For questions regarding this agenda please ask for Rosie Chase – email:
rosie.chase@conservancy.co.uk
CHICHESTER HARBOUR CONSERVANCY – PLANNING COMMITTEE
A virtual meeting of the Conservancy’s Planning Committee will be held at 10.30am on
Monday 25 January 2021. Due to the Covid-19 Pandemic the meeting will be held virtually
using Zoom.
Richard Craven
Director and Harbour Master
AGENDA
1.

Welcome and Apologies

2.

Declaration of Interests
Members and officers are reminded to make declarations of pecuniary or personal
interests they may have in relation to items on the agenda and to make any declarations
at any stage during the meeting if it then becomes apparent that this may be required
when a particular item or issue is considered.

3.

Election of Chairman

4.

Election of Vice- Chairman

5.

Minutes
Minutes of the Planning Committee meeting held on 14 December 2020 (page 1)
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Development Applications

a.

BI/20/03034/OUT: Land And Buildings On The South Side Of Church Lane. (page 8)

b.

SB/20/02987/OUT: Land at Four Acre Nursery Cooks Lane Southbourne, West Sussex
(page 60)

c.

SB/20/03117/FUL: Land South of Prinsted Lane, Prinsted, Southbourne, West Sussex
(page 77)

7.

Table of Delegated Reports from December 2020 – January 2021
To note the report from the Principal Planning Officers (page 104)

8.

Date of Next Meeting
Monday February 2021 by Zoom, from 10.30am

_________________________________________________________________
Planning Committee members: Adrian Moss, Ann Briggs, Chris Emery, John Goodspeed,
Keith Martin, Heather Baker, Pieter Montyn, Ken Smith, and Alison Wakelin.

Agenda Item 5

CHICHESTER HARBOUR CONSERVANCY
PLANNING COMMITTEE
Minutes of the meeting held on Monday 14 December2020 from 10.30am via Zoom
Present

Keith Martin (Chairman)

Chris Emery

John Goodspeed

Heather Baker

Adrian Moss

Alison Wakelin

Ken Smith

Steve Lawrence

David Rothery

Ann Briggs

Officers
Richard Austin

Rosie Chase

Richard Craven
In attendance
Christopher Snell
1.0

WELCOME AND APOLOGIES

1.1

The Chairman welcomed everyone to the meeting. There were no apologies. Chris
Emery informed members he would need to leave the meeting at 12pm.

2.0

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

2.1

Pieter Montyn declared an interest in the application in respect of the land south of
Bell Lane, as he is a local resident, and as a result he did not take part in the debate
or vote in regards this matter.

3.0

MINUTES

3.1

The minutes of the meeting held on 9 November 2020 were agreed as a true record
of the meeting.

4.0

VERBAL UPDATES

4.1

The Chairman said that there has been an application made for the development
of 25 houses in Church Lane in Birdham. The site has been discussed at the
Committee before and members were encouraged to do some background reading
before the application is formerly discussed at the January meeting.
Havant Borough Local Plan: Pre-Submission Version with Changes

4.2

The AONB Manager provided an update with presentation. He said that the
Committee’s response had been submitted with the following action being taken by
the Council.


One of the points made by officers in their response was the potential link between
accessing the AONB and improved wellbeing which the Council had not adopted.



The AONB Manager said that additional references to the AONB had been added to
policy E2 and E3, relating to “landscape settlement boundaries” and “development
on the coast”.
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The Conservancy’s response was more robust in terms of policy E4 where the AONB
Manager said that the Council were obligated to add the conservation and
enhancement of natural beauty. Some of the suggested changes have been made
but not as many as the Conservancy would like.



There has been an added reference to net gain and commitment to preparing a
nitrogen action plan.



The suggestion of prohibiting development during overwintering was not accepted.
This may not have been included as this may be a planning condition rather than
a policy.



The development at Fowley Cottage has been reduced from 40 to 20 dwellings.
The Conservancy would prefer no development at all.



The Northney Marina site remains within the plan despite the Conservancy’s
request to remove it. A flood risk assessment has been added. The AONB Manager
said that the focus of effort needs to be on this site. Officers will make a final
submission in response to the consultation, with objections outlined in preparation
for representations at the public examination.



No change was made to the position regarding the Nab Car Park, despite the
Conservancy flagging up issues around beach replenishment and recycling vehicles.
Chichester Local Plan: Chichester Housing and Economic Development Needs
Assessment (HEDNA)

4.3

The Principal Planning Officer (SL) explained that the purpose of the HEDNA is to
identify potential sites for housing and economic development.
These are
considered under three tests of availability, deliverability, and suitability. This
document is used as part of the evidence base for the local plan. Each site also
must get through the examination in public. It was agreed that the Conservancy
will respond to sites in or close to the AONB which would have an impact. This
would be a high-level analysis. The AONB Manager said that this was not a
consultation so there is no deadline for comments.
Houseboats at Chichester Marina
Richard Craven joined the meeting.

4..4

A member said that there have been some developments of houseboat pods and
lodges at Chichester Marina and asked what the position with the Conservancy’s
Houseboat policy was. The Director & Harbour Master provided an update. He said
that the policy had been approved by the Advisory Committee and Conservancy
and was being reviewed by the Clerk who felt that the current wording was fettering
the Conservancy too much. The Clerk had therefore changed the tone and adjusted
the wording of the document to imply that the Conservancy would appraise
additional houseboats with a range of criteria, and not just grant permission in the
event any applicant met all requirements. He went on to say that Chichester Marina
is outside of the Conservancy’s powers to licence houseboats. Planning permission
would be needed for any houseboats on site and discussions were underway
between Chichester Marina and the Local Planning Authority. It was agreed that
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the Conservancy will also liaise with the Local Planning Authority and if progress is
lacking, then it will be taken up more formally with Chichester District Council
enforcement.
Richard Craven left the meeting
Appeal Decision: Dolphins, Rookwood, West Wittering
4.5

The AONB Manager informed members that the application for the tunnel under
the footpath has been permitted on appeal. He said that there were some
inaccuracies in the report but none that he felt would materially affect the
Conservancy’s ability to challenge the development. He said that this was a very
disappointing result but there were two learning lessons from the case. The first
is that it is difficult to fight a conservation battle without the support of Natural
England. Secondly Chichester District Council had not been effectively enforcing
sites like this which hampered efforts. A member suggested documenting the
foreshore so that any changes can be monitored with evidence to prove those
changes. The AONB Manager said that the Friends of Chichester Harbour had
purchased a drone for the Conservancy and in 2021 it is planned to use it to map
the coastline.
Statutory consultee status.

4.6

The AONB Manager said that he had submitted all the necessary evidence for
statutory consultee status. Defra have said the application is on hold due to other
priorities and they do not want one AONB to receive statutory consultee status,
rather it makes sense to apply it to all. The AONB Manager said that he had replied
to this saying that not all other AONBs wanted statutory consultee status and that
the process could take years. He went on to say that he has contacted the
Conservancy’s barrister Scott Stemp to pursue this further as it is not within the
gift of the officers of Defra to say no if the Conservancy have met all the criteria.
He said he is awaiting the response from Mr Stemp. A member also suggested
involving the members of parliament for Chichester and Havant. The AONB
Manager said that if the barrister comes back saying that Defra has no cause to
hold the application up, then officers will proceed to contact MPs.

5.0

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS
Land at Koolbergen, Kelly's Nurseries & Bellfield Nurseries, Bell Lane (B2198),
Birdham, West Sussex

5.1

The Principal Planning Officer (DR) presented his report to members in respect of
a proposed outline application with all matters reserved except for access for the
erection of 77 houses, B1 floorspace, retail and open space, with the retention of
1 dwelling. The application has been considered before by the Committee in 2014
and again in 2016. An objection was raised on both occasions and the LPA refused.
An appeal was also dismissed. The application has been resubmitted on the basis
that the local authority does not have a five-year housing supply. The Principal
Planning Officer said that the Conservancy’s position remains the same and the
officer recommendation is to object.

5.2

A member said that the existing site is an eyesore, but they are content with the
officer’s justifications on why an objection should be raised. Another member said
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that the site is outside the settlement boundary and there is no current perceived
need for housing there. The Principal Officer said that the application was made
speculatively only on the basis of the Council not having a housing supply.
Recommendation
5.3

The Planning Committee resolved to raise an objection to the proposed
development.
The proposal for this mixed housing / industrial estate / retail
development on previously used agricultural land would physically change the
character of the site within the countryside area, creating a clearly urban form of
development in appearance and form which is out-of-place and out-of-keeping with
this countryside location on the fringe of the nearby but visually important AONB
Land at Broadbridge Business Centre, Delling Lane, Bosham, West Sussex

5.4

The Principal Planning Officer (DR) presented his report to members in respect of
the application for the erection of a single-storey building comprising a gymnasium
and offices (Use Class E), reconfiguration of existing parking area, with associated
hard and soft landscaping.
Ken Smith left the meeting

5.5

A member said the additional glazing was a concern, but they felt the other
objections did not hold up as this proposal was significantly less intrusive than
previous incarnations and the bund will screen the building. A member added that
this location was in the middle of an industrial area.

5.6

Members felt that the recommendation for objection should be changed to no
objection subject to materials, lighting reduction, glazing, landscaping, and lighting
to the car parking area. The specific suggestions for those conditions are.
1. The building should be screened in part by the bund being augmented to the west,
with planting on the south side. The hedge row should be protected.
2. The glazing should be minimized to restrict light
3. The dark skies policy -there is particular concern about the augmented light for car
parking.
4. The hedge rows should be supplemented with trees.
Recommendation

5.7

The Planning Committee resolved to raise no objection and stated that should the
LPA be mindful to grant planning permission, the Conservancy hereby recommends
the following stipulations are applied:


schedule/samples of materials to be agreed prior to construction / as indicated on
application forms / approved drawings / approved plans.



a detailed landscape scheme for the boundaries and enclosures to the red-line site
to be submitted to and agreed with the LPA and implemented fully prior to the
occupation of the proposed building, and such a scheme to include both native
species hedgerows and native species tree planting (minimum standard size)
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the glazed fenestration should employ tinted glass panels where appropriate, and
these should be fitted with working internal screen blinds to reduce light spillage
during evenings and night-times (dark skies policies) in order to minimise and
reduce the amount of light illumination arising from the uses of building as emitted
both to the surrounding skyline and to the visual horizontal aspect of the new
window openings.



any and all external lighting to the building and to the car parking area within the
red-line site shall be fitted with a suitable and effective cowling to focus the lightbeam and illumination downwards and prevent light spillage above the horizonal
and into the night sky, so as to comply with the Dark Skies approach within the
AONB protected landscape and to limit disturbance to wildlife.



securing other ecological enhancement measures as considered appropriate within
the red-line site.
Chris Emery left the meeting
Land at Bethwines Farm and South of Ivy Lodge Blackboy Lane Fishbourne

5.8

The Principal Planning Officer (SL) corrected a typo and said the application was
for 35 houses and not 5. He presented the report for the construction of 35 no.
affordable residential dwellings for first-time buyers with associated access,
parking, landscaping, and associated infrastructure.

5.9

He said that the principal consideration for this site was nitrate neutrality and that
he had asked for an update from the agent. He went on to say that Natural England
believe that an impact to the designated sites would occur and they have
maintained their holding objection and the Principal Planning Officer has taken a
similar position. He said it was confusing that the applicant originally submitted an
incorrect nitrate budget, but the correct version is now on the Council’s website.

5.10

A member said that this application had been discussed previously and objected
upon based on the advice of Southern Water, Natural England, the Environment
Agency, and a contravention on the Conservancy’s policy on the wastewater plant.
Recommendation

5.11

The Planning Committee resolved to raise an objection as the applicant was unable
to satisfactorily demonstrate that nitrates in the wastewater would not drain to the
Chichester Harbour SPA/SAC/Ramsar/SSSI having a significant, harmful effect on
water quality and nature conservation interests, contrary to Policies 43, 48 and 49
of the Chichester Local Plan.
Baker Barracks, Emsworth Road, Thorney Island, Hermitage, Southbourne, West
Sussex

5.12

The Principal Planning Officer (DR) presented his report to members. The
Committee has previously considered whether an environmental statement was
required and resolved that it was not. The LPA however considered that the site
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did need one. The application being considered is for the installation of a ground
mounted solar photovoltaic array together with associated infrastructure; security
fencing; CCTV; access gate; and cable route
5.13

A member commented on the proposed mitigation. They said that the information
in the proposal on wildlife was inaccurate and that the inclusion of a thirty-year-old
generic report for the whole of Thorney Island was misleading and unhelpful as
brent geese were unlikely to be in the identified sites and other bird species
mentioned would be considered rare now. He said that the damage to bird life is
questionable and so the member said that the site should not be objected to on
wildlife grounds. The Principal Planning Officer said that the wildlife report still has
standing despite being so old, as the information has yet to be updated and
replaced. The Conservancy’s Ecologist has said that the mitigation was welcome in
response to the loss from the local wildlife.

5.14

A member asked why the solar panels are not going on the roofs rather than on
green space. The Chairman said that Oliver Chipperfield was tasked with asking
this. The AONB Manager said that the response was that placing them on the roofs
was not feasible as the buildings are not structurally sound. He went on to say that
he felt the cheaper option was to put them on the ground rather than adapt
buildings.

5.15

The AONB Manager said the Principal Planning Officer had based his objection on
the Conservancy’s planning principles and this could be considered a major
development in the AONB, even if the purpose was more renewable energy. He
went on to say that perhaps the Committee needed to revisit the renewable energy
principle next year. A member said that he felt the solar array would be an eyesore
and would in no way conserve or enhance the landscape of the AONB and that by
not objecting to this application, it weakens the Committees position at a later date
to object to something similar.

5.16

The Chairman summarised that by majority the Planning Committee did not wish
to raise an objection to the proposal. However, it was felt that landscaping should
make the site invisible to the public on and off the water and for it be made clear
that the Committee is disappointed that better use was not made of the buildings
on the site to house the panels. The AONB Manager suggested that the mitigation
plan should be made a condition.

5.17

Members discussed whether an archaeological study would go ahead before the
works. The AONB Manager said that there is a likelihood of a roman settlement
that has yet to be discovered.
Recommendation

5.18

The Planning Committee resolved not to raise objection, recommending that the
following stipulations are applied:



schedule/samples of materials to be agreed prior to construction / as indicated on
application forms / approved drawings / approved plans.
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the full implementation and upkeep to a maintenance plan to be submitted to and
agreed with the LPA of the landscape mitigation scheme to the east of the red-line
site and within the blue-lined landholding close to the coastal public footpath



the full implementation and upkeep to an agreed maintenance plan to be submitted
to and agreed with the LPA of the wildlife mitigation scheme to the north of the
red-line site and within the blue-lined landholding. securing other ecological
enhancement measures as considered appropriate within the red-line site
underneath the solar array equipment.



All buildings, structures, enclosures, equipment, and apparatus related to this
proposal should be removed and the land returned to its original state as before
the implementation of the proposed works, and at the latest within 30 years of any
planning permission being issued.



consideration of an archaeological study and recording of findings as prescribed by
the LPA in consultation with acknowledged archaeological competent practice.

6.0

REPORT OF OFFICER DELEGATED ACTIONS

6.1

The Principal Planning Officers spoke to the two cases where an objection was
raised.

6.2

At the land south of Oving Road, a holding objection was raised on the basis that
the development needs to be shown as nitrate neutral. The case officer has said
that the sewerage is all due to go through Tangmere wastewater treatment plant.
Talks are underway about improving access links to the rest of Chichester and the
Principal Planning Officer has recommended that section 106 monies be allocated
to mitigate for disruption to wildlife.

6.3

The second objection was at Black Cat Cottage and members had responded to the
application via email prior to the meeting.

7.0

DATE OF THE NEXT MEETING
25 January 2021 at 10.30am

The meeting closed at 12.55
Chairman
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Agenda Item 6a

Local Planning Authority planning application reference:

BI/20/03034/OUT

Site: Land and buildings on the south side of Church Lane Birdham
Proposals: Erection of 25 No. dwellings comprising 17 open market and 8 affordable units
with access, landscaping open space and associated works

RECOMMENDATION
That Chichester District Council, as local planning authority be advised that Chichester
Harbour Conservancy raises an OBJECTION to the proposed development: Major
development within AONB not justified / harmful further urbanising impact and loss of
openness to AONB landscape / Nitrogen neutrality questionable as calculation has
assumed the land to be cropped: it is not being farmed and has laid fallow for several
years / proposals premature to proper consideration of emerging local plan and any
planned revision to neighbourhood plan.
Only if the Council is satisfied that sufficient capacity exists at the Siddlesham WwTW to
treat sewerage from the development and is minded to grant planning permission, the
suggested minimum requirements should be placed on the development going forward –


S.106 clauses to secure –






the SDMP contributions;
delivery of the open space - (to a specified amount in square metres
and shown on a map annexed to the agreement) - before first
occupation of the last dwelling to be built and provision for its future
maintenance;
affordable housing delivery in perpetuity;
future maintenance of any sustainable urban drainage systems built
out, and
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Planning conditions related to –
 An application for the Reserved Matters, being submitted within 1
year of the granting of outline planning permission and development
commenced with two years of the granting of outline planning
permission;
 Limiting the scale of buildings to a 2 storey eaves height;
 All means of enclosure to be submitted and approved and that in
particular, the new wildflower meadow shall be fenced so as to deter
members of the public entering it.
 Any sanctioned hedgerow/tree removal to be carried out outside
March to September inclusive);
 Ensuring that the existing vegetated boundary to Church Lane,
except where points of access to be formed, to be
safeguarded/retained/reinforced with new planting;
 Any hard and soft landscape design and planting specification agreed
as a Reserved Matter to be fully implemented before occupation of
the last dwelling to be built, with any planting failing in the first five
years being replaced;
 Safeguarding trees shown to be retained during the build process
with protective fencing;
 Delivery of all ecological mitigation/safeguarding/enhancement
detailed and recommended in the applicant’s ecological impact
statement before first occupation of the last dwelling to be
built/observed as good practice during construction;
 Delivery of the sustainable urban drainage measures outlined, before
first occupation of the last dwelling to be built;
 Require details of all external lighting;
 No building/trees to be constructed/planted nor ponds created within
3 m and 5m of the public sewer crossing the site respectively; and,
 Full details of sustainable measures to be incorporated into each
dwelling to demonstrate efficient use of water and energy to meet
the requirements of local plan Policy 40/test 8 of the Council’s IHP
shall be implemented/retained.
 Investigate/record/archive the site’s archaeology.
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Conservancy Officers’ comments and reasoned justification
1.0

Site and its context

1.1

The application site (2.12 ha, 0.6 of which is proposed to be developed upon)
is located within Chichester Harbour AONB. Much of the 74 sq.km AONB area
is water, leaving only a narrow land margin. S.85 of the Countryside and Rights
of Way Act says decisions in such areas shall have regard to the purpose of
conserving and enhancing the area’s natural beauty.

1.2

The site is an agricultural field within the wider West Manhood Peninsula
landscape character area, in terms of a 2005 (and recently updated)
assessment commissioned by The Conservancy. Its character is described as
largely rural and undeveloped. The Council’s landscape capacity study say sub
area 95 has medium to low capacity to absorb new development, with the
southern part of the area having more potential.

1.3

Whilst separated from a ‘radiating field pattern’ prevalent in the area, an
Inspector noted – “…the openness and separation from the houses on Cherry
Lane and Walwyn Close, as provided by the cricket pitch and appeal site, are
important in retaining the rural and tranquil setting of the historic core”
(paragraph 31 to Appendix ‘A’ to this report), with he found to be centred on
the church.

1.4

The Phase I ecology report describes the site as containing “…an area of [semiimproved] grassland, with hedgerows, scrub, and scattered trees…patches of
bramble scrub developing within it at several locations. Areas to the north and
east of the grassland supported wet meadow vegetation. Native and
ornamental hedgerows bordered the site to the north and west, with a defunct
treeline to the south, and a fenceline to the east.”
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1.5

Common species of the grassland included meadow foxtail, creeping thistle,
curled dock, common fleabane, ground-ivy, yarrow, oxeye daisy, and creeping
buttercup. Common vetch, common sorrel, Yorkshire fog, soft rush, common
ragwort, cut-leaved cranesbill, and lesser stitchwort were present occasionally.
Bramble dominates the scrub areas. Marshy grassland contains abundant
meadow foxtail, and frequent yellow iris, creeping thistle, hard rush, field
horsetail, and curled dock to the north and hemlock water dropwort, with
frequent common nettle, perforate St John’s-wort, and common knapweed to
the eastern area. Aspen and Field Maple trees are present in the north west
corner, alder occasional and Lombardy poplar and crack willow rarer species.
A gappy tree line on the southern boundary is populated by Goat willow, apple,
hawthorn and bay laurel. Other boundary hedgerows wer formed of hawthorn,
blackthorn, hazel and elm. Tall ruderal vegetation was present on site, with
abundant common nettle, and frequent bramble, broad-leaved dock and curled
dock. Ornamental hedgerow border the curtilages of East View and Leyholm.

