
Appendix 4

Good evening.

I am OBJECTING to this application on behalf of the West of Grayshott Residents Group, the 
Committee of the Grayshott Society and those individual members who have been consulted. 

We have also been informed within the last 24 hours by one of the showmen at Fairlands that they 
are strongly opposed to this proposal.

We see this application as one of several threats to the area, all of which we strongly oppose.  

For example, Planning Committee members have each received a copy of the Grayshott Society’s 
consultation response to East Hampshire’s recent “Draft Wealden Heaths Phase II SPA 
Supplementary Planning Document”.   Its adoption would enable easier approval of developments 
within this area and the response states our concerns.  It also includes requests for consideration of 
alternative sites and proper protection for our local area, and these are relevant to this application.

Consultees and the Case Officer have identified that it contravenes several planning policies, 
including Settlement Policy Boundaries, the Local Gap, the SPA Exclusion Zone, location 
sustainability and more.  I will not expand on these points, merely stress that we fully endorse them.  

More importantly for us, some of our members ask  … “how, with all these policy breaches, can the 
report recommend PERMISSION,   especially  when Grayshott already provides traveller 
accommodation?   Isn’t it time for other East Hampshire areas to do the same?”

The report states that the Case Officer “considers” that these contraventions do not constitute 
reasons for REFUSAL.  For example (I quote)   “  …  due to the location of the development it is 
considered that the proposal would not  …    compromise the integrity of the gap  …  ”. 

We disagree, as I will explain.  

Firstly, Google Maps clearly shows the extent to which adjacent plots have already been developed.  
Local Gaps should avoid the coalescence of smaller settlements.  The graphic presentation reveals 
that no more development should be accommodated in this gap. 

In rejecting a 42 bedroom extra care facility very close to this site, the Appeal inspector found (I 
quote) “ significant harm to arise from the adverse impact of the proposal on the integrity of the gap  
…  “

West of Grayshott has also been in regular dialogue with East Hampshire regarding other issues at 
sites close to this one.  There has been virtually NO improvement in over a year:

 Planning conditions have proved inadequate and inconsistent with apparent reluctance to 
enforce them

 Accepted breaches remain under discussion
 East Hampshire staff claim lack of resources to monitor such sites or even to deal with 

reported issues effectively.   

In summary our concerns cover: 

1. the subjective justification for contravening planning policies
2. the beginning of the end for our Local Gap and 
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3. East Hampshire’s difficulties with managing such sites.

We ask not only that you REFUSE this application but also that you ensure the restoration of any 
land affected by works already started. 

CPRE estimates that brownfield space for at least 1M homes remains unexploited -   Hampshire must 
have some -  please, let’s use it.

Thank you for your attention.
 


