
  1 
Planning Committee 

(20.2.20) 
 
 

 

EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
At a meeting of the Planning Committee held on 20 February 2020 
 
Present  
 
Councillor: S Pond (Chairman) 
 
Councillors: A Williams (Vice-Chairman), D Ashcroft, F Cowper, D Evans, A Glass, 
S Hunt, C Louisson, P Langley, N Taylor, E Woodard, K Budden (Reserve) and 
M Johnson (Reserve) 
 
139. Apologies for Absence  

 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors S Schillemore and I 
Thomas. 
 

140. Confirmation of Minutes  
 
The minutes of the meeting held on 9 January 2020 were confirmed and signed 
as a correct record.  
 

141. Chairman's Announcements  
 
The Chairman advised that Cllr K Budden would be sitting in place of  
Cllr I Thomas and 
Cllr M Johnson for Cllr S Schillemore. 
 
The Chairman welcomed Surinder Atkar, Solicitor who would be the 
Committee’s legal adviser. 
 

142. Declarations of Interest  
 
There were no declarations of interest.  
 

143. 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. 
 

144. Future Items  
 
No site visits were agreed.  
 

145. Report of the Director of Regeneration and Place  
 
The report of the Director of Regeneration and Place was considered, and it 
was RESOLVED that: 
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Application No., Site and Description Resolution: 

 

SDNP/19/05797/HOUS 

 

17 Stoneham Close, Petersfield 

GU32 3BX 

 

Single storey rear extension 

 

Permission subject to conditions as set 

out in Appendix A 

SDNP/19/05324/HOUS 

 

Chestnut Cottage, Newton Cottage, 

Newton Lane, GU34 3RE 

 

Two storey rear extension 

 

Deferred to allow Members to visit the 

site. 

 
146. SDNP/19/05797/HOUS - 17 Stoneham Close, Petersfield, GU32 3BX  

 
Single storey rear extension 
 
The Development Management Team Leader introduced the application and 
advised the application had been submitted by a member of staff. He advised 
the committee that the footprint of the extension was similar to neighbouring 
properties and that the principle of development was acceptable and would 
accord with the purposes of the South Downs National Park. 
 
The committee voted on the officer’s recommendation for approval. 
 
Following the vote, the recommendation was declared CARRIED. 13 
Councillors voting FOR approval, no Councillors voting AGAINST approval and 
no Councillor ABSTAINING from voting.  
 

147. SDNP/19/05324/HOUS - Chestnut Cottage, Newton Lane, Newton Valence  
 
2 storey rear extension 
 
The Planning Officer introduced the application and drew the committee’s 
attention to the supplementary matters where there were further consultee 
comments and an officer clarification from the South Downs National Park 
Authority. He discussed the principle of development and that the proposed 
development would exceed the gross internal area (GIA) as set out the SDNP 
Policy SD 31, which sets a threshold of approximately 30%, to a 47.9% 
increase. Officers at the SDNP had been consulted accepted the assessment 
of the policy whereby the dwelling would be retained as a medium size dwelling 
and the purpose of the Policy was not to have buildings increasing in size to 
large dwellings. 
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The committee was addressed by the following deputees: 
 
(1) Dr Seed spoke on behalf of objectors. 
 
As set out in Appendix 1 to these minutes. 
 
(2) Cllr Fewings spoke on behalf of Newton Valence Parish Council. 
 
As set out in Appendix 2 to these minutes. 
 
(3) Mr Porter spoke as the applicant. 
 
Mr Porter informed the Committee that he had worked closely with planning 
officers on the application and they had been satisfied with the proposal. It was 
a large plot and adequate however it was in need of refurbishment. It was 
proposed to be the family home in the future although currently limited to the 
needs of his family. He family intended to move into the home at a later stage. 
 
He did not believe that the proposed extension would affect the character of the 
village and said that it was not visible from the road. 
 
He asked the committee to support the application. 
 
The Chairman opened the debate by asking Cllr Louisson the local ward 
Councillor to speak. 
 