1.6

Moderate potential for a tree bat roost existed by the pond. No other trees on
site were considered to have such potential. The greater grassland character
was considered sub-optimal for bat foraging. Linear hedge features at
boundaries had more potential, although connectivity weakened by the gappy
southern boundary. Sets, most likely foxes and rabbits were underneath a
hedgerow on the western site boundary, confirmed by fix sightings. An adult
deer was observed. No evidence of badgers was found, but it was considered
likely that they could commute across the site. The dry pond was unlikely to
support Great Crested Newts. Hazel dormice were considered unlikely. The
presence of reptiles at the site could not be ruled out. High potential for nesting
and breeding birds exists. The ditch on the western boundary is considered
sub-optimal habitat for water voles. Due to a lack of suitable habitat and/or
connectivity, the site was not considered suitable for other protected species,
such as barn owls, or otters.

1.7

The red-line application site lies outside but contiguous with the defined
settlement boundary for Birdham on two sides of the site (north boundary not
judged to be contiguous being highway, \albeit the IHP says it can be counted
as contiguous for the purposes of that interim policy). The site is relatively flat.
Levels fall in a north-westerly direction, from a high point of around 6.53m
AOD in the south east corner to around 5.67m AOD along the western
boundary. The submitted (August 2020) Landscape Visual Impact Assessment
(LVIA) reports that the north-western and north-eastern corners flood from
surface water and that boundary vegetation has a high sensitivity to change.
It is not accepted in paragraph 3.5.4 of the LVIA that the site has little
contribution to the open setting of Birdham’s historic core. Nor is it accepted
that the site makes little contribution to the wider landscape with a low
sensitivity to change. Whilst middle to long distance views are limited, the
southern part of the site does have an intervisibility with the setting of the
village church. Such views are noted under Policy 4 of the Neighbourhood Plan.

1.8

The site is not within a Conservation Area. The nearest heritage assets are
‘Broken Stone’, Martins Lane and St.Mary’s Cottage, Church Lane, both
dwellings and Grade II Listed, but with no real intervisibility with the application
site. No harm to their settings is predicted.

1.9

The site does sit within the wider setting of ST.James Church which is Grade I
Listed and marks the historic centre of Birdham, which is noted in the
Conservancy Management Plan as one of the main surviving historic
settlements in the AONB, with close associations with the Harbour. Birdham
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Pool Marina lies to the north, but the application site is not visible from
Chichester Harbour.
1.10

Church Lane has a semi-rural character with no central line markings or
footways along much of its length and a pleasant verdant character that
contributes much to the semi-rural feel of the street As Church Lane leads
northwest and approaches the junction with Westlands Lane and Court Barn
Lane, the character becomes very rural with views across open fields to the
north.

1.11

Residential properties abut on three sides of the site in Walwyn Close (2
storeys) to the south, Cherry Lane (bungalows and chalet bungalows to the
south-east and the opposite side of Church Lane to the north. The open land
to the west is rough grassland in character, although privately owned by the
applicant (edged blue above).

1.12

There are some other dwellings close to the site, namely Coppice Farm and
Coppice Barn to the west and East View, a dwelling being constructed to its
side to replace East View - (under permission 12/04484/FUL, but not shown on
the plans for 20/03034/OUT) - and Leyholm, between the site and (fronting)
Church Lane.

1.13

Leyholm is heavily screened from the street and the Council imposed a
condition on East View’s replacement, to ensure an established street hedge
was to be retained.

1.14

Apart from those latter dwellings, Beyond Coppice barn, further west, is a
cricket ground and associated pavilion which are privately owned. The Pavillion
adjoins St.James Church. Cherry Lane is a private cul-de-sac. There are views
of the site from the end of that street.

1.15

The site is within Environment Agency Flood Zone 1 (least risk). There are
records of surface water flooding events and at the time to the last planning
appeal, surface water was being pumped from the site (paragraph 58 of
Appendix ‘A’).

1.16

A public foul sewer is on the site and runs parallel to the south-eastern
boundary, where Southern Water has advised that no building should be
located within 3m of the line of the sewer, which is just inside the site
boundary. A pond is recorded in the phase 1 ecology report (albeit dry in May
2020), close to Coppice Barn. The last application’s phase 1 ecology survey
also recorded it being present then. There are drainage ditches on the western
and southern site boundaries feeding into the local drainage network.

1.17

Church Lane has a 30 mph speed limit and links to the Main Road (A286 – the
AONB boundary) to the east and forms a route into the AONB leading to
Birdham Pool Marina.

1.18

Policy 2 of the Local Plan characterises Birdham as a service village within the
Council’s development hierarchy/strategy. This is the third level in the
hierarchy, with much of the proposed development up to the year 2029 to be
accommodated in the two upper tier settlement levels. An indicative figure of
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50 dwellings was put forward to accommodate housing growth 2014-2029 in
Birdham.
2.0

Site history and background

2.1

12/04141/OUT – (Development of 46 dwellings with ancillary parking,
landscaping and open space with access from Church Lane). This was a larger
site, including the land edged blue shown above. Although recommended by
Council Officers for conditional permission, subject to a planning agreement,
Members refused the application on 23 August 2013.

2.2

A public inquiry was convened to hear the Appeal and your Planning Officer
Steve Lawrence appeared as expert witness and advocate for the Conservancy
as a Rule 6 Party. The Birdham Residents’ Association also appeared as a Rule
6 Party and commissioned its own Landscape Witness and Barrister.

2.3

There are two gated points of field access onto Church Lane, which is otherwise
densely treed/hedged. This is the main public vantage point of the site. The
majority of dwellings are set back from that street and range from single
storey, chalet bungalow and two storeys in height.

2.4

The Inquiry ran for 4 days and the Inspector finally reported on 21 July 2014.
The Appeal was dismissed. The Inspector’s decision letter is reproduced as
Appendix ‘A’ to this report.

2.5

One important issue the Inspector determined was that the proposals
constituted ‘major development’, where the tests of (then) paragraph 116 of
the NPPF needed to be satisfied to justify development of that scale within the
AONB. The Inspector’s conclusions are reproduced in full below –
“Conclusions
80. There are some positive elements to the proposed site for development of
housing. I have noted significant weight arising in favour in relation to the
provision of open market housing, and some weight associated with affordable
housing, recreational and economic benefits. In addition, it is visually removed
from the open countryside as a result of neighbouring housing, and the
developers have sought to moderate the harm through layout and landscaping.
81. However, the scale of this proposal is such that I have found material harm
to the character and appearance of the village and the landscape character of
the AONB. While I have acknowledged there is a pressing need for more
housing, I have found that this would not represent the exceptional
circumstances necessary to outweigh the presumption set out in the
Framework that permission should be refused for major development in the
AONB.
82. For the reasons given above and having regard to all other matters raised,
I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed.”

2.6

Since that time a pre-application enquiry was made to the Council in 2015
under reference PE/15/00904 for a scheme of 8 detached houses. The
Conservancy put forward its opposition 29.4.15 to the Council.

2.6

Of more recent time your Officers are aware of a public consultation exercise
for 14 days in September 2020, that was drawn to its attention by a local
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resident by the current applicants. The Conservancy was not approached
directly for its views by the applicant. No comments were made at that time.
25 houses and open space were indicated. The application form states that no
pre-application enquiries with the Council took place prior to the current
application being lodged.
2.7

The submitted statement of community involvement (SCI) with the current
application sets out “The Landowner opted for a postal consultation supported by a Freephone

Community Information Line, along with option for respondents to email their
feedback ‐ thereby ensuring that those members of the community who were self‐
isolating or simply did not wish to leave their homes during the COVID‐19 pandemic
did not have to do so in order to provide feedback to the development team.”
2.8

300 addresses were written to. There were 51 respondents. 78% objected.
The breakdown to the question “Do you support the outline proposals for land
at Church Lane, Birdham”, is shown below.

Analysis revealed 8 giving some level of support, but objections relating to “…key areas of comment focusing on the site’s situation within an AONB, village
character, highways impact, proposed pedestrian link to Cherry Lane, flooding
concerns, infrastructure capacity and the site’s location outside of the
settlement boundary”.
A pedestrian link to Cherry Lane is no longer shown on the currently submitted
plans, confirmed on page 11 of the SCI.
2.9

Aside from the last Appeal decision relating to the site, two other Appeal
decisions were produced by The Conservancy in its evidence at that Inquiry
which the Inspector specifically refers to in paragraph 38 of Appendix ‘A’ to
this report - APP/L3815/A/00/1050393 and APP/L3815/A/04/1157113. These
decisions are produced as Appendix ‘B’ to this report.

3.0

Proposed development

3.1

Outline permission is sought to develop the site with 25 dwellings, including a
new open space area. (It is of note that the September 2020 Flood Risk
Assessment was commissioned on the basis of an impact from 30 dwellings).
Access and layout are listed for the consideration. As the application is outline
only at this stage, matters such as the appearance, landscaping and scale have
been reserved for future consideration (and would be dealt with by a 'reserved
matters' application should outline approval be granted). A mix of 1-4
bedroomed dwellings is put forward.

3.2

Street scenes and a materials palette have been supplied for illustrative
purposes and show two-storey houses, albeit it is conceivable that roof voids
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may be sought to accommodate extra living accommodation, especially those
shown with barn-hipped roof forms. Overall building heights vary from 8.2m
to 9m roof ridge lines.
3.3

The layout of the scheme dismissed at Appeal in 2013 and the current
submission are shown below for comparison. Those dwellings in the current
scheme not coloured yellow are the 8 proposed affordable dwellings (32% of
total, exceeding the Council’s requirement for 30%).

3.4

Apart from the obvious drop in number of dwellings proposed, the layout
remains somewhat similar, in terms of its relationship to Walwyn Close and
Cherry Lane boundaries. The majority of the dwellings are grouped around the
main open space, with the vehicular access broadly in the same position
proposed in 2013 and a pedestrian/cycle link again shown to the north-east
corner of the site. Sight lines of 2.4m x 43m will be provided at the junction
with Church Lane. An overall density of 11.79 dwellings/ha would result. 76
car parking spaces are shown, 15 unallocated (curiously, this question is not
answered on the application form).

3.5

Open space leading into the site contains a ‘wildflower meadow and wildlife
corridor’, showing a surface water attenuation basin and leads to the main open
space (described as a ‘village green’) also to include a children’s playground
and swale feature, with the single access street snaking around to the southeast (with a footway to its west/south-west side), turning south-west
(becoming a shared surface) and then turning towards the west boundary.
From there, a pedestrian link is shown into the applicant’s open land to the
west (although this is described as a ‘potential link’ on the submitted plan). A
further piece of open space is to be provided in the north-east corner of the
site, related to a pedestrian linkage point back to Church Lane.

3.6

The application is supported by the following technical reports –






Statement of Community Involvement
Drainage related, including a flood risk assessment, nutrient neutrality
note and water efficiency calculator;
Preliminary ecological appraisal and ecological impact statement;
Arboricultrual report
Landscape visual impact assessment (LVIA);
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Planning, design and access statement and sustainable construction
statement;
Transport note.

3.7

The NPPF states that new housing development should be directed to land with
least flood risk, such as the application site. Infiltration testing had been
carried out in 2012 at 3 trial pits across the site. However, because of the
underlying groundwater table, use of an infiltration basin was not deemed to
be tenable. The site’s western ditch has been identified as the best to covey
surface water run-off. The conceptual drainage masterplan is shown below. A
40% allowance has been made for climate change and the introduction of hard
surfaced areas to the site in forming this strategy.

3.8

It is predicted that a 286m3 volume (+ 40% to take account of climate change)
arising from a 1:100 year storm water event will need to be attenuated. A
hydro brake is proposed to slowly release flows into the Western boundary
ditch from the swales, which will be lined and out-flows so treated to remove
low-level silts and oils so that they do not interfere with or pollute groundwater
(paragraph 6.49 of the FRA). A private maintenance company would maintain
the overall system and a typical maintenance regime has been submitted
(Table 6-8 of the FRA).

3.9

Peak sewerage flows of 4,000/litres/day/dwelling are predicted, albeit
paragraph 7.5 of the FRA does not make it clear of Southern Water has
confirmed that the Siddlesham WwTW has capacity to service the development.
A 22.12.2011 letter from SW is included at the rear of the FRA. It states “Following initial investigations, there is currently adequate capacity in the local
sewerage network to accommodate a foul flow of 1.2 l/s at/downstream of
manhole reference 5201.” It also confirms that no surface water run-off will
be allowed to be discharged into the foul sewer. Obviously the advice in that
letter is now 9 years old. No pumping station is proposed as part of the
development so it would seem gravity flow in the existing system is to be relied
upon.
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3.10

With respect to the issue of nitrogen/nutrient neutrality, the site has not been
used to grow an arable crop for some years and is rough pasture, overgrown
in places according to the phase I ecological survey. The applicant has followed
Natural England’s most up-to-date advice of a four stage approach, published
in June 2020 in their report to calculate the overall nitrogen load budget for 25
dwellings. Some pertinent parts of that advice are reproduced below –
“4.52 There may be areas of a greenfield development site that are not
currently in agricultural use and have not been used as such for the last 10
years. In these areas as there is no agricultural input into the land a baseline
nitrogen leaching value of 5 kg/ha should be used. This figure covers nitrogen
loading from atmospheric deposition, pet waste and nitrogen fixing legumes.
4.53 Where development sites include wildlife areas, woodlands, hedgerows,
ponds and lakes that are to be retained, these areas can either be excluded
from the calculation as there will be no change in nitrogen input onto this land,
or included with the same nitrogen leaching rate in stage 2 and 3. This
approach assumes that if they are adopted as green infrastructure or a wildlife
area in the new development, appropriate management can be secured with
any planning permission (see next section) to restrict nitrogen loading.”

3.11

Because the applicant proposes that Siddlesham WwTW would receive foul
flows from the development and because the SWwTW discharges to Pagham
Harbour, no impact to the Solent SPA’s is predicted. The site is described as
‘fallow’, the last crop to have been grown being wheat, which the applicant
says it could be possible to return to in an 18 month period. The applicant has
therefore assigned the site as having a cereals characterisation with an average
nitrate-nitrogen loss of 31.2 kg/ha/year. For a site of 2.12ha that yields a
potential loss of 68.53 kg/N/year.

3.12

The following assumptions have been made for the nitrogen leaching from the
proposed development –



14.3kg/ha/year for the housing/highway land x 0.6ha = 8.58 kg/N/year;
5 kg/ha/year for the open space x 1.5 ha = 7.50 kg/N/year;

Giving a total load of 16.08kg/N/year, set against 68.53 IF the field was being
used to grow a crop of wheat, i.e. a net loss of 49.94 kg/N/year, if the
development went ahead.
3.13

The ecology reports submitted note the NPPF’s requirement to deliver a net
gain to the site’s biodiversity. No direct impact to the Chichester Harbour SPA
is predicted, as the site is not considered to support birds using the harbour.
Indirect impacts from recreational disturbance from new residents would be
mitigated via a SDMP contribution. The main part of the site to be impacted
will be the grassland, which is considered to be species-poor and of low
ecological value. The wet meadow area to the northwest should be retained.
The tree with potential to support bats was to be the subject of further
endoscopic survey work and is to be retained. Lighting on the site is
recommended to be controlled, so as to not deter bats which may be foraging
across the site. Monitoring of mammal set holes on the western boundary was
recommended to be sure these were not being used by badgers. Other
recommendations are made as to working practice during construction to
safeguard the interests of badgers that may be commuting across or foraging
on the site. It is thought highly unlikely that great crested newts are on the
site or if they are using hedgerows, then those are being retained in any case,
except at the point of vehicular access. A similar conclusion is reached in
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regard to hazel dormice. Presence of reptiles cannot be ruled out, especially
as the grass sward has grown since 2012 to provide suitable (c. 40cm high)
cover. Further survey work was recommended between April-September.
Refugia are recommended to be laid out to aid monitoring.
3.14

The first gain to biodiversity recommended is the reinforcement of existing
hedgerows with new native species planting. Bat boxes can be affixed to trees
around the site, or integrated into the fabric of new dwellings, at least 4m
above ground level and not lit by artificial light. Similarly, bird nesting boxes
can also be installed about the site. The creation of log refugia is advocated,
made from any tree sanctioned to be removed. Hedgehog friendly domestic
fencing is also recommended for residential garden enclosures.

3.15

The ecological impact report was updated in September 2020. Further
monitoring surveys for badgers and reptiles had taken place and by this time
it was understood the development would be for 25 houses. No evidence of
badgers was revealed by the second survey. A good population of slow
worms were discovered. Mostly on-site boundaries and in wet areas.
Creation of native grassland areas is advocated on the western edge of the
site so that any reptiles found can be translocated there. It is asserted by
the applicant’s ecologist that “The creation of amenity grassland habitat
within the design as well as retained foraging and commuting features such
as hedgerows, woodland and grassland within the reptile receptor site will
maintain the functionality of the site for badgers.”
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3.16

The arboricultural report assessed impact to 10 trees close to the hedgerow
fronting Church Lane and where the housing is proposed. 3 category C
(Hawthorn) trees and a short stretch of hedgerow are proposed for removal.
Trees were defined as “…with a stem diameter, at 1.5m high, greater than 75mm.”
2 other Category B trees were identified. These are to be retained. The Council
had confirmed to the arborist that no TPO’s existed on the site. The use of
protective fencing during any build is advocated. The locations of the 10 trees
surveyed are shown below.

3.17

In respect of access and transport/highway matters, the Council withdrew its
highways reason for refusal at the time of the last Appeal Inquiry. As this is a
proposal for 25, not 46 dwellings, it is not envisaged that impact to the local
highway network will be an issue. However, that is a matter for the Highways
Authority to determine and comment upon.

3.18

As is reported above, the new point of vehicular access and formation of
sightlines at the junction of Church Lane will cause some loss of hedgerow and
3 Hawthorn Trees. A small element of footway will be formed to the western
side of the junction, which then continues into the site as shown below.
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3.19

The submitted LVIA has considered the site from 34 receptor points (see below)
and asserts any adverse impacts will be insignificant, with the site said to be
‘well-contained’ in the wider AONB landscape, the only likely visual change
being to some occupiers of Cherry Lane and Walwyn Close. There is reference
to the comments of the previous Inspector and this time Landscape Character
Assessments and The Conservancy’s Management Plan have been considered.
Curiously main policies have not been considered, but some of The
Conservancy’s Planning Principles are referenced. In respect of viewpoints 810, from the church/cricket ground, the consultant asserts this would be to the
backdrop of existing housing, so that a medium sensitivity to change has been
assigned.

3.20

Each house would be fitted with an electric vehicle charging point.

3.21

The Planning Design and Access Statement (PDAS) at paragraph 3.1 says that
the housing policies within the ‘made’ Birdham Neighbourhood Plan (July 2016)
are out of date and thus the principle of sustainable development ought to
apply. To be fair, all development plans are to be reviewed every 5 years. As
such the BNP is still considered technically up to date, albeit perhaps in need
of imminent review and subject to paragraph 14 tests, where it clearly was not
made less than 2 years ago. The so-called tilted balance in paragraph 11 of
the NPPF is cited, but it is recognised that harm to the AONB still needs to be
carefully assessed.

3.22

The PDS references the Council’s November 2020 Interim Position on Housing,
where the Council accepts it cannot currently demonstrate a 5 year supply of
housing land. As such the Local Plan is considered ‘out of date’ in that respect
and the delivery of a mix of 25 new houses is a strong point in favour of the
development proceeding to be weighed against impact to the AONB. The
applicant states they do not consider 25 houses could now be classed as ‘major
development’ in terms of additional tests of paragraph 172 of the NPPF.
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3.23

It is stated that the existing boundary tree lines and hedge lines to the northern
(save for where the access is to be formed), southern and eastern edges of the
residential development area are proposed to be retained and protected, and
that new native species planting is proposed, for example, to reinforce existing
boundaries.

3.24

The proposed houses would be traditional in design with a mixture of
architectural styles to replicate those found elsewhere in Birdham.

4.0

Key issues and related Policy framework*
*NPPF – 1-3, 6-15, 28, 30, 34, 38-42; 47-48, 54-56, 59-70, 71, 73-79, 91,
96- 97, 102-103, 105-106, 108-110, 117-118, 122-128, 130-131, 148-150,
155, 163- 164, 170-172, 174-177, 180, 212-213; NPPG - IDs 2a, 3, 6-8, 12,
18a, 20, 21a, 21b, 23b, 26, 31, 34, 37, 41-42, 56, 65, 66, 68; CLP – 1-2, 45, 8-9, 12, 22, 33-35, 37, 39-40, 42-43, 45, 47-50, 54; BNP – 1-7, 9, 1213, 15-21, ; POCLP – S1-S6, S18, S20, S22-S24, S26-S27, S29, S31, DM2DM3, DM8, DM16, DM18-DM19, DM22-DM23, DM27-DM32, DM34; CHMP –
1-3, 6, 8-9, 12, 15; PP – 01, 04, 09, 18; SPG/SPD.

4.1

Is the proposed development ‘major development’ within an AONB?

4.1.1

The last Inspector concluded that it was not necessary for housing to be of a
strategic scale to warrant a description of ‘major’ and that such a judgement
was for the local decision taker having regard to context. 25 dwellings is a
sizeable development in Birdham where previous schemes have seldom
reached that number, or have been accepted by the local community as an
extension to the settlement boundary through a Neighbourhood Plan that has
passed examination and a referendum to become ‘made’.

4.1.2

It should be remembered that there was no neighbourhood plan at the time of
the last application.
Appendix ‘B’ to this report details the housing
permissions granted in Birdham since 1993 which resulted in a net gain of
dwellings and also the applications for new housing that were refused.

