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LIPHOOK CONSERVATION AREA CHARACTER APPRAISAL  

& MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Consultation Responses 

July-September 2019 

Issue 6 – 13 August 2020 

          

 

The following table collates all the responses received to the mailbox 
‘liphook@purcelluk.com’ during the period of public consultation 
concerning the draft Character Appraisal and Management Plan for the 
Liphook Conservation Area. The consultation period began on 29 July 
2019 and ran until 20 September 2019. 

The following auto-response was sent to every email received: 

‘Thank you for commenting on the Liphook Conservation Area Appraisal and 
Management Plan. Following the consultation period, East Hampshire District 
Council will be reviewing all comments received before finalising the document 
for formal adoption.’ 

The received emails have not been individually responded to. Purcell has 
provided a commentary for EHDC on each response so that the council 
can make its own representation to the consultees as necessary.  

There will be a short period of several weeks during which time the 
consultation email address will remain active; however, the auto-response  
has been changed to notify late senders that the consultation period has 
now closed. The account will be de-activated and the mailbox erased 
following the completion of Purcell’s commission.  

Summary of Responses 

 
- Shipley Court & other modern development: The inclusion of 

Shipley Court within the conservation area boundary was 
raised in several responses. This is a modern building and does 
not continue the traditional character of the conservation 
area’s architecture. In order to retain the clear boundary 
between the medieval village core and the modern 
development to the south, the conservation area boundary 
here is proposed to remain as is.  
 

- Headley Road: The inclusion of 8-30 (even) and 3-5 (odd) 
Headley Road has been raised in several responses. These 
buildings are very simple compared to other buildings within 
the conservation area and have undergone extensive window 
replacement with modern uPVC units. These are proposed to 
remain outside of the conservation area. 
 

- Childerstone Close: This modern cul-de-sac development is 
located within the historic garden curtilage of Childerstone, 
which has historic value and is still discernible in the verdant 
character of the close. Childerstone, an unlisted building, should 
remain within the conservation area but to omit the modern 
development surrounding it would result in an impractical 
boundary. 
 

- Points of detail/typos have been addressed. 
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Consultee  Comment Received Purcell/EHDC Response 
Derrin Bond 
Via email 29 July 2019 
Derrin.bond@gmail.com 

Dear Sir / Madam 
 
Ref 3 Carmino Terrace. Longmoor Road, Liphook. GU30 
7NT. 
 
As an owner occupier of one of the houses proposed to be 
taken out of the conservation area, I welcome it's removal.  
The Houses were built in 1997 and whilst a good attempt 
was made to make them blend in with surroundings (steeply 
pitched roof and bay windows) in other areas they do not. 
One example is windows where last year I had to replace the 
original wooden double glazed units that had been dark 
stained since the new build. 
 
Before I replaced, I consulted the EHDC planning dept (letter 
Ref 57638/999) about a colour change to 'enhance' the look 
of my property, as I didn't see other traditional windows in 
the conservation area that were dark stained wood.   
 
The advice was I had to stick closely to the original look of 
the 1997 window as possible, which I did when replacing 
them in November 2018. The colour and addition of glazing 
bars had a big impact on the cost of the windows, so I am 
now aggrieved that 10 months later, the planning restriction 
will be lifted. 
 
I would like to ask EHDC if there are any routes to 
compensation? 
 
A further point is that whilst Carmino Terrace, their gardens 
and their garage block have been removed from the 
conservation area, the gravel driveways directly outside the 3 
garage doors have not been removed. This leads to a 
situation where my property, as defined by the Land Registry 

- Boundary to be altered in line 
with ownership boundary 

- EHDC unable to offer 
compensation  

- EHDC to contact Mr Bond 
directly 



 

Page 3 of 13       HD 239654 
 

has the garage outside the area, but the driveway inside. 
Hopefully this is an oversight and can be corrected. I see this 
as causing legal issues at time of sale. (please see attached 
plan of the driveways highlighted yellow) 
 
One last query is when the actual 'go live' date of the new 
boundary will be? 
 
Many thanks for your considerations 
 
Derrin Bond 
 

Neil Pearce 
Via email 27 August 2019 
neil@avonplanning.co.uk 
(cc’d to mark@thelandhome.com, 
andrew@thelandhome.com, 
vicechair@bramshottandliphookndp.uk, 
admin@bramshottandliphookndp.uk)  

Dear Sirs, 
Liphook Conservation Area Character Appraisal and 
Management Plan – Public Consultation 
 
As you may be aware from my previous correspondence 
with the planning policy team through the Councils Call for 
Sites consultation, I act on behalf of the land owners and 
promoters for land at Penally Farm, Liphook (LPA Ref LIP-
014). 
 
A review of the Liphook Conservation Area is welcomed. 
 
Paragraph 184 of the NPPF makes it clear that heritage assets 
are an irreplaceable resource, and should be conserved in a 
manner appropriate to their significance, so that they can be 
enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of existing 
and future generations. 
 
The Council states that two of the purposes of the Character 
Appraisal and Management Plan are to: 
 

• “identify issues relating to condition and detracting 
features, as well as opportunities for enhancement; and 

- [No response required; letter 
appended] 

mailto:neil@avonplanning.co.uk
mailto:mark@thelandhome.com
mailto:andrew@thelandhome.com
mailto:vicechair@bramshottandliphookndp.uk
mailto:admin@bramshottandliphookndp.uk
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• set out an action plan with guidance and 
recommendations for the positive management, 
preservation and enhancement of the conservation 
area.” 

 
Whilst I do not wish to comment on the proposed 
amendments to the boundary of the conservation area, I 
believe that the successful management of the conservation 
area is directly related to future development within the 
village and the location and nature of that development. 
 
Traffic congestion and pollution is an issue which is a 
significant detracting feature of the conservation area. Growth 
in the village provides an opportunity to address this issue and 
prevent further erosion of the special qualities and character 
of the conservation area. 
 
The proposed draft residential allocation at Lowsley Farm in 
the Local Plan Review would undoubtedly exacerbate existing 
traffic problems in the conservation area to its detriment. 
 
Conversely, a mixed use development of residential and small 
starter business units on Penally Farm with its direct access to 
the A3 would have a significantly less impact on roads within 
the conservation area. 
 
As you will be aware, the Liphook Phase II Transport 
Feasibility Study (July 2018) was commissioned to better 
understand the current traffic flows through Liphook, focusing 
on the double mini-roundabouts at The Square (which is in 
the heart of the conservation area), and to use these flows to 
carry out an initial assessment of the viability of the strategic 
mitigation options identified in the Phase I study. 
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The studies indicate that strategic mitigation options 1, 2 and 
3 are likely to provide the most relief to the double mini-
roundabouts in the village but, could result in a reassignment 
of traffic along inappropriate local roads. 
 
Option 3 which is most relevant to Penally Farm is shown 
through the adjoining site known as Bramshott Place, which is 
now completed following the grant of planning permission in 
2015. The approved layout at Bramshott Place prohibits 
option 3 from being delivered. 
 
However, the allocation and development of Penally Farm 
provides the only opportunity for this option to be 
resurrected. The alternative route is shown in blue on the 
map below. 
 
The provision of a safeguarded route through Penally Farm as 
part of any allocation in the Local Plan Review would have 
significant benefits for the conservation area and wider 
community. 
 
Accordingly, the Local Plan Review should have appropriate 
regard to the review of the Liphook Conservation Area and 
in particular the need to plan positively with regard to the 
management of the conservation area and to limit further the 
detracting features of the conservation area. Currently, the 
Local Plan Review fails to adequately do this. 
 
In order for a robust and meaningful review of the 
conservation area to take place the Council must coordinate 
the management of the conservation area with the expected 
future growth and its associated pressures on the village.  
 
It is respectfully suggested that the Local Plan Review should 
omit the Lowsley Farm allocation in lieu of an alternative 
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allocation at Penally Farm. Such a switch would have a 
positive effect on the conservation area. 
 

