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EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL

At a meeting of the Planning Committee held on 12 February 2018

Present 

Councillor: I Thomas (Chairman)

Councillors: R Ayer (Vice-Chairman), K Budden, F Cowper, D Evans, A Glass, 
M Johnson, A Joy, C Louisson, R Mocatta, D Orme, D Phillips and A Williams

88. Apologies for Absence 

Apologies were received from Councillors D Ashcroft, K Carter, N Drew,           
S Pond and S Schillemore.

89. Confirmation of Minutes 

The minutes of the meeting held on 11 January 2018 were agreed and signed 
as correct record.

90. Chairman's Announcements

91. Declarations of Interest 

Councillor(s) Item Number Nature of 
Interest

Details of 
Interest

Cllrs F Cowper, 
A Glass and        
I Thomas

21068/041 – 
Alton Sports 
Centre, Chawton 
Park Road, 
Alton, GU34 1ST

Perception of 
bias

The land was 
owned by East 
Hampshire 
District Council 
(EHDC) and 
these Councillors 
were members of 
EHDC Cabinet.

92. Acceptance of Supplementary Matters 

Councillors noted the supplementary papers which included information 
received since the agenda had been published.  These were reported verbally 
at the meeting and are attached as Annex A to these minutes.
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93. Future Items 

The committee agreed to visit the following the sites:

 55587/072 – MOD Development Site, Oakhanger Road, Bordon;
 55587/075 – Land at and adjoining Bordon Garrison, Camp Road, 

Bordon; and
 30016/031 – Land south of Oaklands House, Redhill Road, Rowlands 

Castle.

94. Report of the Head of Planning 

The report of the Head of Planning was considered and it was RESOLVED 
that:

Application No., Site and Description: Resolution:

21068/041/RES

Alton Sports Centre, Chawton Park 
Road, Alton, GU34 1ST

Approval of reserved matters pursuant 
to outline permission 21068/040 - 
Replacement sports centre (Use Class 
D2) up to 8,500 sqm gross external floor 
area together with parking structure and 
other car parking (up to 250 spaces); 
Construction of outdoor floodlit, fenced 
synthetic turf pitches; vehicular, 
pedestrian and cycle routes; 
landscaping, including tree planting and 
sustainable urban drainage.  
Earthworks, implementation of 
appropriate remediation works and 
felling of trees following demolition of 
the existing sports centre building; 
removal of the existing synthetic sports 
pitches, floodlighting and fencing. 
(Access, Appearance, Landscaping, 
Layout, and Scale to be considered) 
[Supplementary information and 
amended plans received 11/12/2017, 
21/12/2017, 8/1/2018 and 1/2/2018]

Deferred in order for the applicant to 
demonstrate quantifiable evidence of how 
it has engaged the relevant stakeholders 
in mitigating Policies CP16 and CP17 of 
the Joint Core Strategy and Policy CH2 
of the Alton Neighbourhood Plan within 
the 15 minute drive time of the new 
facility.

53523/009/FUL

Land to west of Highgate House, 
Lyeway Lane, Ropley, Alresford

Permission subject to conditions as set 
out in Appendix A.
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Retention of gypsy and traveller site for 
one pitch in addition to its lawful use as 
a timber yard with paddocks

49776/001/OUT

Land at Lynch Hill, Mill Lane, Alton

Outline application - Development of up 
to 7ha of employment land (use classes 
B1a (office), B1c (light industrial), B2 
(general industrial) and B8 (storage and 
distribution) with associated access 
(submitted for detailed approval), and 
green infrastructure (additional 
information received on 08/05/2017, 
26/05/2017 and 10/11/2017)

Committee resolved to refuse the 
application, but the applicant withdrew 
the application before the decision could 
be issued.

SDNP/17/06038/HOUS

8 Rival Moor Road, Petersfield, Hants, 
GU31 4HB

Two storey extension to rear

Approved subject to conditions as set out 
in Appendix A.

95. PART 1 - East Hampshire District Council - Applications and related 
planning matters to be determined or considered by the Council as the 
local planning authority

96. SECTION 1 - APPLICATIONS REPORTED IN DETAIL 

Cllrs Cowper, Glass and Thomas left the room, as per their declaration of 
interest.

97. 21068/041 - Alton Sports Centre, Chawton Park Road, Alton, GU34 1ST 

Approval of reserved matters pursuant to outline permission 21068/040 - 
Replacement sports centre (Use Class D2) up to 8,500 sqm gross external floor 
area together with parking structure and other car parking (up to 250 spaces); 
Construction of outdoor floodlit, fenced synthetic turf pitches; vehicular, 
pedestrian and cycle routes; landscaping, including tree planting and 
sustainable urban drainage.  Earthworks, implementation of appropriate 
remediation works and felling of trees following demolition of the existing sports 
centre building; removal of the existing synthetic sports pitches, floodlighting 
and fencing. (Access, Appearance, Landscaping, Layout, and Scale to be 
considered) [Supplementary information and amended plans received 
11/12/2017, 21/12/2017 and 8/1/2018]
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The Development Management Team Leader introduced the application and 
referred to the Supplementary Matters where there had been a further update 
from Sport England, the Sports Development Officer and Hants FA.  However, 
no changes were proposed to the officer recommendation.

He advised the committee that the internal layout and mix of D2 uses was not a 
material planning consideration.

A location plan of the site was displayed, along with an illustrative masterplan, 
the existing site plan, proposed site plan, and proposed elevations.

The principle of development had been established through the granting of the 
outline permission.  This reserved matters application considered matters 
relating to: access, appearance, landscaping, layout and scale.  

The new sports centre would be constructed whilst keeping the existing facility 
open.  Access and egress to the site would remain via Chawton Park Lane.

It would be sited closer to Alton Cardiac Rehab centre and aligned corner to 
corner with a shared courtyard parking area.  A new area of car parking was 
proposed on the footprint of the existing centre as well as revisions to the 
current car park.  Highways had raised no objections to the proposed increase 
in parking from 146 to 232 spaces.

In terms of landscaping, a detailed plan was to be agreed by the Landscape 
Officer and Arboricultural Officer.  A landscape buffer would remain in place to 
retain the separation from a terrace of properties in Gurdons. 

The proposed building would be viewed as a series of blocks.  The use of these 
smaller blocks would break up the scale and massing of the building which 
overall, was of a good standard of design. 

The recommendation was for approval of reserved matters.

The committee was addressed by the following deputees:

(1) Mrs Golding spoke on behalf of objectors to the application.

As set out in appendix 1 attached to these minutes.    
   

(2) Cllr Hicks spoke on behalf of Alton Town Council.

As set out in appendix 2 attached to these minutes.

(3) Mr Love spoke as the agent for the application.

As set out in appendix 3 attached to these minutes.

(4) Cllr Graham Hill spoke as the local ward councillor.

As set out in appendix 4 attached to these minutes.
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The committee discussed the application and referred to the outline application 
approved in 2015 which in the officer report to committee stated that full details 
of the facilities to be provided would be set out in the Reserved Matters 
application, following consultation with interested parties.  The level of 
consultation undertaken was also questioned, as Members considered that 
there was evidence to show that key groups had not been consulted.

Officers confirmed that significant consultation had taken place since 2011 and 
specifically, user groups had been consulted in 2013.  Officers highlighted that 
the facility mix at the present sports centre could be changed at any time 
without the need for planning permission and that the mix of facilities agreed as 
part of the contract was separate to this reserved matters planning application, 
and for the Council to consider separately in its role as leisure services 
provider.

In response to a request from the committee, the meeting was adjourned to 
allow officers to provide the consultation documentation that had been 
published on the council's website.

