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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 
 



Appendix 6

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.  
 

 
 