Andrew Pope 
Via Email 2 September 2019 
ahunterpope@hotmail.com  

Dear Heritage Team, 
 
Re. Liphook Conservation Area Character Appraisal and 
Management Plan 
 
Thank you and my suggestions are as follows. 
 
Additions & deletion - I support the additions of A, B, C & E 
and the deletion of D. 
 
Addition - May I suggest the addition of Nos 8 - 30 (evens) 
Headley Road and their rear gardens eastward to the 
boundary of the existing Conservation Area. The housing is 
distinctive and highly characteristic to this part of Headley 
Road as it leads into the village centre; the architecture is one 
of the "..variety of architectural styles" described at paragraph 
2.6.1. as being part of the unique quality of this Conservation 
Area. 
 
Addition - May I suggest, please, the addition of the compact 
terraced housing Shipley Court which lies directly south of 
The Village Surgery and Lloyds Bank. The small estate is of 
pleasing modernist design and - if one takes a good look - is 
of rather excellent art-deco type design: excellent 
proportions. The estate sits in mature well-maintained 
gardens centring a mature beech tree. Overall a suitable 
addition to the directly adjacent Conservation Area, in my 
view. 
 
Page 19 para 2.7 Public Realm, 2nd paragraph - The 
"..cobbled surface" at the junction of Headley Road and 
Longmoor Road is fake, badly maintained and sadly detracts 

- 8-30 (even) Headley Road 
should not be included within 
the conservation area due to 
the extensive replacement of 
windows with uPVC units, 
architectural simplicity compared 
to other buildings within the 
conservation area, and area of 
modern infill. 

- Shipley Court does not continue 
the traditional character of the 
conservation area’s architecture. 
There is a clear boundary on 
Midhurst Road where the 
medieval village core ends and 
modern development begins, 
which the conservation area 
boundary as proposed 
establishes.  

- Reference to the 
Headley/Longmoor Road 
cobbles to be deleted 

 

mailto:ahunterpope@hotmail.com
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from the pleasantness of the Conservation Area at this point, 
in my view.  I suggest delete this last sentence of the second 
paragraph. The cobbled surface at and beside Tap House is 
the only remnant of historic stone cobble surface as far as I 
know. 
 
Page 20 para 2.8, 2nd paragraph Line 5 - there is just the 
one pond in front of Chiltlee Manor: I suggest "ponds" reads 
"pond". 
 
Chapter 4 Management Plan pages 26 to 31 including all 
the Recommendations 1 - 11. I warmly support all this 
important section: Very Good ! 
 
Overall I much support the Character Appraisal and 
Management Plan. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Andrew Pope 
Chiltlee Manor Estate, Liphook GU30 7AZ 
 

Christine Hill 
Via Email 
christineleilahill@yahoo.co.uk 

I attach my comments document on the broad scope of the 
conservation area rather than on the detail of specific heritage 
assets.  
 
These can be summarized as: 
 
I appreciate the older, more traditional aspects of the existing 
conservation area and support the additions proposed 
.However I would like to see 20th century designs 
appreciated and included. 
 
The current Conservation Area is focused on the older part 
of Liphook, centre of the coaching era.  

- [Letter appended] 
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The arrival of the railway extended Liphook to the south and 
I suggest a '20th century' conservation area south of the 
railway line. 
 
I hope my comments are useful, 
 
Christine Hill 
 

Adrian Bird 
Chairman, Bramshott and Liphook Preservation 
Society 
Via Email 
officeabirdriba@aol.com  
 

Good morning 
 
Please find attached my Society's comments on the draft 
CAMP for the Liphook Conservation Area. 
 
regards 
 
Adrian Bird 
chairman, Bramshott and Liphook Preservation Society 
 

- [Letter appended] 
- An additional recommendation 

linking the enhancement of the 
conservation area with 
Hampshire County Council’s 
highways management has been 
added to the management plan. 

Denise Meek 
Bramshott & Liphook Parish Council 
Via Email 
deputy.executive.officer@bramshottandliphook-
pc.gov.uk  

Good afternoon 
 
In response to the draft Liphook Conservation Area 
Character Appraisal and Management Plan document, 
Bramshott and Liphook Parish Council comments as follows: 
 
In addition to the proposed boundary changes, the following 
should be included within the Conservation Area: 

• All the houses on the right of Headley Road between 
the proposed Conservation Area boundaries, i.e. to 
include Nos. 6 to 30, as these Edwardian buildings 
have character and add to the street scene and the 
setting of the surrounding conservation area; 

• Shipley Court as these buildings have character for 
the period in which they were built; 

- Wall on Portsmouth Road: the 
boundary to be repositioned on 
the other side of the highway. 
  

mailto:officeabirdriba@aol.com
mailto:deputy.executive.officer@bramshottandliphook-pc.gov.uk
mailto:deputy.executive.officer@bramshottandliphook-pc.gov.uk
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• The wall along the right of Portsmouth Road forming 
the boundary to Shipley Court due to its age and 
addition to the streetscape. 

 
The following should be included in the guidance: 

• A restriction in the amount of advertising signs, 
posters and street signs within the Conservation 
Area; 

• Any replaced or newly installed bus stops or street 
furniture, in particular the bus stop outside the Royal 
Anchor, should be in keeping with the character of 
the Conservation Area. 

 
Kind regards 
 
Denise Meek 
Deputy Executive Officer 
Bramshott & Liphook Parish Council 
Haskell Centre 
Midhurst Road 
Liphook GU30 7TN 
Tel: 01428 722988 
 

Maria Stewart 
EHDC 
Via Email 

I have assessed the proposed amendments to the boundary. 
The areas being removed from the Conservation Area do not 
hold any trees of any significance. I have no objection to the 
proposal. 
 
Kind regards,  
 
Maria Stewart - Arboricultural Officer 
Neighbourhood Support 

- [none] 
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East Hampshire District Council, Penns Place, Petersfield, 
GU31 4EX 
Havant Borough Council, Public Service Plaza, Civic Centre 
Road, Havant, PO9 2AX 
Tel: 01730 234214 
Email: maria.stewart@easthants.gov.uk 
 
 

Chantal Foo, Acting Chair of the Bramshott & 
Liphook Neighbourhood Development Plan 
Via Email 
vicechair@bramshottandliphookndp.uk 

Good afternoon, 
 
Please find attached the Bramshott & Liphook 
Neighbourhood Development Plan's response to the 
Liphook Conservation Area Character Appraisal and 
Management Plan Community Consultation June 2019. 
 
There are 3 documents attached, consisting of the NDP's 
Consultation response and 2 appendices of the draft heritage 
and design policy documentation that was presented at the 
NDP's Public Consultation Event in February 2019. 
 
Please confirm receipt. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Chantal Foo 
Acting Chair of the Bramshott & Liphook Neighbourhood 
Development Plan 
 

- [Letter appended] 

Christine Salter, Property Steward, Liphook 
Methodist Church 
Via Email cshomeopathy@yahoo.co.uk / 
legal@tmcp.methodist.org.uk 
 
 
 

Liphook Conservation Area 
We have very recently discovered that it is proposed to 
include Liphook Methodist Church in the Liphook 
Conservation Area. 
We were omitted from the mailing list and so had no 
knowledge of this proposal during the time of the 
Consultation period. 

- It has been explained that 
changes to the church will 
continue to be managed as at 
present under the Ecclesiastical 
Exemption Order 2010.  

mailto:maria.stewart@easthants.gov.uk
mailto:vicechair@bramshottandliphookndp.uk
mailto:cshomeopathy@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:legal@tmcp.methodist.org.uk
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In conversation with Rachel McMurray at EHDC it has been 
agreed to extend the period of consultation so that the views 
of the Church Council can be included. 
 