Cllr Louisson addressed the committee. Since the SDNP Plan was adopted in July 

2019, this is only the fifth application to be heard on behalf of SDNP by this committee. 

Two of the preceding four were staff or councillor applications, and one was a variation 

of condition. The Churcher’s application heard at the last committee pivoted on traffic 

issues rather than policy. As a result this was probably the first test of the SDNP local 

plan that we have been involved in, so he believed that it was important that the 

Committee uphold the policies established in the plan at the first hurdle. There would 

be no point to ignore the policies that have been established as the result of many 

years of formulation, consultation, hearings and examinations then what was the 

point? 

Newton Valence was a geographically large village of approximately 1000 ha 
but with less than 300 occupants. It wa dominated by Newton Valence Farm 
and its operations. As was typical of many farming villages the core of the 
village was a tightly knit collection of small cottages, surrounded by a small 
number of larger properties. Chestnut Cottage was one of the small cottages in 
the centre of the village and was in close proximity to a number of similar 
cottages. 
 
The committee had heard a number of concerns raised by the Parish Council 
and neighbours concerning the size and appearance of the proposed 
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extension, its impact on neighbours and the dark skies, and the tenure of the 
property. 
 
He had requested a committee hearing for this application as he believed that 
the committee should examine whether this application conforms with the 
SDNP plan and its aims. There are two policies that he believed the committee 
should consider: 
 
SD31 aimed to manage extensions through the imposition of an approximate 
30% limit on the size of extensions. As the officer report showed the application 
requested just under 50% so was clearly in excess of approximately 30%. The 
policy allowed this to be exceeded "under exceptional circumstances" - to date 
he had yet to hear any exceptional circumstances offered, and the committee 
would have heard the proposition that the applicant was not even in residence.  
 
and 
 
SD28 sought to manage the mix of property types available. While this policy 
was primarily aimed at new large developments, the intention, together with 
SD31, was to ensure that there was a range of properties available. The 
committee should also consider the interpretation of the property mix. The 
report stated that this application, if granted, would move Chestnut Cottage 
from a small to a medium sized property, but that because it was still a small or 
medium sized cottage that was OK. He believed the intention of the policy was 
to maintain a mix of both small and medium sized properties. If the committee 
allowed SD31 to be significantly bypassed without circumstantial justification, 
then the likely end result would be no small properties and mostly medium 
sized properties. Newton Valence had about 70 properties, so if it had, say, 25 
small, 35 medium and 10 large properties today, would the committee regard 
the village having 60 medium and 10 large properties in 10 years time as a 
positive result of SD31. 
 
One further consideration was the statement that the property could change to 
medium sized under permitted development. While the committee hear many 
cases for extensions under permitted development, this application would fail 
as two storey rear extensions are specifically not permitted on section 2(3) land 
which includes all National Parks. 
 
At this early stage of the SDNP plan he believed that the committee should 
support all aspects of the plan. The committee had been strong supporters of 
the Dark Skies policies and he believed the committee should be similarly 
strong supporters of its other policies. he looked forward to hearing the opinions 
of other members. 
  

Officers addressed the concerns raised as follows: 
 
Rented property - tenure was not a material consideration in the determination 
of this householder application. 
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The committee were referred to the supplementary papers and permitted 
development rights for the property were intact, therefore there was potential to 
exceed floor space. A single storey extension would be able to exceed the floor 
space.  
 
They also explained that the role of the SDNP was to interrupt their own 
Planning Policy. 
 
Councillors were concerned about the confusion around Policy SD 31 and in 
particular the approximately 30% and SDNP officers interpretation of 
approximately. This proposed development was in excess of 30% by over 
17.5%. 
 
Officers advised that the property had permitted development rights to have a 
single story rear extension which would take the dwelling from a ‘small’ to 
‘medium’ sized dwelling and extend the property by 33%.  A key aim of the 
policy being to restrict the loss of small and medium sized properties to large 
dwellings. 
 
