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EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL

At a meeting of the Planning Committee held on 11 May 2017

Present 

Councillor: I Thomas (Chairman)

Councillors: D Ashcroft, R Ayer, K Carter, D Evans, A Glass, C Louisson, S Pond, 
S Schillemore and A Williams (Vice-Chairman)

200. Apologies for Absence 

Apologies were received from Councillors F Cowper, A Joy, D Orme and 
D Phillips.

201. Confirmation of Minutes 

The minutes of the meeting held on 23 March 2017 were confirmed as a correct 
record and signed.

202. Chairman's Announcements 

There were no chairman’s announcements.

203. Declarations of Interest 

There were no declarations of interest.

204. Acceptance of Supplementary Matters 

Councillors noted the supplementary papers which included information 
received since the agenda had been published.  These were reported verbally 
at the meeting and are attached as Annex A to these minutes.

205. Future Items 

The committee agreed to visit the following sites:

 16/05851/FUL –  16A, Lavant St, Petersfield, GU32 3EW; and

 30936/007 – Wield Yard, Yew Tree Lane, Wield, S024 9AJ.
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206. Report of the Head of Planning 

The report of the Head of Planning was considered and it was RESOLVED 
that:

Application No., Site and Description: Resolution:

SDNP/17/00470/HOUS

West Park Cottage, Hawkley Road, 
Liss, GU33 6JP

Detached double garage (as amended 
by plans received 31/03/2017)

Permission subject to conditions as set 
out in Appendix A.

SDNP/16/02740/HOUS

Church Cottage, East Meon Road, East 
Meon, Hampshire, GU32 1NJ

Detached three bay garage (as 
amended by plans received on 
13.02.2017)

Permission subject to conditions as set 
out in Appendix A

207. PART 2 - South Downs National Park - Applications and related planning 
matters to be determined or considered by the Council on behalf of the 
South Downs National Park Authority

208. SECTION 1 - APPLICATIONS REPORTED IN DETAIL

209. SDNP/17/00470/HOUS - West Park Cottage, Hawkley Road, Liss, GU33 6JP 

Detached double garage.

The Principal Planning Officer introduced the item and displayed an aerial 
photograph of the site, plans of the proposed garage and photographs of the 
site, access and street scene. 

The recommendation was for permission.

The committee supported the application and voted on the officer’s 
recommendation for permission.

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 10 
Councillors voting FOR permission, no Councillors voting AGAINST permission 
and no Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.
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210. SDNP/16/02740/HOUS - Church Cottage, East Meon Road, East Meon, 
GU32 1NJ 

Detached three bay garage (as amended by plans received on 03.02.2017).

The Principal Planning Officer introduced the item and displayed the proposed 
site plan, elevations and a map highlighting the nearby listed buildings and 
public footpaths.  He also showed an aerial photograph of the site, along with 
photographs of and from within the site, the access, street scene and views 
towards the site from All Saints Church and vantage points from the public 
footpath on Park Hill.  The committee was shown the location of the 
Conservation Area, listed buildings and the adjacent historic garden.

The site was within the Settlement Policy Boundary.  Officers had concluded 
that the proposed garage would not harm the setting of the listed buildings, 
heritage assets, Conservation Area, or be detrimental to the amenity of 
residents of neighbouring properties.

The recommendation was for permission. 

Cllr Richard Bartlett, spoke on behalf of East Meon Parish Council.

East Meon Parish Council was very conscious of the fact that the village was in 
a national park and was probably unequalled for its beauty and history.  

When viewed from the churchyard and the public footpath on Park Hill, which 
both overlooked Church Cottage, the concrete base was clearly visible at this 
key part of the Conservation Area.

This large three bay garage block would have impact, not be sympathetic to the 
Conservation Area or to the setting of the listed buildings.  The most important 
policies were HE4 and CP30.  HE4 required that the scale, design and 
proportions be sympathetic to the characteristic form in the area and 
compatible with adjacent buildings and spaces.  HE4 also required that the use 
and application of building materials and finishes should respect local traditional 
materials and building techniques.

The East Meon Neighbourhood Plan was at an advanced stage.  There had 
been no objections to policies EM7 and EM8 which were relevant and wholly in 
line with HE2 and therefore should be given due weight.

