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Background 

1. The settlement policy boundary for Liss is important because inside the boundary 

development is generally permitted subject to various policies, while outside the 

boundary is regarded as countryside where development is very restricted.  This 

distinction is likely to be even greater under the South Downs Local Plan than now 

because the South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA) is proposing a particularly 

restrictive approach to development in the countryside.  It is development within the 

current boundaries that has been estimated by the Joint Core Strategy to provide 136 

dwellings by 2028 through existing planning permissions and windfalls.   

 

2. At a meeting with the South Downs National Park Authority (Appendix 1 Note of 

meeting).  it was confirmed that, with one notable exception related to the Hill Brow 

area, it is left to the neighbourhood development plan to determine boundaries.  The 

main restriction is that in making any changes we should take account of the 

methodology for determining settlement policy boundaries put forward by the Park 

Authority.  The Park Authority would like a common approach to settlement boundaries 

across the Park but at our meeting they accepted that this did not necessarily mean 

changing well established boundaries even if they had been drawn up using a different 

methodology.   

 

3. In Liss the settlement policy boundaries were last reviewed for the East Hants Local 

Plan Second Review in 2006, and most of the boundaries had been established in 

previous versions of the local plan.   

 

4. Given the established nature of the current boundaries the view was taken by the 

Steering Group that existing settlement policy boundaries should be kept except where 

there is a clear reason for a change.   The Steering Group took the following decisions 
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on changes to the boundary (Appendix 2 is a map showing the proposed settlement 

policy boundary and also its relationship to proposed housing sites.  This can be 

compared with Appendix 3 which shows the existing settlement policy boundary):  

a. New settlement boundaries should be drawn up to include the proposed 

 housing allocations, as part of the work on development briefs, and 

¶ For site 3b, along Andlers Ash Road, the settlement policy boundary 

should include land at Cumbers, 

¶ For site 5, adjoining Brows Farm, the settlement policy boundary should 

include Brows Farm Business Park  

 

b. The upper part of the Hill Brow area and the area at East Hill on Hill Brow, 

currently subject to East Hants Local Policy H9 should be removed from the 

settlement policy boundary and Policy H9 

 

c. The gap in the settlement policy boundary between houses in Andlers Ash 

should be removed, following a decision on appeal to grant permission for 

housing within the gap.   

 

e. The settlement boundary around Mint Road should be removed. 

 

These changes, and others considered but rejected, are explained below. 

   

Accommodating new site allocations 

5. All the proposed housing sites allocations are currently outside the settlement policy 

boundary.  New settlement policy boundaries were looked at as part of the work on 

development briefs.  These are justified as providing a clear and defensible boundary on 

the ground and by reference to the methodology of the South Downs National Park 

Authority as adopted at a meeting of their Planning Committee on 15 April 2015.  In 

practice, the boundaries of the Inwood Road, Upper Green and land formerly part of The 

Grange were very straightforward, dictated by well-defined existing boundaries.   

 

6. The boundary for the two sites in Andlers Ash Road, including the area of local green 

space which separates the two sites, is well defined on three sides, made up of Andlers 

Ash Road, the boundary with the Hillierôs commercial buildings and the boundary with 

the dwellings at Cumbers.  The fourth side has no existing features to relate to it, but is 

dictated by the desire to limit the size of the sites to 35 dwellings and to stay low on the 

slope and close to Andlers Ash Road so as to limit the impact and on views.  A curved 

boundary was felt to be a desirable feature to help soften the transition between the 

developed area and the countryside.  The boundary of site 3b adjoins dwellings in 

Cumbers and it is proposed the boundary should include those dwellings, as considered 

in paragraph 21 below. 

 

7. At Brows Farm the allocated site adjoins relatively intensive development at the Brows 

Farm business park and it appears logical to then include the business park within the 

settlement policy boundary.  However, based on the methodology of the SDNPA as set 

out in Appendix 3 the two adjoining care homes, which are set in relatively large 

grounds, have been excluded.  The other boundaries around the allocated site have 
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been dictated by the need to preserve views and the landscape character of that part of 

Liss.  The reasoning is set out in the Landscape, Layout and Design brief for the site.      

