
Mr Chairman, members of the Committee,

Westbourne Parish Council represents the community just across the border, this 
proposal is very close to the boundary and therefore will have an impact on our 
village.
We have made a comprehensive objection to this proposal but would like to 
summarise;

We understand that Havant conducted a Housing Needs survey for Gypsy/Travellers 
which identified the need for one pitch, that has been accommodated by the 

existing pitch on this site, therefore you have no need to allow this additional 
static.  

This site is very close to the boundary with Chichester / Westbourne and given that 
there are already 5 empty pitches in Westbourne, on Cemetery Lane, currently up for 
Sale through Hazel’s in Emsworth, this is a material factor that should be taken in to 
account in your decision.  As there is already a surplus of unused plots available 
within the immediate local area and ignoring the somewhat artificial local authority 
boundaries, there is in reality sufficient opportunity for Gypsy Traveller 
accommodation needs without the any additional plots being provided. 

We in Westbourne have already suffered from speculative applications for Gypsy 
and Traveller accommodation attracted by a growing concentration of similar plots 
which we have tried with limited success to resist.  However, a substantial growth in 
the Gypsy/Traveller community, may well result over time in the escalation of further 
units which in turn results in a scale of accommodation that dominates the local 
community and causes stress to social cohesion and to the already stretched 
infrastructure of the settled community.  By approving this additional application, you 
would run the risk of exacerbating this problem.

Our experience is that there has already been a serious detrimental effect on the 
Settled Community of Westbourne and a rise in social tensions, to the extent we 
have included a Policy in our Neighbourhood Plan to cover such applications. The 
PPG issued by the government also recognises this problem and states that Pitches 
should not be allowed where such intensification or concentration could dominate a 
settled community and give rise to such tensions.

At the examination of the Neighbourhood Plan in late 2017 the Inspector reviewed 
the evidence put forward and agreed our approach to this policy.  He said that 
Westbourne should not be subject to any further increases in Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation for the duration of the plan period.  As this pitch is so close to the 
village it will have the same effect as if it were in Westbourne and would fly in the 
face of this policy position.

We would also like to point out that the development is in the Countryside and the 
cumulative effect will be one of urbanising the setting, Long Copse Lane is Rural and 
this would damage the setting and amenity of users of the Lane. 
Again, it would contribute towards the coalescence of Emsworth and Westbourne 
which we are seeking to prevent.  The setting of the Historic Village of Westbourne is 
one of a typical English village surrounded by green fields and woodland and this 



should be protected.  This proposal doesn’t require a countryside location and there 
are vacant plots available so it appears to be speculative and would add to the 
concentration of Gypsy Traveller pitches within a relatively small area.

Previously the applicant was able to demonstrate their Gypsy/Traveller heritage, 
however the current planning guidance states to qualify they must maintain their 
nomadic way of life. Whilst this is difficult to prove/disprove as there is a condition 
attached to the site, it is down to the applicant to prove that they or whoever is to live 
in the new Static maintains a nomadic way of life. We have been informed that since 
the approval of this site the occupant has only been away from site on a similar basis 
as any settled resident would, that is for holidays etc. So, we doubt the basis of a 
truly nomadic lifestyle applies to this proposed occupation. 
We note the Hants County Council GTO comments, and feel in Para 12 that says it 
all,’ somewhere for his family to establish a settled lifestyle’. Then in Para 14, again, 
‘He has a strong desire to settle down for the stability, health and future of his family 
unit’ those comments contradict the Planning Policy Guidance and definition of 
Traveller. If he wishes to do this then they should retain their bricks and mortar 
property in Portsmouth.
The GTO also makes comments about other ‘local’ accommodation which is 
incorrect, not only is there one pitch on the Council site but another 5 others in 
Private control. Chichester planning Application 14/01217/FUL refers This is for 5 
Pitches of which not one has yet been taken up. These are the ones for Sale 
through Hazle’s estate agents.

With these points in mind we would urge you to refuse the application.

Thank-you Cllr Briscoe
Chair of Planning 
Westbourne Parish Council  

Link to the for sale at Hazle’s;
http://hazleandco.com/properties/property.html?property_id=102583002743

http://hazleandco.com/properties/property.html?property_id=102583002743