4.1.3

Apart from Rowan and Tawny nurseries, Bell Lane, to date, the next largest
developments approved within the (Local Plan 1999) settlement boundary were
at (a) Cricket Ground and Claytons, Main Road, Birdham under decision
96/02351/FUL & 00/01804/FUL (now built out as Walwyn Close). This yielded
42 dwellings
(b) at ‘Longmeadow’, Main Road, Birdham (now built out as Old Common
Close) under decision 06/01652/FUL. This yielded a net gain of 28 dwellings.
Both predated the NPPF by 12 and 6 years respectively, so there was no
conception of ‘major development’ at that time. I have not counted the 30
houseboats at Chichester marina (99/02546/ELD) decision, because this was a
certificate of lawfulness application, where the merits of that scale of
development were not for consideration.

4.1.4

It is therefore argued that 25 dwellings does constitute major development
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within Birdham, both in terms of that village’s historical development over the
last 30 years and the size of the site.
4.1.5

Appendix ‘B’ also showed that the indicative figure of 50 dwellings under
Policy 5 of the Local Plan had been fully taken up at the point the last Appeal
was heard. Although that Inspector put stress on the word indicative, and that
50 was not to be considered as a maximum (paragraph 71 of Appendix ‘A’),
he also did not rule out permissions being granted for further housing that met
the test of ‘sustainable development’. He had also found that at that time a
shortage in the Council’s 5 year housing land supply was evident.

4.1.6

Since the last Appeal, the NPPF has been updated twice and the paragraph
116, the last Inspector referred to has now found expression within paragraph
172 of the February 2019 NPPF. This sets out –
“172. Great weight should be given to conserving and enhancing landscape
and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in relation to these
issues. The conservation and enhancement of wildlife and cultural heritage are
also important considerations in these areas, and should be given great weight
in National Parks and the Broads54. The scale and extent of development within
these designated areas should be limited. Planning permission should be
refused for major development55 other than in exceptional circumstances, and
where it can be demonstrated that the development is in the public interest.
Consideration of such applications should include an assessment of:
(a) The need for the development, including in terms of any national
considerations, and the impact of permitting it, or refusing it, upon the local
economy;
(b) The cost of, and scope for, developing outside the designated area, or
meeting the need for it in some other way; and
(c) Any detrimental effect on the environment, the landscape and recreational
opportunities, and the extent to which that could be moderated.
Footnote 54 – English National Parks and the Broads: UK Government Vision
and Circular 2010 provides further guidance and information about their
statutory purposes, management and other matters.
Footnote 55 – For the purposes of paragraphs 172 and 173, whether a proposal
is ‘major development’ is a matter for the decision maker, taking into account
its nature, scale and setting, and whether it could have significant adverse
impact on the purposes for which the area has been designated or defined.”

4.2

Safeguarding the AONB and intrinsic character and beauty of
countryside/biodiversity from inappropriate major development

4.2.1

The priority for the Conservancy, in its Management Plan, is to conserve and
enhance the AONB. Thereafter, accommodating the development needs to
meet its residents’ and businesses’ is secondary to that overarching objective.
That the applicant has not approached The Conservancy directly, nor properly
referenced its Management Plan Policies, is disappointing, especially given the
last Inspector’s comments in paragraph 24 of Appendix ‘A’. Other pertinent
views of that Inspector, notwithstanding the reduction from 46 to 25 houses,
are set out below.
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“35. While the change to the site itself would be profound, the nature of the
flat surrounding landscape and the enclosing residential development means
that public views of the site proposed for housing would be limited.
Nonetheless, they would include views from the churchyard and occasional
views between properties or in gaps in the Church Lane hedgerow.
37. Thus any development proposed in or around the village, where it would
lie within the AONB, must be carefully assessed in terms of its specific position
and its relationship to existing settlement patterns and landforms as well as its
impact on both the character and the visual qualities of the AONB. In this case,
this area is a valued component of the setting of the village.
38. Development at depth here would erode the openness of the area, increase
urbanisation and undermine the transitional character of this northern part of
the village. While visual harm may be moderated somewhat by the proposed
landscaping and the existing enclosing residential development, to my mind,
the scale of development proposed would result in harm to the setting of the
historic core of the village, and to the character of the AONB. My findings are
consistent with those of previous Inspectors considering smaller scale
development along Church Lane5, albeit the strategic policy context is different
now. Overall, I consider that the proposal would conflict with Policy RE4 and
paragraph 115 of the Framework in this regard.”
4.2

Housing need

4.2.1

The Council gave an indicative figure of 50 dwellings to be built in Birdham
between 2014 and 2029 under local plan Policy 5. That has more than been
taken up by permissions for 55 dwellings granted at Tawny Nurseries and
Rowan Nurseries in Bell Lane, which are now built out. There have also been
other smaller permissions adding to the exceedance of that figure, with 9 years
of the adopted local plan left to run. Since the last Appeal a further 28 dwellings
and 5 holiday lets have secured planning permission in Birdham Parish
(Appendix ‘C’). 4 of the dwellinngs and all of the holidays lets are outside of
the AONB.

4.2.2

One of these consents was a renewal of the 10 affordable units approved off
Crooked Lane, north of The Saltings, although it is understood difficulties of
access may have casued that development to stall. The developments at Tawny
and Rowan nurseries delivered 12 & (ultimately) 7 affordable dwellings
respectively. The applicant has correctly referenced that the Council cannot
demonstrate a five year housing land supply at this time and has adopted an
interim policy to consider housing sites which are outside, but contiguous with
settlement boundaries, where a number of test are to be passed. That Policy
statement and its 13 tests are reproduced as Appendix ‘D’ to this report.

4.2.3

In respect of these tests, the site is contigous to the defined settlement
boundary and it would be possible for new residents to walk or cycle to the
village’s amenities. It has been demonstrated that flood risk from storm water
can be attenuated and affordable housing and open space can be delivered.
Others will comment on highway matters. Coalenscene of settlements is not
relevant in this case. The applicant has submitted a LVIA. Public views of the
site do not create issues of intervisibility with the South Downs National Park’s
setting and there would be no impact to the Council’s emerging Policy of
defined wildlife corridors. Althugh appearance is not listed for consideration,
the illustrative street elevation indicates fairly traditional and vernacular built
form is intended. As the site is an enclave onto other areas of privately owned
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land, linkage to the rest of the village has been limited to a separate pedestrian
point of access to Church Lane and the implication that other villagers could
access and enjoy the public open space proposed. The proposals would appear
to be ‘deliverable’, but if the Council is minded to grant consent, it is suggested
that submission of Reserved Matters is limited to 1 yeaar from the grant of
outline permission and that commencement ought to start within 2 years of
the grant of outline permission if the applicant is serious about delivering the
new housing.
4.2.3

However, The Conservancy is querying the scale of development put forward,
which would still be seen ‘at depth’ from Church Lane anf the cricket field and
erode the openness of the site, which provides a green lung within the village’s
built form. Is is questionable whether a density of just over 11 d/ha make best
use of the land, whereby a greater part of the site could have been left open.
At the time of writing this report, it is still uncertain whether sufficient capacity
exists at Siddlesham WwTW and over 6 years of other development having to
be accommodated at those works since the last Appeal has not been discussed.
Whether Natural England will be satisfied with the applicant’s assumptions
around nitrate neutrality remains to be seen. It is too early to say whether at
outline stage the new dwellings will exhibit sustainable design and construction
measures, but it is acknowledged these matters could be conditioned and the
applicant has stated they are committed to delivering those matters.

4.2.4

There is no analysis of need within Birdham Parish, but rather that the applicant
is looking to satisfy the District’s housing needs per se, which might otherwise
be accommodated outside the AONB.

4.3

Flood risk and foul drainage

4.3.1

The FRA at 5.10 sets out – “Groundwater flooding is characterised by low-lying
areas often associated with shallow unconsolidated sedimentary acquifers
which overly non-acquifers. These acquifers are reported to be susceptible to
flooding, especially during the winter months, due to limited storage capacity”.

4.3.2

The advice of the NPPF in respect of surface water run-off is that flow rates
after the development should be no greater than the existing circumstance.
The applicant sets out that risk will be mitigated by use of permeable pipe
bedding materials, filter drains and SUDS. The applicant asserts that in place,
these measures will ensure that flood risk is not materially increased to
surrounding areas (para 6.25 of the FRA).

4.3.3

The applicant has made enquiries with Southern Water (SW). The applicant
sets out that Southern Water had no record of present or historic sewer flooding
at the site.

4.3.4

The position on whether capacity exists at Siddlesham WwTW is less clear to
one reviewing the submitted particulars. The applicant has relied upon a letter
from SW that is 9 years old to support that position. Likewise they have relied
upon the field as if it were being used to grow wheat – 18 months from now,
to calculate the nitrogen neutrality budget.

4.3.5

SW has responded 30.12.20.
Whilst its approval is required for the
development to connect to the public sewer, there is no commentary as to
whether capacity currently exists at Siddlesham WwTW.
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4.4

High quality, sustainable design

4.4.1

Appearance is not listed for consideration under this outline application. The
applicant has produced a statement on sustainable construction and is committed
to delivering them.

4.5

Protection of agricultural land

4.5.1

Policy 45 of the local plan seeks to protect the countryside for its own intrinsic
worth and questions whether there is an exceptional need for development
within it. Paragraph 170 of the NPPF makes it clear that best and most versatile
agricultural land is a material planning consideration when deciding whether it
should be lost. Land at the site is graded 2, which is the next highest grading.
Just as with the last application, no explanation has been given as to why the
land could not still be farmed.

5.0

Conclusions

5.1

The development is viewed as a thin end of the wedge and a prelude to further
development which would then be more difficult to resist, whilst at the same
time making the smaller parcel of land on the previous wider site more
uneconomic to farm.

5.2

Whereas the council removed its reasoning for refusal related to loss of
agricultural land under the last Appeal (Paragraph 112 of the NPPF), I must
say I was not convinced about the farmer’s arguments about the size of this
holding and difficulties in farming it with larger combine harvesters for
instance. It is always open to the farmer to sell this parcel of land to another,
who is prepared to improve its drainage and bring it back into productive
agricultural use. I would expect the applicant to produce better evidence for
any future application.

5.3

There are questions over whether Siddlesham WwTW has the capacity to serve
the foul drainage needs of this development and assumptions about arable land
have also clouded the nitrogen neutrality argument.

5.4

Your officers take a different view to the applicant on the issue of ‘major
development’ and also weighing the benefits that new housing and biodiversity
enhancements could bring, versus the landscape impact to the open nature of
this site within the AONB and providing a green lung amonst other
development. Adverse harm to the AONB is concluded.

SRL - For 25.1.2021 CHC Planning Committee.
Comments requested by 30.12.2020: extension of time given to comment.
*Abbreviations used:
NPPF – National Planning Policy Framework – (March 2012)
NPPG – National Planning Practice Guidance – (March 2014) CLP –Chichester Local Plan
(adopted 2015)
CLP – Chichester Local Plan: Key Policies 2015
IHP – Interim Housing Policy (November 2020)
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POCLP – Preferred option Chichester Local Plan (2019)
CHMP – Chichester Harbour AONB Management Plan (2019-2024)
PP – Planning Principles (adopted by The Conservancy 17.10.16 onwards)
SPG/SPD – Planning guidance published by Chichester District Council relating to:Parking standards and accessibility zones (2007)
Planning Obligations and affordable housing (2010)
Joint CHAONB SPD (2017)
Other abbreviations
SCI - statement of community involvement
FRA – Flood risk assessment
SUDS – Sustatinable urban drainage system
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Appendix ‘D’
Chichester District Council
Interim Position Statement for Housing Development
November 2020
1

Background

1.1

Chichester District Council adopted the Chichester Local Plan: Key Policies 20142029 (CLPKP) on 14 July 2015. The Council is currently reviewing and updating its
Local Plan as required by Regulation 10A of the Town and Country Planning (Local
Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, to provide up to date planning policies which
are consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2019.

1.2

The Council consulted on the Local Plan Review 2016-2035 Preferred Approach
(LPR) document between December 2018 and February 2019 under Regulation 18
of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012.
The Council anticipates that the LPR will be published for consultation under
Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012 in Spring 2021, and that following this the Plan will be submitted to
the Secretary of State for Independent Examination. Once adopted, the LPR will
supersede the CLPKP and provide up to date planning policies to guide future
development proposals. The LPR will provide for housing needs in accordance with
paragraph 11 of the NPPF and ensure that the Council will identify deliverable sites
sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing in accordance with
paragraph 73 of the NPPF.

1.3

The CLPKP will continue to form part of the statutory development plan until the LPR
is adopted, however Planning Practice Guidance1 makes clear that where local plans
have been adopted more than 5 years ago, the housing target against which the
housing supply and delivery will be assessed should be derived from the
Government’s standard methodology for assessing housing need. From the 15 July
2020 (five years from the date of adoption of the CLPKP), the Council’s housing
supply and housing delivery is assessed against a calculation of Local Housing
Need, as set out in national policy and guidance, rather than the previously adopted
housing target of 435 dwellings per annum.

1.4

The Council’s housing supply position will be kept under review, but at the current
time, the Council is not able to demonstrate a robust five year supply of housing as
required in national policy. The position is different in parishes which have a made
neighbourhood plan which allocates land for housing. In that case, the Council will
need to be able to demonstrate a three year supply of housing, but this only applies if
the neighbourhood plan was made within the past two years.

1

Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 68-005-20190722
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1.5

The most recent calculation of Local Housing Need is set out in the Council’s 5 Year
Housing Supply calculation as at 15 July 2020, which considers that the Local
Housing Need as at 15 July 2020 is 628 dwellings per annum. The current standard
methodology for assessing Local Housing Need draws upon household projections
and housing affordability data which is subject to periodic updating, and this will
have implications for this figure. In addition, the Government has announced
proposed changes to the standard methodology which, if implemented, will have
implications for the calculations of Local Housing Need. It is therefore intended that
this document is accompanied by a separate schedule setting out the current
calculation of Local Housing Need which can be periodically updated.

2

Approach to boosting housing supply

2.1

The Council is required to significantly boost its housing supply2, and is working
proactively to achieve a five year supply at the earliest possible date.

2.2

Until the LPR is adopted, the Council must continue to judge planning applications on
their own individual merits with reference to the adopted Development Plan and
national planning policy including the NPPF.

2.3

This statement aims to provide interim guidance which will apply until the Council has
adopted the Local Plan Review. If, prior to that point the Council has established a 5
year supply, then the need for this Interim Position Statement will be reviewed at that
point. The intention is for the Council to be able to guide development to appropriate
and sustainable locations using this document to assist in the consideration of
planning applications. It will help to ensure that housing proposals that may be
submitted in advance of the Local Plan Review are assessed in a consistent manner
against national and local planning policies, with the aim of ensuring that the most
appropriate development comes forward in the most suitable locations.

2.4

The Council intends for this Interim Statement to form one part of the Council’s
proactive approach to the delivery of housing whilst the LPR progresses towards
adoption. Other approaches being taken to boost housing supply and delivery
include:
1. Prioritising progress on delivery of allocated known sites, including West of
Chichester, progressing the Tangmere Compulsory Purchase Order, and testing
more long term sites, such as Southern Gateway; and
2. Inviting developers to speed up the delivery of development, and, where
appropriate, to consider intensifying development on sites already underway.

2.5

By taking these actions, the Council intends to demonstrate how it is taking a
proactive approach to reducing the shortfall and re-establishing a five year supply.

3

Planning Policy Context

2

Planning Practice Guidance – Housing Land Supply Link to PPG - Housing Land Supply Guidance
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3.1

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (February 2019) is a material
consideration in planning decisions. At the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in
favour of sustainable development. For decision-taking (paragraph 11) this means:
•
•

Approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date development
plan without delay; or
Where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are
most important for determining the application are out-of-date, granting
permission unless:
o The application of policies in the Framework that protect areas or assets
of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the
development proposed; or
o Any adverse impacts of doing so would significant and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the
Framework as a whole.

3.2

Consideration should be given to footnotes 6 and 7 of the NPPF, as well as other
relevant paragraphs of the NPPF.

3.3

The Government recently consulted on proposed changes to the NPPF, as well as
proposals for a major overhaul of the planning system. The Council will have regard
to any new national policy that may be implemented throughout the lifetime of this
Statement and reserves the right where appropriate to amend this Statement bring it
into accordance with any new national policy.

3.4

Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be in
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate
otherwise. In this context, the Development Plan comprises the adopted Chichester
Local Plan: Key Policies 2014-2029 (CLPKP), the Site Allocations Development Plan
Document and the ‘made’ Neighbourhood Plans for parishes in the Local Plan Area.

3.5

As of the 15 July 2020, the relevant housing policies contained within the adopted
Local Plan are deemed to be ‘out of date’, however the CLPKP will remain part of the
statutory development plan (until the LPR is adopted) and will continue to provide the
basis for the consideration of planning applications for development within the Plan
area.

3.6

The Council is currently reviewing its adopted Local Plan, and consulted on the Local
Plan Review 2016-2035 Preferred Approach (LPR) document between December
2018 and February 2019 under Regulation 18 of the Town and Country Planning
(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012. At this stage of plan preparation, only
very limited weight can be given to the draft policies of the LPR. In accordance with
paragraph 48 of the NPPF, local planning authorities may give weight to relevant
policies in emerging plans according to:
a) The stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced its
preparation, the greater the weight that may be given);
b) The extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies (the less
significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may be given);
and
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c) The degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to the
NPPF (the closer the policies in the emerging plan to the policies in the NPPF,
the greater weight that they may be given).
3.7

As preparation of the LPR continues, and in line with the criteria above, consideration
will be given (at the time of the application) to the weight of the draft policies in the
LPR. Planning applications received in advance of the adoption of the LPR are
expected to demonstrate how they will not undermine the plan-making process in
accordance with paragraph 49 of the NPPF.

4

Local Context

4.1

The approach put forward in this document is based on identifying relevant criteria
from national and local planning policies, including the NPPF, and the adopted and
emerging plans. It is by no means the case that all applications will be appropriate,
and on this basis, this Interim Statement has been prepared in order to facilitate
delivery of housing sites by giving guidance as to which sites may be appropriate for
development in the short term.

Deliverable
4.2

Given that the Council is concerned about the potential shortfall in housing supply,
sites put forward under this approach should be “deliverable” at the time that the site
is put forward for planning permission. They should not be, for example, dependent
upon delivery of significant off-site infrastructure which would prevent them from
delivering completed dwellings within 5 years; and should be fully in the applicant’s
control.

4.3

Applicants will also be expected to show that they intend to develop sites promptly so
that proposals will begin to be delivered within a short period. Demonstration of
deliverability3 and the intention to develop (for example, through the requirement to
submit a phasing plan) will be required to support planning applications.

4.4

In the first instance, the Council would encourage applications for full planning
permission to be made. Where necessary, the Council would encourage the
submission of hybrid applications for larger sites (part full and part outline). Planning
applications for outline permission can be made, however the Council would expect a
parameter plan to be submitted as part of the outline application, and that an
indicative layout is provided to judge the potential housing mix and layout.

4.5

Applicants should refer to the Local List on the Council’s website which sets out the
information which is required to support a valid planning application. Attention is
drawn in particular to the requirement for applicants to submit an Interim Position
Statement Justification to demonstrate how the proposal would accord with all of the
requirements contained within this Interim Position Statement.

Time restricted conditions

3

NPPF definition of deliverable Link to NPPF
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4.6

The Council will seek to condition any planning permission to commence within 2
years from date of grant of planning permission to maximise the likelihood of delivery
of housing within the Local Plan Area. Where outline permission is granted, the
Council will take a similar approach in reducing the implementation period to ensure
expedient delivery of sites.

Locational Sustainability
4.7

Sites should be sustainably located in relation to existing settlements, with access to
the facilities and services that are generally likely to be required by new residents.
Policy 2 of the CLPKP, and emerging policy S2 of the LPR, sets out the settlement
hierarchy which will inform consideration of any proposed site.

4.8

Sites should be of a scale and density appropriate to the adjoining settlement.
Smaller scale sites, that provide for the gradual growth of settlements, are more likely
to be suitable than sites that would significantly change the character of a place.
Developments adjoining smaller settlements which are less locationally sustainable
will be expected to be smaller in scale than those that might be suitable for the
extension of Chichester or the Settlement Hubs, with their larger sizes and range of
facilities. The Council may support higher density development in settlements with
greater facilities and accessibility4.

4.9

Sites should also be acceptable in all other respects, e.g. highways access, flood
risk, contribute to affordable housing and open space requirements, provide net
gains to biodiversity, and should reflect the needs of local communities, in relation to
the amount, size, type and mix of housing tenures proposed. It is important that any
proposed development also complies with environmental standards as identified in
Policy 40 of the CLPKP.

Relevant evidence
4.10

This Interim Statement does not set out in full the range of relevant national and local
planning policy and practice which will be applied when considering planning
applications for residential development. It has been prepared to provide further
guidance for applicants but should be read alongside other relevant national and
local policy.

4.11

Applicants are also directed to evidence base studies available on the Council’s
planning policy webpages that may be used to inform, steer and help determine
proposals, including but not limited to: the Housing and Economic Land Availability
Assessment (HELAA), the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, the Water Quality Study
and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

4.12

Applicants are encouraged to submit their own evidence in addition to the Council’s
evidence base.