The meeting adjourned at 7.38pm.

The meeting reconvened at 7.56pm.

Having read the consultation document, the committee stated that it comprised 
of a list of consultation that had taken place, rather than the details of the 
consultation and therefore gave the document very little weight.

In response to questions, officers confirmed that they felt that the application 
met all of the policies contained within the Development Plan and reiterated 
that full consultation had taken place.  The proposed condition requested by 
Sport England was unenforceable as it did not satisfy the tests for conditions 
set out in the NPPF.

The committee had not seen suitable evidence to demonstrate that adequate 
consultation had taken place and therefore felt unable to determine the 
application.

Cllr Phillips proposed that the application be deferred to allow the applicant to 
demonstrate that full consultation had taken place.

The meeting adjourned at 8.40pm in order to allow Cllr Phillips to finalise the 
wording for his deferral.

The meeting reconvened at 8.46pm.

Cllr Phillips proposed that the application be deferred in order for the applicant 
to demonstrate quantifiable evidence of how it has engaged the relevant 
stakeholders in mitigating Policies CP16 and CP17 of the Joint Core 
Strategy and Policy CH2 of the Alton Neighbourhood Plan, within the 15 minute 
drive time of the new facility.
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This proposal was seconded by Cllr Joy.

The committee voted on Cllr Phillips’ proposal for deferral.

Following the vote, the proposal was declared CARRIED, 7 Councillors voting 
FOR deferral, 2 Councillors voting AGAINST deferral and 1 Councillor 
ABSTAINING from voting.

The committee adjourned at 8.55pm.

The committee reconvened at 9.00pm.

Cllr Mocatta left the meeting.

Cllrs Glass and Thomas returned to the room.

98. 53523/009 - Land to west of Highgate House, Lyeway Lane, Ropley, 
Alresford 

Retention of gypsy and traveller site for one pitch in addition to its lawful use as 
a timber yard with paddocks

Cllr Louisson left the committee to speak as the local ward councillor.

The Principal Planning Officer introduced the application which proposed the 
siting of a static mobile caravan, in addition to a touring caravan.

The distance between the static caravan and the rear elevation of the 
neighbouring property, Highgate House, was 60m. Concerns had been 
received regarding odour and noise, however, a septic tank was intended to be 
connected for permanent use and whilst there had been conflicting information 
regarding the use of a generator on the site, this was not a planning 
consideration and any queries should be directed to Environmental Health.

The site could be glimpsed from Lyeway Lane, particularly in the Winter 
months. However, during the Summer months, boundary hedging created solid 
screening. There would be some visual impact when viewed from a public 
footpath and a ‘key vista’ as identified in the emerging Ropley Neighbourhood 
Plan, but it was not considered to have an unacceptable harmful impact.

In terms of the principle of development, the proposal complied with Policy 
CP15 and the site was considered to be suitable for a permanent gypsy pitch, 
despite the fact the site is outside of, but close to the Settlement Policy 
Boundary (SPB) of Ropley. Government guidance required Councils to 
maintain a five-year supply of deliverable land for traveller pitches. The Council 
had recently published its Gypsy Traveller Accommodation Assessment that 
identified a need for 19 pitches by 2022. Currently, EHDC was only able to 
demonstrate a 1.04-year supply.  In addition to the identified need, the 2011 
Census ascertained that there were 92 ethnic travellers living in bricks and 
mortar accommodation in East Hampshire, which would generate an unknown 
need in addition to the 19. 
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The applicants had a clear connection to Ropley, with their daughter attending 
a local school.  Given the lack of culturally suitable alternative accommodation, 
the proposal would meet a clear need and the site was considered appropriate 
in scale and location relative to the settlement.

The recommendation was for permission.

The committee was addressed by the following deputees:

(1) Mr Dyer spoke on behalf of objectors to the application.

 This was an unlawful regularisation application;
 The site was outside the SPB, in the countryside and next to a 

commercial property;
 It was clearly visible from the footpath;
 It had not been put forward when there was a call for gypsy and traveller 

sites and therefore, it was not urgently needed as a gypsy and traveller 
site;

 Alternative accommodation was available;
 The applicant had held the same landline since 2011;
 The timber shed had a large amount of machinery that was nothing to do 

with that business and was unlawfully on site;
 There was no mains drainage and there was no confidence this would 

be put in place;
 The generator had been running at all hours; and
 There were clear views in to the site.

(2) Cllr Nops spoke on behalf of Ropley Parish Council.

As set out in Appendix 5 attached to these minutes.

(3) Mr Andrews spoke as the agent for the application.

 The applicant had existing services for electricity on the site.  Water was 
collected in a churn and there was an existing septic tank which would 
be connected to the water service;

 Screening would be retained and enhanced by condition;
 The applicant had met the legal definition of a Romany Gypsy;
 There was a deficiency in gypsy and traveller sites, this would contribute 

towards the provision;
 The applicant was unable to access suitable alternative sites and would 

be rendered homeless;
 Any harm identified had to outweigh the needs of the children – their 

daughter attended a local school;
 There had been no objection from statutory consultees other than the 

parish council; and
 There was a genuine need for traveller sites.
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(4) Cllr Louisson spoke as the local ward councillor.

As set out in appendix 6 attached to these minutes.

Further to points raised during the deputations, the Principal Planning Officer 
advised that the comparison with reference to the Liphook appeal decision was 
that the site was relatively close to a SPB.

The committee discussed the application. The Principal Planning Officer said 
that legal advice and appeal decisions confirmed that the applicant stating they 
had an intention to travel was sufficient evidence to confirm they complied with 
the definition of a gypsy as set out in government guidance. The intention to 
travel did not have to be purely for economic purposes.  

Some councillors noted from the recent site visit that it was apparent it would 
not be possible to see the caravans during the Summer months and therefore, 
they would be of no major detriment to the landscape. Condition 5 related to 
details of a planting scheme and could be altered so that that hedging along the 
western boundary be substantiated to help screen the site during the Winter.

Should the application be approved, it was requested that a condition be added 
that the static caravan be painted green. Whilst the application had made no 
reference to floodlighting, it was also requested that a further condition be 
added to ensure there was no floodlighting of the site. 

In response to a question raised as to whether an amenity building was a 
necessity, the Principal Planning Officer advised there was no requirement for 
one and one had not been applied for.

At the invitation of the Chairman, Cllr Louisson summed up for a further minute.

Cllr Louisson said this was a mixed-use site and was contrary to policy.

As Cllr Louisson had taken the opportunity to speak again, an additional minute 
was offered to the other public speakers.

Mr Dyer, on behalf of objectors, felt that this was an unsuitable site which his 
clients would have to live with for the rest of their lives.  He did not believe that 
EHDC were so short on gypsy and traveller sites.

Mr Andrews, the agent for the application, confirmed that the site was not 
mixed use, the timber yard was a separate planning unit.  Any concerns raised 
regarding odours would be resolved by connecting to a septic tank.

The Solicitor clarified that the timber yard was a separate planning unit and that 
this was not a mixed-use site.

The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for permission subject to 
conditions being added regarding screening to the West of the site being 
substantiated, the caravans being painted green and no floodlighting
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Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 7 Councillors 
voting FOR permission, 3 Councillors voting AGAINST permission and 1 
Councillor ABSTAINING from voting.

Cllr Louisson re-joined the meeting.

Cllr Johnson left the meeting.

The meeting adjourned at 10.15pm.

The meeting reconvened at 10.18pm.