They are as follows:- 
1. We are trustees of the local Church. The premises belong 
to The Methodist Church of Great Britain and as such 
consultation with the Trustees for Methodist Church 
Purposes must be made by yourselves or by EHDC before 
our Church could be considered for inclusion in the 
Conservation Area. 
 

2. We do not want to be included in the Conservation Area 
as it could prevent us from making any changes in the future, 
either changes made by ourselves or those of future 
generations. At present we have to seek permission from 
TMCP for any major changes to the exterior of the building.  
This ensures that any changes made are in keeping and 
consistent with the purposes of the Methodist Church. 
 

3. We note in your appraisal that you recommend that the 
Methodist Church should be included “In recognition of its 
architectural value and contribution to Liphook’s social 
history.” We have made such a contribution primarily 
because of the changes we have made to the building over 
the years. The two most recent significant have been, joining 
the Church and Hall together and creating a new entrance at 
the front rather than the side of the building, which has 
enabled us to make our premises much more accessible for 
the use of the community. It is part of the purpose of the 
Methodist Church that we continue to work and make a 
contribution in the community for future generations. We do 
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not know what the requirements of those generations may 
be and we do not want them to be hampered in that work 
by the preservation of a building that suited the needs of this 
generation. 
 

4. The building is well maintained inside and out. We have an 
inspection by a surveyor every five years and we complete an 
annual property report to TMCP. These are similar to the 
recommendations in your appraisal for buildings in the 
Conservation Area which we are already required to carry 
out and will continue to do so. 
Please get in touch with TMCP.   
legal@tmcp.methodist.org.uk or by using the contact form on 
their website,  tmcp.org.uk 
Christine Salter 
Property Steward 
 

 

  

mailto:legal@tmcp.methodist.org.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/6ufECNO6mu0rEmRimdwOu
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104 Gloucester Green, Oxford, OX1 2BU 

Hettie.dix@purcelluk.com 

www.purcelluk.com 

All rights in this work are reserved.  No part of this work may be reproduced, stored or transmitted in any 
form or by any means (including without limitation by photocopying or placing on a website) without the 
prior permission in writing of Purcell except in accordance with the provisions of the Copyright, Designs and 
Patents Act 1988.  Applications for permission to reproduce any part of this work should be addressed to 
Purcell at info@purcelluk.com.   

Undertaking any unauthorised act in relation to this work may result in a civil claim for damages and/or 
criminal prosecution.  Any materials used in this work which are subject to third party copyright have been 
reproduced under licence from the copyright owner except in the case of works of unknown authorship as 
defined by the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988.  Any person wishing to assert rights in relation to 
works which have been reproduced as works of unknown authorship should contact Purcell at 
info@purcelluk.com.       

Purcell asserts its moral rights to be identified as the author of this work under the Copyright, Designs and 
Patents Act 1988. 

Purcell® is the trading name of Purcell Architecture LTD. 

© Purcell 2019 
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Office: 103 High Street, Evesham, Worcestershire WR11 4DN 

Telephone: 01386 423768   Mobile: 07786 161872 
Company Registration Number:  10709976 

Email: neil@avonplanning.co.uk 
Web: www.avonplanning.co.uk 

 
Date: 27 August 2019 
My reference: 17/235/SGJ 

 

 
Planning Policy Team 
East Hampshire District Council  
Penns Place 
Petersfield 
GU31 4EX 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
Liphook Conservation Area Character Appraisal and Management Plan – 
Public Consultation 
 
As you may be aware from my previous correspondence with the planning 
policy team through the Councils Call for Sites consultation, I act on behalf of 
the land owners and promoters for land at Penally Farm, Liphook (LPA Ref 
LIP-014). 
 

 
            Penally Farm Site 

 
A review of the Liphook Conservation Area is welcomed.  
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Paragraph 184 of the NPPF makes it clear that heritage assets are an 
irreplaceable resource, and should be conserved in a manner appropriate to 
their significance, so that they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the 
quality of life of existing and future generations. 
 
The Council states that two of the purposes of the Character Appraisal and 
Management Plan are to:  
 

• “identify issues relating to condition and detracting features, as well as 
opportunities for enhancement; and 

 

• set out an action plan with guidance and recommendations for the positive 
management, preservation and enhancement of the conservation area.” 

 
Whilst I do not wish to comment on the proposed amendments to the 
boundary of the conservation area, I believe that the successful management 
of the conservation area is directly related to future development within the 
village and the location and nature of that development.  
 
Traffic congestion and pollution is an issue which is a significant detracting 
feature of the conservation area. Growth in the village provides an 
opportunity to address this issue and prevent further erosion of the special 
qualities and character of the conservation area. 
 
The proposed draft residential allocation at Lowsley Farm in the Local Plan 
Review would undoubtedly exacerbate existing traffic problems in the 
conservation area to its detriment.  
 
Conversely, a mixed use development of residential and small starter 
business units on Penally Farm with its direct access to the A3 would have a 
significantly less impact on roads within the conservation area.  
 
As you will be aware, the Liphook Phase II Transport Feasibility Study (July 
2018) was commissioned to better understand the current traffic flows 
through Liphook, focusing on the double mini-roundabouts at The Square 
(which is in the heart of the conservation area), and to use these flows to carry 
out an initial assessment of the viability of the strategic mitigation options 
identified in the Phase I study. 
 
The studies indicate that strategic mitigation options 1, 2 and 3 are likely to 
provide the most relief to the double mini-roundabouts in the village but, 
could result in a reassignment of traffic along inappropriate local roads.  
 
Option 3 which is most relevant to Penally Farm is shown through the 
adjoining site known as Bramshott Place, which is now completed following 
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the grant of planning permission in 2015. The approved layout at Bramshott 
Place prohibits option 3 from being delivered.   
 
However, the allocation and development of Penally Farm provides the only 
opportunity for this option to be resurrected. The alternative route is shown 
in blue on the map below.  
 

 
 
The provision of a safeguarded route through Penally Farm as part of any 
allocation in the Local Plan Review would have significant benefits for the 
conservation area and wider community. 
 
Accordingly, the Local Plan Review should have appropriate regard to the 
review of the Liphook Conservation Area and in particular the need to plan 
positively with regard to the management of the conservation area and to 
limit further the detracting features of the conservation area. Currently, the 
Local Plan Review fails to adequately do this.  
 
In order for a robust and meaningful review of the conservation area to take 
place the Council must coordinate the management of the conservation area 
with the expected future growth and its associated pressures on the village.  
 
It is respectfully suggested that the Local Plan Review should omit the 
Lowsley Farm allocation in lieu of an alternative allocation at Penally Farm. 
Such a switch would have a positive effect on the conservation area.   
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Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
Neil Pearce BA (Hons) DipTp MRTPI 
Managing Director 
Avon Planning Services Ltd 

 
cc.  Bramshott & Liphook Parish Council 
 Bramshott & Liphook Neighbourhood Plan 



Comments on Liphook Conservation Area Character Appraisal and Management Plan (Draft)  by Christine Hill 

The existing conservation area is confined to the spaces and buildings around ‘The Square’ with new additions 
suggested along roads leading to this centre  Most listed buildings within the CA are 19th century or earlier, the only 
20th century representatives are the former Rectory on the London Road, the Porch for Lloyds Bank and the K6 
telephone kiosk. The majority of buildings in the C A date from the 19th and 20th centuries with a range of building 
styles. Some seem out of place, but being within the Conservation area allows more control of future changes.  

Retaining a fairly compact Conservation Area makes sense. Blocks of terraced houses along the east side of the 
Headley Road present a consistent overall aspect and yet record a history of terrace development. This has been 
raised by Andrew Pope (see Purcell response above);  All, including the most recent buildings, contribute to this 
narrative and I suggest that the Conservation area should extend to all of them thus bridging the ‘conservation 
boundary gap’ next to the Social Club. 