Local engagement

4

As set out in paragraphs 123 and 137 of the NPPF
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4.13

The Council would encourage applicants to undertake engagement with the local
community and relevant stakeholders regarding their proposals for development.

5

Purpose of this document

5.1

This Interim Position Statement does not seek to alter the statutory and/or nonstatutory planning policy framework for decision-making. The Statement sets out how
the Council is taking a proactive approach in seeking to boost its supply of housing,
and reflects adopted and emerging plan work, in order to provide a mechanism for
the Council to provide clarity and confidence in relation to how planning applications
should be determined in the interim period until the Local Plan Review is adopted.

5.2

The acceptability of planning proposals will ultimately need to be assessed by the
decision-maker on a case by case basis, in relation to the economic, social and
environmental dimensions of sustainable development, leading to a conclusion about
the overall sustainability of the proposals, whilst having regard to all elements of the
proposal, up to date development plan policies including those within made
Neighbourhood Plans, the NPPF, and other material considerations. This Interim
Statement will seek to secure additional opportunities for housing development in
locations which are sustainable and where it can be demonstrated that there would
be early delivery of new homes, subject to meeting all of the criteria in this
Statement.

5.3

This Statement applies to greenfield and brownfield sites outside of settlement
boundaries, and does not apply to existing allocations within the Chichester Plan
area or to land within the South Downs National Park.

6

Interim Position Statement

6.1

The Council recognises the presumption in favour of sustainable development
as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework and its application where
the Council is unable to demonstrate a five year housing land supply. While
the presumption applies, the Council will seek to ensure that planning
applications for good quality housing developments of an appropriate scale
and in accessible locations are supported.

6.2

To provide clarity for applicants and other parties, the following criteria set out
what the Council considers good quality development in the Chichester Local
Plan area, with reference to adopted and emerging Local Plan and made
Neighbourhood Plan policy and evidence.
1. The site boundary in whole or in part is contiguous with an identified settlement
boundary as approved in the adopted development plan (i.e. at least one
boundary must adjoin the settlement boundary or be immediately adjacent to it).
Where a proposal is separated from the settlement boundary by road, railway
line, cycle path or pedestrian footpath, it will meet this criterion where it is shown
be sustainable and integrated with the settlement it adjoins.
Relevant policies include:
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•
•
•
•

CLPKP Policy 2 Development Strategy and Settlement Hierarchy
CLPKP Policy 45 Development in the Countryside
LPR Policy 2 Settlement Hierarchy
LPR Policy S4 Countryside

Relevant evidence includes:
• Local Plan Policies Map
2. The scale of development proposed is appropriate having regard to the
settlement’s location in the settlement hierarchy and the range of facilities which
would make it a sustainable location for new development.
Relevant policies include:
• CLPKP Policy 2 Development Strategy and Settlement Hierarchy
• LPR Policy S2 Settlement Hierarchy
Relevant evidence includes:
• Settlement Hierarchy Background Paper
• Settlement Capacity Profiles
3. The impact of development on the edge of settlements, or in areas identified as
the locations for potential landscape gaps, individually or cumulatively does not
result in the actual or perceived coalescence of settlements, as demonstrated
through the submission of proportionate evidence. Where a proposed
development is environmentally significant (by virtue of its size, location or
degree of prominence in the locality), development proposals must be
accompanied by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment.
Relevant policies include:
• CLPKP Policy 47 Heritage and Design
• CLPKP Policy 48 Natural Environment
• LPR Policy S24 Countryside
• LPR Policy S26 Natural Environment
• LPR Policy DM28 Natural Environment
Relevant evidence includes:
• Landscape Capacity Study
• Landscape Gap Assessment
4. Development proposals make best and most efficient use of the land5, whilst
respecting the character and appearance of the settlement. The Council will
encourage planned higher densities in sustainable locations where appropriate
(for example, in Chichester City and the Settlement Hubs). Arbitrarily low density
or piecemeal development such as the artificial sub-division of land parcels will
not be encouraged.
5

As set out in paragraphs 123 and 137 of the NPPF
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Relevant policies include:
• CLPKP Policy 2 Development Strategy and Settlement Hierarchy
• CLPKP Policy 7 Masterplanning Strategic Development
• CLPKP Policy 33 New Residential Development
• CLPKP Policy 47 Heritage and Design
• LPR Policy S2 Settlement Hierarchy
• LPR Policy S32 Design Strategies for Strategic and Major Development Sites
• LPR Policy DM3 Housing Density
Relevant evidence includes:
• Settlement Hierarchy Background Paper
5. Proposals should demonstrate that development would not have an adverse
impact on the surrounding townscape and landscape character, including the
South Downs National Park6 and the Chichester Harbour AONB and their
settings. Development should be designed to protect long-distance views and
intervisibility between the South Downs National Park and the Chichester
Harbour AONB.
Relevant policies include:
• CLPKP Policy 43 Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
• CLPKP Policy 47 Heritage and Design
• CLPKP Policy 48 Natural Environment
• LPR Policy S24 Countryside
• LPR Policy S26 Natural Environment
• LPR Policy DM19 Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
• LPR Policy DM27 Historic Environment
• LPR Policy DM28 Natural Environment
Relevant evidence includes:
• Landscape Capacity Study
6. Development proposals in or adjacent to areas identified as potential Strategic
Wildlife Corridors as identified in the Strategic Wildlife Corridors Background
Paper should demonstrate that they will not adversely affect the potential or value
of the wildlife corridor.
Relevant policies include:
• CLPKP Policy 49 Biodiversity
• LPR Policy DM29 Biodiversity
• LPR Policy S30 Strategic Wildlife Corridors
• LPR Policy DM31 Trees, Hedgerows and Woodlands
Relevant evidence:
6

Under Section 62 of the Environment Act 1995
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•
•

Strategic Wildlife Corridors Background Paper
Local Biodiversity Action Plan

7. Development proposals should set out how necessary infrastructure will be
secured, including, for example: wastewater conveyance and treatment, flood
mitigation and defence, affordable housing, open space, and highways
improvements.
Relevant policies include:
• CLPKP Policy 9 Development and Infrastructure Provision
• CLPKP Policy 12 Water Management in the Apuldram Wastewater Treatment
Catchment
• CLPKP Policy 34 Affordable Housing
• CLPKP Policy 54 Open Space, Sport and Recreation
• LPR Policy S6 Affordable Housing
• LPR Policy S12 Infrastructure Provision
• LPR Policy S31 Wastewater Management and Water Quality
Relevant evidence includes:
• Infrastructure Delivery Plan
• Open Space, Sport Facilities, Recreation Study and Playing Pitch Strategy
• Approach to securing development contributions to mitigate additional traffic
impacts on the A27 Chichester Bypass SPD
• Surface Water and Foul Drainage SPD
• Joint Environment Agency and Southern Water Position Statement on
Managing New Housing Development in the Apuldram (Chichester)
Wastewater Treatment Works Catchment
8. Development proposals shall not compromise on environmental quality and
should demonstrate high standards of construction in accordance with the
Council’s declaration of a Climate Change Emergency. Applicants will be
required to submit necessary detailed information within a Sustainable
Construction and Design Statement or chapter within the Design and Access
Statement to include, but not be limited to:
• Achieving the higher building regulations water consumption standard of a
maximum of 110 litres per person per day including external water use;
• Minimising energy consumption to achieve at least a 19% improvement in the
Dwelling Emission Rate (DER) over the Target Emission Rate (TER)
calculated according to Part L of the Building Regulations 2013. This should
be achieved through improvements to the fabric and ventilation systems of
the dwelling;
• Maximising energy supplied from renewable resources to ensure that at least
10% of the predicted residual energy requirements of the development, after
the improvements to the fabric explained above, is met through the
incorporation of renewable energy; and
• Incorporates electric vehicle charging infrastructure in accordance with West
Sussex County Council’s Car Parking Standards Guidance. Proposals that
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can commit to delivery of EV charging infrastructure that exceeds policy
requirements will be given strong positive weight.
Flexibility – the standards achieved as detailed above may be a matter for
negotiation at the time of the planning application, having regard to abnormal site
costs, economic viability and the technical feasibility of meeting the standards on
a specific site.
Should central government introduce equivalent or higher standards during the
lifetime of this Interim Statement then the first three bullet points above will cease
to be used and said national standards will replace them.

Relevant policies include:
• CLPKP Policy 40 Sustainable Design and Construction
• LPR Policy DM16 Sustainable Design and Construction
Relevant evidence includes:
• West Sussex County Council Car Parking Standards Guidance
• West Sussex Cycling Design Guide
9. Development proposals shall be of high quality design that respects and
enhances the existing character of settlements and contributes to creating places
of high architectural and built quality. Proposals should conserve and enhance
the special interest and settings of designated and non-designated heritage
assets, as demonstrated through the submission of a Design and Access
Statement.
Relevant policies include:
• CLPKP Policy 33 New Residential Development
• CLPKP Policy 47 Heritage and Design
• LPR Policy S20 Design
• LPR Policy S22 Historic Environment
• LPR Policy S32 Design Strategies for Strategic and Major Development Sites
• LPR Policy DM27 Historic Environment
Relevant evidence includes:
• National Design Guide
10. Development should be sustainably located in accessibility terms, and include
vehicular, pedestrian and cycle links to the adjoining settlement and networks
and, where appropriate, provide opportunities for new and upgraded linkages.
Relevant policies include:
•
•
•

CLPKP Policy 8 Transport and Accessibility
CLPKP Policy 39 Transport, Accessibility and Parking
LPR Policy S23 Transport and Accessibility
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•

LPR Policy DM8 Transport, Accessibility and Parking

Relevant evidence includes:
• Local Plan Policies Map
• Settlement Hierarchy Background Paper
• WSCC Walking and Cycling Strategy 2016-2036
• Chichester Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan
• Other relevant government guidance such as LTN 1/20 Cycle Infrastructure
Design
11. Development is to be located in areas at lowest risk of flooding first, and must be
located, designed and laid out to ensure that it is safe, that the risk from flooding
is minimised whilst not increasing the risk of flooding elsewhere, and that residual
risks are safely managed. This includes, where relevant, provision of the
necessary information for the Council to undertake a sequential test, and where
necessary the exception test, incorporation of flood mitigation measures into the
design (including evidence of independent verification of SUDs designs and
ongoing maintenance) and evidence that development would not constrain the
effective function of the flood plain, either by impeding surface water/ flood flows
or reducing storage capacity. All flood risk assessments and sequential and
exception test processes should be informed by the most recent climate change
allowances published by the Environment Agency.
Built development can lead to increased surface water run-off; therefore new
development is encouraged to incorporate mitigation techniques in its design,
such as permeable surfaces and surface water drainage schemes must be based
on sustainable drainage principles.

Relevant policies include:
• CLPKP Policy 42 Flood Risk and Water Management
• LPR Policy S27 Flood Risk Management
• LPR Policy DM18 Flood Risk and Water Management
Relevant evidence includes:
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1
• HELAA
• Chichester Surface Water and Foul Drainage SPD
• WSCC Lead Local Flood Authority Policy for the Management of Surface
Water
12. Where appropriate7, development proposals shall demonstrate how they achieve
nitrate neutrality in accordance with Natural England’s latest guidance on
achieving nutrient neutrality for new housing development.

7

As defined in paragraph 4.10 of the Natural England ‘Advice on achieving nutrient neutrality for new
development in the Solent Region 2020’ document
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Relevant evidence includes:
•

Advice on achieving nutrient neutrality for new development in the Solent
Region, Natural England June 2020

13. Development proposals are required to demonstrate that they are deliverable
from the time of the submission of the planning application through the
submission of a deliverability statement justifying how development will ensure
quicker delivery.
The Council will seek to impose time restricted conditions on planning
applications to ensure early delivery of housing.
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Agenda Item 6b

Local Planning Authority planning application reference:

SB/20/02987/OUT

Site: Land at Four Acre Nursery Cooks Lane Southbourne, West Sussex
Proposals: Proposed Outline Application with all matters reserved except for
access, layout and scale for the erection of 40 dwellings with associated new
access roads, parking and turning areas, erection of a wastewater pumping
station, the provision of surface water drainage features, amendment to the
existing site access and works including the provision of a new footway on the
northern side to Cooks Lane
Application

details on LPA webpage – https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online‐
applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QK017GERIUE00

RECOMMENDATION
(a)
(b)

That Chichester District Council, as local planning authority be advised that
Chichester Harbour Conservancy raises no objection to the proposed development
That the following planning condition subjects are considered for the development
impacting
on
the
AONB.
Reserved
matters
for
landscaping
including
boundary
treatments
- Lighting scheme to take into account Dark Skies protocols where possible
- Contribution towards Solent Bird Aware Protocol to be secured
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Procedural Guidance 1: Outline Applications
The current application is for outline permission, seeking agreement to the principal and
to the means of vehicular access into the site, the layout of the development and the scale
of buildings only. All other matters (including appearance of buildings, and landscaping of
the site) are reserved for subsequent decision, usually through a reserved matters
application submission. The approval of an Outline permission is the effective planning
permission, but it is not a permission to start work on site. Any favourable outline
permission notice will state which matters have been reserved for later approval. Only
when all the reserved matters have been approved, through separate Reserved Matters
Applications (which are not planning permissions in their own right) then work may begin
on the site.
Procedural Guidance 2: Planning Approach to the AONB
The statutory purpose of the AONB is to conserve and enhance the area’s natural beauty.
The LPA should assess the application carefully as to whether the proposed development
would have a significant impact on or harm that statutory purpose. Relevant to this is the
duty on public bodies to ‘have regard’ for that statutory purpose in carrying out their
functions (Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act, 2000). The Planning
Practice Guidance confirms that this duty also applies to proposals outside the designated
area but impacting on its natural beauty.
The application site lies outside of the designated AONB protected landscape.
Chichester Harbour Conservancy, administer and safeguard the Chichester Harbour Area
of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The aim of conserving and enhancing the areas
natural beauty requires the Conservancy to consider the proposal on its landscape
character aspects and wildlife, ecology and biodiversity implications. Landscape covers
both countryside and coastal areas as well as rural villages and market town urban
environments.
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Conservancy Officers’ comments and reasoned justification
2.0

Site and its context
Contextual Consideration –

2.1

The application site is located outside but close to the Chichester Harbour
Conservancy Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), where development is
subject to more stringent planning guidance to ensure that development respects
and enhances the inherent qualities of such a sensitive location.

2.2

The red-line application site does not have a boundary with a coastal frontage but is
predominantly surrounded by open countryside which adjoins the boundary with the
AONB protected landscape.

2.3

The site is not within a Conservation Area. The site is not indicated to be on or close
to a building on the scheduled list of buildings of historic or architectural importance.
Information has been provided indicating the site as being within Flood Zone 1: Low
Probability of flooding (submitted Planning Statement page 16).
Location and Existing Development –

2.4

The site is located outside the AONB to the north of Cooks Lane and east of
Southbourne settlement. The 1.76 ha (4.35 acre) site lies outside the urban area as
designated in the current Local Plan. The site therefore occupies a countryside
location.

2.5

The red-lined site comprises a combined landholding which appears to have been
last in agricultural propagation, partly under glass as a horticultural nursery as well
as part of the curtilage of the adjacent dwelling ‘Downs View’. The glass houses line
north-south to the central part of the site, along part of the eastern boundary. The
land is screened to the front (south) boundary by a hedgerow which is classed as
being of archaeological importance. There is a tree belt to the eastern staggered
boundary.

3.0

Relevant planning history
Land adjacent to the current application site. This record relates to the Rydon Homes
scheme which lies to the north of the current proposal.

3.1

SB/18/03145/OUT – Outline application with all matters reserved except access,
for the erection of 199 dwellings and associated development. Commenting on 30
January 2019 the Conservancy raised OBJECTION. The proposal is premature and
prejudicial to the proper consideration of Southbourne Parish Council offering
Chichester District Council an amendment to the adopted Neighbourhood Plan
settlement boundary, as part of the Preferred option Chichester Local Plan 2035
process. If the site were to be developed in the way of the indicative layout, this
would also conflict with the Neighbourhood Plan’s ‘green ring’ Policy. The proposal
was REFUSED by the LPA on 29 March 2019. The refusal was appealed, the Appeal
was DISMISSED by PINS on 2 March 2020.
Land at the site comprising 1.44 ha, the majority of the current application site.

3.2

SB/14/04231/OUT – Outline application with all matters reserved except access,
for the construction of up to 55 dwellings, parking and estate roads, footways,
pedestrian linkages and open space. No indication of any comment from CHC. The
proposal was REFUSED by the LPA on 18 May 2015.
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4.0

Proposed development

4.1

The current application is for outline permission (see procedural guidance note 1
above). The proposal is seeking the agreement of the principle for the construction
of up to 40 dwelling houses with roads and parking areas, together with communal
open space and swales / balancing ponds. In addition, the means of vehicular access
into the site, the housing estate layout and the scale of the proposed buildings is
also submitted for consideration.

4.2

The development of 40 dwellings (34 houses and 6 flats) would provide 28 market
and 12 affordable housing (8 through social rent and 4 through shared
ownership)(note not 10 affordable units as erroneously referred to in Planning
Statement page 15). The site density results at 22 dph (40 dwellings on 1.76 ha)
The development indicates new hedgerow planting to the northern boundary as part
of a 2m ecology buffer (submitted planning statement page 12).

4.3

In terms of drainage, due to the high-water table affecting the site, the proposal is
to include a number of swales of varying sizes to naturally control surface water
drainage flows. A sustainable drainage system (SuDS) would be in operation. A
pumping station would be provided to pump wastewater to the nearest foul sewer.
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5.0

Applicants Approach to AONB and Supporting Documents

4.1

The site lies outside but close to the boundary of the Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB). The submission has therefore made only superficial consideration of
the application proposal within its context and setting of the AONB. Passing reference
to the AONB is made in the submitted documents to support the proposal (landscape
character in submitted planning statement page 8).

4.2

There is no named reference to the AONB Management Plan planning policy
document relevant to the consideration of the proposal or the Planning Principles
specifically. There is no recognition made to the LPA Local Plan Policy specifically
addressing the AONB (CDC Local Plan Polict 43) or the emerging policy under the
Local Plan Review (LPR: Policy DM19) and nothing to the Joint AONB SPD.

4.3

The proposal being outside the defined AONB protected landscape area has therefore
given only superficial consideration of the protected status of the AONB. This is
regrettable and is disappointingly unfortunate.

4.4

Submitted in support of the application (forms, plans and drawings) is a Planning
Statement, a Design and Access Statement, Reptile Survey and Mitigation Strategy
Bat Activity Survey, Arboricultural Report, Informal Landscape Visual Impact
Assessment, Site Investigation Report, Archaeology Desk Based Assessment,
Nitrogen Assessment, Energy and Sustaibilty Assessment, Transport Statement,
Parking Statement, Travel Plan Statement.

5.0

Planning Considerations

5.1

The statutory purpose of the AONB is to conserve and enhance the area’s natural
beauty (see procedural guidance note 2 above). The overarching principle, PP01
(appendix A para. A.6) is applicable to the proposal. Any development in, or affecting
the setting of, the AONB should be guided by the four principles as indciated in
Section 2 of the Chichester Harbour AONB Joint SPD (2017) in order to protect,
conserve and enhance natural beauty and wildlife.

5.2

The main AONB planning assessment issues to be considered for this site relate to –
1.
Principle
of
the
development
to
the
AONB
protected
landscape
2. AONB Planning Principle policy considerations applicable to the proposal
3. Assessment of proposal details on impact on visual character and tranquillity
4.
Wildlife,
Biodiversity
and
environmental
affects
within
the
AONB
1. Principle of the development to the AONB protected landscape

5.3

The adopted guidance requires a clear demonstration that no harm is caused to the
AONB.

5.4

In
general
planning
terms,
the
principle
of
–
A. the proposed use and activity resulting from the development to the AONB,
B.
the proposed physical works, scale, massing and bulk to the AONB,
C. the proposals design, character, appearance and finished treatment to the AONB
landscape, would require a full and detailed consideration and assessment of the
potential, possible, and probable impact to the character and appearance of the site
and locality of the AONB protected landscape.

5.5

A. The principle of the proposed use and activity is considered to be contrary to the
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protection of the countryside for its own sake. The proposal seeks a new residential
development on the red-line site which is outside the main settlement area of
Southbourne village. However, the site is part of an indicated expansion of the
settlement, as noted in the Southbourne Neighbourhood Plan and as evidenced by
recent planning permissions and planning appeal decisions.
5.6

A. The use and activity therefore has to be considered alongside its relationship to
the land which surrounds it. The proposal therefore appears to comply with the
general allocation for housing land as catered for within the Neighbourhood Plan.

5.7

B. The principle of the proposed physical works, scale and massing / bulk would be
a significant change from the exisitng open countryside nature of the red-line site
and the immediate surrounds and setting. The development would have two-storey
buildings as indicated on the layout plans, with a noticable visual appearance to the
area. However, given the permission for 199 dwellings imediately to the north of the
site, the physical works would be in line with such developments as part of the
housing land allocation proposals. being alongside and taking access off the main
B2198 route.