99. 49776/001 - Land at Lynch Hill, Mill Lane, Alton 

Outline application - Development of up to 7ha of employment floorspace (use 
classes B1a (office), B1c (light industrial), B2 (general industrial) and B8 
(storage and distribution) with associated access (submitted for detailed 
approval), and green infrastructure. (Access only to be considered) (additional 
information received on 08/05/2017, 26/05/2017 and 10/11/2017).

The Principal Planning Officer introduced the application for which outline 
planning permission was sought for the development of 7ha of employment 
land.  Access and the principle of development were the only matters for 
consideration.  The application related to an allocated employment site which 
had come forward as part of the Council’s adopted District Local Plan: Housing 
and Employments Allocations, April 2016.  As such, the principle of 
development was acceptable.

Current access to the site was via an unmade track from Waterbrook Road.  
This land was not under the ownership of the applicant; therefore, the proposed 
new access was onto Montecchio Way via a new T-junction with a visibility 
splay of 2.4m from the carriageway and 72m in each direction.  Some scrub 
vegetation was to be removed in order to create the visibility lines.  The 
Highway Authority had raised no objection on highway safety and capacity 
grounds, with the access width being great enough to allow HGVs to pass.

Whilst the Landscape Officer had concerns that the proposal would have a 
moderate landscape impact, officers concluded it to be outweighed by the 
significant benefits resulting from the deliverability of the allocated employment 
site. 

The recommendation was for permission.

The committee was addressed by the following deputees:

(1) Mr Lock spoke on behalf of objectors to the application.

As set out in appendix 7 attached to these minutes.
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(2) Cllr Hicks spoke on behalf of Alton Town Council.

As set out in appendix 8 attached to these minutes.

(3) Cllr Salisbury spoke on behalf of Binsted Parish Council.

As set out in appendix 9 attached to these minutes. 

(4) Mr Warren spoke as the agent for the application.

 The applicant had worked with EHDC and Hampshire Highways over the 
past 18 months.  All potential accesses had been assessed and this was 
the only option that was both viable and deliverable;

 It had been demonstrated that access off Montecchio Way was 
technically sound;

 If the application was approved, the landowner was likely to sell to the 
developer which could open up future opportunities; and

 This was an opportunity for much need employment land.

(5) The Democratic Services Assistant read aloud a deputation provided by 
Cllr Carter, the local ward councillor.

As set out in Appendix 10 attached to these minutes.

The Head of Planning had listened to the concerns raised during the 
representations regarding the proposed access.  He and the Principal Planning 
Officer had met with officials from Hampshire Highways at the site.  The 
Highways Authority confirmed that in their considered opinion, the proposed 
access was safe and acceptable.  When pressed, the Highways Authority had 
said that they would not defend EHDC should the application go to appeal.  A 
highways representative had been asked to attend the meeting of the Planning 
Committee but was unable to do so. 

The committee discussed the application and expressed concerns regarding 
highway safety issues and the impact the proposal would have on the 
landscape.

It was pointed out that the speed limit along Montecchio Way was 40mph which 
would require a visibility splay of 90m.  The Principal Planning Officer advised 
that the applicant had undertaken a high speed assessment and found that 
vehicles travelled approximately 36mph in each direction which had reduced 
the visibility splay to 72m.

The Head of Planning commented on the committee’s access concerns and 
stated that the site had been allocated in the Development Plan.  It could 
potentially provide significant employment for Alton.  He disagreed with some 
comments made that viability was immaterial.  A site needed to be viable and 
deliverable otherwise it would not come forward.  An access needed to be 
deliverable in order to make the site deliverable.  The applicant had put forward 
an alternative access to that in the draft document and the Local Plan Examiner 
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had left the access possibilities open for the site for future consideration on 
their merits.

In terms of the impact the proposal would have on the landscape, some 
councillors felt that the proposal would create a visible scar of development in 
the countryside, outside the Settlement Policy Boundary and next to a key 
landscape feature, the Hangers.  It would undermine the landscape setting of 
the town.

In response to a question raised, it was confirmed that a condition could be 
added to approve lighting.

The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for permission.

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared LOST, 4 Councillors 
voting FOR permission, 6 Councillors voting AGAINST permission and no 
Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.

The committee agreed that an informative note be added that access to the site 
from Waterbrook Road was preferable.

Cllr Joy proposed the following reason for refusal.

The proposed access to the allocated employment site would cause significant 
harm to the verdant gateway to the town, by reason of the loss of vegetation 
and cutting into the hillside, that would have an urbanising impact on the 
countryside. This would fail to protect and enhance local distinctiveness and 
have an adverse impact on the town's setting in the wider landscape, contrary 
to Policy CP20 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy.

This was seconded by Cllr Williams.

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 7 Councillors 
voting FOR refusal, no Councillors voting AGAINST refusal and 3 Councillors 
ABSTAINING from voting.

100. PART 2 - South Downs National Park - Applications and related planning 
matters to be determined or considered by the Council on behalf of the 
South Downs National Park Authority

101. SECTION 1 - APPLICATIONS REPORTED IN DETAIL

102. SDNP/17/06038/HOUS - 8 Rival Moor Road, Petersfield, GU31 4HB 

Two storey extension to rear

The Principal Planning Officer introduced the application and displayed 
proposed elevations along with photographs of and from within the site.

The recommendation was for approval.
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The committee were supportive of the application.

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 10 
Councillors voting FOR approval, no Councillors voting AGAINST approval and 
no Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.

The meeting commenced at 6.00 pm and concluded at 11.35 pm

…………………
Chairman
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12 February 2018
Planning Committee

Supplementary Matters to be considered as part of Planning Officer's Report on 
Planning Applications.

S1 Item 01

21068/041/RES

Alton Sports Centre, Chawton Park Road, 
Alton, GU34 1ST

CORRECTIONS

The second paragraph in the reasons for the referral of this application to the 
Planning Committee, should include reference to access as a reserved matter (as 
per the description of the proposal).  This should read:

"The purpose of this application is to consider matters that were reserved at the 
outline stage, namely access, layout, appearance, scale and landscaping only."

FURTHER CONSULTEE COMMENTS

EHDC Sports Development Officer - Confirms that she is happy with the final plans.

Hampshire FA - Confirm that they are happy with the proposed design and layout.

Sport England - Make the following additional comments:
· Confirm that the design and dimensions of the sports hall and storage capacity has 

the ability to accommodate a range of sports.  Confirmation that the sports hall 
would provide a minimum 9m clearance height above the trampolining zone is 
requested.

· Confirm that the design and layout of the 3G sports pitches are acceptable.
· Confirm that the phasing plans for the replacement of the sports pitches are 

acceptable.
· Remains concerned about the potential impact on clubs and community groups 

resulting from the reduction in squash court provision and loss of the indoor 
climbing wall.

As such Sport England withdraws its objection to the reserved matters application, 
subject to a condition as set out below:

No development shall commence until a scheme setting out alternative 
arrangements for existing club and group users of the indoor climbing wall; 
squash club and academy is submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local 
planning authority after consultation with Sport England. Thereafter the 
approved scheme shall be implemented.
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Reason - To secure continuity of use of sports facility provision for existing 
users.

Officer Comment - The confirmation of the points supplied by Sport England is 
welcomed.   Details have been provided by the applicant showing a minimum 9m 
clearance height for trampolining in the sports hall, although final confirmation that 
this is accepted has not been received from Sport England.

Officers, however, have concerns that imposition of the condition suggested by 
Sport England would not meet the tests for conditions set out in Paragraph 206 of 
the NPPF. This states: "planning conditions should only be imposed where they are 
necessary, relevant to planning and to the development to be permitted, 
enforceable, precise and reasonable in all other aspects."