The 20th century housing on the Chiltlee Manor site is the sole ‘modern’ housing estate in the existing Conservation 
Area and is unusual in having a park-like setting. Shipley Court is more representative of fairly high density late 20th 
century housing and is an attractive feature of the Midhurst Road. This has been raised by Andrew Pope (see Purcell 
response above). I would like to include it in the Conservation Area to protect both the view from the Midhurst Road 
and the green aspect of the rear boundary along the London Road. 

I do not know the history of numbers 35 to 43 Haslemere Road but they present an interesting contrast to Chiltlee 
Manor across the road. Are they the last examples of post-war emergency housing in Liphook? Should they too be 
protected? These have been subject to detracting alterations such as the addition of solar panels and replacement 
windows, and do not continue the typical medieval village core character of the conservation area. Recommend to 
EHDC that they are not included within the CA boundary. 

The arrival of the railway in 1859 accounts for some housing in Station Road but, if you discount the building of OSU 
during WW2, major development only took place in the late 20th century,. However there are some older attractive 
cottages and houses over the railway bridge along the Midhurst Road. None are listed, nor is the Railway Station that 
seems a good, fairly unaltered example of a rural station. These are considerably detached from the conservation 
area boundary and would be an impractical addition. Recommend to EHDC that they are not included within the 
boundary of this conservation area. 

The first major development to the south of the railway was the Gunns Farm housing estate.  I   believe it was built 
after WW2 as it cannot be seen on a Luftwaffe photograph taken in 1940 but appears on an OS map of 1964.  The 
homes are terraced or semi-detached and built of red brick on varying plot sizes. Later additions, such as porches, 
have not changed the overall impression of a coherent set of houses. The roads wind round the estate and with the 
grass verges and community areas there is a sense of space. It seems to me that Gunns Farm is a good example of a 
modest mid-20th century development provided for working families and worth protecting as such. As above, this is a 
considerable distance from the medieval village core which defines that character of the conservation area. 
Recommend to EHDC that this area is not included in the conservation area boundary. 

 The 1964 map also shows that Hollycombe Close was beginning to be built next to Gunns Farm, followed I believe by 
South Road, and in 1965 The Berg estate was being built across the Midhurst Road in the grounds of Chiltley Place. 
These three developments are included in an H9 Area of Special Housing Character. I suggest that this area could be 
extended to include Gunns Farm. As above, this is a considerable distance from the medieval village core which 
defines that character of the conservation area. Recommend to EHDC that this area is not included in the 
conservation area boundary. 

The planning principles represented by the lay-out of both Gunns Farm and The Berg estate are similar: family 
houses on appropriate sized plots set in green communal areas of grass and trees. The provision of green space 
within later developments has been reduced over the years and CIL or an external SANG have allowed housing to be 
more cramped with a minimum of outside space.  

The large ‘Garden Cities’ such as that at Welwyn, Hatfield, have a number of conservation areas that preserve the 
original intention of the 20th century planners’ design as well as older parts of the city. The area south of the railway 



in Liphook is on a much smaller scale but includes two distinct estates that represent innovative post-war/mid 20th 
century housing estate layouts.  

I am concerned that later 20th century housing has so smothered the landscape that we cannot ‘see the wood for the 
trees’. We could be in danger of allowing much of our housing stock to be extended and transformed beyond 
recognition whilst gardens and community spaces are swallowed up by more houses. The estates south of the 
railway line are ‘of their time’ and so far relatively unchanged. Their well-defined boundaries together with the 
earlier buildings along Midhurst road and the Clock House in Chiltley lane (Lychgate and Goldenfield West grade 11 
listed) provide a clear outline for a second conservation area for Liphook.  

To sum up, I would like to add the terraced houses along Headley Road and the Shipley Court development to the 
draft Conservation Area Character Appraisal, and propose a second conservation area south of the railway line. 
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LIPHOOK CONSERVATION AREA
COMMENTS BY BRAMSHOTT AND LIPHOOK PRESERVATION SOCIETY
on

EHDC Character Appraisal and Management Plan [draft dated May 2019]

We welcome the consultation on the draft of the new Appraisal and Management Plan.
We have views on the overall appraisal as well as some detailed comments, clarifications and
corrections: these are set out below.

OVERVIEW

We think that the Conservation Area loses cohesion if it is too strung out and discontinuous, and
particularly so where the CA boundary is also one of the radial roads, resulting in a loss of clarity with one
frontage within the CA, but the opposite frontage outside it.
Inclusion of some the less desirable frontages can be seen as an opportunity for improvement.

• This is already the case with the previous inclusion of Jubilee Terrace in Headley Road: the Terrace is
well outside the core of the CA, and (as perceived from the radial Headley Road) is separated from it by a
gap in the CA frontage after the Social Club (which is recommended for inclusion into the CA).
Jubilee Terrace (and its neighbours beyond, 50 and 52 – also recommended for inclusion) are isolated
from the rest of the CA frontage.
Alternatively (although this would not
include frontages on the opposite (west)
side of Headley Road), the inclusion of 6-
30 (evens; excluding no24 at the back)
would at least provide continuity of the
CA frontage.
• In contrast, the recommendation to
omit the poorly-detailed semi-detached
20th-century houses on the north side of
the Longmoor Road is well understood,
but these frame the approach to The
Square and are opposite the curtilage of
the Royal Anchor:  keeping them in the
CA may enable a better level of control
and possibly opportunities to enhance in the fulness of time.  Including the building opposite the Social
Club (3 and 5 Headley Road – inter-war and so possibly approaching 100 years old – but quite handsome
if understated) within the CA would similarly be logical.
• Behind the Social Club, and fronting London Road, is Childerstone Close: Childerstone (the house)
itself was built in the 1890s and therefore in principle worth having in the CA, as is its London Road
frontage, with its long stone boundary wall and mature trees: the inclusion of every unit of the modern
housing (certainly where it is beyond the old east-west boundary – possibly now for ‘boundary’, read
‘estate road’) seems to serve little purpose.
• The inclusion of the Methodist Church on the east side of London Road is supported.  Consideration
could also be given to extending the CA on this frontage to include 18 and 24 London Road as well as the

JUBILEE TERRACE, WITH 50 & 52 HEADLEY ROAD BEYOND

hettiedix
Underline
This has been separately suggested by Andrew Pope. Purcell repsonse:This could be a reasonable addition given the uniformity of the houses and their incorporation of hung tiles, and would rationalise the boundary to include the whole of the eastern side of Headley Road. However, some are modern buildings and there are many replacement windows in PVC. To be considered by EHDC. (NB: this is not actually included on the provided alternative boundary below)

hettiedix
Underline
Purcell response:These buildings are not historic or characteristic of the conservation area, therefore designation should not be put in place for control, only. The potential impact on the setting of the conservation area will provide a degree of management for any future change. Recommend that the boundary amendment remains as proposed.

hettiedix
Underline
Purcell response:These buildings have some architectural merit and could be included within the conservation area; however the windows have been replaced with uPVC units and the adjoining car park is an opportunity for enhancement. To be considered by EHDC.

hettiedix
Underline
Purcell response:These modern buildings are located within the historic curtilage of Childerstone, which is worthy of protection. The modern buildings are not but future change may impact this historic curtilage. Recommend that this can be made clear in the appraisal but the boundary remains as proposed.

hettiedix
Underline
Purcell response:There is architectural merit to this buildings that continues the character of the conservation area. To be considered by EHDC.
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charming small stone entrance booth to the Recreation Ground.
• In the Haslemere Road, the modern Allianz office building (originally Ajax Insurance – designed by
Midhurst architect Frank Betts around 1970), although not to everyone’s taste, is of architectural interest
and could be considered for inclusion into the CA: logically it would bring with it its less interesting
neighbours, but this would again offer a continuous CA frontage opposite Chiltlee Manor.
• The Midhurst Road has a run-down appearance on its run-up to the village centre. Beyond the shops is
Shipley Court, which dates from the 1960s, and is a model of relaxed village centre small-scale housing
development which has not been matched elsewhere in the area: it is worthy of inclusion in the CA, and
combined with the roadside frontage of Sainsburys, opposite, gives a ‘quality’ approach into the CA
• The inclusion of the Postal Sorting Office forecourt is a strange omission from the last CA review:
nearly opposite, on the other side of the Portsmouth Road are the small back gardens of the Shipley
Court houses.
• Simplifying (largely) the CA boundary as outlined above does leave ‘stranded’ some quality buildings,
notably Jubilee Terrace and 50 & 52 Headley Road (dating from the 1900s).  These buildings could to
some extent (although not to the same degree as if they were in a CA – especially as regards Permitted
Development) be protected by inclusion on a Local List – the LPA’s domestic extension policy might be
modified so that alterations or extension to non-commercial Local List buildings were subject to a greater
degree of control.  An initial suggested List was passed to the LPA’s Conservation Section in May 2019
but we have not yet had any feedback.

