Village Hall Zoom software. 

Nick to book access to this through Katie Smallman. 

 

 

 

N J Ward  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix A 

 
 
BRSWG – NEXT STEPS (GW SUGGESTION)     22 June 

2020 

 

Infrastructure Work 

Immediate Actions 

1. Implement speed poster project. 

 

2. Determine preferred line of footpath on SG’s land and check its acceptability to SG. NB If close to 

Medstead Road it may in places overlap onto Hampshire Highways (HH) land. 

 

3. Make contact with villagers in South Perrott to ascertain: driver behaviour, speed limits, effect on 

vehicle speed, nature and frequency of any ‘incidents’, overall perception of success. Also any 

information on cost, if available. 

 

4. Extract from Mr Housby (HH) full information about land ‘dedications’ on Medstead Road and 

Kings Hill, to build up a definitive picture and, if possible, obtain HCC legal view on whether 

these are now enforceable. NB from other work it would appear that there is in any case a wide 

strip of HH-owned land along most of the south side of Kings Hill. 

 

On conclusion of 1-4 above 
5. Engage with HH to obtain their views on the feasibility and cost of: 

 

(i) The proposed footpath on SG’s land east from 1 Kings Hill (which may or may not overlap 

onto their land), and the extension of that footpath on HH land east to the Bushy Leaze 

Wood entrance, all with potential construction from the roadside. (Option 1) 

(ii) A footpath on HH land east from the entrance of Bushy Leaze Wood to 95 Medstead Road, 

negotiating the ‘grips and ditches’. (Option 1a – we may as well ask them while we are at 

it and it may prove to be feasible after all.) 

(iii) (If the land dedications don’t work on Medstead Road) The ‘South Perrott scheme’ in the 

village centre. 

(iv) (If the land dedications do work on Medstead Road) Construction of a footpath through the 

village centre. 

(v) A footpath on Kings Hill west from 1 Kings Hill, utilising land owned by, and/or dedicated 

to, HH. 

(vi) The resurfacing of Lower Grange Road and measures to govern the interaction of pedestrians 

and any traffic. 

 

Speed limit reduction 

6. Continue with researching, and lobbying for, 20 mph speed limits for the village centre, 

Wellhouse Road and (possibly) Kings Hill. But recognise that there is no guarantee of success in 

achieving this, and that any progress may be very slow and out of our control. 

 

Speed limit enforcement 

7. Continue with lobbying for increased police resources to enforce speed limits in the village, and 

with researching speed limit enforcement techniques. But recognise that the necessary policy and 

resources may not be forthcoming, and that any progress may be very slow and out of our control. 

And that (if policy and resources do materialise) they will not be guaranteed to be focussed on 

Beech and/or last indefinitely, and so in themselves may not be a permanent solution. 

 