The condition suggested by Sport England would require the provision of alternative 
arrangements for existing users of the indoor climbing wall and squash courts, 
which would be off-site and thus outside the control of the applicant.  As such the 
imposition of such a condition would not be reasonable to impose on any planning 
permission.

FURTHER THIRD PARTY REPRESENTATIONS

2 further letters of representation have been received from third parties.  These 
letters raise concerns with the proposals on the following grounds.

1. Confirmation is sought that Alton Canoe Club will be accommodated in the new 
leisure facilities.

Officer Comment - This is an operational matter associated with the use of the pool 
which would need to be resolved with the Leisure Services operator.

2. Concern from the Cardiac Rehabilitation Centre that there are issues to be 
resolved in the lease to the Centre in respect of the car parking arrangements.

Officer Comment - The comments of the Cardiac Rehabilitation Centre are noted. 
Officers are working very closely with the Centre to ensure that all of their issues 
are dealt with to their satisfaction.  The Cardiac Rehabilitation Centre is shown to be 
provided with 20 vehicle parking spaces, which matches the current provision.

Members are advised that these letters raise similar issues to those set out in the 
Representations section of the Committee Report, which have been addressed with 
the report itself.  No change is made to the application in this regard.

CHANGES TO RECOMMENDATION

No changes are proposed to the Officer Recommendation.
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S1 Item 03

49776/001/OUT

Land at Lynch Hill, Mill Lane, Alton

FURTHER REPRESENTATIONS

One further objection has been received, raising the following summarised 
comments:

· the hanger is of considerable natural history interest and considered a candidate 
for SINC status in biodiversity as well as geographical/landscape features;

· diagonal path from the bottom to the summit is a traditional bostal (historic 
landscape feature) the same as Gilbert White’s bostal in Selborne. It also has 
some ancient woodland indicator plants and mature beech trees;

· very attractive and interesting walk;
· development should not harm hanger woodland, its landform and scenic public 

footpath on edge of South Downs National Park;
· mature trees need to be protected - roots likely to extend out into the field;
· trees roots potentially damaged by compaction brought about from proposed road 

and engineering works;
· drainage concerns; and
· potential pollution hazard to River Wey.

CHANGES TO RECOMMENDATION

One additional condition, as outlined below.

The development shall comprise no more than 20% of the total floorspace (Gross 
Internal Area) for the purposes of Storage and Distribution (B8) Use.

Reason - In this case a maximum proportion of 20% of the total floorspace for the 
purposes of storage and distribution has been demonstrated to be justified on the 
basis of enabling the scheme to be financially viable. Any increase in the proportion 
of Storage and Distribution Use would need re-assessment of the financial viability 
where alternative access options may be viable.
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EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL

MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMITTEE

Applications determined by the 
Council as the Local Planning Authority

APPENDIX A

12 February 2018

PROPOSAL Retention of gypsy and traveller site for one pitch in 
addition to its lawful use as a timber yard with 
paddocks

LOCATION: Land to west of Highgate House, Lyeway Lane, Ropley, 
Alresford

REFERENCE 
NO:

53523/009/FUL/JonH

1 The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration 
of three years from the date of this planning permission.
Reason - To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990

2 The site shall not be occupied by any persons other than gypsies and 
travellers as defined in Annex 1: Glossary, paragraph 1 of Planning Policy 
for Traveller Sites, August 2015, or any documents that supersedes or 
revises this definition.
Reason - The site lies in a locality where permission would not normally 
be granted for residential development.

3 The site shall only be occupied by one gypsy/traveller family, and their 
resident dependants.  
Reason - To control the level of occupancy and development on the land 
in the interests of proper planning.

4 The residential use hereby permitted shall be restricted to the stationing 



of one static caravan or mobile home and one mobile caravan, as defined 
in the Caravan Sites and Control of Development Act 1960 and the 
Caravan Sites Act 1968. 
Reason - To control the level of residential use on the land and in the 
interests of the character and appearance of the area.

5 Within three months of the date of this decision, a detailed landscape and 
planting scheme for the site, specifically by the entrance and additional 
planting to the western boundary, has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The works shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details and in accordance with the 
recommendations of the appropriate British Standards or other 
recognised codes of good practice.  These works shall be carried out in 
the first planting season after first occupation of the development, unless 
otherwise first agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Any trees or plants which, within a period of 5 years after planting, are 
removed, die or become seriously damaged or defective, shall be 
replaced as soon as is reasonably practicable with others of species, size 
and number as originally approved unless a suitable alternative species 
are otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason - In the interests of the visual amenities of the locality.

6 All existing site vegetation and boundary trees and hedgerows shall be 
retained at a height of no less than 3metres. Any trees or plants which are 
removed, die or become seriously damaged or defective, shall be 
replaced as soon as is reasonably practicable with others of a species, 
size and number to replicate the existing screening.
Reason - To ensure appropriate screening of the site to protect the visual 
appearance of the landscape.

7 Within three months of the date of this decision, details of foul water 
drainage shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local 
Planning Authority.  The development works shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details within six months of the date of 
such approval and shall be retained thereafter.
Reason - To ensure adequate provision for drainage. 

8 The touring caravan shall be painted green within three months of the 
date of this decision and the static caravan shall be green in colour (or 
painted green within one month of having been located on the site). 
Reason - To protect the character and appearance of the area. 

9 No floodlighting shall at no time be erected or installed at the site, 
including the timber yard.
Reason - To protect the character and appearance of the area. 

10 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 



with the following approved plans and particulars:

Application form
Letter from GP dated 21 June 2017
Biodiversity checklist
Letter from HCC date 18 April 2017
Letters from neighbours/friends
Landscape impact assessment
Planning design and access statement
Location plan
Block plan
P-4 Rev A - elevation and floor plan

Reason - To ensure provision of a satisfactory development

Informative Notes to Applicant:

1 In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the NPPF East 
Hampshire District Council (EHDC) takes a positive and proactive 
approach and works with applicants/agents on development proposals in 
a manner focused on solutions by:

 offering a pre-application advice service,

 updating applicant/agents of any issues that may arise in the 
processing of their application and where possible suggesting 
solutions.

 In this instance the applicant was updated of any issues after the 
initial site visit.

———————————————————————————————————————
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Alex Golding,  Alton Sports Centre Action Group 12th Feb 2018

Good evening chairman.

My objective is to convince you of the need to reject these plans in their current form until such 
time that effective community consultation has been held. One that properly informs the design 
process, one that was promised and one that is focussed on - I quote from EHDC’s mission 
statement -- “improving people’s lives by providing public services that meet our communities’ 
needs”.

You will be aware of the well-documented areas of planning policy that many believe would be 
breached by these plans; similarly, the wide range of activities that would be immediately 
disadvantaged in their different ways - eight in total.  Plus - the total exclusion of another seven.  
And the objections raised by Sport England still stand: they have stressed that work should not 
commence until all their objections have been resolved.

Bizarrely, there is no crèche provision. How many young parents would that exclude, and how much 
revenue would be lost?  

After-school clubs are over-subscribed.  Everyone Active’s answer is “clever scheduling” –but that 
won’t address the capacity problem in that crucial 4-7 pm period.

Now if we allow for future population growth (50% over the building’s 40 year lifespan is a 
conservative estimate), how can the proposed design be described in any way as providing 
‘enhanced’ facilities – surely that has to mean quantity as well as quality?  And why limit the 
building’s commercial potential in this way?

Also, why such a regressive design in terms of energy?  There are huge cost-savings from proven 
technologies ideally suited to such a public building, but the plans make absolutely no mention of 
them. This is a material consideration.