5.8

C. The principle of the proposed design character and appearance on the AONB
supporting landscape environment would be a clear departure from the exisitng
situation. The change would be distanced from the nearby AONB protected landscape
but the proximity would create associated pressure on the protected landscape. The
separation distance and existing and retained landscaping surrounding the setting of
the red-lined site would screen the site from external observation from the AONB
boundary. The design and finished treatment of the proposal are not submitted for
consideration of this outline proposal.
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2. AONB Planning Principle policy considerations applicable to the proposal
5.9

The AONB Planning Principles (see Appendix A paras.A.6 to A.9) are applicable to
the AONB and development that impacts upon the protected landscape. The proposal
can be seen to compromise the aspects of the AONB planning approach. However,
the red-line site lies outside the AONB designated boundary and within an area
indicated for residential development. The Planning Principles should therefore be
tempered to this land use change and consider the proposal as if it lies within the
built-up environs of the settlelemtn.

5.10 AONB PP04 requires development to address key criteria listed. The proposal does
not lie within the existing settlement boundary, but is shown within the residential
allocation allocation for the settlement. The proposal shows a surface water and a
foul water drainage scheme, although it does not clearly identify that there is enough
headroom capacity exists in wastewater treatment works infrastructure to serve the
development of the housing estate. The proposal fails to clearly demonstrate that
the resultant recreational disturbance that is likley to be generated from the activity
commensurate with the development use of the site is adequately and appropriately
mitigated. The proposal fails to establish that that biodiversity net gains are achieved
from the urbanisation of this rural countryside site. These are matters that the LPA
should follow up and ensure are addressed as part of the proposal within the AONB
supporting environment.
5.11 AONB PP09 is applicable to proposals within a countryside, coastal or semi-rural
location where light illumination would have a wider impact and influence than only
to the site itself, and immediate surrounds, and could create a visual impact to the
AONB protected landscape setting. However as this area is to be developed for
housing, extending the settlelement built-up area, the impact should be considered
against such a changed environment.
5.12 The lighting specifications of the proposal have not been provided as part of the
outline submission. It is however reasonable to assume that there would be lighting
provided to the new road network within the site, to individual residential properties.
Lighting is also likley to the carparking areas, garages and carport bays. Vehciles
visiting the red-line site would also have side lights, head lights and possibly other
light displays available when entering, leaving or being viewed on the red-line site
during late evening or early morning hours. The submitted Planning Statement
makes reference to lighting on page 17.
3. Assessment of proposal details on impact on visual character and tranquillity
5.13 The use and activity and the visual physical structures impact on the red-line site
and the wider surroundings should also be considered against the character and
tranquility of the nearby AONB protected landscape.
5.14 The proposal lies within a generally visually open area within a countryside setting.
The impact of the proposal on the general countryside character would be
substantial, however, this would be within a planned backdrop of other residential
development as approved to the north of the site.
5.15 The potential noise impact resulting from the proposed development and activity
would have to be considered against the other residential development planned for
the area and the exisiting road network (A259) and railway line that lie to the south
of the site, between the site and the AONB designated boundary. The noise
implications to the AONB are therefore limited in influence.
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4. Wildlife, Biodiversity and environmental affects within the AONB
5.16 The likley direct effects of the proposal on the wildlife, biodiversity and general
environmental quality of the AONB protected landscape environment is considered
to be harmful. The submitted Reptile and Bat Surveys identify likely loss of habitat
and forraging areas and provide a mitigation strategy to assist in the retention of the
biodiversity of the site once construced and occupied.
5.17 The development will result in an increased level of human activity within areas
surrounding the site, which would also be used by reptiles. This is likely to result in
increased disturbance of reptiles remaining within these areas and may reduce their
ability to bask and forage. It may also increase their vulnerability to killing by
humans and cats. It is therefore necessary to implement mitigation to ensure these
reptiles are not harmed as a result of the impending construction works and to
ensure that there is no net reduction in the conservation status of reptiles in the local
area. A mitigation strategy has been submitted in accordance with best practice
guidelines relating to reptiles and development. The approach is to relocate reptiles
to areas within the site that are to be retained, enhanced and managed to provide
suitable habitat.
5.18 It is understood from caselaw that a local planning authority must not determine an
application until the absence of protected species from the site or a method
statement where presence is established has been undertaken.
5.19 The submitted Arboricultural Report indicates that there are no trees on the site that
are of particular arboricultural or landscape importance. The trees on the site are
predominately of a moderate or low quality providing a screening role. The suggested
measures to be followed as indicated in the submitted Arboricultural Report would
ensure no above ground parts of the trees will be damaged during the construction
process or be in physical contact with the proposed buildings. Protective barriers
would be erected during construction works to avoid tree branch and root damage.
Further details would be part of a coordinated landscaping scheme. Such a scheme
would be a reserved matter in the case of this oitline proposal.
Mitigate the impact of ecological disturbance at the harbour shoreline
5.20 P.U.S.H. which includes Chichester District Council, have formed a partnership and
commissioned studies into recreational impact and an interim mitigation strategy the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership Definitive Strategy - has been adopted
by partners, including the Conservancy, which has the support of Natural England.
Under the European Habitats Regulations, such mitigation must be secured before
affected development can be supported.
5.21 The proposal increases residential accommodation on the landholding. Therefore,
there may be an increased pressure on the rural character of the area through
visitations to the red-line site compared to the current situation. The requirement to
make an appropriate wildlife mitigation through the Bird Aware initiative is a valid
requirement in this situation. Based on the proposal there would be a justified
requirement to make contributions to the Bird Aware initiative.
Other Considerations
5.22 Nitrate Discharge: The proposal also indicates that an area of land currently used for
pig-rearing, at Funtington (approximately 3km northeast), has been identified as
potential compensation land for woodland planting. The provision of this land as
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compensation, with an area of 0.27 ha, will ensure that the proposed development
will be nitrate neutral and remove any planning constraints based on this issue. There
is no independent verification of this mitigation offer is acceptable.
5.23 Public Open Space: This has been illustrated on the prospective potential layout. The
proposal accepts that open space is to be provided on the site and this could be
secure through a legal agreement (see submitted Planning Statement page 20).
Conclusion
1.

The site lies close to the AONB protected landscape and within the supporting wider
environment. The development area of the red-line site lies outside of a settlement
policy area and therefore within the countryside. However, the land is within a
residential allocation area identified in the Southbourne Neighbourhood Planand lies
adjacent to land with planning permission for 199 dwellings to the north of the site.

2.

The proposal would, given the planning history of the surrounds, be likley acceptable
residential development to the LPA planning policy for the area. On this basis, the
proposal should be considered against the published policy requirements for such
development.
CHC Planning Committee Process

DR
For
25.01.2021
CHC
Planning
Committee
(meeting
via
internet)
Assessment 22-12-2020
LPA request reply 21 Oct 2020
LPA extension of time has been agreed
LPA Planning Case Officer: Jeremy Bushell – Planning Officer
Chichester Harbour AONB: David Rothery – Principal Planning Officer
This recommendation is made having regard to the Policy framework:
- Chichester Harbour Landscape Character Assessment (CBA update 2019)
- Chichester Harbour AONB Management Plan (2019-2024)
- Chichester Harbour AONB Planning Principles (Management Plan version April 2019)
- Chichester Harbour AONB Joint Supplementary Planning Document SPD (2017)
- National Planning Policy Framework (July 2018)
- National Planning Practice Guidance (March 2014)
- Chichester Local Plan: Key Policies (2015)

Visit our webpage – www.conservancy.co.uk/page/planning

Chichester
Harbour
Conservancy
manage
Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
One of the UK’s National Landscapes
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and

advise

on

the

ASSESSMENT REPORT APPENDIX A : POLICY FRAMEWORK
A

Chichester Harbour Policy Guidance
The adopted guidance requires a clear demonstration that no harm is caused to the
AONB.
-

Landscape Character Assessment (LCA)

A.1

The Chichester Harbour AONB Landscape Character Assessment (CBA update 2019)
prepared for the Conservancy, provides an understanding of the unique landscape
character and special qualities of the Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB) to inform the development of AONB Management Plans and wider
planning policy.

A.2

The LCA identifies the site sits alongside (and therefore sharing the common
landscape character of the adjacent AONB landscape) the Zone H1 - Havant to
Chichester Coastal Plain Landscape Character Area type.
https://www.conservancy.co.uk/assets/files/cms_item/613/dLandscape_Character_Assessment_(2019)-b4BJ98ZSz0.pdf
-

Management Plan

A.3

The Chichester Harbour Management Plan 2019-2024 (April 2019 Third Review)
provides an integrated coastal zone management strategy for the Trust Port and Area
of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Relevant policies would include Policy 1: Conserving
and Enhancing the landscape, Policy 2: Development Management, and Policy 3:
Diversity of Habitats), Policy 8 (Thriving Wildlife), and Policy 15 (Historic Environment
and Heritage Assets).

A.4

The Conservancy’s Management Plan for the AONB records special qualities of the
landscape character, which includes unspoilt and unobtrusive beauty, and a special
sense of peace and tranquillity. The Plan also set down the vision and values for the
AONB, which specifies the special qualities of the AONB, and the diverse habitats and
excellent water quality that benefit a rich array of wildlife using the Harbour in harmony
with recreational activities.
-

Planning Principles

A.5

The Chichester Harbour AONB Planning Principles (Management Plan version April
2019) provides guidance on development. These principles set a range of criteria to
be addressed to warrant a favourable consideration in terms of likely impact within
and on the AONB. Planning Principles’ applicable to this proposal include.

A.6

AONB Planning Principle PP01: Chichester Harbour as a Protected Area, sets
out the key overarching approach for the AONB, in that the statutory primary
purpose is to conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the area. Great weight
shall be given to the protection of the landscape, the conservation of nature, and the
special qualities of Chichester Harbour and its surrounding supporting hinterland.

A.7

AONB Planning Principle PP04: Creation of New Dwellings and Residential
Institutions, this requires the proposal to address criteria relating to:- the development being within existing settlement boundaries
- that enough headroom capacity exists in wastewater treatment works
infrastructure to serve the development
- recreational disturbance is adequately and appropriately mitigated
- that biodiversity net gains are achieved
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- if there is a local identified social and/or economic need (if in a countryside
location)
A.8

The proposal for new dwellings should be within a sustainable location to allow most
daily functions to be carried out without reliance on private cars. Development
outside defined settlement boundaries may have a significant and long-lasting
adverse impact on the character and landscape of the countryside and the AONB.
Only clearly justified social / affordable housing, or dwellings for agricultural workers
would be considered outside the settlement areas.

A.9

AONB Planning Principle PP09: Dark Skies, that are adjacent to or impact on areas
of nature conservation will only be supported in exceptional circumstances. Lighting
should be demonstrated to be –
- the minimum needed for security and working purposes,
- obtrusive light from glare or light trespass is reduced to an acceptable level,
- light beams will not be pointed out of windows,
- security lights are fitted with passive infra-red detectors (PIR) and/or timing
devices to minimise nuisance
- comply with the published best practice guidance from the Institute of Lighting
Professionals
-

Joint Supplementary Planning Document (SPD)

A.10 The Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Beauty Joint Supplementary Planning
Document (2017) indicates four principles that any development proposed in the
AONB should be guided by to protect, conserve, and enhance natural beauty and
wildlife (Section 2). The SPD provides detailed guidance on the level of acceptable
development within the AONB. All development within the AONB should follow the
guidance as closely as possible. It is adopted by both Chichester District Council and
by Havant Borough Council as part of their planning policy and development control
approach.
A.11 The adopted SPD section-8 (page 17) requires that in designing new development,
consideration of the setting of the development in the AONB landscape must be
shown as to how the proposal would contribute to the character of the area. A
Landscape Visual Impact Assessment may be necessary in sensitive areas of exposed
wide landscape character.
-

Other Policy

A.12 Chichester District Local Plan 2014-2029 is the current Local Development Plan
produced by the Local Planning Authority. The Plan includes policies for a sustainable
development and infrastructure strategy to support local community facilities and to
cater for growth and change. Various policies of the plan relate to matters applicable
to the AONB, including a specific policy that applies to the Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty. The LPA identified the AONB as a planning constraint to development that
needs to be taken into account for all proposals.
- Policy 43: Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)
- Policy 44: Development around the Coast
- Policy 45: Development in the Countryside
- Policy 48: Natural Environment
- Policy 49: Biodiversity
- Policy 50: Development & Disturbance of Birds in Chichester & Langstone Harbours
Special Protection Areas
- Policy 42: Flood Risk and Water Management
The Plan is currently subject to a Plan Review (2019-2037)
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https://www.chichester.gov.uk/media/24759/Chichester-Local-Plan---Key-Policies2014---2029/pdf/printed_version.pdf
A.13 The Southbourne Parish Neighbourhood Plan Review (2019-2037) is currently a presubmission plan (Aug 2020) circulated for consultation with a closing date of 12
October 2020. The plan includes policies relating to development within the parish
area.
- Policy SB1: Development within the Settlement Boundaries
- Policy SB4: Meeting Local Housing Needs
- Policies SB7-SB11: Managing Design and Heritage in the named settlements
- Policy SB13: Green Infrastructure Network
- Policy SB17: Achieving Dark Skies
https://www.southbourne-pc.gov.uk/Neighbourhood_Plan_15123.aspx
and
https://www.southbournepc.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/Neighbourhood%20Plan/Reg14Evidence/SPNP%20Revie
w_August%202020_Final%20Issue_170820.pdf
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SB/20/02987/OUT - Land north of Cooks Lane, Breach, Southbourne - images 1

Image 1: site location aerial image with AONB boundary and application site marked
Image 2: site location Southbourne Neighbourhood Plan Review residential allocation
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SB/20/02987/OUT - Land north of Cooks Lane, Breach, Southbourne - images 2

Image 3: site plan existing indicating vehicular access point
Image 4: site plan proposed showing layout
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SB/20/02987/OUT - Land north of Cooks Lane, Breach, Southbourne - images 3

Image 5: site plan proposed showing coloured image and housing mix
Image 6: location plan showing adjoining development permissions
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SB/20/02987/OUT - Land north of Cooks Lane, Breach, Southbourne - images 4

Image 7: aerial image of proposed residential housing allocation to Southbourne (current site purple shaded)
Image 8: plan image showing current site (red oval) and policy designations
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SB/20/02987/OUT - Land north of Cooks Lane, Breach, Southbourne - images 5

Image 9: elevation comparison existing and proposed – long elevation cross section north-south
Image 10: elevation comparison existing and proposed – short elevation cross section east-west

Image 11: plan image showing committed residential permissions
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Agenda Item 6c

Local Planning Authority planning application reference:

SB/20/03117/FUL

Site: Land South of Prinsted Lane, Prinsted, Southbourne, West Sussex
Proposals: Change of Use from paddock to dog walking field with 1.8m high fence
Application details on LPA webpage – https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/onlineapplications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QKNMH7ERJ8M00

RECOMMENDATION
(c)

That Chichester District Council, as local planning authority be advised that
Chichester Harbour Conservancy raises OBJECTION to the proposed development

(b)

The proposal is opposed on the following grounds 1. unacceptable use and physical works in the AONB protected landscape
2. wildlife disturbance within the countryside
3. unnecessary traffic and noise disturbance in the AONB protected landscape
4. inadequate wildlife and biodiversity information

Procedural Guidance 1: Planning Approach to and within the AONB
Chichester Harbour Conservancy, administer and safeguard the Chichester Harbour Area
of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) protected landscape. The aim of conserving and
enhancing the areas natural beauty requires the Conservancy to consider the proposal on
its landscape character aspects and wildlife, ecology and biodiversity implications.
Landscape covers both countryside and coastal areas as well as rural villages and market
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town urban environments. The statutory purpose of the AONB is to conserve and enhance
the area’s natural beauty.
The LPA should assess the application carefully as to whether the proposed development
would have a significant impact on or harm that statutory purpose. Relevant to this is the
duty on public bodies to ‘have regard’ for that statutory purpose in carrying out their
functions (Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act, 2000). The Planning
Practice Guidance confirms that this duty also applies to proposals outside the designated
area but impacting on its natural beauty. The application site lies within the designated
AONB protected landscape.

Conservancy Officers’ comments and reasoned justification
6.0

Site and its context
Contextual Consideration –

6.1

The application site is located within the Chichester Harbour Conservancy Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) protected landscape where development is
subject to more stringent planning guidance to ensure that development respects
and enhances the inherent qualities of such a sensitive location as a UK National
Landscape.

6.2

The red-line application site is in close proximity to the harbour waters coastal
frontage and lies within a countryside location. The site is not within a Conservation
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Area and no trees protected by a Tree Preservation Order are identified. The site is
not indicated to be on or close to a building on the scheduled list of buildings of
historic or architectural importance. Information has been provided indicating the
site as being within Flood Zone 3a: High Probability of flooding (submitted FRA letter
dated 30 Nov 2020).
Location and Existing Development –
6.3

The site is located to the south of Prinsted Lane and south of Southbourne village.
The 1.3 ha (3.21 acre) site lies outside the urban area as designated in the current
Local Plan. The site therefore occupies a countryside location.

6.4

The red-lined site lies at the end of the country lane that leads from the A259 Main
Road into Prinsted and to the coastal walkway, a cul-de-sac. The application site
comprises is a countryside field that has been used as a horse paddock, with a post
and rail fenced enclosure. The site is bounded by the coastal footpath to the southern
edge, which is a raised walkway and looks down into the site.

6.5

The land is generally level and flat and at the same grade as the adjacent sealed
road, Prinsted Lane. The land is at a lower level than the coastal footpath and sea
defences to the south boundary of the site. The boundary to the lane is a grass verge
and a post and rail fence to the open field.

6.6

Within the site there is field shelter / stable to the middle of the western boundary.
The east boundary is marked by an area of overgrown landscape which screens the
site from an informal off-road car parking area. The remaining boundaries have
hedgerow planting, but due to the coastal path route and higher level, the hedgerow
provides little if any screening value.
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7.0
7.1

8.0

Relevant planning history
SB/20/00441/FUL – Change of Use from horse paddock to dog walking field with
2m high deer fencing around the entirety of the site. Commenting on 14 April 2020
and 25 March 2020 the Conservancy raised OBJECTION. Additional comment from
the CHC Ecologist was provided to the LPA on 31 March 2020 indicating that the then
proposed Change of Use of the site to a dog-walking area was inappropriate. The
proposal was REFUSED by the LPA on 21 May 2020.
Proposed development

8.1

The current application is for full permission for the Change of Use of the field used
as a horse paddock to a use for dog walking, with associated car parking and the
erection of a 1.8m high deer stockproof fence enclosure and landscape groundworks
and path laying.

8.2

The 1.8m high deer fencing is proposed to surround the entirety of the site, inset
1.5m behind a landscaping hedgerow buffer. It is proposed that the hedgerow will
be maintained at a height of 1.5m to reduce any visual impact.

8.3

Two scrapes will be created within the lower lying areas of the site away from the
boundary hedgerows and sea wall. The scrapes will be constructed with gently
sloping, irregular edges to maximise marginal habitat for invertebrates and will be a
minimum of 20sqm and 0.5m deep at the centre. In order to maintain an open
environment, the scrape edges will be mown or cut during wider site management.
As the scrapes are intended to provide habitat for overwintering birds during the
wettest months and existing depressions within the site collect water during the
winter months, the scrapes will not be connected to a water source.

8.4

Operationally it is indicated that there would be no more than one booking for the
dog walking field at any one time, and this limited to three- dogs only. Dog walking
bookings will only be for a one-hour duration. It is proposed that the dogs will only
use the field in daylight hours (average 12 hours per day). It is further suggested
that the dog-walk would only be available annually between 1st April – 30th
September inclusive. This it is suggested to avoid disturbance to over-wintering birds
which utilise the site and adjacent designated sites (DAS paras. 4.2, 4.4; Acoustic
Report paras. 2.2, 2.3, 2.4).

9.0

Applicants Approach to AONB and Supporting Documents

4.1

The site lies within the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) protective
landscape. The submission has made only passing reference to the AONB in the
submitted documents to support the proposal (DAS para. 2.1).

4.2

There is no named reference to the AONB Management Plan planning policy
document relevant to the consideration of the proposal or the Planning Principles
specifically. There is no recognition made to the LPA Local Plan Policy specifically
addressing the AONB (CDC Local Plan Polict 43) or the emerging policy under the
Local Plan Review (LPR: Policy DM19) and nothing to the Joint AONB SPD.

4.3

The proposal has therefore given only superficial consideration of the protected
status of the AONB. This is regrettable and is disappointingly unfortunate.

4.4

Submitted in support of the application (forms, plans and drawings) is a Design and
Access Statement, an Acoustic Analysis Report, a Flood Risk Assessment letter, and
a Habitat Regulations Assessment Screening Opinion proforma.
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5.0

Planning Considerations

5.1

The statutory purpose of the AONB is to conserve and enhance the area’s natural
beauty (see procedural guidance note 1 above). The overarching principle, PP01
(appendix A para. A.6) is applicable to the proposal. Any development in, or affecting
the setting of, the AONB should be guided by the four principles as indciated in
Section 2 of the Chichester Harbour AONB Joint SPD (2017) in order to protect,
conserve and enhance natural beauty and wildlife.

5.2

The principle of the development to the AONB protected landscape needs to be
considered. The adopted guidance requires a clear demonstration that no harm is
caused to the AONB.