 

Hill Brow and Areas of Special Character 

8. Areas of low density housing at the top of Hill Brow, and also lower down Hill Brow Road 

in the area of East Hill are currently protected from redevelopment by Policy H9 of the 

East Hants Local Plan Second Review (Appendix 5, Map of Policy H9 East Hill area).  it 

is understood that the SDNPA are not proposing to replace this policy in the South 

Downs Local Plan  

 

 History of the policy H9  

9. The whole Hill Brow Area in the past was subject to countryside policies and was 

outside the settlement policy boundary when defined in the EHDC 1st Local Plan (1993) 

which also excluded the Newman Collard Playing Fields and all the land above it, 

including the schools.  However, during the 1980s and 1990s the developed area of 

Hillbrow came under considerable pressure due to the countryside policies being 

successfully challenged by developers. The grounds of East Hill House were developed 

in the mid 70ôs and were specifically designed as low density housing respecting the 

landscaping of the grounds with mature trees and hedges.  That area was covered by a 

blanket Tree Preservation Order.   

10. Elsewhere in the District a policy (H9) for protecting Areas of Special Housing Character 

within SPBs was proving more effective for protecting loosely developed housing 

areas.    Consequently, the 2nd Review Local Plan (2006) introduced the H9 policy to 

the more developed areas of Hillbrow.   This was achieved by extending the Liss 

Settlement Policy Boundary to include the East Hill area (see map in Appendix 4) and 

creating a Hillbrow SPB for the Malvern Road, Plantation Road area at the top of Hill 

Brow.   Both areas were then protected by the H9 policy.    The Plan Inspector 

concluded that the areas to which the policy was applied do have a special character 

well worth protecting, mainly for landscape reasons. 

 

 The need to review the policy 

11. The South Downs draft Local Plan Preferred Options has excluded the upper part of Hill 

Brow from the definition of Liss in draft policy SD22.   The neighbourhood development 

plan has to conform to the strategic policies of the local plan and although the local plan 

is not yet approved in practice the neighbourhood development plan needs to anticipate 

it where it is compatible with the approved strategic policies in the East Hants Joint Core 

Strategy. 

 

12. The meeting with the Park Authority on 13 October 2015 (Appendix 1) confirmed that 

removing Hill Brow was intentional, and reinforced the view of the Park Authority set out 

in paragraph 7.10 of the South Downs daft Local Plan Preferred Options that areas of 

scattered and diffuse housing, particularly where isolated and with no facilities, such as 

Hill Brow, should be excluded from settlements and treated as being within the 

countryside.  Removing the settlement policy boundary would leave this area subject to 

the countryside policies of the Joint Core Strategy, and then the South Downs local 

plan, including draft policy SD45 of the local plan controlling replacement dwellings and 

extensions.   
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13. The neighbourhood development plan steering group considered whether a special 

policy, similar to the existing policy H9, should be maintained, albeit in the context of 

being outside the settlement policy boundary and not within it, but it was concluded that 

the countryside policies of the Joint Core Strategy and then the proposed South Downs 

Local Plan provided adequate protection to the area from excessive development and 

loss of its particular character. 

 

14. The lower part of Hill Brow at East Hill also has an area subject to policy H9 which has 

the same intention of restricting development in order to maintain the character of the 

area.  The Park Authority has not expressed a view whether this area should have its 

settlement boundary removed, and this area is co-terminous with the main part of Liss 

and close to services and facilities.   

 

15. The history shows that the main reason for protecting the area around East Hill is not to 

protect low density housing as such, but to protect the landscape associated with it.  It is 

an area part way up the slope to the Hill Brow ridge, and visible in long distance views.  

At present, it simply adds to, and blends into, the wooded appearance of the slope.  

Given that we are now in the national park, and the emphasis on conserving and 

enhancing the character of the landscape, there is still a need to protect the landscape 

in the East Hill area.   

 

16. Consideration was given to keeping the existing settlement policy boundary and 

replacing Policy H9 with a similar policy, or alternatively, including within the landscape 

policy of the neighbourhood development plan particular provision for the East Hill area.  