Now by virtue of the promises made in the report to committee at outline stage, let’s be in no 
doubt chairman   – these are all Reserved Matters, and have to be debated, and voted upon, this 
evening.

Finally, and it’s not made clear in the report before you, there are still ongoing land ownership 
issues with the Cardiac Rehab Centre next door, and it’s clear that permission will not be granted 
until a suitable new lease and Memorandum of Understanding has been agreed and signed.

To conclude... My plea to you is that you will act purely to achieve the best outcome for the 
community you serve.  Please show vision and courage, not to merely abstain (which is approval by 
default), but to positively reject these plans in their current form.  Let’s have a sports centre of 
which both this authority, and the wider community, can be rightly proud.
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PLANNING COMMITTEE 12th FEBRUARY 2018
ATC REPRESENTATION

This application has evoked an unprecedented period of public disquiet in our local community. The advent 
of a new sports or leisure centre for Alton should be cause for celebration but Members of the town council 
have been often reminded by our District colleagues that the provision of such a new facility is a privilege 
and not a right; it is a non-statutory undertaking for which we should be in grateful receipt. 

However, EHDC has decided to provide new facilities in Alton and so, statutory function or not, a new 
sports centre must be fit for purpose. EHDC is using millions of pounds of locally secured S106 money 
which is designed to develop facilities for the benefit of the residents of our community. Therefore this new 
facility has to provide what the community needs otherwise it becomes a very costly white elephant. 

The Alton Neighbourhood Plan clearly states that support will be given by the community for a facility 
providing an enhanced level of recreational provision to Alton in terms of quality and quantity. (Policy 
CH2)  As the Case Officer states in his report “Members of the committee should make a judgement” as to 
whether this is the case here.
 
He correctly states that the floorspace of the building is greater than that the existing sports centre, but once 
your remove the private spa element of the scheme this increase in useful floor space is less than the size of 
a single tennis court; is this truly meeting the needs of a community increasing by 22% population over the 
next five years and which has seen a similar size increase over the past 40 years. Just because something is 
new and shiny does not mean it better by default.

Is the scale of the building physically of a size which will cater for the growing population of Alton and its 
surrounding parishes? Whilst the planning process cannot dictate what is physically contained within the 
new building any more than it can dictate that a homeowner must put a car in a garage, if the dimensions of 
the space are not sufficient to cater for sports such as climbing and squash in the first place then it will never 
provide that enhanced level of recreational provision to Alton sought by the Neighbourhood Plan.

Members, we would urge you to consider whether the application before you is fit for purpose or whether a 
design in pursuit of maximising profitability is to be preferred; the community is putting its faith in you to 
reach the right decision for Altonians both today and for the years to come.

ALTON
Town Council

Town Hall
Market Square

Alton
Hampshire
GU34 1HD

 Telephone (01420) 83986 
 www.alton.gov.uk
 info@alton.gov.uk

 Town Clerk: Mrs Leah Coney
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Everyone Active is the longest-established leisure operator in the UK and manages over 160 facilities across 

the country.  We are a business, but one with a proven track record of encouraging more people to 

improve their health and wellbeing by becoming more active. 

 

The proposal that has been submitted was done so after a lot of thought and thorough research.   It was 

devised during the leisure contract tender process and based on the findings of  detailed database reports 

which included many aspects such as demographics, customer profiling, current, latent and future demand 

analysis and a review of other local leisure providers. The findings of all of these support our proposed 

design and facility mix.  

 

The new building will incorporate a range of modern facilities which will engage with the wider local 

community in both sports and activity.  We have worked closely with East Hampshire District Council to 

ensure this scheme provides every requirement requested from us under the remit and the site provided. 

 

The intention of the proposed development at Alton is to create an environment that encourages people 

to improve their lifestyles.  The proposed centre will be far better placed to do this, and bring to the 

community a wealth of modernised, updated facilities that will make a major contribution to improving 

health and wellbeing in Alton and the surrounding areas. 

 

From research carried out during the tender process, almost half of East Hampshire’s population  do not 

regularly participate in any sport or activity.  The proposed new Alton Sports Centre will provide a gateway 

to decrease this number by providing a programme of activity that an alternative facility mix would not be 

able to offer.  The more diverse range of facilities offered will help to break down perceived barriers and 

will appeal to residents who do not currently use the present facility or feel that the current centre does 

not cater for their needs. It will also provide interesting new activities for current users to keep them 

engaged and using the facility for longer. 

 

I am sure that all would agree the site proposed in the granted outline planning permission has been 

utilised fully with due consideration for the close proximity of its neighbours who also share the site – most 

notably the lowered roof levels and materials used.  The building will look fantastic  and be much less 

imposing than the current facility with a 21st century look and feel that considers its rural surroundings. 

 

It is predicted that the proposed facility will show approximately an 80% uplift in attendances in its mature 

year compared to the current facility. Key activities to deliver this will be available creating a well-balanced, 
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accommodating facility accessible to all and will mirror East Hampshire District Council’s priority target 

groups including those with disabilities, inactive under 16’s and women and girls. 

 

Everyone Active is committed to work with the local community to engage them in sports and physical 

activity and offer pathways to elite level sports through partnerships with external clubs and 

associations.   The new Alton Sports Centre will be the perfect platform from which to do this.  

 

If planning permission is granted, Alton, the surrounding villages and the whole of East Hampshire will be 

extremely proud of the high-quality new centre especially in relation to many other councils across the 

country that are not in such a fortunate position.  Many have - or are considering - closing leisure 

provision. 

 

Finally I would like to thank the planning officer for compiling a well-thought-out and balanced report and 

thank you for your time and allowing me to speak today. 
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Thank you, Chairman

I am the local Ward Councillor for Alton, Whitedown and a member of Alton Town 
Council Planning Committee.  I was also a member of the steering group that wrote 
the Alton Neighbourhood Plan and was responsible for the section which included 
the sports centre.

After many years of discussions there is now a very real prospect of a new sports 
and leisure centre in Alton.  For this we need to recognise the time and resources 
that relevant Councillors and Officers in EHDC have given to this project to bring us 
to this position.

We also need to thank that the Alton Sports Clubs, the residents of Alton and Alton 
Town Council for the great efforts they have made in scrutinising and commenting on 
these plans. Plus responding to the public consultation organised so well by Alton 
Town Council.

I have previously raised a number of objections in meetings of Alton Town Council 
Planning Committee and many of these have been addressed by revised plans or 
additional information being provided.

With regard to sustainable energy I am pleased to see that the use of energy saving 
measures will be more than 10% above the Building Regulations requirements as 
required in the outline permission.  However, I would have liked it to go much further 
and incorporate energy generating measures such as PV solar panels, water heating 
panels plus biomass heating facilities.  These are particularly needed for a building 
which will require substantial quantities of energy to operate.

Similarly, for a building designed for a lifetime of at least 20 years there should be 
many more vehicle charging points than just four.  In fact, the UK Government wants 
the majority of vehicles to be electric by 2030.

If Planning Permission is granted, then it is essential that there be a comprehensive 
Construction Management Plan put in place.  This Plan must be strictly enforced 
(with regular liaison meetings) to minimise disruption to the residents of Whitedown 
and Alton as a whole.  Traffic and parking on the very busy Chawton Park Road is 
likely to be a major concern.  This is particularly important as it is expected that work 
on replacing the Butts Bridge and associated road works will be in progress at the 
same time as the sports centre construction. In fact, these two projects will be the 
biggest infrastructure construction works in Alton for over 40 years.

