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Public Time:  
a. Bob Hough, the Parish Council Chairman, opened the meeting to discuss the planning 

application from WTC for lighting at the tennis courts in Laverstoke. He welcomed 
everyone, asked that people be respectful, not interrupt one another and ‘second’ 
comments rather than repeat previously made comments. He asked that matters raised 
were kept to the subject in hand. There are monthly PC meetings so other matters can 
be included at the next meeting. The Parish Council is making its decision on this 
planning application tonight and will try to answer questions relating to the application 
as best it can. The following comments were made/queries raised by residents (R) and 
WTC members: 

b. R: An objection on primarily environmental grounds. Hampshire Bat Group had informed 
that all bats are adversely affected especially by blue LED light, they are mostly active 
after sunset which coincides with courts lights use. There is precedent for planning – 
Hayling Bowls Club were unable to use floodlights between April to Sept inclusive. The 
Bat Conservation Trust have guidance for lighting sports facilities. Section 3 on mitigation 
of lighting impact includes firstly determining if bats are present on site. There are 7 
varieties in 2 km radius of centre of Laverstoke including 2 endangered species. Then to 
determine presence of/potential for roosts and to look at foraging habitat. There are bat 
boxes in their owns field and on the Millennium Green. It is important to avoid lighting of 
key habitat areas altogether. 

c. R: Men’s Shed member supported bats comments above and raised courts underuse at 
the weekend during normal daylight hours except Sat mornings. On Sundays 8 out of 10 
times they’re not in use. They had never seen the 2 courts used at same time and 
queried why there should be extended opening when there’s no great demand. The 
tennis lights are powered from the Men’s Shed board. Bob confirmed he is taking the 
meter readings from the separate meter. 

d. R: Why had there been no environmental assessments as required by law and why did 
the PC and tennis club think they didn’t need planning permission when 2 minutes on 
the web and on the LTA site shows this is necessary? 

e. R: The WTC application was grossly incorrect with 36 untruths in the biodiversity 
checklist & design statement and the objector asked for PC to support them. They felt it 
contained false claims, gave an inaccurate account of our village, an inaccurate position 
of the courts within our village and an incorrect summary of our village. They asked 
whether the PC would take legal advice on the contract with the club, get a planning 
consultant’s guidance, investigate the impact of light pollution and look at potential 
vehicle movements in the evenings. They queried why the PC give WTC permission for 
the lights, what the PC can do to ask WTC to retract the planning application and were 
there electricity and pavilion use agreements that could be retracted? They felt the 
application made was aggressive and incorrect. The lights don’t meet the LTA guidelines 
and will have a devastating impact on wildlife. WTC were aware of the concerns but 
continued to pursue 7 days a week in their application. The LTA guidelines are very clear. 
Bob explained the Men’s Shed houses the electricity but there is no contract to use 
power and the legal document for room use could be retracted. 

f. R: Why are the lights still being used if they have no planning permission? The club are 
still playing tennis on the pretext of adjusting the lights. The planning authority had told 
the resident that if the plans have not been passed they should not be used. Another 
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resident had been told the same and someone commented it would be respectful to 
residents to wait till they get permission.  

g. R: wanted to see a show of hands from those that did not support the lights being used – 
it was majority.  

h. R: There was an absence of consultation. Given the location, they would expect much 
more consensual relationship instigated by the tennis club – a consultative and 
cooperative arrangement, a quid pro quo – and feel the tone of the relationship is 
fundamentally wrong. 

i. R: It was suggested that if the lights remain it will give black arrows a lever to have lights. 
Someone mentioned light aircraft landing.  

j. R: Are the lights, as they are at the moment, in their final setting? There is a lot of glare 
on my property {north side of the pavilion.} Bob answered that there’s more work WTC 
needs to do on them still. 