Officers advised that EHDC’s Policy H16 and the SDNP CP31 policies were not 
the same. CP31 is more descriptive and less prescriptive than policy H16.   
 
There was concern that the decision made would be the subject of Judicial 
Review. 
 
The committee’s Solicitor advised that he did not believe that any decision 
would be the subject of a Judicial Review. 
 
The committee expressed continued concern about the excess area of the 
extension and the interpretation and recommendations of the SDNP planning 
policy officers in respect of Policy SD 31. 
 
Cllr Cowper proposed that the item be deferred and referred back to the South 
Downs National Park for clarification on the interpretation of Policy SD31 of the 
South Downs Local Plan in relation to this development. 
 
Cllr Louisson seconded the proposal. 
 
The Committee voted on the proposal to defer the application. 
 
Following the vote, the proposal was declared CARRIED. 11 Councillors voting 
FOR deferral, 1 Councillor voting AGAINST deferral and 1 Councillor 
ABSTAINING from voting. 

 
 

The meeting commenced at 6.00 pm and concluded at 7.10 pm 
 
 

………………… 
Chairman 



20 February 2020 
Planning Committee 
 
Supplementary Matters to be considered as part of Planning Officer's Report on 
Planning Applications. 
 

S1 Item 1 

SSNP/19/05324/HOUS 

Chestnut Cottage, Newton Lane, Newton 
Valence GU34 3RE 

 
 
FURTHER CONSULTEE COMMENTS 
 
South Downs National Park Policy Officer response - 
 
In this instance, the property could change from a small to medium size property 
under permitted development rights, and it would be a medium sized, 3 bedroom 
property if the extension hereby proposed was built. On this basis the proposal is 
not considered to conflict with the core purpose of SD31. 
Therefore, it is considered reasonable in this instance to depart from the floor space 
restrictions of Policy SD31. The principle of development is therefore acceptable, 
subject to all other material planning considerations. 
 
The proposal would also accord with relevant design policy and criteria b and c of 
Policy SD31.1. 
 
 
OFFICER CLARIFICATION 
 
The proposed skylight in the eastern roofslope would serve an en-suite shower 
room to bedroom 2, and would therefore likely to only be used for short periods 
during the night-time.  The rooflight would have a glazed area of 0.6 x 0.35 metres, 
thus would be small in scale.  For these reasons Officers do not considered it 
appropriate to include a condition requiring mitigation to prevent vertical light 
spillage from the rooflight in this instance. 
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Part 2 
 
 

EAST HAMPSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 

MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 

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

 
APPENDIX A 

 
20 February 2020 

 

 

PROPOSAL Single storey rear extension 

LOCATION: 17 Stoneham Close, Petersfield, GU32 3BX 

REFERENCE NO: SDNP/19/05797/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. 
 
3. The external materials to be used shall match, as closely as possible, in type, colour, 
and texture those of the existing building unless details of other suitable materials are 
submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
Reason - To ensure that a harmonious visual relationship is achieved between the new 
and the existing developments. 
 
4. No development above slab level shall take place until details of the low transmittance 
glass to be used in the three rooflights and the window and French doors in the rear 
elevation of the extension hereby permitted have been submitted to, and agreed in writing 
by, the Local Planning Authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance with 
the agreed details and retained to the agreed specifications thereafter. 
Reason - To protect the character of the countryside, and the designated International 
Dark Night Reserve, which is part of the special quality of the South Downs National Park, 
in accordance with National Park Purposes and the National Planning Policy Framework 
2019. 
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5. Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted, a minimum of one bat 
roosting unit/ bird box, insect hotel and two water butts shall be installed within the site. 
They shall be installed as per manufacturer's instructions and shall be retained and 
maintained in a condition suitable to its intended function.  
Reason - To protect and enhance biodiversity in accordance with Policy SD9 of the SDNP 
Local Plan. 
 