It is also essential that a Phasing Plan is put in place and strongly enforced to ensure 
minimal disruption to the normal operations of the Cardiac Rehab Centre and the 
existing Sports Centre.

The Neighbourhood Plan set several objectives. These are:

 That the existing sports centre be refurbished or preferably be replaced with a 
new  sports centre

 That a new sports centre be built on a site adjacent to the existing one
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 That it be ready for use by 2018
 That it be partly funded by developers contributions (in fact almost one third is 

coming from developers contributions)
 There should be no interruption to service whilst the new one is being built.

If permission for this application is granted, then it is expected to achieve these 
objectives with the exception of 2018 which is now 2019.
 
Thank you
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ROPLEY PARISH COUNCIL.
LAND WEST OF HIGHGATE HOUSE.

Planning Committee 12/02/2018

Ropley Parish Council have several areas on which they wish to object to this application.

1. The emerging NP identifies this area as a ‘Key Vista’ These are points from where 
views are key to the landscape character of the village. The policy clearly states that 
development will not be allowed within these areas unless it can be seen to have no 
adverse impact on the visual appearance or character of this landscape. This 
proposed development is clearly visible from a length of the St Swithins Way within 
the village, this path forms part of the very popular tourist attraction of the historical 
Pilgrims Way from Winchester to Canterbury. The proposed white caravans can also 
be seen from the conservation area in the centre of the village. The above would 
also appear to be contrary to Policies of the JCS which sets out ‘to protect the 
countryside for its own sake’ and states ‘development proposals must conserve and 
enhance the District's natural environment, and protect local distinctiveness. This 
application can be seen to affect more than its immediate area.

2. Whilst the planning report talks about the applicants ‘right to respect for a private, 
and family life and his home no consideration appears to have been taken for other 
affected parties. The site is directly adjacent to an existing residential property 
where it has already been demonstrated that the proposed site’s existence has 
intruded on their ‘rights to a quiet enjoyment of their home and family life’ due to 
the use of floodlights, a generator and inadequate sewage treatment. 

3. Whilst the Planning Policy for Travellers promotes the use of mixed sites, i.e. those 
for mixed residential and business use it clearly states that mixed sites should not be 
allowed on a rural exception site which this site is. 

4. Safeguarding children from harm is every authority’s responsibility and this is 
reinforced when considering mixed sites in the PPTS. Concerns have been raised 
about the safety of the applicant’ s children on this site. The site is a relatively small 
area that means the residential accommodation is in very close proximity to the 
active timber business and the plant and equipment storage yard. 

5. Finally this site was not submitted as part of the new or previous Gypsy, Traveller 
and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Assessment and as such if permission is 
granted for this site it may appear that the council is granting permission for an 
application that has bypassed the GTAA process. By submitting an application as part 
of the GTAA this site could be assessed inline with all the other sites put forward.
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Thank you Chairman. 

You have heard there are varying views as to whether the applicant has traveller status as 
defined by the 2015 PPTS. Most residents of Rowdell Cottages in Ropley will have seen caravans 
parked adjacent to number 29 and it is not disputed that the applicants have been resident 
there for some time, prior to occupying the application site. 

Annex 1 of the PPTS allows people of a nomadic habit of life to cease travelling temporarily due 
to old age, health or educational grounds. In order to establish traveller status, consideration 
should be given to whether they previously led a nomadic habit of life, the reasons for ceasing 
their nomadic habit of life and whether there is an intention of living a nomadic habit of life in 
the future, and if so, how soon and in what circumstances. 

As part of the investigation of this case, the County Gypsy Liaison Officer interviewed the 
applicants and determined that the applicants are of Romany Gypsy ethnicity and have 
educational and care needs. The Liaison Officer did however state that "Mr Cole whilst being of 
Gypsy ethnicity needs to provide independent evidence to show that he continues to travel for 
economic purpose to satisfy current planning legislation." Only one of the letters submitted 
subsequent to the Liaison Officer's report could be construed as independent as the others 
would appear to be from relatives or near neighbours. The apparently independent letter is 
from near Basingstoke, a distance which the vast majority of Ropley residents would commute 
daily. Other evidence was a Somerset CC Notice to Quit, but which was void of any means of 
identification as to the recipient. 

The applicant has clearly convinced the Liaison Officer of his ethnicity but has failed in my view 
to back that up as required with independent evidence. In November the case officer wrote 
during an email exchange on the possible case options that "I have concluded that a temporary 
permission would not be suitable in this instance as the absence of evidence that they travel 
would not seem to make a temporary permission an option." This absence of evidence stated is 
at odds with information in the committee report. 

The officer report seeks to make this a non-personal application, however I see the applicants 
status as a material consideration. If the applicant is not a traveller then he could not occupy his 
own site as he would breach one of the proposed conditions, and as the applicant has stated 
that he intends to occupy the site himself, it would not be available to any other travellers, so 
providing no benefit to the Districts GTAA position. 

There are a number of other issues that I believe the committee should consider in its 
deliberations: 

Site Design and facilities, which does not seem to be considered at all by the officer: 
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Application seeks to retain timber yard, so this is a mixed use application 

Space allocated for static and mobile caravans specified as turning space and parking in timber 
yard application - can't be used for both. 

Best practise for Gypsy and Traveller site design regards provision of an amenity building as 
essential. The amenity building must include, as a minimum: hot and cold water supply; 
electricity supply; a separate toilet and hand wash basin; a bath/shower room; a kitchen and 
dining area. No amenity room is included in the plans. 

CP19: The site is outside of the SPB , therefore rural exception site 

Suitability of site:  

Report compares application to 2014 application at Hill Top Stables in Liphook. Firstly the 
Liphook application was made and appealed prior to the publication of the August 2015 PPTS so 
was subject to different legislation. Secondly the report attempts to persuade the committee 
that the application site is as conveniently located to facilities as the Liphook site. While the 
distances involved are similar, comparing the facilities of Liphook to Ropley is frankly ridiculous. 
One has a 20000 sq ft superstore plus a further major convenience store and approximately 15 
further shops covering a range of goods and services together with three schools covering 
infants to secondary ages, three or four pubs and a main line railway station; the other has one 
shop of about 500 sq ft, a junior school, no pubs and a heritage steam railway - the facilities in 
Ropley and Liphook are in different leagues. Additionally the Liphook site is approximately 
100m from the nearest residential property while the application site is directly adjacent to a 
residential site. Finally the PINS appeal reference given in the report refers to a completely 
different site - in Bordon. I would recommend you to reject the justification of the suitability of 
the application site by comparison with the Liphook site as it is totally flawed. 

Availability of Alternative Accommodation 

There is no doubting the applicants local connection with at least one of then having been 
permanently resident in Ropley for many years. During that time the caravan now situated on 
the application site was situated at a house in Ropley, and during the recent cold weather they 
elected to return to this location. I would agree with objectors that as they have elected to 
return when desired, they have access to alternative accommodation. It is also worth noting 
that the applicants have not registered with the Councils housing service. 

Applicants accord with definition of travellers 

- Most of the evidence is local character references or letters from relatives, not evidence of 
travelling for work, and for the most part not independent. 
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Top of page 65 is unbalanced - seem to accept lack of evidence from applicant but dismiss 
objections due to lack of evidence. 

Intentional Unauthorised Development 

The report confirms that intentional unauthorised development did take place, however 
ignores the fact that this is part of a series of infringements. Original application for the timber 
yard was retrospective, was refused but allowed at appeal. It should be noted that a pre-
commencement condition for the timber yard imposed by the appeal decision has not been 
complied with despite the barn obviously having been commenced.  