k. R: The lights facing west are still lighting Batts Meadow chestnut trees. 
l. R: Given the LTA recommend 6-10m, the 4.6m poles installed mean the light angle is too 

shallow thus creating spillage and glare. 
m. R: Is the current light positioning now safe for the courts to be played on by juniors, 

adults and for matches? The picture of lighting included in the newsletter is nothing to 
the glare we have today. 4-10pm, 7 days a week, 365 days a year use is totally 
unacceptable in this setting. The planning and biodiversity documents are totally 
inaccurate. The reference to junior coaching without lights not being able to continue is 
incorrect. Their child had attended coaching from WTC in the winter months at 
Testbourne. Someone seconded that. They highlighted issues with the heritage 
statement P10 & P11 making the point that the wider conservation area is greatly 
impacted by the scheme. Trees in the area are deciduous and this will have a detrimental 
effect in winter. This will have a devastating impact on residents, the environment and 
the biodiversity of the area. Continued use of unapproved lights has a detrimental effect 
on the whole environment and for those who live near it. They strongly opposed the 
application.  

n. R: The design and heritage statement ironically states the design is ‘respectful of 
neighbour amenity’. Residents of Laverstoke 10 years ago paid nearly £39k on the courts 
refurbishment, WTC contributed £14k and these residents therefore paid £27k - money 
which belonged to the residents, which came from the sale of the old village hall. (Bob 
asked for these old points not to be laboured.) What benefit do residents gain from the 
lights? A couple of residents reiterated this point. One commented that it’s been no 
benefit and now we just have grief and upset within the community. {To clarify figures 
this was: £39k ex vat, £14k inc vat and £27k ex vat} 

o. R, also WTC member: plays tennis but is not affected by the glare. They were respectful 
of the impact on the community, the village and wildlife. They urged that a compromise 
be considered and appreciated everyone’s viewpoint. 

p. R: The application referenced that there were no objections and also a meeting with 
residents to discuss if they would be happy with lights. They wondered how many people 
had been aware of the meeting? It had been in the middle of a pandemic, using zoom 
was an issue and it gave the impression of being sneaky i.e. that they could come in via 
back door.  

q. Howard Bradley, WTC Chairman: expressed that he was sorry for the situation as it is. 
The club had done nothing without the full consultation of the PC. They had advertised 
the meeting last summer. Bob explained it had gone in the newsletter and on facebook. 
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Also, the PC minutes go on the noticeboards and website. Every single news & views 
goes on the website too. We put this out around 6 or 7 times.  

r. R, also WTC member: it is was important to look at what has been done and how we got 
here. It could have been done differently and better in hindsight, to see if the lights could 
be accommodated or not. 

s. PC Chairman: explained that this was the same process for other issues such as the 
windfarm, Wheelabrator incinerator, Bombay Sapphire wanting to put in a car park in 
the trees opposite and Men’s Shed set up. For each a news story was included in the 
News&Views, discussed in PC meetings so included in meeting minutes and maybe 
News&Views a couple more times and then the PC try and have a community meeting so 
residents can voice their opinions. He gave an example of BS car park. We try and listen 
to members of the public e.g. the windfarm and try and fix things. We did this lighting 
process a long time ago now. We started putting info out from July to Oct 2020 and on 
website minutes. No one came to our meeting and complained at the time.  

t. R: Was the lighting picture that was shown in the newsletter representative? It showed 
the light was totally contained within area of tennis club.  

u. PC Chairman: the PC had included that picture but are now in a very difficult position as 
it was given one spec for that initial discussion and we now have another lighting spec. 
They are very different.  

v. R: criticised the PC’s Comms strategy saying the PC should not go behind its strategy and 
say it is successful when everybody in the room didn’t receive it. The PC should take 
ownership of their strategy, not just put the info on paper or website, the PC has 
responsibility to share with all and there could have been a letter drop.  

w. PC Chairman: the PC is not able to knock on doors and lobby everyone as we don’t have 
the time and letter drops also aren’t necessarily read. The resident also said the content 
was inaccurate. Bob explained that it hadn’t been but that we now have new 
information. 

x. R: None of the other issues such as Bombay Sapphire had been during a national 
lockdown. People had been shielding and protecting those at risk staying with them. 