COMMENTS, CLARIFICATIONS AND CORRECTIONS

Page 05 - Trees: we believe that this should read ‘Tree Preservation Order’ not ‘Tree Protection Order’.
For clarity, suggest that this should be rephrased to the effect that: All work to trees in Conservation Areas is
notifiable to the LPA, who can either ‘not object’ or make a TPO on trees not already TPO-ed, in order to control any
work

Page 10 – Chiltlee has a number of historic spellings (Chiltelee, Chiltelye): the
current usage serves to distinguish that part to the north of the railway from
that (“Chiltley”) to the south.
The first of the series of maps is incorrectly labelled and should read ‘c1846
Tithe’ map not ‘Ordnance Survey 1910’

Page 13 – The ‘Important View’ arrows are hard to pick out – colour-
contrast could be improved.

Page 14 – Architecture – Might also add that dormers are recurrent features.
The Old Rectory 6 Portsmouth Road (now reverted to original name of
‘Hailie’) is more than “Arts & Crafts-influenced” – it was designed by leading
local Arts & Crafts architect Inigo Triggs in 1912 (in the ‘Golden Afternoon’
of the movement)

Page 15 – We understand that the lower level on the left of the main Chiltlee Manor building is the oldest
section – although much altered.

Page 16 –Galetting in the Liphook area is invariably the local ironstone – not flint

Page 17 – 10 London Road: The exposed masonry wall in illustrated shows quality stone masonry,
possibly a surviving fragment of a farm building attached to the main house is of historical interest and
should be conserved (and remaining render cut back to house-line, where the dressed stone quoins are
currently partly visible (here the stone is probably from Midhurst).

hettiedix
Underline
Purcell response:There is social history merit to this structure that suits the character of the conservation area. To be considered by EHDC.

hettiedix
Underline
Purcell response:This is not in keeping with the traditional character of a village centre which has grown from a medieval core, which underpins the special interest of the conservation area. Sufficient protection against future change is in place through potential setting impacts. Recommend to EHDC that this building remains outside the conservation area. 

hettiedix
Underline
This has been raised in other consultation responses. Purcell response:This area is ‘of its time’ and generally intact, but does not continue the traditional character of the conservation area’s architecture. Recommend to EHDC that it remains outside the CA boundary.

hettiedix
Underline
Purcell response:The is generic and commercial, and does not contribute to the special interest of the conservation area. 

hettiedix
Underline
Purcell response:Defer to EHDC

hettiedix
Underline
Updated

hettiedix
Underline
Noted

hettiedix
Underline
Updated

hettiedix
Underline
Updated

hettiedix
Underline
Already included in appraisal. Paragraph updated to be clearer

hettiedix
Underline
Noted (no action needed)

hettiedix
Underline
Reference removed

hettiedix
Underline
Noted, but a disproportionate level of detail to go into on one example (sets a precedent for the same level of detail for every building)
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Page 19 – The cobbled surface at the junction of Longmoor
Road and Headley Road mentioned in the second paragraph is
not ‘old’, but was laid in 1977 as part of A3 ‘improvements’
through The Square when the Longmoor Road was realigned
following the demolition of the Anchor Annexe (Yewtree
Cottage on earlier maps): the work is of poor quality and in
poor condition, and is not a characteristic local surface.

The ‘cobbled’ surface to the east of The Square, by the
telephone kiosk and pillar box, is a pavement of ironstone setts
or cobbles of local origin (it is being gradually eroded by
excavation for services, and it needs to be cherished).
Protection of the cobbles may also be considered as part of any
improvements to pedestrian movements and crossings around
the Square.

The shape of The Square has not changed. The form of The
Square is defined by the space between the Anchor hotel and
The Square’s eastern frontage, with its southern end made by
Ship House and the flank wall of the Gables Newsagents:  a
significant part of its enclosure to the north was lost with 1977
demolition of the Anchor Annexe. The horse chestnut (recently replaced) formed the centre-point of the
space; to some extent, the northern edge of the Square is defined by the post 1977 tree planting.
The space is currently hard to ‘read’ as a Square with the construction of the footpath, bus stop, low level
pedestrian bollards etc. dividing the Royal Anchor forecourt from the eastern (highway) part of the space
although the forecourt is in fact used as a pedestrian thoroughfare giving practical effect to continuing the
use of the area as part of The Square.

Page 20 – We believe that the lawn between the front of Chiltlee Manor and the Haslemere Road had a
parkland character to before the site was developed for housing.

Page 24 – stone masonry (caption) recommendations: agree with comment regarding ribbon pointing:
not a traditional method and leads to accelerated deterioration of the stone, especially when a cement-
based mortar is used; surprised that use of Chilmark (probably) stone on lower left part of walling is not
commented on – it is a very poor match and much more calcareous than our local Greensand stone
(historically,  locally-quarried Bargate used for work of any quality). Some types of algal growth on
masonry are to be encouraged on ecological grounds; excessive moss may be an issue, but is less likely to
cause chemical damage to the comparatively acidic sandstone.

Page 28- 4.2 Any proposed work to trees: needs clarifying (not ‘planning permission’) – see note re page
05, above.

Page 31 Recommendation 4: Buildings, features and spaces identified as making a positive contribution to the
conservation area should be afforded protection against harmful change. Suggest adding “and improvements
proposed to thoroughfares to improve pedestrian and vehicle flow that are otherwise consistent with this
CA Policy will be supported as enhancing the visual and physical nature of the public realm of the
conservation area”.

Page 31 Recommendation 9: Liphook’s distinctive and historic configuration of roads should be protected. Suggest
adding: “and any improvements to pedestrian and vehicle flow that are otherwise consistent with this CA
Policy  will be supported as enhancing the visual and physical nature of the public realm of the
conservation area.

ABOVE – COBBLES

BELOW – IRONSTONE PAVEMENT (DETAIL)

hettiedix
Underline
raised in another consultation comment. Reference removed

hettiedix
Underline
Would come under recommendation 4 

hettiedix
Underline
Noted, but no action required

hettiedix
Underline
Noted but no action required

hettiedix
Underline
As above; this is a disproportionate level of detail for an illustrative example.

hettiedix
Underline
Updated

hettiedix
Underline
Suggest recommendation 3 would apply in cases where changes associated with vehicle/pedestrian flow are proposed
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Typographical Errors

Page 20 – 2.8 second paragraph ‘what’ should read ‘was’

Page 22 – 3.2.1 ‘changed’ should read ‘changes’

                  3.2.2 ‘positive’ should read ‘positively’

                  3.2.2 ‘call’  should read ‘can’

Page 29 – ‘favourable’ should read ‘favoured’
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hettiedix
Callout
NB: contradicting comments here regading the inclusion of these buildings.