One of our MP's first activities in Parliament was to seek to address the issues raised by an 
earlier Gypsy related event in Ropley. During the debate he said “I understand that there is a 
role for retrospective planning applications, but it must be possible to construct a set of 
principles that allows for genuine mistakes yet excludes the wilful abuse of the system to create 
wholly new dwelling places. That would not solve every problem, but it would go some way to 
restoring public confidence in the system, which has become badly discredited. I hope that the 
Minister and his colleagues will consider the idea.”.  

This debate was the trigger for many of the changes seen in the PPTS in 2012 and 2015. As 
opposed to considering this aspect of the application with minimal weight as suggested, I would 
suggest that the committee consider whether serial infringement should carry a higher weight, 
and whether any conditions that might be imposed on a decision have any realistic chance of 
being fulfilled with the potential for further nuisance and loss of amenity to neighbours. 

Since 2013 this council has performed three GTA assessments and several calls for sites and no 
occasion has this site been submitted, but the applicant now seeks to effectively bypass this 
assessment system, as well as all of the applicants who legitimately applied and would be 
potentially disadvantaged should this application be successful. 

Rights of the Child 

I think it is important to remember that in this case the decision of the applicants to move to 
the site was voluntary, and that they have chosen to vacate the alternative accommodation 
that they and their child have occupied safely for several years during which the child has 
attended the local pre-school group and more recently the junior school. It should also be 
noted that there is another child involved here - that of the immediate neighbours. Since the 
intentional unauthorised occupation of the site the neighbouring child has been unable to enjoy 
access to the garden of Highgate House without being subjected to odours from the portable 
toilet situated within a metre of the boundary, as well as noise from the generator used to 
provide electricity to the site and from the use of power tools for wood cutting operated close 
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to the boundary and frequently outside of the times of operation permitted by the timber yard 
appeal. You need to balance your considerations to include all children. 

As councillors we also have a duty of safeguarding and I believe it would be wise to consider the 
safety of a decision allowing a child to live on what would be in effect an industrial site. The 
officer has minimised this aspect by equating the situation to one experienced on a farm, 
however the timber yard in this application is directly adjacent to the proposed residential area. 

Visual Impact 

The Pre-Submission Ropley Neighbourhood Plan seeks to protect key vistas around the village 
from harm through development. As members of the committee will know from their visit to 
one of the vista points, the proposed site is clearly visible from that point and so would cause 
adverse visual impact and so be contrary to policy RNP3 of the Neighbourhood Plan.  

The officer report suggests a condition requiring retention of the hedge to protect the view, but 
as the hedge is already there and the site is still visible, retention will not help the situation, and 
as highlighted earlier, previous conditions have not resulted in the desired effect.  

In addition to being highly valued by villagers, the vista point is enjoyed by many walkers as it is 
on the St. Swithuns Way route between Winchester and Farnham and is part of the historic 
Pilgrims Way between Winchester and Canterbury.    

Finally I turn to Applicable Policy in this area. 

The PPTS as revised in 2015 forms the primary legislation covering this application, read in 
conjunction with the broader NPPF.  

The officer report makes frequent reference to the most recent GTAA assessment and unmet 
need. I have some sympathy for the council as attempting to meet these requirements in the 
face of continuously changing legislation is difficult. The PPTS does however offer a little relief 
in this case, relative to the carnage inflicted in some areas of the district recently due to lack of 
a five year land supply. In particular, policy H, para 27 states: 

"If a local planning authority cannot demonstrate an up–to-date 5 year supply of 
deliverable sites, this should be a significant material consideration in any subsequent 
planning decision when considering applications for the grant of temporary planning 
permission" 
 
If the intention here was to apply to all traveller applications the word temporary would have 
been omitted. It is also worth noting that the advice given by planning policy which I believe 
guides this whole decision misquotes this PPTS policy by stating that it applies to "temporary and 
permanent" applications. It does not. 
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Having looked at some of the background to the changes in the PPTS I believe that this change 
was designed to allow a degree of planning balance by supporting temporary applications in the 
absence of a 5 year supply while councils react to changing legislation, while protecting against 
wholesale permanent blight as a result of a short term gap. 
 
Since this is an application for permanent permission I believe that this PPTS policy absolves the 
council from considering unmet need as part of this application. 
 
The second PPTS policy that needs to be considered comes from Policy F para 20. Policy F covers 
mixed planning use traveller sites. It is disappointing that the officer report fails to acknowledges 
the existence of this policy and the planning policy consultation fails to take account of the full 
policy, restricting its discussion to paras 18 and 19. Para 20 is both highly relevant to this case 
and an extremely rare example of concise government legislation. This application seeks 
retention of a gypsy and traveller site in addition to retention of its use as a timber yard, such 
that any resulting permission would be for a mixed use site. In addition the officer report 
acknowledges in the discussion of the development plan that the application site is outside of 
the SPB in open countryside and would therefore be considered as a rural exception site.  
 
Policy F para 20 states: Local planning authorities should not permit mixed use on rural 
exception sites.  
 
I am not sure what could be much clearer than that. This is a mixed use application on a rural 
exception site therefore the authority should refuse the application. 
 
To summarise: 
 
The applicant has failed to provide independent evidence that they travel and they therefore fail 
the test of traveller status. This would effectively void the permission as they would be incapable 
of meeting one of the proposed conditions. 
 
The site design is inadequate as it fails to provide an amenity building, and this together with the 
proposed static and mobile caravans would remove the turning area required to sustain the 
timber yard in compliance with its conditions. 
 
As this is a retrospective application and in light of the history of unauthorised development and 
failure to comply with conditions, I do not believe that the proposed conditions would adequately 
protect the amenity of neighbours. 
 
As this is a permanent application, PPTS policy H para 27 absolves the authority of the need to 
consider unmet need as a material consideration 
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and finally as this is a mixed use application on a rural exception site, PPTS policy F para 20 directs 
that the authority should not permit such development. 
 
Thank you for your patience.  
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I speak on behalf of The Alton Society and the Alton Ashdell Ward Residents’ Association 
We are concerned about two points in particular in relation to this proposed industrial 
development. 

The first being the access across the top of Lynch Hill by way of a new road to be cut through 
Lynch Hill Hanger and on through the side of Lynch Hill itself - connected by the new junction onto 
Montecchio Way. 

This will cause significant damage to the general vista on the approach to the town and has the 
potential to create an accident blackspot as traffic queues back-up onto the A31 during peak 
times. 

It will ruin the entrance to Alton by the creation of a dangerous double junction with a very steep 
downhill approach where slow moving lorries will have to cross two live lanes of fast moving traffic 
as they leave the new development. 

This would be a massive civil engineering project on an unprecedented scale and we don’t feel 
that the Highways or Landscaping reports, by the applicant or the commenting bodies, have fully 
taken this into account. 

The second point is the proposed construction of tall industrial buildings on top of Lynch Hill - this 
must not be allowed. The buildings would become the town’s most prominent landmark and be 
visible from within the South Downs National Park as well as from the surrounding hills to the North 
and East. 

The Joint Core Strategy tells us that Alton must ‘retain its undeveloped hills’ and that ‘the scale 
and feel of the town must be preserved’.  

This significant development, with its tall industrial buildings dominating the skyline on top of 
Lynch Hill, the loss of amenity by cutting through the tree lined Hanger with the protected Chalk 
Stream River Wey below, with its ill thought out and dangerous road being smashed through virgin 
downland has the potential to ruin all of this and goes against all the good work of the Joint Core 
Strategy document into which this council put so much work and in which the people of Alton place 
so much trust. 