It was decided, however, that sufficient landscape protection could be provided much 

more simply by reverting to the former settlement policy boundary which had not 

included this area and, as with upper part of Hill Brow, relying on the countryside 

policies of the Joint Core Strategy and the proposed South Downs Local Plan.  This 

appears consistent with the methodology of the SDNPA in defining settlement policy 

boundaries in relation to low density properties with large gardens (Appendix 4 is an 

extract from the methodology relating to the issue of properties with large gardens). 

 

Hill Brow Road (schools and adjoining development) 

17. Although close to existing settlement policy boundaries the two schools and adjoining 

development along Hill Brow Road down to Pophole Farm are outside the current 

boundary.  If the preferred housing site at Inwood Road is proposed this will bring the 

settlement boundary to the edge of the school site.    The Park's settlement boundary 

methodology suggests that school buildings and hard standing should normally be 

included within the settlement policy boundary, but not necessarily the playing fields and 

green areas.   

 

18. However, all the schools and adjoining development are separated from the existing 

settlement boundary by playing fields and recreational grounds which are also important 

green spaces for Liss.   This was the position when the settlement boundaries were 

reviewed in 1993, 1998 and 2006 and seems to accord with the requirements of the 

SDNPA methodology.  If the Inwood Road site is developed just a small corner of the 

site would touch the hard-surfaced sports area of the junior school and would not create 
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a meaningful link of the schools to the settlement.   It is therefore proposed to make no 

change to the existing settlement boundary in this area.     

 

Mint Road 

19. This is an isolated area of around 30 houses, and four business premises, along one 

side of the road.  It has only been within the settlement policy boundary since the last 

review of the EHDC local plan in 2006.  It is unclear what were the reasons for bringing 

it within the boundary.  However, this now appears inconsistent with the approach of the 

Park Authority.  Some of the houses are close to each other, but in a single string, with 

no services and facilities, surrounded by countryside and isolated from other housing. 

Such strings of isolated housing can be found in many places elsewhere in the park and 

appear best treated as housing within the countryside rather than as forming a 

settlement. 

 

20. The impact of the change is likely to be small.  The settlement boundary is already 

tightly drawn, cutting across gardens.   With the exception of one plot with possible 

scope for development the main changes over time within that area are likely to be 

redevelopment and extensions.  While development in the countryside is permitted only 

in exceptional circumstances policies do allow for redevelopment and extensions.  It is 

therefore proposed to remove the settlement boundary around Mint Road.  

 

Other areas along Andlers Ash Road   

21.   Along Andlers Ash is Cumbers, a small group of housing which currently lies as isolated 

development outside the settlement boundary.  However, Cumbers adjoins the area of 

site 3b, one of the preferred sites for housing and would no longer be an isolated area of 

housing.  As the settlement policy boundary is extended around site 3b the most logical 

boundary would appear to include the development at Cumbers. 

 

22. The settlement policy boundary along Andlers Ash road is mainly along one side of the 

road except at its southern end where it includes a row of houses on the side of Hillierôs 

tree nursery.  There is a small gap in this row, however, and at that point the settlement 

policy boundary reverts back to Andlers Ash road.  It is a very marked inlet into the 

boundary.  In 2016 in this area a proposal for two houses was granted permission on 

appeal and the settlement policy boundary should now include the area.   

 

Brows Farm Business Park and adjoining area 

23. At present Brows Farm Business Park is an area of intensive development but clearly 

isolated from the nearest settlement policy boundary.  However, site 5 of the preferred 

housing sites is in the area between the existing settlement policy boundary and the 

Brows Farm Business Park which will adjoin the business park.   Thus, when drawing 

the settlement policy boundary for site 5 extending the boundary to include the Brows 

Farm Business Park is a logical step consistent with the methodology of the SDNPA.  

Beyond the business park are the sites of a home for those with learning difficulties and 

a site that has recently been given planning permission for a retirement home. These 

stand in extensive grounds and, taking into account the SDNPA methodology, should 

remain outside the boundary.  
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Other areas 

24. A review of the rest of the settlement policy boundary suggests that it is drawn tightly 

around development and generally accords with the SDNPA settlement boundary 

methodology.  There are one or two places where the boundary has difficultly following 

a clear line of development but this reflects the disparate pattern of development in 

these areas and there is no obvious improvement on the current settlement boundary.  

