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Good evening. I represent objectors, in particular Grayshott Society and West of 
Grayshott Conservation Group. We share the aim of robustly protecting the 
Settlement Gap between Headley Down and Grayshott along with almost 1000 
signatories to our 2018 petition to EHDC.

With opinions from professional consultants, we believe that the applicant has been 
disingenuous, for example:

1. Presenting the application as “…conversion of building form… ” when there is 
an element of ‘development’ 

2. Location  -  with regard to accessibility to other forms of sustainable travel 
3.  Urbanisation:
4.  Change of use from D2 leisure  to D1 without complying with CP16, claiming 

the proposal still provides a community benefit when in fact it benefits very 
few, mostly not local 

5. Traffic: the true impact on local traffic and road safety at meeting times is 
hidden by careful data management

First Point:  -  the applicant’s engineer’s report states, regarding new roof supports 
for the wings, that “new post positions will require the casting of small foundation 
bases”.   A section drawing of the ‘wings’ identifies that a new wall would be 
supported off the concrete base. The foundations would require substantial work. 
Section 55 of the Town & Country Planning Act (1990) regards this as “development”.  
CP23 prohibits such development in the Settlement Gap wherever it would: 
“compromise the integrity of the gap”, “undermine the physical and/or visual 
separation of settlements” or “can be located elsewhere”.  This leads on to my 

second point - Location: Clearly there will be a reliance on the private car.  The 
appeal inspector recently put great weight on accessibility and appropriate location 
in supporting rejection of a similar application.

Third point: Urbanisation:  The large increase of parking at the front of the building, 
new access and significant increase of vehicles at concentrated periods will urbanise 
this location.  The Committee Report acknowledges that…. “the resultant works 
would be somewhat urban in contrast to the existing verdant nature of the site”.     
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Fourth point - Change of Use: despite repeated claims, no substantive evidence is 
provided of any community benefit beyond PBCC members.  We believe the RRT 
cannot legitimately be used as justification as it is incidental to main use. 

Fifth point: Traffic  -  I believe our Ward Councillor will elaborate on this but local 
residents are extremely concerned about clustered vehicle movements on a short 
bend where there are already 4 entrances.

In summary, we implore the Committee to thoroughly probe these issues and 
conclude that this application should be rejected …

We have provided the document dismissing the planning appeal for a similar 
application rejected by Cheshire East …

…  it cites “the harm to the character and appearance of the area and … failure to be 
suitably accessible” in the absence of any “other considerations” or “special 
circumstances” to justify it.

This rationale applies equally here.  Thank you for your attention.