Hampshire Buildings Preservation Trust had stated that the proposal had been 
significantly reduced in height, but only at the cost of the introduction of a very 
alien form with a similarly alien sedum roof finish.  The parish council agreed 
with this view.

Policies HE4, CP30, EM7 and EM8, seemed to have been clearly designed to 
prevent such out of character intrusions.
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The Conservation Officer comments on the need for conditions had not been 
addressed in the Planning Officer’s report.  The roof covering proposed would 
need constant maintenance and occasional replacement.  Future owners would 
have no incentive to maintain this covering and would not be required to do so.

There was no justification for a garage building of this size.  A two car garage 
building with a slate roof would be in proportion to this site and would only have 
a limited impact on the Conservation Area.  The impact of this building would 
be adverse and there was no public benefit to outweigh the harm.

On behalf of East Meon Parish Council he asked that the committee reject the 
application.

Mr Ian Lasseter spoke on behalf of the applicant.

He commended the comprehensive officer report to the committee.  In light of 
the objections to the original proposal with its tall roof, the applicant had worked 
with officers in order to address the issues previously raised.  The applicant 
was pleased to note the officer’s expert assessment that there would be no 
harm to the setting of any listed building, the character or appearance of the 
conservation area or to the amenities of any neighbouring residents.

He understood that many of the committee members had visited the site in 
connection with the previous proposal and would therefore be aware that his 
client’s garden was visually enclosed and the garage would be very well 
screened by existing buildings, boundary walls and vegetation.

Those who had objected were entitled to their opinions, but he suggested that 
the committee might agree with him that many of the comments made did not 
stand up to scrutiny.  With its lower ‘green’ roof, the garage would not be seen 
from many of the alleged vantage points, but in any case, being seen did not 
equate to harm.

The proposed building would replace a tatty garage and shed that did not make 
a positive contribution to the character of the area and, if the new structure was 
glimpsed, it would not be seen in isolation but read with other buildings.  In his 
view it would appear as an attractive car port of traditional construction, with a 
green sedum roof that had been designed to address the main issues of height 
and visibility.  It would appear entirely appropriate to its location.

Some had criticised the use of a green roof, saying that it would be out of 
character, but respecting character did not mean copying what was around.  
Indeed, this had been confirmed in the emerging Neighbourhood Plan, which 
advised that ‘new buildings should match the quality and diversity of the past, 
but should not attempt to mirror what already exists – diversity should reflect 
the current period, not the past’.

He believed that sedum roof accorded with that advice, adding to the diversity 
of materials in the village.
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Officers had addressed all other material considerations and he asked that the 
committee accept the recommendation to grant permission.

Cllr Robert Mocatta spoke as the ward councillor.

He commended the officer’s comprehensive report, but believed that the 
proposal would have a detrimental impact on the nearby heritage assets.
With regard to the historic environment, he had a different view to that of 
paragraphs 8.27, 8.28 and 8.29 of the report. He quoted CP30 paragraph e): “a 
new development will be required to take account of local conservation area 
appraisals ...where they exist.” 

The East Meon Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan had been 
adopted by the South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA) Planning 
Committee, of which he was a member, in November 2015. There were 51 
listed buildings in the Conservation area, 2 Grade I, 2 Grade II* and 47 Grade 
II. 

The garden of Church Cottage was surrounded by listed heritage assets. He 
quoted paragraph 6.24: “The special character of any Conservation Area can 
be degraded through the loss of architectural features and traditional materials, 
particularly roofing materials. Individually, these changes may be relatively 
minor” and paragraph 6.26: “It is important that the historic building stock 
should be monitored so that an appearance of an emerging problem is 
identified at an early stage. In reality, this means that everyone, National Park 
and District Council officers and members, Parish Councillors and the 
community, should keep an eye on gradual changes affecting the character of 
the village.”

The first purpose of the South Downs National Park was to conserve and 
enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area. He 
believed that this application would not achieve this purpose.

With regard to materials, he quoted paragraph 8.26 of the report: “It is 
acknowledged the proposed roofing material does differ from those buildings in 
the immediate area.” Looking at the opening paragraph of HE4: “Development 
in a conservation area will be permitted only where it would preserve or 
enhance the character or appearance of the area.” 