5.3

The AONB Planning Principles (see Appendix A paras.A.6 to A.9) are applicable to the
AONB protected landscape and development that impacts upon the protected
landscape. The proposal can be seen to compromise the aspects of the AONB UK
National Landscape planning approach.

5.4

Considering the guidance laid down for AONB PP14, albeit not directly related to the
current proposal, does emphasis that the use and development for animal facilities
should not have a negative impact on the landscape and nature conservation values
of the AONB protected landscape.

5.5

In general planning terms, (a) the principle of the proposed use and activity resulting
from the development, (b) the proposed physical works, scale, massing and bulk, (c)
the proposals design, character, appearance and finished treatment, (d) impact on the
tranquility and natural environment of the area, and (e) wildlife, biodiversity and
environmental affects within the AONB and measures to mitigate the impact of
ecological disturbance at the harbour shoreline, would require a full and detailed
consideration and assessment of the potential, possible, and probable impact to the
character and appearance of the site and locality of the AONB protected landscape.
A. The proposed use and activity resulting from the development to the AONB

5.6

The principle of the proposed use and activity is considered to be contrary to the
protection of the countryside for its own sake. The proposal seeks a formalised dog
walking enclosure in close proximity to the coastal footpath and bird wintering areas.
In addition site user carparking is to be provided and a 1.8m high deer proof stock
fence.

5.7

The use and activity therefore has to be considered alongside its relationship to the
land which surrounds it. The proposal would focus dog walking activity within this
red-line field area on a rolling basis, operated on 1-hourly booking rotations. The
activity, being promoted so close to the coastal wildlife areas would be contrary to
the aims and intent of the safety and protection of such wildlife.

5.8

It is accepted however, that the field could be used informally for open public use
(as a public green space) if a permissive right of access was legally applied to it by
the landowners (i.e. a right to roam) without the requirement to provide any physical
works such as the fencing enclousre or additional carparking. Such an open public
use would not however increase facilities to attract focused user visits to the area,
and therefore be a less intensive concept than that the subject of the application.
B. The proposed physical works, scale, massing and bulk to the AONB
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5.9

The principle of the proposed physical works, scale and massing / bulk relates to the
new 1.8m high fencing and double field-gate together with the construction of site
user carparking and the indicated ground-works and landscaping within the site.

5.10 The fencing would introduce a significant change from the exisitng post and rail
boundary fence and hedgerow enclosure to the field as currently exisits. The site has
a rural appearance within this outcrop of open countryside along the coastal
footpath. The field has a clear ‘unimproved’ and natural appearance and character
which complements the attraction of the coastal footpath and the general open and
rural character of the landscape within this part of the AONB protected landscape.
5.11 The site users car parking would introduce at least two car parking spaces (as
indicated on the layout plan) for incoming and out-going site users and their dogs.
These spaces would be therefore not be readily available to public users of the area,
as are the spaces to the coastal footpath a few metres to the east of the lane. The
provision of these spaces infers that the site users would generally travel from
elsewhere to use the dog-walking field. The use therefore can not be considered to
be a sustainable form of development (as is claimed in the submitted DAS para. 1.3)
as individual private car travel would be necessary for a one-use activity focused on
the site due to the use as proposed (submitted DAS para. 3.5).
C. The proposals design, character, appearance and finished treatment to the AONB
5.12 The proposal lies within a generally visually open area within a countryside setting.
The impact of the proposal on the general countryside character would be significant.
The principle of the proposed design character and appearance relates to the high
1.8m fence set back inside a hedgerow planted 2m strip. Whilst this treatment would
be a secure form of enclosure which would be screened from adjacent level access
view points (such as Prinsted Lane), it would have little screening impact when
viewed from the coastal footpath, which is at an elevated level as part of the sea
defences along this part of the harbour waters coastaline.
D. The impact on the tranquility and natural environment to the AONB
5.13 The impacts of the proposed use and activity to the wider surroundings should also
be considered against the character and tranquility of the AONB protected landscape.
5.14 The principle of the proposed development impact on the tranquility and wildlife of
the AONB protected landscape environment is claimed to be minimal. The submitted
Acoustic Analysis Report has not been produced by an acoustic engineer or specialist
and therefore must be attributed only that of a laymans opinion status.
5.15 The Report makes inferences of a comparison of noise generation from either four
horses on the site against that of three dogs on the site. The tabulated figures are
suggested in the Report to make a quantified case that the proposed use would be
less noisy than the potential of the exisitng use of the site. This is misleading and
biased.
5.16 The noise generation from a horse or a group of horses comes from the sound of
them running on hard ground or from the noise the animal makes during ‘horse play’.
These would be generally short term and gentel (for want of a better comparison).
A dog or a pack of dogs make little transit noise but have a potentially loud bark.
The nature of a pack animal is also that one bark is relayed to the others in the pack
(and for this example, other dogs in the sider area, such as using the coastal footpath
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under leash) and can ofter generate response barks which, dependent on the trigger
of the action, can continue for a longer time if the cause is still the attention of the
animals.
5.17 It is inferred that the use of the field by dogs would be continually under the animals
owners control, with the dog(s) being at leash, with signs on site requesting that the
owners keep their animals quiet (submitted Acoustic Analysis Report paras. 2.5). In
practicality terms, the offer of a fenced enclosure for use by one persons dogs at any
one time would tend to promote dogs being let off the leash to do what is natural to
them, that is to run, roam, chase (a ball or other target), and scamper about,
particulary if within a secure fenced environment preventing direct interaction with
other dogs or scope to run-off to explore or chase prey animals.
5.18 The submitted noise case carries no weight or justification given the nature of dogs
and the sights and smells that trigger a responsive, natural reaction to bark in
defence, warning, or agression to inform other animals of the pack or animals that
the dog percieves as a threat or as a play companion.
5.19 Finally, a comparison ids alluded to dog walkers using the coast footpath. The
suggestion is that there would be more passing dogs using the footpath than would
at any one hour-long booking seesion, use the enclosed field. The significance of this
is misplaced. Dog walkers tend to walk to exercise their animals, and as such follow
a circuit from pont A to B and return by the same or a different route, a transitory
path that remains in one location only for the time it takes to pass through, with
their dogs on a leash given the open nature of the environment that they pass
through. The proposed use of dogs in the red-line application site would however
concentrate the exercising of dogs (claimed as being on a leash as is suggested in
the supporting documents) in one location for sucessive hours according the the
booking operation. Therefore there is little comparison to be made between
transitory dog walking and dog walking within a restricted, confindd and
concentrated area, as would be provided by the enclosed field.
5.20 The development will result in an increased level of human activity within areas
surrounding the site, with addirtional car journeys to the site to use the proposed
facility. Such additional traffic generation is likely to result in increased disturbance
to the area of Prinsted Lane, when other alternative options would, as currently, be
used.
E.

Wildlife, Biodiversity and environmental affects within the AONB and measures
to mitigate the impact of ecological disturbance at the harbour shoreline

5.21 It is understood from caselaw that a local planning authority must not determine an
application until the absence of protected species from the site or a method
statement where presence is established has been undertaken.
5.22 P.U.S.H. which includes Chichester District Council, have formed a partnership and
commissioned studies into recreational impact and an interim mitigation strategy the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership Definitive Strategy - has been adopted
by partners, including the Conservancy, which has the support of Natural England.
Under the European Habitats Regulations, such mitigation must be secured before
affected development can be supported.
5.23 The proposal increases recreational activity on the landholding for more than a single
family or household. Therefore, there would be an increased pressure on the rural
character of the area through visitations to the red-line site compared to the current
situation.
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5.24 The site is undesignated but is immediately adjacent to the Chichester and Langstone
Special Protection Area (SPA) and Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). The site
is currently identified in the Solent Wader and Brent Goose Strategy (SWBGS parcel
C9D) as low use, but undoubtedly forms part of a complex of complimentary
grassland habitats to the Chichester Harbour SPA/SSSI at the northern end of the
Prinsted/Nutbourne channel. These grasslands, often part-flooded in winter and
spring, are functionally linked to the SSSI/SPA due to them being used as a feeding
and roosting area for a range of wetland birds (notably curlew, snipe, darkbellied
brent geese, teal, and little egret).

5.25 As an area of permanent pasture close the harbour it will have some value for overwintering birds and should be considered functionally important habitat. With the
fields to the south and west it forms a contiguous block of pasture that under the
correct management provides an important feeding area for species such as curlew,
oystercatchers, black-tailed godwits, brent geese, teal and wigeon. Division or
fragmentation of this habitat will lessen its value for these species – and render
future positive management of the site unlikely. Currently, some disturbance occurs
to the these fields and lack of grazing management on some of them mean that
wintering birds only appear to use them sporadically (hence the ‘Low Use’
classification the SWBGS) but the importance of the contiguous block of grassland
remains.
5.26 The current grazing of the site, is an important factor in the site’s use by waders and
wildfowl, would presumably cease. The proposed site plan shows planting,
‘landscaping’, and paths across the field; these are likely to reduce the habitat
available to over-wintering waders and geese, despite wet areas being designed into
the site. These wet features, along with the proposed hedge around the site would,
in time, be beneficial to some wildlife, but are not regarded as an enhancement to
the site in this context. Open, damp, lightly grazed pasture is an important
complimentary habitat, and this proposal would, as it is currently designed reduce
this habitat through its ‘enclosure’.
5.27 In wildlife terms the proposed 1.8m high fence, in its proposed form (alongside a
planted hedge) is unlikely to be an issue, although deer fences can be a problem for
some species of bird in some habitats.
5.28 There is clear potential for negative impacts to the SPA/SSSI features and thus
requires a full ecological assessment. There is no mitigation plan associated with this
proposal. Change of use of the site to a dog-walking area is inappropriate and will
be to the detriment of any wintering birds, both through direct disturbance and
through inevitable change of management. It is currently regularly used by curlew
for feeding - these birds require a short, grazed sward to access invertebrates in
damp soil. It is also possible (as is inferred in the submitted DAS para. 4.5) that the
current grazing and drainage of the site will be altered to in due course, to allow for
dog-walking.
5.26 This application has inadequate information in respect to the wintering bird use of
the site and the likely impacts. Bird surveys during the autumn and winter (including
nocturnal use by waders) should be carried out due to its immediate proximity to the
harbour. The proposal would need to carry out further ecological surveys to show
that any on-site mitigation would address the clear wildlife concerns. In addition the
proposal would also potentially be required to make an appropriate wildlife mitigation
through the Bird Aware initiative is a valid requirement in this situation. Based on
the proposal there would be a justified requirement to make contributions to the Bird
Aware initiative.
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Conclusion
1.

The site lies in the AONB protected landscape and supporting wider environment.
The development area of the red-line site lies outside of a settlement policy area and
therefore within the countryside and alongside the harbour coastline.

2.

The proposed change of use and the associated physical works would be located in
a visually open and noticeable location from both the public highway and the raised
embankment coastal footpath walk.

3.

This location for an activity which is likely to increase disturbance to the natural
wildlife of the area and which creates an uncharacteristic enclosed compound within
the AONB landscape is contrary to the aims of conserving and enhancing the areas
natural beauty, and the planning objectives as set out in the Management Plan.

4.

Given its setting, the proposal is considered to be unduly prominent to be detrimental
to the character or the appearance of the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)
protected landscape.

5.

The proposal is also likely to have a significant adverse impact and effect on the
AONB in terms of landscape character and in relation to wildlife conservation and
protection.
Chichester Harbour AONB Recommendation – OBJECTION

The proposal is opposed on the following grounds 1. UNACCEPTABLE USE AND PHYSICAL WORKS IN THE AONB
The proposal to change the use of the land and introduce a 1.8m high deer fence enclosure
to the open perimeter of the site within the Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty would be detrimental to the open, flat character of this part of the AONB and with
the site user car parking indicated would result in a visual intrusion to the landscape of
the locality when viewed from public vantage points (the adjacent highway and the
elevated coastal footpath looking down and into the site). Therefore, the proposal contrary
to AONB Chichester Harbour Management Plan (2019-2024) Policy 1: Conserving and
Enhancing the Landscape, and Policy 2: Development Management.
2. WILDLIFE DISTURBANCE
The site is located within the specified 5.6km 'zone of influence' of the Chichester and
Langstone Harbours Special Protection Area where it is identified that the net increase in
residential development results in significant harm to those areas of nature conservation
due to increased recreational disturbance. The principal of the proposal is to actively seek
to attract dog walkers into the coast area (albeit within a fenced enclosure) where by their
nature the dogs would have an potential and significant adverse impact on and to bird
wildlife in the immediate surrounding locality counter to the Solent Recreation Mitigation
Partnership Strategy with regards to development and disturbance of wild birds in
Chichester and Langstone harbours Special Protection Areas which is contrary to AONB
Chichester Harbour Management Plan (2019-2024) Policy 3: Diversity of Habitats and
contravenes the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010.
3. UNNECESSARY TRAFFIC AND NOISE DISTURBANCE IN THE AONB COUNTRYSIDE
The proposed development by reason of its location and the need to provide an on-site
car parking area to attract visitors from beyond the local settlement would introduce
activity and traffic generation, together with noise and disturbance, particularly from
barking dogs, that would alter and destroy the existing and justifiably perceived tranquillity
of the AONB protected landscape in this location. Therefore, the proposal would be
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contrary to AONB Chichester Harbour Management Plan (2019-2024) Policy 1: Conserving
and Enhancing the Landscape, and Policy 2: Development and the provisions of achieving
sustainable development in the National Planning Policy Framework.
4. INADEQUATE WILDLIFE AND BIODIVERSITY INFORMATION
The submitted proposal fails to provide a level of adequate information for the use of the
site by and for wintering birds and the likely impacts of the removal of this natural resource
to such wildlife. Bird surveys during the autumn and winter (including nocturnal use by
waders) should be carried out, and the proposal may require a full Habitats Regulations
Assessment due to its immediate proximity to the harbour.
CHC Planning Committee Process
DR - For 25.01.2021 CHC Planning Committee (meeting via internet)
Assessment 22-12-2020
LPA request reply 29 Dec 2020
LPA extension of time has been agreed
LPA Planning Case Officer: William Price – Planning Officer
Chichester Harbour AONB: David Rothery – Principal Planning Officer / Peter Hughes – CHC Ecologist
This recommendation is made having regard to the Policy framework:
- Chichester Harbour Landscape Character Assessment (CBA update 2019)
- Chichester Harbour AONB Management Plan (2019-2024)
- Chichester Harbour AONB Planning Principles (Management Plan version April 2019)
- Chichester Harbour AONB Joint Supplementary Planning Document SPD (2017)
- National Planning Policy Framework (July 2018)
- National Planning Practice Guidance (March 2014)
- Chichester Local Plan: Key Policies (2015)

Visit our webpage – www.conservancy.co.uk/page/planning

Chichester Harbour Conservancy manage and advise on the
Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
One of the UK’s National Landscapes
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ASSESSMENT REPORT APPENDIX A : POLICY FRAMEWORK
A

Chichester Harbour Policy Guidance
The adopted guidance requires a clear demonstration that no harm is caused to the
AONB.
-

Landscape Character Assessment (LCA)

A.1

The Chichester Harbour AONB Landscape Character Assessment (CBA update 2019)
prepared for the Conservancy, provides an understanding of the unique landscape
character and special qualities of the Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB) to inform the development of AONB Management Plans and wider
planning policy.

A.2

The LCA identifies the site sits alongside (and therefore sharing the common
landscape character of the adjacent AONB landscape) the Zone H1 - Havant to
Chichester Coastal Plain Landscape Character Area type.
https://www.conservancy.co.uk/assets/files/cms_item/613/dLandscape_Character_Assessment_(2019)-b4BJ98ZSz0.pdf
-

Management Plan

A.3

The Chichester Harbour Management Plan 2019-2024 (April 2019 Third Review)
provides an integrated coastal zone management strategy for the Trust Port and Area
of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Relevant policies would include Policy 1: Conserving
and Enhancing the landscape, Policy 2: Development Management, and Policy 3:
Diversity of Habitats), Policy 8 (Thriving Wildlife), and Policy 15 (Historic Environment
and Heritage Assets).

A.4

The Conservancy’s Management Plan for the AONB records special qualities of the
landscape character, which includes unspoilt and unobtrusive beauty, and a special
sense of peace and tranquillity. The Plan also set down the vision and values for the
AONB, which specifies the special qualities of the AONB, and the diverse habitats and
excellent water quality that benefit a rich array of wildlife using the Harbour in harmony
with recreational activities.
-

Planning Principles

A.5

The Chichester Harbour AONB Planning Principles (Management Plan version April
2019) provides guidance on development. These principles set a range of criteria to
be addressed to warrant a favourable consideration in terms of likely impact within
and on the AONB. Planning Principles’ applicable to this proposal include.

A.6

AONB Planning Principle PP01: Chichester Harbour as a Protected Area, sets
out the key overarching approach for the AONB, in that the statutory primary
purpose is to conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the area. Great weight
shall be given to the protection of the landscape, the conservation of nature, and the
special qualities of Chichester Harbour and its surrounding supporting hinterland.

A.7

In addition, the following Planning Principles are also appropriate for consideration –
Planning Principle PP14: Horse/Pony Grazing and Related Structures

A.8

The Planning Principles currently do not have any specific planning principle approach
relating solely to the change of use of land and physical enclosure works pertaining
to domestic animal (dogs, cats, etc.) commercial exercise or possible kennelling or
quarantine facilities within the AONB. However, Planning Principle PP14 may offer
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an acceptable approach whilst technically not being specific to such a proposal for
such structures.
A.9

The guidance states that the horse grazing should not have an adverse impact on
the landscape, or any nature conservation interests. Furthermore, physical works
pertaining to such use and activity should be sensitively sited so as not to be
obtrusive in the AONB landscape, be simple in appearance and modest in scale, and
constructed using a palette of natural materials with a muted finish.
-

Joint Supplementary Planning Document (SPD)

A.10 The Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Beauty Joint Supplementary Planning
Document (2017) indicates four principles that any development proposed in the
AONB should be guided by to protect, conserve, and enhance natural beauty and
wildlife (Section 2). The SPD provides detailed guidance on the level of acceptable
development within the AONB. All development within the AONB should follow the
guidance as closely as possible. It is adopted by both Chichester District Council and
by Havant Borough Council as part of their planning policy and development control
approach.
A.11 The adopted SPD section-8 (page 17) requires that in designing new development,
consideration of the setting of the development in the AONB landscape must be
shown as to how the proposal would contribute to the character of the area. A
Landscape Visual Impact Assessment may be necessary in sensitive areas of exposed
wide landscape character.
-

Other Policy

A.12 Chichester District Local Plan 2014-2029 is the current Local Development Plan
produced by the Local Planning Authority. The Plan includes policies for a sustainable
development and infrastructure strategy to support local community facilities and to
cater for growth and change. Various policies of the plan relate to matters applicable
to the AONB, including a specific policy that applies to the Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty. The LPA identified the AONB as a planning constraint to development that
needs to be taken into account for all proposals.
- Policy 43: Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)
- Policy 44: Development around the Coast
- Policy 45: Development in the Countryside
- Policy 48: Natural Environment
- Policy 49: Biodiversity
- Policy 50: Development & Disturbance of Birds in Chichester & Langstone Harbours
Special Protection Areas
- Policy 42: Flood Risk and Water Management
The Plan is currently subject to a Plan Review (2019-2037)
https://www.chichester.gov.uk/media/24759/Chichester-Local-Plan---Key-Policies2014---2029/pdf/printed_version.pdf

88

A.13 The Southbourne Parish Neighbourhood Plan Review (2019-2037) is currently a presubmission plan (Aug 2020) circulated for consultation with a closing date of 12
October 2020. The plan includes policies relating to development within the parish
area.
- Policy SB1: Development within the Settlement Boundaries
- Policies SB7-SB11: Managing Design and Heritage in the named settlements
- Policy SB13: Green Infrastructure Network
- Policy SB17: Achieving Dark Skies
https://www.southbourne-pc.gov.uk/Neighbourhood_Plan_15123.aspx and
https://www.southbournepc.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/Neighbourhood%20Plan/Reg1
4Evidence/SPNP%20Review_August%202020_Final%20Issue_170820.pdf
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SB/20/03117/FUL - Site: Land South of Prinsted Lane, Prinsted, Southbourne - images 1

Image 1: site location aerial image with application site marked
Image 2: site location aerial perspective from the harbour
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SB/20/03117/FUL - Site: Land South of Prinsted Lane, Prinsted, Southbourne - images 2

Image 3: red-line site location plan
Image 4: site plan showing existing fencing layout
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SB/20/03117/FUL - Site: Land South of Prinsted Lane, Prinsted, Southbourne - images 3

Image 5: red-line site plan proposed showing coloured image of intended layout and works

Image 6: proposed boundary fencing and landscaping hedgerow enclosure (top – plan / bottom – elevation)
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SB/20/03117/FUL - Site: Land South of Prinsted Lane, Prinsted, Southbourne - images 4

Image 7: entrance gate elevations – existing and proposed
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Agenda Item 7

Delegated Officer Decisions ‐ 8 December 2020 to 15 January 2021
Date
Application No
Considered
08/12/2020 CH/20/02886/ELD

CHC
Site
PO
SL
GREY THATCH,
HARBOUR WAY,
CHIDHAM, CHICHESTER,
PO18 8TG

14/12/2020 BI/20/02066/OUT

DR

14/12/2020 WT/20/03047/FUL

DR

Application Details

EXISTING LAWFUL DEVELOPMENT
CERTIFICATE FOR LAND SOUTH OF THE
EXISTING DWELLING USED AS A
RESIDENTIAL GARDEN FOR MORE THAN
10 YEARS.
KOOLBERGEN AND
APPLICATION UNDER THE NAME
RAMSAY, BELL LANE,
KOOLBERGEN, KELLY'S NURSERIES AND
BIRDHAM, CHICHESTER, BELLFIELD NURSERIES. OUTLINE
WEST SUSSEX, PO20 7HY APPLICATION WITH ALL MATTER
RESERVED EXCEPT FOR ACCESS FOR THE
ERECTION OF 77 HOUSES, B1
FLOORSPACE, RETAIL AND OPEN SPACE,
WITH THE RETENTION OF 1 DWELLING.