The Conservation Area, before desig-
nation (early 1970s).
The Anchor Annexe used to provide a
stronger sense of enclosure to The
Square, particularly when entering
from the north

The Conservation Area,
circa 2000
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RESPONSE TO EHDC’s LIPHOOK CONSERVATION AREA CHARACTER 
APPRAISAL AND MANAGEMENT PLAN – COMMUNITY CONSULTATION – 

JUNE 2019 

 

Submitted by:   Bramshott & Liphook Neighbourhood Development Plan  

admin@bramshottandliphookndp.uk 

   NDP Office, The LMC Office, 2 Ontario Way, Liphook, GU30 7LD 

Date:    19th September 2019 

Ref:   BLNDP/EHDC-DLCA/V.1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The Bramshott and Liphook Neighbourhood Development Plan (BLNDP) have assessed the draft 
‘Liphook Conservation Area Character Appraisal and Management Plan’, its proposed guidance 
for the resulting Management Plan, and proposed alterations to the Conservation Area boundary 
for Liphook.  

This consultation response draws from comments received from all the NDP Working Parties, and 
in particular the Heritage and Design Working Party who have assessed the existing Conservation 
Areas, Listed Buildings, and heritage quality of the Parish of Bramshott and Liphook as part of 
gathering evidence for proposing policies for the NDP.  

The Heritage and Design Policy Theme’s vision is ‘to rediscover the heritage of the Parish and 
address issues of aesthetics, in geographical areas such as the village centre and with regard to 
design’.  
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We note that several members of the Heritage & Design Working Party are also members of The 
Bramshott & Liphook Preservation Society, therefore, it is recognised that there will be some 
common comments between the two consultation responses.  

This consultation response also refers to evidence gathered from the public during the past 
consultation events held by the NDP, including the Visioning Event in July 2017, 3 day Design 
Forum in November 2017 and the NDP Public Consultation in February 2019, which included a 2 
day presentation and 2 week online consultation period. 

The below response includes public views from our evidence base, and some detailed 
clarifications and corrections due to changes that have taken place in the Liphook Conservation 
Area (CA) since the drafting of the draft Plan.  

 

REVIEW OF THE PROPOSED BOUNDARY CHANGES 

The review of the Liphook CA boundary is welcomed. Our evidence base suggests that the public 
feel that the CA loses cohesion if it is discontinuous and weaves between spaces, especially along 
key accesses and views within and from outside the CA. This is particularly important when the 
CA boundary is also on one of the key radial roads, resulting in a loss of clarity where the CA 
starts and stops, especially where the opposite road frontage differs substantially in style.  

This is particularly important regarding the addition of Nos. 50 and 52 Headley Road, which is 
agreed to be an appropriate addition to the CA, but further strings out the far North CA 
boundary, which is already the case with Jubilee Terrace in Headley Road being included within 
the CA although it is visually and physically separated from the core of the CA by the CA frontage 
gap between this terrace and the Social Club. The inclusions of 6-30 evens on the East side of 
Headley Road would provide some continuity in the CA frontage, however, noting that 6, 6A and 
6B are not of historical importance due to being modern infill development.  

The addition of the Social Club into the CA is also agreed as an appropriate addition due to the 
interesting features and community use.  

It is also proposed that there may be some benefit in including no. 3 & 5 Headley Road within the 
CA as they are modest but attractive inter-war properties that form part of the key approach to 
The Square. This would allow more control over changes to these properties that are seen in 
conjunction with the core of the CA along a key view.  

Public comments received at NDP events propose that including some of the less desirable 
frontages that are directly adjacent or surrounded by the CA allows opportunity for improvement 
of these frontages, and therefore the quality of the CA.  

 

The recommendation to remove the semi-detached and terraced 20th century houses on the 
North side of Longmoor Road, is understood, but it is proposed that as these houses assist with 
framing the approach to The Square and are opposite the curtilage of the Royal Anchor, which is 
a Listed Building, that keeping at least the terrace in the CA would enable a better level of control 
and potential opportunity to enhance these properties over time, rather than allowing changes 
to be made under permitted development rights that could negatively impact the appearance of 
the properties. There are public concerns that the historical status of The Royal Anchor is being 

hettiedix
Underline
This has been separately suggested by Andrew Pope and the Preservation Society. Purcell repsonse:This could be a reasonable addition given the uniformity of the houses and their incorporation of hung tiles, and would rationalise the boundary to include the whole of the eastern side of Headley Road. However, some are modern buildings and there are many replacement windows in PVC. To be considered by EHDC. 

hettiedix
Underline
Also raised by the Preservation Society. Purcell response:These buildings have some architectural merit and could be included within the conservation area; however the windows have been replaced with uPVC units and the adjoining car park is an opportunity for enhancement. To be considered by EHDC.

hettiedix
Underline
Also raised by the Preservation Society. Purcell response:These buildings are not historic or characteristic of the conservation area, therefore designation should not be put in place for control, only. The potential impact on the setting of the conservation area will provide a degree of management for any future change. Recommend that the boundary amendment remains as proposed.
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undermined by a lack of consistent maintenance, therefore, it is prudent to also protect its 
curtilage and setting from negative changes.  

There have been comments made that Childerstone Close, which is behind the Social Club and 
fronting London Road, shouldn’t necessarily have every unit on the modern estate road within 
the CA boundary, noting that Childerstone house itself, built in 1890s, is worth having in the CA, 
along with the London Road frontage with the long stone boundary wall and mature trees. 
However, this then undermines the above comments about retaining a strong CA core and not 
stringing out the CA, which would be the case if no. 50 & 52 Headley Road and the rest of the 
East side is added into the CA, but part of the Childerstone Estate removed. Therefore, in this 
respect it is likely best to retain these properties within the CA to protect the CA’s core and the 
interesting traditional long gardens of properties on Headley Road, and the wide spacious estate 
road and vegetation in Childerstone Close.  

The Methodist Church on London Road is supported as an inclusion within the CA, as it assists 
with framing the entrance to The Square. The path along the side of the small recreational 
ground behind the Methodist Church should be left in the CA to encourage improvement. The 
rest of the East side of London Road up to the recreational ground should be considered whether 
appropriate to include as they set up the entrance to the village, and the strong hedgerow, 
mature trees and stone entrance building at the recreation ground go someway towards setting 
the quality for the CA, and it would be detrimental to see these key features removed over time.  

The addition of the frontage of The Postal Sorting Office is also agreed as appropriate, as it is part 
of the grander setting of this attractive building. The stone wall on the opposite side of the road is 
also of interest.  

 

Public comments have stated that C20th housing/buildings should also be included in the CA to 
preserve the qualities of good examples of interesting modern buildings and housing estates, and 
to protect street frontages in the CA and any extension to it. In particular comments have been 
made about the small collection of older attractive cottages and houses over the railway bridge 
along Midhurst Road, of which none are listed, nor is the Railway station which is a good example 
of a traditional rural station and a key feature when arriving by train to Liphook. The Berg estate 
on Midhurst Road built in 1965 in the grounds of Chiltley Place has also been referred to a good 
example of C20th housing, and currently within policy H9 Area of Special Housing Character, 
which should be retained, or protection increased to preserve the spacious qualities of the 
modern housing estate. Public comments have included that green space, and the feeling of 
spaciousness is a key design feature and characteristic of the more modern housing in Liphook, 
and worthy of protecting to ensure it is not eroded. Whilst these comments have not been fully 
consulted on by the NDP, and come from various public comments made to the NDP, the NDP 
acknowledge that Liphook and the parish of Bramshott and Liphook has a variety of different 
styles of building that make the area interesting and an attractive place to live.  