y. WTC Chairman: WTC didn’t try and go behind everyone’s back. The reason they are 
looking for lights now is twofold. In covid times last year tennis continued for the most 
part. It had stopped but re-started a lot sooner than other sports. Membership rose 
considerably and the age group playing reduced significantly. Lots of members are 
working full time. Some have lots of commitments at weekend which is why the courts 
are not always used at the weekend. This is why they want to play at night. WTC had a 
grant from B&D done jointly with the PC and the basis of the grant was to increase 
membership of adults and juniors. The coach had been replaced. Josh Gook LTA coach 
will only stay if he can coach all year round at 4-7pm on a Thursday. The reason the 
planning application is retrospective is that they were advised by a member of the PC 
that it is a temporary structure, not concreted in, within the bounds of the courts and in 
hindsight they should have looked it up. But that was why they didn’t apply. The 
planning officers have said they can use the lights prior to the application completion but 
with agreement from the PC they are restricting their use currently to Tues and Thurs. 
They are trying to find the right setting for the lights that work well for the courts and 
reduce as much glare and spillage as possible. 

z. PC Chairman: there is no point the planners coming out if the lights are down and off. 
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aa. R: Could the planners come out and also see the area when there are no lights. It is 
beautiful. Thanks to the PC we have relatively low street lighting switched down as far as 
HCC will let us but how does that marry with maybe supporting floodlighting? 

bb. R: now WTC have a sense of the vigor and depth of feeling within the lane, and rather 
than the residents ‘beating up’ the PC, moving forward could there be a direct dialogue 
with WTC?  

cc. WTC Chairman: WTC have to go through the PC. We want to find an agreement that 
everyone is comfortable living with and we don’t won’t to be at loggerheads with 
anybody. We were courted to come here and WTC’s rent is effectively paying back the 
initial outlay of the PC. We had also been looking at locations in Whitchurch and the PC 
at the time made it attractive to come here as they wanted the courts to be used and 
looked after.  

dd. R: Was it WTC’s intention, if permission is given, that the courts be lit 7 days a week and 
not the 2 nights that PC said?  

ee. WTC Chairman: for the club to function properly it needs to be more than 2 nights. They 
are open to discussion with the PC on this but the only thing that has come back is 2 
nights, it has to be viable for the club. They won’t be used all the time, the weather isn’t 
like California. This has to be discussed through the PC.  

ff. R: Residents gain nothing from having the tennis club here – there’s no reduction of fees 
for locals to play and we pay the same as everyone else and there are quite a lot of 
children. A WTC member explained that there is the new practice court/wall for children 
to play on.   

gg. WTC member: requested WTC be allowed to continue uninterrupted as they had listened 
to the residents make their comments. 

hh. WTC Chairman: to help junior’s membership is £10 all year so it’s not high cost. WTC pay 
the electricity and pay their way. Howard had spoken to someone about the bats but his 
understanding is that the problem is if they still think it’s daylight, so as long as the bat 
boxes aren’t facing the light it should be ok. Residents disagreed but were asked to wait 
till Howard had finished. His last point was that there would be no more vehicle 
movement than there would be in the summer as there are only 2 courts lit. Vehicle 
movements shouldn’t be a problem. 

ii. WTC member: had been on the committee and had a relationship with the PC as 
landlord for 8 or 9 years. Having worked together to get the courts refurbished, it would 
be a shame if the relationship was soured because of this. If there is a compromise to be 
had let us aim for that. 

jj. R: Tennis or archery use is most welcome during the day but this is not the venue for 
evening sports, given the very special rural community. Overton and Whitchurch are 
bigger and have a more urban nature and you can ‘lose’ the lighting but they were 
surprised and disappointed that the tennis club has little regard for the impact on the 
environment and us villagers. 

kk. R: If the lighting installed is greater than originally agreed how can the PC approve this? 
Bob said that was going to be discussed later.  