Concerning scale, he quoted paragraph a) of HE4: “the following requirement 
will apply: the scale, design and proportions are sympathetic to the 
characteristic form in the area and compatible with adjacent buildings and 
spaces.” The frontage would be 2/3 of that of Church Cottage, that there were 
many listed buildings without garages, and there was no requirement in the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) for a house to have a three bay 
garage.

With regard to public views and the NPPF,  the garage would have a negative 
impact on the setting of several heritage assets. It would be highly visible both 
from the street and the public footpath on Park Hill. He quoted paragraph 134 
of the NPPF: “Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial 



6
Planning Committee

(11.5.17)

harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be 
weighed against the public benefit of the proposal.” He felt that it was quite 
difficult to see the public benefit of this proposal and therefore urged the 
committee to refuse the application.

The Planning Development Manager clarified that officers held the view that the 
proposal would not cause any harm to the setting of listed buildings, the 
Conservation Area or other heritage assets, and therefore, the proposal did not 
need to be weighed against public benefit.

In response to questions about the proposed construction materials, the 
committee was advised that the garage would be clad in oak and the sedum 
roof would be drought proof and have a lifespan of around 30 years.  Like 
thatch, it would be expected that the owner would maintain the sedum.

The committee noted that a number of the objections related to aspects of the 
garage that had been designed to address concerns with the previous 
proposal.  Whilst some members of the committee did not feel that the design 
was of such high quality as the previous proposal, it appreciated that it had 
been designed to meet the previous concerns and minimise its visual impact.

In reply to a question regarding visibility from public footpaths, the Principal 
Planning Officer confirmed that the garage would not be prominent and that it 
might be glimpsed in the winter months when the trees had no leaves.

Committee members who had attended the site visit had been encouraged to 
view the site from as many different publically accessible locations as possible.  
This had included from the public footpath on Park Hill and the view from the 
top of Park Hill.  Having done so, committee members did not feel that the site 
was visually prominent and concluded that the proposal would not cause harm.

Cllr Robert Mocatta, the local ward councillor, declined the opportunity to speak 
for a further minute.

The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for permission.

Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED, 8 Councillors 
voting FOR permission, no Councillors voting AGAINST permission and 2 
Councillors ABSTAINING from voting.

The meeting commenced at 6.00 pm and concluded at 6.58 pm

…………………
Chairman



11 May 2017                                                             
Annex A
Planning Committee

Supplementary Matters to be considered as part of Planning Officer's Report on 
Planning Applications.

Part 2  S1  Item  02
SDNP/16/02740/HOUS

Church Cottage, East Meon Road, East Meon

UPDATE

PLANNING POLICY (East Meon Neighbourhood Development Plan)

The East Meon Neighbourhood Plan has progressed to the Examination stage with 
the results expected between 4-6 weeks. 

CHANGES TO RECOMMENDATION

No changes to recommendation.
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EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL

MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMITTEE

Applications determined by the Council on behalf 
of the South Downs National Park Authority 

APPENDIX A

PS.484 /2017
11 May 2017

PROPOSAL Detached double garage (as amended by plans received 
31/03/2017)

LOCATION: West Park Cottage, Hawkley Road, Liss, GU33 6JP
REFERENCE 
NO:

SDNP/17/00470/HOUS

1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three 
years from the date of this permission.

Reason - To comply with the provisions of Section 91 (1) of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 (as amended). To comply with Section 51 of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004

2. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General 
Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any order revoking, re-enacting or 
modifying that Order) the garage hereby approved shall only be used for the 
purpose of storage and the parking of private motor vehicles in connection with the 
residential use of the property and shall not, at any time, be used for living 
accommodation, business, commercial , industrial purposes or for the storage of 
boats, caravans or trailers.

Reason - To ensure the adequate provision of on site parking for the purpose of 
highway safety.

3. Approved Plans

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the plans 
listed below under the heading "Plans Referred to in Consideration of this 
Application".

Reason - For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.



PROPOSAL Detached three bay garage (as amended by plans received 
on 13.02.2017)

LOCATION: Church Cottage, East Meon Road, East Meon, Hampshire
GU32 1NJ

REFERENCE 
NO:

SDNP/16/02740/HOUS

1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three 
years from the date of this permission.
Reason - To comply with the provisions of Section 91 (1) of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 (as amended)./ To comply with Section 51 of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004

2. Approved Plans

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the plans 
listed below under the heading "Plans Referred to in Consideration of this 
Application".
Reason - For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.
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