The Heritage & Design Working Party and Bramshott & Liphook Preservation Society have 
recommended that the Allianz building on Haslemere Road, whilst contemporary and not to 
everyone’s tastes, should be considered for inclusion into the CA as it increases and continues the 
CA frontage opposite Chiltlee Manor, and preserves a more contemporary building and its 
spacious frontage. Whilst it would also then include a few less attractive properties it then allows 
more control over their future changes to appearance. The NDP have not received many 

hettiedix
Underline
Also raised by the Preservation Society. Purcell response:There is architectural merit to these buildings that continues the character of the conservation area. To be considered by EHDC.

hettiedix
Underline
Purcell response:Suggest moving boundary to east side of the highway, following the line of the wall.

hettiedix
Underline
[See response to Christine Hill]

hettiedix
Underline
Also raised by Preservation Society. Purcell response:This is not in keeping with the traditional character of a village centre which has grown from a medieval core, which underpins the special interest of the conservation area. Sufficient protection against future change is in place through potential setting impacts. Recommend to EHDC that this building remains outside the conservation area. 
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comments on this particular building during public consultation events in order to provide a 
strong for or against its inclusion in the CA.  

The Heritage & Design Working Party and Bramshott & Liphook Preservation Society have also 
recommended that Shipley Court is included in the CA combined with the roadside frontage 
planting area of Sainsburys on Midhurst Road, as this approach starts to define the quality of the 
CA area, and whilst the Midhurst Road has a run-down appearance on its run-up to the village 
centre, it allows more opportunities for improvements to the CA. The Shipley Court is considered 
by these two sources to be a good model of relaxed village centre small-scale housing 
development which has not been matched elsewhere in the area and whilst different in style, it 
defines the area in its own right. 

 

CLARIFICATIONS AND CORRECTIONS FOR THE DRAFT CONSERVATION AREA CHARACTER 
APPRAISAL AND MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page 5 – Trees are considered an important part of the Liphook CA and this management plan 
and recommendations should make it clear that all works to trees in Conservation Areas is 
notifiable to the LPA, and is controllable work, as it very often misunderstood that trees in CA’s 
cannot be worked on unless permission has been granted via a formal application.  

Page 7 – the Listed Buildings should be marked on the same map as the Conservation Area 
boundary for clarity. 

Page 9 – We refer to the comments made by The Bramshott and Liphook Preservation Society on 
the historical spelling of Chiltlee and that there are several different spellings used within road 
names, and these need to be correct in this CA Appraisal and Management Plan. Ie. Chiltlee 
refers to the part to the North of the railway line, and Chiltley refers to the South area. 

Page 12 – Photographs should be retaken when it isn’t bin collection day in the village! The 
photographs and quality of spaces viewed in the photographs is distracted from by the bins in the 
photographs.  

Page 13 – The important view arrows should be clearer and photographs of these views should 
be included in the Appraisal for reference for the current appearance for future reference. 

Page 14 – Dormers are a recurrent feature in the CA, especially on the more vernacular 
properties. The Arts and Crafts style is a strong style in the CA, and The Old Rectory 6 Portsmouth 
Road (Hailie – top right photo) is of significance being designed by a leading local Arts & Crafts 
Architect Inigo Triggs in 1912.  

Page 15 – Chitlee Manor has been significantly extended over the years compared to the original 
building; 

Page 17 – 10 London Road – the exposed masonry wall in the right photograph shows quality 
stone masonry which could be of historical interest and should be conserved, with render cut 
back to where the dressed stone quoins are currently partly visible, to expose this stonework. 
Important to note that the right photograph is now out of date as No.12 London Road has 
replaced its commercial frontage.  

Page 18 – The middle right photograph is now out of date due to the replacement of the 
commercial frontage at this property. 

hettiedix
Underline
This has been raised in other consultation responses. Purcell response:This area is ‘of its time’ and generally intact, but does not continue the traditional character of the conservation area’s architecture. Recommend to EHDC that it remains outside the CA boundary.

hettiedix
Underline
To be clarified in appraisal.

hettiedix
Underline
Listed buildings are shown on a specific heritage assets plan elsewhere in the document.

hettiedix
Underline
Noted

hettiedix
Underline
No scope for return site visit. Suggest dates taken are added to photo captions.

hettiedix
Underline
To be amended

hettiedix
Underline
Reference to be added to the appraisal

hettiedix
Underline
Noted

hettiedix
Underline
Noted, but a disproportionate level of detail.

hettiedix
Underline
As above - photos to be dated
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Page 19 – The street lighting, whilst sympathetic to the history and character of Liphook, some of 
the street lights have been located insensitively causing detracting features on the streetscene 
and appeared to be installed for practicality without consideration on aesthetical appearance. 

Referring to the Heritage & Design Working Party and Preservation Society’s advice – the cobbled 
surface at the junction of Longmoor Road and Headley Road mentioned as ‘old’, was apparently 
laid in 1977 as part of the A3 ‘improvement’ works through The Square when the Longmoor Road 
with realigned following the demolition of the Anchor Annexe. The work is of poor quality and 
condition and is not a characteristic local surface according to the Preservation Society. The 
‘cobbled’ surface to the east of The Square by the telephone kiosk and pillar box is a pavement of  
ironstone setts or cobbles or local origin, being eroded away due to excavation works for services 
and not reinstated. The NDP agree that the protection of original cobbles should be considered as 
important as part of any improvement works to pedestrian movements and crossings around The 
Square, even if localised to assist with ease of access.  

The Heritage & Design Working Party state that the shape of The Square has not changed, the 
form is defined by the space between the Anchor hotel and The Square’s eastern frontage with 
the Southern end made by Ship House and the flank wall of The Gables Newsagents, where a 
significant part of its enclosure to the North was lost in 1977 following demolition of the Anchor 
Annexe. The horse chestnut tree, which was recently lopped and replaced after collapsing, 
formed the centre-point of the space, and to some extent the northern edge of The Square is re-
defined by post 1977 tree planting. This is visible in the historical mapping of this area.  

The space is currently hard to ‘read’ as a Square due to the construction of the footpath, bus stop 
and lay-bys, low level pedestrian bollards etc. all which divide the Royal Anchor forecourt from 
the eastern part of the space, though the forecourt is highly used by pedestrians as a 
thoroughfare linked with the pedestrian crossing, retaining practical continued use of the area as 
part of The Square in this regard to facilitate the movement of people.  

Page 22 – Buildings listed as ‘potential for enhancement’ should have the key overriding 
characteristic feature which reduces its contribution to be stated to ease with future proposals to 
improve buildings in the CA, rather than expecting owners to second guess which features these 
may be where it is not obvious. 

Page 24 – the replacement of traditional timber windows with uPVC in the CA has often taken 
place without planning permission granted for the change.  

Page 25 – The flat-roof infill is noted as proposed potential for improvement with the NDP, with 
the introduction of a first floor with pitched roof encouraged for this particular property.  

The bottom photograph of the Arts and Craft building is now out of date as the signage has been 
removed.  

Page 26 – it is agreed that modern development that has taken place within the original curtilage 
of a historic building should be kept within the CA to retain a cohesive CA boundary and to 
recognise the importance of historical plots.  

Page 30 – reference to New Development and that potential for new development within the CA 
is generally limited to the replacement of mid-late 20th century buildings which do not positively 
contribute to its character – refer to comments above on the public comments of the importance 
to protect some 20th century buildings that are of architectural interest.  

hettiedix
Underline
Noted; to be referenced in issues section

hettiedix
Underline
Raised by other consultees; reference removed

hettiedix
Underline
Potential backlash of 'naming and shaming'? Suggest EHDC are consulted on a case by case basis.

hettiedix
Underline
Noted, but not enforceable via this appraisal
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Page 31 – Recommendation 4 – ‘Buildings, features and spaces identified as making a positive 
contribution to the Conservation area should be afforded protection against harmful change’ – it 
is suggested that it is added that ‘improvements proposed to thoroughfares to improve 
pedestrian and vehicle flow that are otherwise consistent with this CA policy will be supported 
where they enhance the visual and physical nature of the public realm of the CA’. 

Recommendation 9 – ‘Liphook’s distinctive and historical configuration of roads should be 
protected’ and it is suggested to add that ‘improvements proposed to thoroughfares to improve 
pedestrian and vehicle flow that are otherwise consistent with this CA policy will be supported 
where they enhance the visual and physical nature of the public realm of the CA’.  