ll. Cllr Andrew White: there are double the lumens, there are 2 lights per pole and PC were 
told one. Bob added that the lux level is very different. We have new information  

mm. R also WTC member: brought up daytime vs nightime use. They thought mid-winter 
play beyond 3pm would be good, but it doesn’t have to necessarily be till 10 every night 
of the year. They encouraged a compromise be agreed on timing.  
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nn. R: Bats, owls and the whole ecosystem with knock on effects were mentioned as being at 
risk from night time lighting  

oo. WTC member: was interested in wildlife and was sorry that this seems to have been a 
little disregarded. There are lots of technical aspects that surely Natural England will be 
asked about. They were not sure it’ll be devasting to bats and added they hibernate in 
winter. They themselves live in a lit area, see bats and hear owls and this area, although 
pretty and rural, is not without light pollution. They thought it would be good to have 
expert opinion on this as part of the planning process. 

pp. R: has contacted CPRE and if WTC want to light at night they need to pay for both a bat 
and environmental survey. Until you get the results of the surveys you shouldn’t be using 
the lights. Hampshire bats have put up 3 boxes in the area. Bob explained none of us are 
experts and it is something the Borough council will have to get involved in. 

qq. WTC member: Would higher posts with narrower spillage have an impact on how 
residents feel about the lights. The lower lights had been chosen so that they couldn’t be 
seen from the road. There is no point WTC looking at higher lights if the residents are still 
going to say no. 

rr. R: The starting point is to get the application correct and a fair representation of the 
village.  

ss. R: There is division into 2 camps with the residents being anti as it stands at the moment 
and the tennis club don’t appear to be backing down at all. They’re talking about 
compromise but that is not what the local people want. The PC can’t please everybody  

tt. R also WTC member: if light pollution is that bad they were concerned about the Bombay 
Sapphire light pollution 

uu. R: If there were taller posts and the light was narrow and angled down, as the LTA 
suggest, would that make a difference? Bob said that would light more air, trees 
everything. 

vv. WTC Chairman: explained about the costs - the WTC lights are £13.5k. LTA standard 
lights are about £40k which they cannot afford. 

ww. R: there seems to be a link between the costs of the lights and the funding of the 
practice/children’s area. Through an accident of history Kingfisher, the nursery, Black 
arrows, Men shed and WTC are in the village and we are happy for them to be here. This 
goes too far and is an abuse of our hospitality. 

xx. Bob drew the public time to a close as the PC now needed to discuss and make their 
decision 
 

1. Apologies for absence: Diccon Harvey 
In attendance: Bob Hough, David Ellis, James Bretel, Andrew White 

2. Declarations of interest Bob: Men’s Shed; David: PCC & Millennium Green;  
3. Planning   

21/02621/RET - Tennis Courts, Laverstoke Lane, Laverstoke. Proposal: The installation of 
10 no. low level telescopic flood lights of a maximum height of 4.6m within the 
perimeter fence of two existing tennis courts, to replace the former floodlighting mast 
(Retrospective) 
 

James – started off and said he would vote to object. The lighting spec is not as agreed. The 
design & heritage statement is quite weak. The biodiversity checklist is incorrect and it is 
also a householder form so may not be valid. Aside from the planning issues there is clearly 
an impact on the surrounding buildings. There is a glare issue as well as light spillage. He is 
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not in principal objecting to the lights. It is useful to support an existing sports facility and it 
is good that residents can benefit from it if they want to. Disappointingly there is no discount 
for residents but that is not a planning issue. At the moment the installation does impact on 
the residents. The glare will also be worse in winter due to the deciduous trees.  
David – objects on the basis that the lights are not as agreed. They are in breach of our 
agreement. The glare into the houses is not acceptable as is the light spillage into the fields 
beyond. Picking up on James’ point there are lots of inaccuracies in the application which is 
also not acceptable. The application misrepresents the village. They don’t support the 
reliability of the applicant. Lighting 365 days a year is just unacceptable in a rural village like 
this. In addition, we’ve not had the environmental information about the bats and wildlife. 
We need the reports to be able to make decisions. As a secondary point, having been in the 
village a long time, the lights in that area have not been used since 2000 ( & removed in 
2011.) 
Andrew – objects and seconds the above comments on the planning app and its 
inaccuracies. He is not completely opposed to the principal of lighting the courts. However, 
any lighting installation needs to consider the full requirements of not just the tennis club 
but also the effect on residents, the local environment and wildlife.  
With regards to residents, the sports facility has existed for a considerable amount of time 
with previous examples of some form of lighting being used. It is unreasonable for residents 
to not expect some disturbance from the facility. However, disturbance should be at a 
measured and moderate level in respect of the residents and the fact that this is a rural 
community. It is a particularly difficult situation because the properties on Laverstoke lane 
are elevated, technically an acceptable solution will be difficult to achieve. 
The local environment is rural with protected species present and he would expect to see 
professional advice to understand the effects of the lighting and minimise any negative 
effects. The lighting proposal in the application is twice the power of what was originally 
discussed with the PC. He’s witnessed the installed light operating and the club have failed 
on numerous occasions to demonstrate they can simultaneously meet the requirements of 
the tennis club, the local residents and the environment. The lighting glare visible from the 
properties along Laverstoke lane and the effect on the surrounding environment is totally 
unacceptable. The proposed usage of the lights for 7 days / 365 days a year is also 
unacceptable and would not be acceptable for lights even with minimal disturbance given 
the rural nature of the local.  
Bob – objects as the installed set up is not the same as agreed. 
  