This committee is our elected backstop, our safeguard against poor development and so we ask 
that you put a temporary halt to this planning application whilst more in depth reports into 
landscaping, visual impact and road safety are commissioned by you. 
There is a perfectly viable existing access to this site via Waterbrook Road. And, with better site 
planning which is in line with local planning policy, there is no need for any new buildings to 
breach the skyline of Lynch Hill.  

Alton needs greater employment opportunities through development.
 
But these opportunities must not come at any cost to our town. 
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PLANNING COMMITTEE 12th FEBRUARY 2018
ATC REPRESENTATION – LYNCH HILL

The allocation of land for employment use is welcomed for its positive impact on the local economy and the 
provision of job opportunities; however, regrettably the proposed highways access for this employment site 
renders this site as inappropriate and contrary to policy 

Saved Policy IB3 clearly states “planning permission for industrial or business development in the 
countryside will not be permitted unless it is for the reasonable expansion or intensification of an 
established business use within an existing site. “

Whilst the employment land site at Lynch Hill is contained within the local settlement boundary, the 
proposed site access is clearly in the open countryside with a need to create some 350m of roadway to reach 
the site itself.

The application on the other side of Montecchio Way for a motorist services was dismissed at appeal last 
year as it constituted a new build on the open countryside. Its proposed access was virtually opposite the 
access that Members are considering here this evening.

If the access were to come off Mill Lane which is the main road into Alton’s main industrial area then the 
whole application would comply with the policy as it would be for an expansion of existing industrial use 
and our objection would be withdrawn. 

As it stands this access will have an adverse impact on the local community, particularly for drivers, traffic 
flows and the increased risk of accidents which the Town Council believes will result from creating this 
access. There has been no appreciation of the traffic chaos which occurs particularly in peak times with 
people coming into town from the A31 for work and taking children to school or college. The traffic 
regularly backs up around to the A31, where congestion is exacerbated by the Mill Lane and the traffic 
lights at Holybourne a further 150m up the road before Eggar’s School. 

The request by highways of £136,500 to improve the Mill Lane/Montecchio Way junction is insignificant 
and whilst highways recognise that there is an existing problem (otherwise a mitigation sum would not be 
required) all that will happen is that a new problem will be created 100m further up the same road.

We would therefore urge Members to refuse permission for this application. If access were off Mill Lane it 
would be policy compliant but as it stands it is contrary to policy and would have an adverse impact on the 
open countryside and the highways network.

ALTON
Town Council

Town Hall
Market Square

Alton
Hampshire
GU34 1HD

 Telephone (01420) 83986 
 www.alton.gov.uk
 info@alton.gov.uk

 Town Clerk: Mrs Leah Coney
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We recognise that developing employment land is important for the continued economic health of the 

community and in principle we do not object to development of the land at the southern end of the site. 

We do however strongly object to development in the northern portion of the site which falls outside 

the clearly identified employment area, settlement policy and neighbourhood plan boundaries. 

Despite the presence of existing trees and proposed additional planting, we feel that opening the 

proposed access onto Montecchio Way have a serious negative impact on the landscape character and 

appearance of one of the key gateways to this historic market town which would be contrary to policy 

CP20 of the local plan

We appreciate the difficulties accessing the site from Waterbrook Road or directly from the A31, 

however whilst they may be financially unpalatable to the developer, we do not consider these 

difficulties to be insurmountable. We therefore contend that the quick fix solution before us today does 

not accord with Policy CP19 of the core strategy in that the need to use this countryside area for access 

is neither genuine or proven.

We note the planning inspector, when dismissing the appeal for the proposed service station on land 

opposite the proposed access, raised similar concerns and gave significant weight to these policies in his 

conclusions.

We have studied the economic development teams report with some interest, we believe the authors 

conclusions are deeply flawed in that they fail to consider of the impact the development will have on 

the community as a whole.

Those that live, work or run existing businesses in Alton will know that for several hours a day queuing 

traffic makes accessing or leaving Alton via the A31 at Montecchio Way an absolute nightmare. We 

believe that this development will only further exacerbate the problem.

Children from our parish, despite being picked up by the school bus at ten to eight, arrive late for school 

on average twice a week having spent 10 to 15 minutes of the journey sitting on the A31 or on the 

roundabout waiting to get onto Montecchio way.

I’m told by my own kids that sometimes it’s so late, they ditch the bus and walk the last bit, this 

concerns me greatly, as I’m sure it does you. 

Traffic delays inconvenience the local community, impact existing businesses, reduce productivity, 

increase pollution and reduce visitor numbers all of which reduces economic growth and vibrancy of the 

town, none of this is taken into consideration in the reports.

Councillors you have the opportunity today to make life better or worse for the local community, we 

urge you not to take the easy option of accepting this quick fix proposal, instead for the sake of the 

wider community, send a strong message to developers to go away and come up with something better.  

You know they will. 
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Planning Committee Meeting 12 February 2018

Ref Item 7. (iii):     49776/001 – Land at Lynch Hill, Mill Lane, Alton

Ward Councillor Comments

I am aware that Highways response to this application is ‘No Objection subject to Conditions.’  
However, I am aware also that serious concern remains regarding local Highways issues, 
accessibility to the site and consequential safety issues.

Discussion indicates that all levels of consultee express concern regarding Highways, 
Accessibility and associated safety issues:

 Ward Councillor
 Alton Town Council
 Binsted Parish Council

I have no objection to the site and its associated development but believe that there remain 
some outstanding issues needing to be satisfactorily resolved prior to the start of development.

The Montecchio Way location for the proposed access to the development is already heavily 
congested by traffic from Alton Town, Holybourne, Mill Lane Industrial Estate, Treloars 
College, Eggars School, a large housing development which is still in progress and, of course, 
the A31 Major Trunk Road from two directions.  All this traffic relies on substandard roads 
and junctions which have been allowed to grow in a somewhat individual manner without any 
obvious overall plan – and so it continues.

As stated, I am not opposed to the development of this site, but I do feel that under the 
circumstances a more searching assessment of the Highways and Accessibility aspects would 
be appropriate.

While I am aware that some detailed study of the roads in this area has been carried out I would 
suggest that a second look may be appropriate.  This application and its relativity to an already 
congested and complex junction does deserve a fresh approach and a second look.

Therefore, I urge members to refer this application pending further detailed study of the 
Highways and Accessibility issues and safety concerns associated with this site.

Ken Carter
Ward Councillor
Binsted and Bentley
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APPENDIX A

12 February 2018

PROPOSAL Two storey extension to rear
LOCATION: 8 Rival Moor Road, Petersfield, Hants, GU31 4HB
REFERENCE 
NO:

SDNP/17/06038/HOUS

1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three 
years from the date of this permission.

Reason:  To comply with the provisions of Section 91 (1) of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 (as amended)./ To comply with Section 51 of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004

2. Approved Plans

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the plans listed 
below under the heading "Plans Referred to in Consideration of this Application".

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.

3. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General 
Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (or any order revoking, re-enacting or 
modifying that Order) no window(s) or door(s) shall at any time be installed in the north 
elevation of the extension hereby permitted.
Reason - To protect the privacy of the occupants of the adjoining residential property.

4. The external materials to be used shall match, as closely as possible, in type, 
colour, and texture those of the existing building unless otherwise agreed in writing by the 
local planning authority.
Reason - To ensure that a harmonious visual relationship is achieved between the new 
and the existing developments.



5. The development hereby approved shall not be first occupied until space for the 
parking of 3 vehicles has been made within the site in accordance with drawing no. 17025-
500.  The parking spaces shall be retained for this purpose thereafter.
Reason - To ensure adequate parking provision is made, in the interests of highway 
safety.
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