It is important to note that the comments received to the NDP’s Public Consultation refer 
strongly to the need to reduce the impact of traffic on the Parish as a whole and the negative 
impact it has on the CA. Of course passing traffic is noted as needed to encourage natural 
interaction and use of facilities, but the weight of traffic and speed it passes through the village 
CA centre has been a key common comment of the public in our past consultation events. This 
needs to be managed as part of retaining the historical features of The Square and it’s historical 
road configuration. There are historical maps showing how the roads use to flow in The Square 
which are significantly different to the current collection of roundabouts.  

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS FROM PREVIOUS NDP CONSULTATION EVENTS 

As part of the Bramshott and Liphook Neighbourhood Development Plan Consultation Event in 
February 2019, the NDP presented their draft planning policies to the public for comments. This 
included 4 Heritage and Design policies that covered the Parish as a whole. The comments 
received are considered important to put forward in this Conservation Area Consultation, as 
there were many comments made that specifically refer to the Liphook Conservation Area.  

Draft Policy HD1 – Rediscover The Square Conservation Area 

- There were many comments made about the impact of vehicular traffic on The Square 
and the negative impact it is having on the CA, including impact on sense of place, ability 
to dwell, pollution on health and building fabric, vehicular presence over space presence, 
discourages notion to dwell, not supported by the lack of wider pavements with planting 
and places to sit and watch etc.: 

o Resurface roads with a sympathetic surface inline with the heritage qualities; 
o Mixed views on the introduction of a Pelican Crossing and whether this would 

reduce traffic and therefore pollution and improve the quality of place in The 
Square; 

o The need to prioritise pedestrian safety over the cars and widen the pavements 
not just for safety reasons but to improve the appearance and enjoyment of The 
Square, making it safer and more attractive for people to stop and look, or stop 
and use the facilities, rather than rush through and not stop due to the pollution, 
noise and congestion of traffic; 

o General need to retain the same number and improve all crossings generally to 
improve safety, appearance and attraction for people to walk into the CA, and 
spend time enjoying the quality of the CA; 

o Benches behind shops/ Green Dragon and a paved area with planting  

hettiedix
Underline
Also raised by Preservation Society. Purcell response: Suggest recommendation 3 would apply in cases where changes associated with vehicle/pedestrian flow are proposed

hettiedix
Underline
Noted, but managed under other policy
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o ie. encourage ‘dwelling’, which in turn encourages owners of buildings to 
improve their properties to attract people to use their facilities; 

Draft Policy HD2 – Enhance shop frontages and design 

- improve shop signage to ensure it fits with the village; 
- improve the colour choices for shop frontages to harmonious rather than distinctively 

contrast; 
- Reference made to the quality of shop frontages in Haslemere as a good example; 

Draft Policy HD3 – Rationalise and review street furniture 

- Reduce excessive signage; 
- Good quality benches; 
- Metal planters over plastic; 
- ‘Courtesy’ crossings should be made more attractive to encourage use and being noticed; 
- Notice boards not of good quality 

Draft Policy HD4 – Rediscover the heritage of the Parish 

- Preserve buildings of distinction, ie. Library, Methodist Church, Clock Tower on Chiltley 
Lane, Milestone 

- Take pride in the Heritage Centre (in the Liphook Millenium Centre) and provide 
literature to visitors on noticeboards; 

General other comments made regarding Heritage and Design during the NDP February 2019 
consultation included: 

- Retain ancient hedgerow on land north of Bramshott A3, protect ancient Oak tree on 
Church Road; 

- Protect local landscape, trees, particularly on the Berg estate, where despite TPO’s trees 
are cut down for development of individual properties 

- Preservation of Devils Land to prohibit traveller site damaging ancient hedgerows; 
- Signage into the village should be updated to make it feel like an ‘entrance’; 
- Unsightly abandoned properties by Hiscox and London Road should be redeveloped; 

The Access and Movement Working Party’s objective is to ensure continued access throughout 
the Parish with a reduction in the negative impacts associated with high traffic volumes and 
speeds. The research and evidence gathered to date sets out a particular challenge to address the 
existing congestion at the 3 mini-roundabouts at The Square, Liphook, and manage the flow of 
traffic from the 6 arterial roads which converge on The Square.  

It is the vision of the B&L NDP that our community becomes less reliant on car transport, and the 
NDP is seeking ways of promoting the safe and connected use of active modes of transport across 
our Parish, of which pedestrian and bicycle movements through the CA are a key part of this 
vision. 

 

The evidence we have collected from all three past public consultation events, that has been 
cumulatively emphasised through each sequential event, demonstrates that the community of 
Bramshott and Liphook Parish require any future developments within the Parish provide most 
importantly community benefits, open space, improved infrastructure and mitigation measures 
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to improve the traffic congestion and air quality in the Conservation Area of The Square, with the 
improvement of sustainable alternative modes of transport as the transport method of choice, 
which is influenced by improving access and the potential to ‘dwell’ and move safely and with 
purposes within the core of the CA.  

It is important to note that the BLNDP is not anti-development. The BLNDP understands that 
places grow or decline but nothing stays the same, but it is important that development is 
located in the correct places and with suitable architectural styles and design so to have a 
positive impact on place and community, both physically and psychologically, and development 
of any level of intervention should not have a negative impact on the existing positive quality of 
the CA in particular.  

 

CONCLUSION: 

The NDP have considered the comments from all parishioners received through the NDP 
consultation events, and taken the most collective comments forward as the visions for the Parish.  

A key vision of the public noted through consultation responses is to ensure the parish is linked 
with suitable and safe access routes, without relying on use of private cars and to promote 
sustainable development where the community utilising walking and cycling. This has a direct 
relationship to the treatment of the CA, as surfacing materials, pavements, boundary treatments 
and landscaping all impact on movement and access around a centre. Such as retaining existing 
cobbles of historical interest should be promoted, but also noting that this type of surface finish 
also has negative impact on access for wheelchair users, pushchairs and cyclists who will 
inevitably prefer different surface finishes that are less difficult to negotiate. Therefore, care is 
required to ensure that there is suitable balance of historical features but not assuming that 
these should be replicated across the CA without consideration of practical and suitable access 
routes for all types of users. 

The cumulative conclusion of the evidence base to date is that any development that happens 
within the Parish of Bramshott and Liphook, which includes development within the Liphook 
Conservation Area, the right infrastructure, facilities and services have to be in place and improved 
as part of any proposals, not only to ensure these meet the current needs, but also the needs of the 
proposed development, whilst not negatively impacting the existing community and Conservation 
Area of this Parish. This translates to the location and positioning of new or replacement 
development and any changes to pavements and roads, and also the design and material finishes of 
new buildings and spaces and connections with the existing thoroughfare routes, and the 
importance that these developments need to positively contribute to the Conservation Area, and 
the surrounding areas leading up to the CA. 

It is clear from the public comments made to the NDP during our past consultation events that 
the protection of the quality of the Liphook CA is of high importance, to ensure that the CA is not 
eroded in quality or character by unmonitored changes, or by not properly protecting buildings 
and spaces of special interest, in order to retain and further promote a Conservation Area that 
has a distinctive sense of place, and encourages people to spend time and ‘dwell’ in this 
characteristic feature of the parish of Bramshott and Liphook. 


	Liphook - Consultation responses 13.8.20.pdf
	Hettie Dix, Senior Heritage Consultant (On Behalf of Purcell®)

	Consultation Responses.pdf
	1 Conservation Area Letter - Liphook August 2019
	2 Notes on Liphook Conservation Area Character Appraisal and Managementrev Plan
	3 Liphook draft CAMP Bramshott   Liphook Preservation Soc comments
	4 BLNDP_2019-09-19 - Liphook Conservation Area Consultation Response