The PC objects unanimously: 
Laverstoke & Freefolk Parish Council strongly objects to the retrospective application made 
by Whitchurch Tennis Club. The Parish Council is also the leasehold owner as noted on 
certificate b of the application. 
1. Firstly, and most importantly, the lighting that has been installed is not what was 
proposed by WTC and agreed with the Parish Council last year.  
 
The tech spec installed vs. that presented to the PC in Aug 2020 and agreed in Sep 2020:  
 

Original proposed lighting spec Installed spec 

10 lamps at 199w each 20 lamps at 100w each 

Total illumination of 145,175 lm Total illumination of 296,445 lm 

On 1 court average illumination of 41 lux On 1 court average illumination of 168 lux 
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The PC as landlord to the WTC consider the installed lights are in breach of our agreements. 
 
This is manifesting itself in significant spotlighting and glare at the pavement and ground 
floor level of the houses opposite (the houses are set above the road) as well as first floor 
windows. This is having significant impact on the welfare of the residents as it is 
unreasonably interfering in the use and enjoyment of their properties. There is also 
significant spill out of the sides of the court particularly onto the Millennium Green field and 
stretching towards the wooded edge.  Trees, grassland and hedgerows are lit too. 
 
Include the picture of the proposal WTC provided to the PC that was circulated in the Sept 
2020 newsletter to residents. It shows light retained within the court, no glare and no spill 
 
2. Floodlit playing times are shown as Mon to Sun (& bank holidays) 16:00 – 22:00. Our 
expectation was set for usage on 2 club nights a week and occasional matches at meetings. 
This was first brought up at a meeting with WTC in Aug 2020. Whilst the PC has welcomed 
the tennis club into the village and worked with it to improve facilities over the years the 
welfare of the residents must take priority. The majority of the residents have full time jobs 
and enjoy relaxing in the evenings in this rural conservation area with westerly (sunset) 
views. From the resident comments made to the PC there is considerable distress being 
caused by the nuisance of the light pollution which is impacting their welfare. This will 
worsen during the winter months as the lights will be in greater use and the leaf screening 
will have fallen. 
3. The biodiversity checklist is inaccurately completed with many omissions. We would 
also query if the correct document has been used as the householder biodiversity checklist 
has been used whereas irrespective of this being a retrospective application surely it is not a 
householder one. Without the appropriate environmental impact information we cannot 
make an assessment of the environmental impact and suitability of the proposal. 
4. The Design and Heritage Statement is inaccurate. 
 
The detailed anomalies and errors were looked at within the Biodiversity checklist, Design 
and Heritage statement and the application itself and will be fed back as comments. 
 
Next PC meeting: 7 Dec 2021 at 7.30pm in Lady Rose Hall 
 

Sign……………………………………………Date………………………… 
 