BAKER BARRACKS
EMSWORTH ROAD
WEST THORNEY
EMSWORTH WEST
SUSSEX PO10 8DH

Recommendation
The land is not part of the curtilage of Grey
Thatch and evidence is unconvincing.

Objection
1: Lack of land use justification near AONB;
2: Prominent Impact to the AONB
3: Recreational wildlife disturbance.
Contrary to:
Local Plan Policies;
Chichester Harbour AONB Joint
Supplementary Planning Document;
Chichester Harbour Management Plan 2019‐
2024;
The Chichester Harbour AONB Planning
Principles
INSTALLATION OF A GROUND MOUNTED No objection.
SOLAR PHOTOVOLTAIC ARRAY
Suggested considerations:
TOGETHER WITH ASSOCIATED
‐ materials
INFRASTRUCTURE; SECURITY FENCING; ‐ maintenance plan / landscape mitigation /
CCTV; ACCESS GATE; AND CABLE ROUTE. wildlife mitigation schemes
‐ other ecological enhancement measures
under solar array
‐ land returned to original state within 30
years
‐ archaeological study
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Date
Application No
Considered
16/12/2020 APP/20/00777

CHC
Site
PO
SL
77 LANGSTONE ROAD,
HAVANT, PO9 1RD

21/12/2020 WI/20/02725/DOM

DR

21/12/2020 BO/20/02887/DOM DR

21/12/2020 BO/20/02707/DOM DR

21/12/2020 SB/20/02995/DOM

DR

Application Details

CROWN REDUCTION OF 1NO.
HORNBEAM, 1NO. SYCAMORE, 1NO.
CYPRESS, 1NO. CHERRY, 1NO. SILVER
BIRCH, 1NO. BEECH AND 1NO. LAWSON
CYPRESS LEAVING 1M REMAINING ON
THE EASTERN SECTOR, 1M REMAINING
ON THE WESTERN SECTOR AND AN
OVERALL REMAINING HEIGHT OF 4.5M.
WITHIN CONSERVATION AREA OF
LANGSTONE.
SUNNYBROOK
SINGLE STOREY EXTENSION. NEW
ITCHENOR CHICHESTER WINDOW AND SHUTTERS TO FRONT
WEST SUSSEX. PO20
ELEVATION. EXTERNAL WALLS
7AA
REPAINTED.

Recommendation
No objection.
Suggested consideration:
‐ outside bird nesting / breeding season.

No objection
Suggested considerations:
‐ matching materials
‐ tinted glass
‐ internal screen blinds
17 LEANDER ROAD
GROUND FLOOR REAR EXTENSION AND No objection
BOSHAM CHICHESTER 2 STOREY SIDE EXTENSION
Suggested considerations:
WEST SUSSEX PO18 8QS
‐ matching materials
‐ tinted glass
‐ internal screen blinds
CHURCH COTTAGE,
PROPOSED SINGLE STOREY ORANGERY No objection
HIGH STREET, BOSHAM, EXTENSION AND LINK TO
Suggested considerations:
CHICHESTER, WEST
GARAGE/ANNEXE
‐ matching materials
SUSSEX, PO18 8LX
‐ tinted glass
‐ internal screen blinds
7 ROUNDHOUSE
PROPOSED SINGLE STOREY FRONT
No objection
MEADOW,
EXTENSION
Suggested considerations:
SOUTHBOURNE, PO10
‐ matching materials
8BD
‐ tinted glass
‐ internal screen blinds
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Date
CHC
Application No
Site
Application Details
Recommendation
Considered
PO
21/12/2020 BO/20/02868/DOM DR STILLWATERS, CHEQUER REMODELLING OF THE EXISTING POOL No objection
LANE, BOSHAM, PO18 HOUSE AND MATERIAL ALTERATIONS TO Suggested considerations:
8EL
THE EXISTING HOUSE
‐ matching materials
‐ tinted glass
‐ internal screen blinds
28/12/2020 APP/20/01095
DR 22 SPINNAKER GRANGE, SINGLE STOREY SIDE EXTENSION,
No objection
HAYLING ISLAND, PO11 GLAZING AMENDMENTS TO PREVIOUSLY Suggested considerations:
0SJ
APPROVED APPLICATION APP/20/00949 ‐ matching materials
CONDITION 4)
‐ tinted windows
‐ internal screen blinds
‐ external lighting to be cowled
28/12/2020 APP/20/01084
DR NORTHNEY MARINA
USE OF AREA WITH FACILITIES (SERVERY No objection
CLUB, NORTHNEY
BUILDING) FOR TEMPORARY 3 YEAR
Suggested considerations:
MARINA, HAYLING
PERIOD FOR PREPARATION AND
‐ use for a temporary period not in excess of
ISLAND PO11 ONH
CONSUMPTION OF LIGHT
31 Jan 2024
REFRESHMENTS FOR MARINA
‐ removal of unit and reinstatement of land
CUSTOMERS (RETROSPECTIVE)
afterwards
‐ permanent built solution for temporary use
to be applied for
‐ maintenance with dark / natural external
treatment
‐ no external lighting
‐ for preparation and consumption of light
refreshments only
‐ operation between 10:00 and 18:00 daily
from 1 Mar to 30 Sept and 10:00 and 16:00
daily from 1 Oct to 28 Feb
28/12/2020 CH/20/02004/FUL
SL
LAND NORTH OF
REPAIR WORKS TO THE POND
No objection, subject to:
PONDFIELD, GREEN
INCLUDING RECONSTRUCTION OF THE ‐ licence to be obtained from Natural England
(water vole disturbance likely)
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Date
Considered

Application No

CHC
PO

Site

Application Details

LANE, CHIDHAM, WEST FOUNDATIONS, BRICKWORK AND
SUSSEX
SLUICE GATE.

28/12/2020 BI/20/02965/DOM

DR

28/12/2020 APP/20/00901

SL

Recommendation

‐ LPA can control new sluice gate
proper operation/maintenance, to prevent
flooding downstream
‐ non‐percussive, hydraulic piling
‐ trees lost on southern bank within 5 years
be replaced
MERRIEWEATHER, 18
VARIATION OF CONDITION 2 FROM
No objection
GREENACRES,
PLANNING PERMISSION
Suggested considerations:
BIRDHAM, PO20 7HL
BI/20/01237/DOM ‐ AMENDMENTS TO ‐ matching materials
BALCONY ON THE NORTH ELEVATION (3 ‐ tinted glass and internal working screen
NO. TWO STOREY EXTENSIONS AND 1
blinds
NO. SINGLE STOREY EXTENSION TO THE ‐ swift bricks or boxes
EAST ELEVATION, ERECTION OF 1 NO.
‐ enhancements for bats
SHED AND ASSOCIATED WORKS).
17 SEAFARERS WALK,
REDUCE 1NO GREY POPLAR (MARKED
No objection
HAYLING ISLAND, PO11 (1) ON PLAN) TO OLD PRUNING POINTS Suggested consideration:
9TA
BY 3.5M
‐ not during bird nesting season
OVERALL AND CROWN LIFT TO 3.5M.
REDUCE 1NO GREY POPLAR (MARKED
(2) ON PLAN) TO OLD PRUNING POINTS
BY 2.5M OVERALL AND CROWN LIFT TO
4.5M. REDUCE 1NO GREY POPLAR
(MARKED (3) ON PLAN) TO OLD
PRUNING POINTS BY 3M OVERALL AND
CROWN LIFT TO 4.5M. REDUCE 1NO
GREY POPLAR (MARKED (4) ON PLAN)
TO OLD PRUNING POINTS BY 3M ALL
SECTORS EXCEPT EAST SECTOR TO BE
REDUCED BY 4M AND CROWN LIFT TO
4.5M. REDUCE 1NO.
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Date
Considered

Application No

CHC
PO

29/12/2020 BO/20/02397/FUL

SL

30/12/2020 BI/20/02589/DOM

SL

30/12/2020 BI/20/02476/PLD

SL

30/12/2020 WW/20/03019/FUL DR

Site

Application Details

MACROCARPA (NEIGHBOURING TREE
OVERHANGING GARDEN, MARKED (5)
ON PLAN) BACK TO NEAR BOUNDARY BY
APPROX 2.8M OF WESTERN SECTORS TO
LEAVE CROWN WIDTH 6M WHEN
MEASURED FROM CENTRE OF STEM
AND SHAPE INTO TOP. REMOVE ANY
DEAD, CROSSING OR EPICORMIC
BRANCHES OF ALL ABOVE TREES.
SUBJECT TO A1 OF TPO 1358 (ALL
POPLARS) AND T9 OF TPO 1358
(MARCROCARPA).
TRIPPETS, HARBOUR
VARIATION OF CONDITION 2 OF
ROAD, BOSHAM,
PLANNING PERMISSION 19/02200/FUL;
CHICHESTER, WEST
CHANGES TO FENESTRATION AND
SUSSEX, PO18 8JE
SCREEN DESIGN.
CREEKSIDE, 28
DEMOLITION OF GARAGE, SINGLE
GREENACRES,
STOREY EXTENSION, RENOVATIONS OF
BIRDHAM, PO20 7HL
EXISTING DWELLING. DETACHED
GARAGE.
INCHGOWER, BIRDHAM RE‐BUILD FRONT FACADE WALL WITH
ROAD, BIRDHAM, PO20 ALTERATIONS TO FENESTRATION.
7HS
HARBOUR WAY
PROPOSAL: REMOVAL OF 16 NO.
COUNTRY CLUB
EXISTING FLOODLIGHTS AND 10 NO.
FORMERLY ROMAN
ASSOCIATED POLES TO BE REPLACED
WAY COUNTRY CLUB
WITH 20 NO. NEW FLOODLIGHTS AND
CHICHESTER ROAD
18 NO. POLES.
WEST WITTERING
CHICHESTER
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Recommendation

No objection
‐ materials approved under 20/00916/DOC
‐ reimposition of conditions 3, 8 and 10 to
decision 19/02200/FUL.
No objection
‐ biodiversity enhancement
‐ control of external lighting.
No objection provided no
caselaw exists to assert that the work
constitutes more than just a repair
No objection
Subject to the following conditions:
‐ matching materials.
‐ floodlight use as necessary and not after
21:05
‐ floodlight use autumn and winter months (1
Oct to 1 Mar) 08:30 to 21:00 Mon to Fri;

Date
Considered

Application No

CHC
PO

Site

Application Details

WEST SUSSEX
PO20 8QA

30/12/2020 APP/20/00878

SL

31/12/2020 AP/20/02770/FUL

SL

31/12/2020 BI/20/02772/DOM

SL

31/12/2020 APP/20/01037

SL

01/01/2021 SB/20/02901/DOM

SL

DOLPHIN QUAY QUEEN VARIATION OF CONDITION 2 OF
STREET EMSWORTH
PLANNING PERMISSION APP/16/00921
HANTS PO10 7BU
TO VARY
APPROVED DRAWING 27958‐PD108F
(STREET SCENE AND SECTION) AND
SUPERSEDE WITH DRAWING 27958‐
PD118 (PROPOSED SITE SECTION /
WIDER STREET SCENE) RELATING TO
CHANGE IN SEA WALL MATERIAL FINISH
FROM BRICK TO TIMBER CLADDING.
PREMIER MARINAS
INSTALLATION OF 10 NO. WIFI MASTS
LIMITED, CHICHESTER AND ASSOCIATED EQUIPMENT.
MARINA, BIRDHAM,
CHICHESTER, WEST
SUSSEX, PO20 7EJ
74 CROOKED LANE.
REMOVAL OF METAL SHED AND
BIRDHAM, CHICHESTER, ERECTION OF WORKSHOP
PO20 7HA
15A SALTERNS LANE,
ADDITION OF FIRST FLOOR TO EXISTING
HAYLING ISLAND, PO11 BUNGALOW
9PH
FIELDSIDE, PRINSTED
VARIATION OF CONDITION 4 FROM
LANE, PRINSTED,
PERMISSION SB/19/02881/DOM ‐
ROOFLIGHT REMAIN IN THE APPROVED
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Recommendation
08:00 to 19:00 Sat: 09:00 to 18:00 Sun and
public holidays only
‐ all lighting to be cowled
‐ all lighting shall comply with the Institute of
Lighting Professionals Guidance Note 1
No objection
Suggested consideration:
‐ untreated, sustainably sourced
timbers to be used
‐ reimposition of performance conditions
attached to decision APP/16/00921,
especially where related to the right of way
to private pontoon berth holders.

No objection
Suggested consideration:
‐ older, redundant similar infrastructure to be
removed
No objection, subject to:
‐ more muted colour of roofing material
‐ no trade / business use
No objection, subject to:
‐ matching materials
‐ safeguarding trees
No objection

Date
Considered

Application No

CHC
PO

Site
SOUTHBOURNE, PO10
8HS

01/01/2021 BI/20/02942/DOM

SL

AMBLER, 12A BURLOW
CLOSE, BIRDHAM, PO20
7ES

04/01/2021 SB/20/02820/DOM

DR

WESTON LODGE, MAIN
ROAD, NUTBOURNE,
PO18 8XA

07/01/2021 WI/20/03119/FUL

DR

ITCHENOR MEMORIAL
HALL, ITCHENOR ROAD,
WEST ITCHENOR, PO20
7DL

Application Details
POSITION AND ALL GLAZING BE
OBSCURE GLAZED AND THE ROOFLIGHT
BE FIXED SHUT IN PERPETUITY
DEMOLITION OF 2 NO. GARAGES AND
ERECTION OF GARAGE, REAR AND SIDE
EXTENSIONS AND CONVERSION OF LOFT
TO HABITABLE ACCOMMODATION WITH
2NO. FRONT DORMERS.
Amendments received 23/12/20 RAISE
THE PRINCIPAL ROOF AND INSTALL 4
NO. ROOF LIGHTS TO THE SOUTH
ELEVATION, 2 NO. ROOF LIGHTS TO THE
EAST ELEVATION AND INSERT FRENCH
DOORS AND A JULIET BALCONY TO THE
WEST ELEVATION IN ORDER TO
FACILITATE THE USE OF THE ROOF
SPACE AS HABITABLE
ACCOMMODATION ‐ VARIATION OF
CONDITION 4 (MATERIAL) OF PLANNING
PERMISSION SB/20/00840/DOM ‐
VARIATION TO GLAZING MATERIAL,
ROOF TILE MATERIAL (NATURAL SLATE
TILES) AND ROOF LIGHTS TO
ACCOMMODATE NEW FIRST FLOOR
LAYOUT
SINGLE STOREY FLAT ROOF SIDE
EXTENSION, RE‐TILING OF EXISTING
ROOF WITH INTEGRATED SOLAR PV
PANELS, ALTERATIONS TO
FENESTRATION INCLUDING
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Recommendation

No objection
Suggested consideration:
‐ specified materials

No objection
Suggested considerations:
‐ matching materials
‐ tinted glass / rooflights with working
internal screen blinds

No objection, subject to:
‐ matching materials, dark or muted
‐ bat tiles
‐ tinted glass panels with working internal
screen blinds

Date
Considered

Application No

CHC
PO

Site

Application Details
REPLACEMENT WINDOWS AND DOORS,
INSTALLATION OF HORIZONTAL CEMENT
BOARD LADDING TO EXISTING
EXTERNAL WALLS AND ASSOCIATED
LANDSCAPING, INCLUDING A NEW
PARKING LAYOUT.

07/01/2021 BI/20/02899/FUL

DR

11/01/2021 BO/20/03181/DOM DR

Recommendation

‐ car park tarmac /concrete to be re‐
vegetated with grass / flowering native
shrubs
‐ no tree works in bird nesting season or if
evidence of bat roosting
‐ landscape scheme / remedial tree planting /
native species to be implemented in first
planting season
‐ replacement car‐parking area to be
surfaced with a permeable material
‐ approval of scheme should invalidate the
earlier permission WI/18/02187/FUL to avoid
excessive car parking
HOUSEBOAT WATER
INSTALLATION OF A REPLACMENT
No objection
GYPSY, CHICHESTER
HOUSEBOAT AT BERTH NO 16 OF
Suggested considerations:
MARINA, BIRDHAM,
CHICHESTER CANAL.
‐ muted external materials
CHICHESTER, WEST
‐ ongoing maintenance
SUSSEX, PO20 7EJ
‐ outbuildings ancillary use only
‐ installation outside the bird breeding
season.
RITHE END, THE DRIVE, LOFT EXTENSION WITH REPLACEMENT No objection
BOSHAM, CHICHESTER, OF 4 NO. LARGE, FLAT‐ROOFED
Suggested considerations:
WEST SUSSEX, PO18
DORMERS WITH 6 NO. SMALLER,
‐ materials
8JG.
PITCHED ROOF DORMERS, ASSOCIATED ‐ tree protection measures
ROOF WORKS, REPLACEMENT
‐ ancillary use
CLADDING AND NEW GARAGE.
VARIATION OF CONDITION 2 OF
PLANNING PERMISSION
BO/20/00684/DOM TO INCORPORATE
MINOR DESIGN AMENDMENTS TO
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Date
Considered

Application No

CHC
PO

11/01/2021 APP/20/01104

DR

12/01/2021 AP/20/03213/DOM

DR

12/01/2021 WI/20/03252/FUL

SL

12/01/2021 APP/20/01093

SL

Site

Application Details

GARAGE, INCLUDING INCREASING
LENGTH BY 1M.
3 SWAN CLOSE,
PROPOSED PORCH EXTENSION AND
EMSWORTH, PO10 7BQ ROOF MOUNTED SOLAR PANELS

Recommendation

No objection
Suggested considerations:
‐ matching materials
‐ the solar panels to have dark finish
‐ external lighting to be cowled
QUAY COTTAGE DELL
ERECTION OF SHED IN FRONT GARDEN No objection
QUAY CHICHESTER
Suggested considerations:
WEST SUSSEX PO20 7EE
‐ matching materials
‐ ancillary use
THE SHIP INN THE
APPLICATION FOR THE RETROSPECTIVE No objection
STREET ITCHENOR WEST ERECTION OF A GARDEN PERGOLA AND Suggested considerations:
SUSSEX PO20 7AH
INSTALLATION OF AN OUTBUILDING FOR ‐ remaining, hard surfaced areas available for
THE SERVING OF FOOD AND
parking
BEVERAGES.
‐ closing rear pub garden at 22.00
LAND AT SINAH LANE, ERECTION OF 195 NO DWELLINGS,
No objection provided the LPA assessment
HAYLING ISLAND
ASSOCIATED OPEN SPACE, PUMPLING
shows no significant environmental effects
STATION SUB‐STATION AND
and subject to:
FORMATION OF NEW VEHICULAR
‐ recreational disturbance mitigation
ACCESS OFF SINAH LANE. CHANGE OF
contribution
USE FROM AGRICULTURAL TO A WADER ‐ open space/ dog walking area
AND BRENT GEESE REFUGE AREA
‐ bird refuge area / future maintenance
(RESUBMISSION OF APP/18/00724)
‐ effective nitrogen budget
‐ adherence to phasing plan;
‐ ecological mitigation to be implemented
(bats, slow worms)
‐ tree works outside of bird
nesting / breeding season
‐ safeguarding trees
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Date
Considered

Application No

CHC
PO

Site

Application Details

Recommendation
‐ no pollution of natural environment
‐ archaeological investigation
‐ soft planting implemented and maintained
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Agenda Item 8

Quarterly Report Decisions 1 October to 31 December 2019
Date
Application No
Considered
07/10/2019 APP/19/00882

CHC
Site
PO
DR 14 KING STREET,
EMSWORTH, PO10
7AZ

14/10/2019 APP/19/00972

DR

15/10/2019 WW/19/02371/DOM DR

15/10/2019 APP/19/00899

DR

22/10/2019 APP/19/00974

DR

Application Details

Recommendation

CROWN REDUCE 1NO. LIME BY 1.5M TO
No objection
PREVIOUS PRUNING POINTS, SUBJECT TO TPO Suggested consideration:
1712
‐ no works during the bird
nesting season and or if
evidence of bat roosting
4 ORANGE ROW,
CROWN REDUCE 1NO. ROWAN SOUTH
No objection
EMSWORTH, PO10 7EL SECTOR BY 0.5 M LEAVING 2M SPREAD;
Suggested consideration:
CROWN REDUCE NORTH/WEST SECTOR BY
‐ no works during the bird
1M LEAVING 2M SPREAD; REMOVE
nesting season and / or if
DEADWOOD, WITHIN CONSERVATION AREA evidence of bat roosting
OF EMSWORTH
ROSEMARY COTTAGE RETENTION OF FENCE ENCLOSING REAR
No objection
POUND ROAD WEST GARDEN AND FRONTING ELLANORE LANE
Suggested consideration:
WITTERING PO20 8AJ
‐ fence to be maintained with
an external treatment
LORD RAGLAN PUBLIC CONSTRUCTION OF 215MM (DEPTH) BRICK No objection
HOUSE, 35 QUEEN
WALL AGAINST THE Existing WEST ELEVATION Suggested consideration:
STREET, EMSWORTH, OF THE LORD RAGLAN PUBLIC HOUSE.
‐ materials
PO10 7BJ
5 SPINNAKER GRANGE SINGLE STOREY REAR EXTENSION WITH
No objection
HAYLING ISLAND PO11 BALCONY AREA TO FIRST FLOOR
Suggested considerations:
OSJ
‐ materials
‐ non‐reflective glazing
‐ vertical timber balustrade on
balcony for traditional
appearance
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L/A
Decision
Permit

Permit

Permit
CHC con
incl
Permit

Permit

Date
Application No
Considered
22/10/2019 APP/19/01018

CHC
Site
PO
DR 18 BRACKLESHAM
ROAD, HAYLING
ISLAND, PO11 9SJ

22/10/2019 APP/19/01016

DR 23 SPINNAKER
GRANGE, HAYLING
ISLAND, PO11 0SJ

24/10/2019 O/19/01416/REM

SL

24/10/2019 O/19/01416/REM

CDC LAND TO THE SOUTH
OF OVING
ROAD/B2144,

LAND TO THE SOUTH
OF OVING
ROAD/B2144,
SHOPWHYKE, WEST
SUSSEX

Application Details
VARIATION OF CONDITION 2 OF PLANNING
PERMISSION APP/18/01215 RELATING TO
APPROVED PROPOSED ELEVATIONS AND
FLOOR PLANS TO ALLOW FOR REVISED
FENESTRATION, REVISED CLADDING
MATERIAL TO THIRD STOREY AND BALCONY
AND REVISED INTERNAL LAYOUT.
SINGLE STOREY REAR EXTENSION AND
TIMBER CLADDING.