Informative Notes to Applicant: 
 
1.In reaching this decision the local planning authority has worked with the applicant in a 
positive and proactive way, in line with the NPPF. 
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Appendix 1 

Dr. Anthony Seed: Representation to EHDC Planning Committee 
SDNP/19/05324/HOUS – Chestnut Cottage 

 
 

My name is Anthony Seed and with my wife I am the owner of Bookham, the 
cottage next door to Chestnut cottage. I am here on behalf of a group of near 
neighbours who are concerned about this proposal. A number of issues arise 
for us: 
 
Firstly, the proposed design of the extension to Chestnut Cottage is neither 
appropriate nor sympathetic to its setting. The existing building is rendered, 
and painted white with blue uPVC windows – features seen nowhere else in the 
village; in fact three of the immediately-neighbouring cottages are Grade II-
listed, and date from the 17th or 18th century. The proposed extension would 
increase the bulk of Chestnut Cottage by almost 50%, so it would become even 
more of an eyesore 
 
Secondly, the proposed number of windows or glass doors has the potential to 
significantly increase light pollution. Newton Valence is in the Core of the Dark 
Skies Reserve and the village is host to bats, owls, hedgehogs and toads which 
all breed locally and are prized occupants of the village 
 
Finally, the extension will constitute a major invasion of privacy for several of 
us; speaking purely personally, we feel extremely vulnerable; Chestnut Cottage 
is approximately three metres from our boundary, and the proposed extension 
would overlook our terrace and garden, steal our morning sunlight and impact 
on the natural lighting of our ground floor and one of our bedrooms. Similar 
privacy issues apply to Orchard Cottage. 
 
In summary, the matter has raised concerns among all the neighbours close to 
Chestnut Cottage. Every one of them has submitted written comments on the 
proposal, and every single one has objected to it. I would urge the Committee 
to consider these local feelings. Thank you. 
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Newton Valence Parish Council Representation to EHDC Planning Committee 

SDNP/19/05324/HOUS – Chestnut Cottage 

 

 

Newton Valence Parish Council Objects to this planning application for the 

following reasons: 

Firstly, SDNP Policy Contravention – SD31 Extensions to existing dwellings 

stipulates that permission will be granted where: 

a. The proposal does not increase the floorspace by more than 

approximately 30% unless there are exceptional circumstances. In 

this instance the proposed increase is 47.9% and no exceptional 

circumstances have been provided. The policy calls for robust 

evidence which is completely missing from this application. 

b. The proposal respects the established character of the local area. 

The proposed extension is out of character with both the existing 

building and with the local area as no existing properties in Newton 

Lane are of the style and design proposed for this extension.  

c. The proposal is not overbearing or of a form which would be 

detrimental to the amenity of nearby residents by virtue of loss of 

light and/or privacy. This proposed extension will be detrimental to 

nearby residents as you will hear shortly from Dr. Seed who is 

speaking of behalf of neighbours. 

Secondly, one of the application documents states that the current living 
space is not fit for purpose and does not meet the needs of the current 
family.  It also states that the family is in need of increased living 
accommodation. The applicant has never lived in this property which he 
inherited. It has been let and the current occupants are entirely satisfied 
that the house is fit for purpose – they have just signed a 2 year extension 
to the Tenancy Agreement which expires in March 2022. Clearly these 
inaccuracies further undermine any exceptional case for an extension in 
excess of the 30% rule. 
 
Finally, the Case Officer acknowledges that this proposed extension would 

re-categorise Chestnut Cottage from a small to a medium size property. This 

loss of a small size property in the centre of the village needs to be put in the 
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Appendix 2 

context of cumulative developments. The Planning Committee should be 

aware that a separate planning application, called in by SDNPA, proposes a 

development within the village not far from Chestnut Cottage for 5 x 4 

bedroom houses, 1 x 3 bedroom house and 4 x 2 bedroom houses. This will 

result in tipping the balance in the village from small to medium size 

properties. 

That completes the Parish Council representation and we hope that you will take 

account of the local community’s Objections to this application – Thank you. 
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