Generally, the existing settlement policy boundary also helps to define the gaps 

between the various parts of Liss, and comment from the Liss community shows strong 

support for maintaining those gaps.   
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Appendix 1 Note of meeting with the South Downs National Park Authority 

  13 October 2015, Park offices, Midhurst (as agreed by those  

  present) 

 

Present: Lucy Howard  SDNPA 

  Dan Ashe  SDNPA 

  Chris Paterson SDNPA 

  Sue Halstead  Liss PC 

  Roger Hargreaves Liss PC 

 

The purpose of the meeting was primarily to clarify how settlement boundaries could be fixed 

through the neighbourhood plan, in the light of the draft policies of the South Downs Local 

Plan. 

 

LH confirmed that in draft local plan policy SD 22 it was deliberate to exclude Hill Brow from 

the definition of Liss.  This was in line with the general approach of the local plan to exclude 

from settlement boundaries outlying areas of low density housing, particularly where they 

have no facilities.  

. 

SD22 is a strategic policy to which the neighbourhood plan must conform (it was recognised 

that the neighbourhood plan could be approved before the local plan came into force, but it 

was accepted by all that in practice the neighbourhood plan should as far as possible 

conform with the emerging strategic policies of the neighbourhood if it was to avoid having to 

be reviewed as soon as the local plan is approved). 

 

Thus, the settlement boundary for Liss should cover Liss, West Liss and Liss Forest and not 

Hill Brow. 

 

Discussion on Hill Brow centred on whether the proposed countryside policies of the local 

plan would be strong enough to resist development proposals.   An option that appears open 

to the neighbourhood plan is to define an area of special character, but not related to a 

settlement boundary.  Thus, Hill Brow would remain in the countryside, but its special 

character could be recognised with a revised version of the current policy H9.  LH undertook 

to consider an amendment to draft policy SD5, or an appropriate policy, to provide a hook 

which would allow neighbourhood plans to define areas of special character (as a concept 

entirely separate from that of settlement boundaries).  

 

For West Liss it was agreed that the Burgates part of West Liss, which currently has a 

boundary entirely separate from the rest of West Liss is nevertheless an integral part of West 

Liss (and is in fact joined to the rest of West Liss by the West Liss Conservation Area). 

 

For Liss Forest, it was agreed that Liss Forest was made up of three separate areas of Liss 

Forest currently within a settlement boundary.  However, Mint Road, as an isolated single 

row of housing. did not fit well with the approach of the draft local plan in excluding such 

areas.  Mint Road was only brought into the settlement boundary, possibly by the inspector, 

at the second review of the East Hants Local Plan, 2006.   SH undertook to investigate the 

basis of the decision to include it.  It was agreed that it was a matter for the neighbourhood 
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plan to decide whether or not Mint Road should be included in the Liss Forest settlement 

boundary. 

 

It was also agreed that the setting of the detailed settlement boundaries in Liss is a matter 

for the neighbourhood plan. These boundaries are well established, but any changes that 

are necessary should try to follow the methodology on settlement boundaries that the draft 

local plan was seeking to apply across the Park.   A particular issue is the position of the two 

schools, which are outside the boundary.  However, the boundaries had been reviewed 

since the schools were in place.  A reading of the SDNPA methodology on settlement 

boundaries suggested that this was acceptable, but LH undertook to look at the wording in 

the methodology and if necessary to clarify it. 

 

Another issue is that Liss has a second area of special character covered by policy H9.  This 

is further down Hill Brow, and is included within the settlement boundary around the main 

part of Liss.  This is another area where the settlement boundary was set simply to provide 

protection for an area of special character.  It was agreed, however, that this was a matter 

for the neighbourhood plan to decide on the appropriate settlement boundary.     

 

SH and RAH also expressed concern over the description of Liss as a Large Village in 

SD4WW, and also in SD53, on community facilities.  The implication of the local plan 

wording appears to be that Liss is able to perform a function that extends beyond its 

boundaries.  Liss is physically a large village, with a railway station, but the concern is that in 

all other respects its facilities and services are simply there to cater for the village itself and 

its immediate hinterland.  It does not serve a wider area and looks to Petersfield (and larger 

towns beyond) for all but these very local facilities.  It was agreed that the Liss Parish 

Council would make representations on this point and propose different wording. 
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Appendix 2 Map of the proposed Settlement Policy Boundary
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