Recommendation
No objection
Suggested considerations:
‐ materials
‐ non‐reflective and tinted
glazing with working screen
blinds

L/A
Decision
Permit

No objection
Permit
Suggested considerations:
‐ materials
‐ non‐reflective glazing
RESERVED MATTERS APPLICATION ALL
No objection
Permit
MATTERS EXCEPT ACCESS ‐ ERECTION OF 100 Suggested considerations:
DWELLINGS AND ASSOCIATED WORKS IN
‐ new public open space being
RELATION TO OUTLINE PLANNING
delivered under the terms of
PERMISSION REF: 16/0224/OUT
the S.106
‐ all new planting maintained
for 5 years
‐ tree works outside the bird
breeding/nesting season;
‐ all retained trees safeguarded
‐ ecological mitigation measures
higher
‐ more Swift boxes
‐ sustainable urban drainage
maintained for lifetime of the
development.
SUBSTITUTE PLANS
No objection.
Permit
As above and
CHC cons
‐ discussion with the applicant incl
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Date
Considered

Application No

CHC
PO

Site

Application Details

SHOPWHYKE, WEST
SUSSEX
28/10/2019 APP/19/00964

71 LANGSTONE ROAD, REDUCE CROWN 4NO LEYLANDII BY 0.5 ‐
HAVANT, PO9 1RD
1METRES TO PREVIOUS PRUNING POINTS
AND CROWN LIFT TO 3 METRES. REDUCE
CROWN 1NO SILVER BIRCH BY 1 METRE TO
PREVIOUS PRUNING POINTS. REDUCE
CROWN 1NO HOLLY BY 0.5 ‐1 METRES TO
PREVIOUS PRUNING POINTS. REDUCE
CROWN 1NO MAGNOLIA TO PREVIOUS
PRUNING POINTS. ALL TREES WITHIN
CONSERVATION AREA OF LANGSTONE.
30/10/2019 WI/19/02051/DOM DR VIVENDA, THE STREET, SINGLE STOREY EXTENSION, THREE DORMER
ITCHENOR,
WINDOWS IN EXISTING ROOF SLOPE AND
CHICHESTER, PO20
OTHER ALTERATIONS INCLUDING CHANGES
7AE
TO FENESTRATION AND EXTERNAL
MATERIALS
05/11/2019 WI/19/02543/FUL

06/11/2019 WI/19/02364/FUL

SL

DR ITCHENOR SAILING
CLUB, PIER POINT
ROAD, ITCHENOR
CHICHESTER, WEST
SUSSEX. PO20 7AG
SL WHEELHOUSE,
SPINNEY LANE,
ITCHENOR, PO20 7DJ

Recommendation
for improvements to overall
scheme and its connectivity
with Chichester.
No objection
Suggested consideration:
‐ no works during the bird
nesting season

No objection
Suggested considerations:
‐ materials
‐ non‐reflective and tinted
glazing with working screen
blinds
INSTALLATION OF WOODEN GATE
No objection
Suggested considerations:
‐ materials
‐ gate to be maintained with an
external treatment
REPLACEMENT DWELLING AND RESIDENTIAL Objection:
ANNEX, DEMOLITION OF EXISTING SHEDS
‐ excessive height.
AND GARAGE, AND ERECTION OF BOAT
‐ increased glazing
STORE WITH ASSOCIATED WORKS ‐
VARIATION OF CONDITION 2 OF PLANNING
PERMISSION WI/18/01682/FUL ‐ TO ALLOW
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L/A
Decision

Permit

Permit
2 CHC cons
incl

Permit

Permit

Date
Considered

Application No

06/11/2019 APP/19/01057

CHC
PO

SL

11/11/2019 BO/19/02334/DOM SL

Site

Application Details

MINOR REVISIONS TO BE MADE TO THE
CONSENTED PLANS.
8 TOWERS GARDEN, REDUCE 1NO. MAGNOLIA BACK TO OLD
HAVANT, PO9 1RZ
PRUNING POINTS AND CROWN LIFT T 2.5M,
REMOVE ANY DEAD, CROSSING OR
EPICORMIC BRANCHES, WITHIN
CONSERVATION AREA OF LANGSTONE.
CHANTI, WESTBROOK TWO STOREY EXTENSION TO EXISTING
FIELD, BOSHAM, PO18 DWELLING, ALTERATIONS AND ADDITION OF
8JP
DORMER WINDOWS TO FRONT ELEVATION.

Recommendation

No objection
Suggested consideration:
‐ no works during the bird
nesting season

L/A
Decision

Permit

No objection
Withdrawn
Suggested considerations:
‐ materials
‐ tree safeguarding
‐ bat free
LAND WEST OF
SITING OF EXISTING CONTAINER AWAY FROM Objection:
Refuse
SOUTHERN WATER
BOUNDARIES, CLADDING OF EXTERNAL
‐ unsightly structure, poorly
AUTHORITY THORNEY ELEVATIONS WITH TIMBER AND PLANTING
related to its surroundings and
ROAD SOUTHBOURNE OF NEW HEDGE
harmful to the visual amenities
HAMPSHIRE
of the AONB.
‐ removal of this container and
another one in the north‐east
corner of the site, to improve
site appearance, within the
AONB, next to a public footpath

11/11/2019 SB/19/02518/FUL

SL

11/11/2019 SB/19/02517/DOM

DR CHERRY TREES,
THORNEY ROAD,
SOUTHBOURNE,
EMSWORTH,
HAMPSHIRE, PO10
8BN

ERECTION OF REPLACEMENT SHED
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No objection
Suggested consideration:
‐ materials

Permit

Date
CHC
Application No
Site
Considered
PO
11/11/2019 BO/19/02676/DOM DR LAND AT REAR OF
HOLLY COTTAGE,
BOSHAM LANE,
BOSHAM, WEST
SUSSEX, PO18 8HT
11/11/2019 BO/19/02593/DOM SL MIDSHIPS,
SMUGGLERS LANE,
BOSHAM, WEST
SUSSEX, PO18 8QW

12/11/2019 APP/19/01068

DR 47 ITCHENOR ROAD,
HAYLING ISLAND,
PO11 9SN.

12/11/2019 APP/19/00802

DR THE LANGSTONE
HOTEL, NORTHNEY
ROAD, HAYLING
ISLAND, PO11 ONQ

Application Details
ERECTION OF FENCES ADJACENT TO THE
HIGHWAY.

CONVERSION OF EXISTING LOFT SPACE TO
INCLUDE THE INSTALLATION OF NEW
DORMERS AND ROOF LIGHTS TO FRONT
AND REAR ELEVATIONS. IN ADDITION, THE
INSTALLATION OF 2NO GABLE WINDOWS.

Recommendation
No objection
Suggested consideration:
‐ fences to be maintained with
an external treatment

Objection:
‐ disproportionately large
dormer windows, out of
keeping with street scene
‐ light pollution in rural
location
‐ potential planning
contravention – 2 rooflights
built ‐ not approved under
15/00843/DOM &
15/01807/NMA or
15/02197/DOM
RETROSPECTIVE APPLICATION FOR
No objection
RETENTION OF ACCESS DECKING TO DOUBLE Suggested considerations:
DOORS ON NORTH ELEVATION. PROPOSED
‐ materials
INSTALATION OF PERMANENT SCREENING
‐ vertical timber balustrade to
ALONG BOUNDARY TO SCREEN FROM
retain traditional appearance
OVERLOOKING. PROPOSED INSTALLATION OF and character
SAFETY HANDRAIL TO DECKING.
(RECONSULTATION 03/01/20 ‐ comments due Objection
24/01/2020) ERECTION OF MODULAR
‐ siting and location
PORTABLE BUILDING FOR HEALTH AND
‐ design impact – excessive
WELLNESS ACTIVITIES
glazing / light pollution
‐ recreational / travel
disturbance
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L/A
Decision
Withdrawn

Permit

Permit

Withdrawn

Date
Considered

Application No

CHC
PO

Site

Application Details

Recommendation

L/A
Decision

‐ sensitive landscape – trees /
marine environment
14/11/2019 AP/19/02148/FUL
SL PREMIER MARINAS
RECONFIGURATION OF PIER L
No objection
Permit
LIMITED, CHICHESTER
Suggested considerations:
MARINA, BIRDHAM,
‐ Vibropiling where feasible ‐
CHICHESTER, WEST
percussive piling 2 hours either
SUSSEX, PO20 7EJ
side of high‐water only (Oct to
May)
‐ materials
‐ ecological mitigation
‐ tree works outside the bird
nesting season.
‐ vessels used for navigation
only
‐ vessels used as
accommodation need LPA and
other regulator approval.
18/11/2019 SB/19/01225/FUL
CDC DOWNINGS, PRINSTED DEMOLITION OF EXISTING DWELLING HOUSE No objection
Permit with
LANE, PRINSTED,
AND REPLACEMENT WITH 2NO. DETACHED
S106
SOUTHBOURNE, PO10 HOUSES
8HS
21/11/2019 CH/19/02431/DOM SL ST MARLO, COT LANE, SINGLE STOREY REAR EXTENSION AND
No objection
Permit
CHIDHAM,
INTERNAL ALTERATIONS SINGLE STOREY LEAN Suggested considerations:
CHICHESTER, WEST
TO BOILER ENCLOSURE TO SIDE OF PROPERTY ‐ materials
SUSSEX, PO18 8SP
‐ delete rooflights
21/11/2019 BO/19/02622/DOM SL SEPTEMBER COTTAGE, ERECTION OF A SINGLE STOREY REAR
No objection
Permit
TAYLORS LANE,
EXTENSION
Suggested consideration:
BOSHAM,
‐ materials
CHICHESTER, WEST
SUSSEX. PO18 8QQ
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Date
Application No
Considered
21/11/2019 APP/19/01039

CHC
Site
Application Details
PO
SL 3 THE OLD FLOUR
RECONFIGURATION OF INTERNAL LAYOUT TO
MILL, QUEEN STREET, EXISTING OFFICE/WORKSHOP TO FORM 3NO
EMSWORTH, PO10 7BT SEPARATE UNITS
26/11/2019 SB/19/02830/DOM SL 1 SLIPPER MILL,
PROPOSED PITCHED ROOF OVER EXISTNG
SLIPPER ROAD,
GARAGE
SOUTHBOURNE, PO10
8XD
27/11/2019 SB/19/02739/DOM DR ASHLEY, PRINSTED
ERECTION OF SINGLE STOREY EXTENSION
LANE, PRINSTED,
AND FIRST FLOOR REPLACEMENT WINDOW
SOUTHBOURNE, PO10 TO REAR, SIDE DORMER AND INSTALLATION
8HT
OF BAY WINDOW TO FRONT

16/12/2019 SB/19/02850/LBC

16/12/2019 APP/19/01163

16/12/2019 SB/19/02799/DOM

Recommendation
No objection

Objection
‐ disproportionate mass
‐ red line incorrect

L/A
Decision
Permit

Permit

No objection
Permit
Suggested considerations:
‐ materials
‐ non‐reflective and tinted
glazing with working screen
blinds
DR SLIPPER HOUSE 2
ERECTION OF A SINGLE STOREY REAR
Objection
Permit
SLIPPER ROAD
EXTENSION, REPLACEMENT WINDOWS AND Physical Appearance and
EMSWORTH HANTS
LIME RENDER OF SOUTH AND WEST WALL. Prominent Impact in the AONB
PO10 8BS
INTERNAL WORKS INCLUDE FLOOR
CONSTRUCTION IN KITCHEN, RELOCATION
OF DOORWAY INTO DINING ROOM.
DR 4 ORANGE ROW,
CONSTRUCTION OF GLASS BALCONY TO REAR No objection
Permit
EMSWORTH, PO10 7EL ELEVATION; ALTERATIONS TO EXISITNG REAR Suggested considerations:
SECOND FLOOR DORMER WINDOWS TO FULL ‐ materials
HEIGHT WINDOWS WITH GLASS JULIET
‐ non‐reflective and tinted
BALUSTRADE.
glazing with working screen
blinds
DR KOHAT, PRINSTED
OAK FRAMED EXTENSION
No objection
Permit
LANE, PRINSTED,
Suggested considerations:
EMSWORTH, HANTS
‐ materials
PO10 8HS
‐ non‐reflective and tinted
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Date
Considered

Application No

CHC
PO

Site

Application Details

Recommendation

glazing with working screen
blinds
16/12/2019 APP/19/01158
DR SAXTED HOUSE 5
INTERNAL ALTERATIONS AND
No objection
TOWER STREET
REFURBISHMENT OF LISTED BUILDING
Suggested considerations:
EMSWORTH PO10 7BH INCLUDING THE REPLACEMENT OF BI‐FOLD ‐ materials
DOORS AND INCORPORATION OF 2 NO.
‐ non‐reflective and tinted
FROSTED ROOF LIGHTS AND ERECTION OF
glazing with working screen
GREENHOUSE.
blinds
16/12/2019 BI/19/02878/DOM DR 2 THE SALTINGS,
EXTENSION AND ALTERATIONS TO EXISTING No objection
BIRDHAM, PO20 7JA HOUSE AND ERECTION OF NEW CAR PORT
Suggested considerations:
‐ materials
‐ non‐reflective and tinted
glazing with working screen
blinds
16/12/2019 SB/19/02691/FUL
DR THORNHAM
RETROSPECTIVE GRANT OF PLANNING
Objection:
PRODUCTS,
PERMISSION TO STATION EXISTING SINGLE
‐ unnecessary residential
THORNHAM LANE,
MOBILE HOME ON THE LAND AND TO
caravan in the countryside
EMSWORTH, PO10
CONTINUE TO USE IT FOR THE APPLICANT'S ‐ far from the limited local
8DD
PLACE OF RESIDENCE. (VARIATION OF
services
CONDITION 2 OF PERMISSION
‐ contrary to AONB Chichester
SB/15/01837/FUL‐ CHANGE OF WORDING OF Harbour Management Plan
THE CONDITION TO ENABLE THE OCCUPIERS (2019‐2024)
TO REMAIN ON SITE UNDER A PERSONAL
PERMANENT PERMISSION)
16/12/2019 CH/19/02694/DOM DR WHEATFIELDS, COT
09/12/19 AMENDED PLANS ‐ LOFT
No objection
LANE, CHIDHAM,
CONVERSION WITH HIP TO GABLE ROOF
Suggested considerations:
CHICHESTER, WEST
EXTENSION
‐ materials
SUSSEX. PO18 8ST.
‐ non‐reflective and tinted
glazing with working screen
blinds
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L/A
Decision

Permit

Permit

Refuse

Permit

Date
Application No
Considered
16/12/2019 APP/18/00943

CHC
Site
PO
SL TOURNERBURY
WOODS,
TOURNERBURY LANE,
HAYLING ISLAND

16/12/2019 BI/19/02738/DOM

DR 1 ST JAMES CLOSE,
BIRDHAM, PO20 7HE

Application Details
(15/11/19 RECONSULTATION REQUEST)
CHANGE OF USE OF LAND AND WOODLAND
(RETROSPECTIVE) AS A WEDDING VENUE,
INCLUDING RETENTION OF PERMANENT
ANCILLARY BUILDINGS AND STRUCTURES,
THE ERECTION OF TEMPORARY STRUCTURES
(INCLUDING MARQUEES AND TEMPORARY
FACILITIES) AND THE USE OF LAND AS A
CAMPSITE IN ASSOCIATION WITH EVENTS,
AND USE OF EXISTING COTTAGE FOR VISITOR
ACCOMMODATION.

ERECTION OF A SINGLE STOREY REAR
EXTENSION
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Recommendation

L/A
Decision
Pending

Objection maintained to the
proposed development.
‐ no additional information
submitted relating to ecological
impact.
‐ suggest Stop Notice and two
Enforcement Notices to require
(a) the use to cease and, (b) the
three related structures
(APP/19/000889) to be
removed
‐ insufficient scientific data for
Regulation 63 of the Habitats
Regulations
‐ impact on site
SSI/SPA/SAC/RAMSAR – esp
direct loss of habitat
‐ possible effect on Natura 2000
site
‐ against adopted planning
policies
‐ agricultural land of huge
nature conservation interest
proposal not in line with
development plan
‐ against NPPF
No objection
Permit
Suggested considerations:
‐ materials
‐ non‐reflective and tinted

Date
Considered

Application No

CHC
PO

Site

23/12/2019 TG/19/02836/MAS

SL

23/12/2019 BO/19/02433/FUL

CDC BROADBRIDGE
BUSINESS CENTRE,
DELLING LANE,
BOSHAM,
CHICHESTER, WEST
SUSSEX, PO18 8NF

23/12/2019 WI/19/02679/ELD

SL

24/12/2019 BO/19/02980/DOM SL

LAND ADJACENT TO
A27 COPSE FARM,
TANGMERE ROAD,
TANGMERE, WEST
SUSSEX

Application Details

Recommendation

L/A
Decision

glazing with working screen
blinds
MASTER PLAN FOR TANGMERE, PROPOSING General support especially
Endorse
A MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT COMPRISING
‐ provision of green
UP TO 1,300 HOMES (INCLUDING30%
infrastructure,
AFFORDABLE HOUSING), AN EXPANDED
‐ dog walking routes
VILLAGE CENTRE COMPRISING UNITS SUITED ‐ improved tree cover and
TO A1, A2, A3, A4, A5, AND B1 (A),
habitat enhancement
COMMUNITY FACILITIES, EDUCATION
‐ alternative green space for
FACILITIES AND OPEN SPACE AND GREEN
recreation
INFRASTRUCTURE.
ERECTION OF A SINGLE‐STOREY BUILDING
No objection, subject to
Permit
COMPRISING A GYM (USE D2) AT GROUND
‐ materials
FOOR AND OFFICE SPACE (USE B1) IN LOFT
‐ ecological mitigation for the
SPACE UTILISING EXISTING ACCESS OFF
loss of the planted area
DELLING LANE AND EXISTING VEHICULAR
‐ use of the ground floor as a
PARKING WITH ASSOCIATED LANDSCAPING gymnasium only
‐ That hours of usage 06.00 to
22.00
‐ scheme of noise attenuation
USE OF SHOP AS TWO‐BEDROOM
Objection.
Refuse
RESIDENTIAL UNIT
‐ Insufficient evidence to show
use of ground floor as a
separate dwelling

3‐4 MARINE WORKS,
THE STREET,
ITCHENOR,
CHICHESTER, WEST
SUSSEX, PO20 7AL
WADERS, SMUGGLERS ERECTION OF COVER FOR SWIMMING POOL. Objection:
LANE, BOSHAM,
‐ visually obtrusive
CHICHESTER, WEST
‐ excessive glazing
SUSSEX, PO18 8QW
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Refuse

Date
CHC
Application No
Site
Application Details
Considered
PO
24/12/2019 BO/19/02882/DOM SL SEA HOLLY, 1 CHURCH 2 NO. VELUX ROOF WINDOWS ON REAR
MEADOW, BOSHAM, ELEVATION
CHICHESTER, WEST
SUSSEX, PO18 8HW

Total number of applications considered:

42

Number withdrawn or still pending

4

Total

38

Number in agreement with LPA:

34

Percentage in agreement:

89.47%
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Recommendation
No objection
Suggested consideration:
‐ conservation style, flush
rooflights.

L/A
Decision
Permit

