CHICHESTER HARBOUR CONSERVANCY – PLANNING COMMITTEE
A meeting of the Conservancy’s Planning Committee will be held at 10.30am on Monday 6
September 2021 at Eames Farm, Thorney Island.
Richard Craven
Director & Harbour Master
For questions regarding this agenda please ask for Richard Austin – email:
richard.austin@conservancy.co.uk
AGENDA
1.

WELCOME AND APOLOGIES

2.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
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.

MINUTES
Minutes of the Planning Committee meeting held on 12 July 2021 (page 1)

4.

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS

a.

21/01830/OUT Land off Main Road, Birdham, Chichester, West Sussex (page 8)

b.

SB/21/02238/FULEIA Land at Gosden Green Nursery, 112 Main Road, Hermitage,
Southbourne, West Sussex (page 18)

c.

APP/21/00647 Land south of The Mallards and west of Langstone Road, Langstone,
Havant, Hampshire (page 33)

5.

PLANNING POLICY

a.

Chichester Harbour Conservancy, Planning Principle 19: Houseboats (page 44)

b.

Chichester District Council, Strategic Wildlife Corridors Technical Consultation (page
46)

c.

GoBE/Open Optimised Environments Ltd., Rampion 2 Consultation (page 48)

d.

Statutory Consultee Status: Next Steps (page 51)

6.

TABLE OF DELEGATED ACTIONS

Chichester Harbour Conservancy
The Harbour Office, Itchenor, Chichester,
West Sussex PO20 7AW

01243 512301
info@conservancy.co.uk
www.conservancy.co.uk

To consider the report from the Principal Planning Officers (page 52)
7.

DATE OF NEXT MEETING
Monday 11 October 2021 at Eames Farm from 10.30am

_________________________________________________________________
Planning Committee members: Heather Baker, Jane Dodsworth, John Goodspeed, Keith
Martin, Pieter Montyn, Adrian Moss, Lance Quantrill, Alison Wakelin. One position vacant.

Chichester Harbour Conservancy
The Harbour Office, Itchenor, Chichester,
West Sussex PO20 7AW

01243 512301
info@conservancy.co.uk
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Agenda Item 3

CHICHESTER HARBOUR CONSERVANCY
Planning Committee
Minutes of the meeting held on Monday 12 July 2021 from 10.30am at Eames Farm.
Present

Keith Martin (outgoing Chairman)

Adrian Moss

Alison Wakelin

Jane Dodsworth

John Goodspeed

Steve Lawrence

David Rothery

Rose Teal

Heather Baker
Officers
Richard Austin

1.

ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN FOR 2021/22
Richard Austin thanked Keith Martin, the outgoing Chairman for his six years of
service and support.
Alison Wakelin was proposed as the new Chairman by Keith Martin, seconded
Adrian Moss, who also thanked Keith.

2.

ELECTION OF VICE CHAIRMAN FOR 2021/2022
Keith Martin proposed as Vice-chairman by Alison Wakelin, seconded by Adrian
Moss. Keith accepted the post for one year.

3.

WELCOME AND APOLOGIES
The Chairman welcome Jane Dodsworth to her first meeting. An apology for
absence was received from Pieter Montyn. It is anticipated that Rosie Chase will be
absent until 2022.

4.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
None received.

5.

MINUTES
The minutes of the meeting held on Monday 7 June 2021 were agreed as a true
record of the meeting by the Committee.

5a.

Steve Lawrence said he had made an offer to meet with Thomas Douglas to discuss
the application for Payne’s Boatyard.

6.

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS
SB/21/01428/FUL, Land South-East of ‘Thornham Point’, Thornham
Lane, Southbourne
The Principal Planning Officer (David Rothery) presented his comments to
members in respect of this application for permission for the erection and
installation of ground mounted Photo-Voltaic solar panel arrays in an agricultural
field adjacent to a public footpath.
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6a.

The power generated by the panel is for the exclusive use by the attached
dwelling with an excess being sold to the National Grid, and not a commercial
enterprise.

6b.

The existing track on the land will remain to enable access to the panels. It was
noted that no transformers of inverters were shown on the plans and the agent
confirms that these are to be installed in an existing outbuilding. The array of
panels is to 62m long by 1.7m wide and 1.5m high. They will be installed along
the hedge line at a distance of 1m from the hedge.

6c.

A member asked about the construction materials and suggested that a dark
muted colour be used for the trim around the panels. The Planning Officer stated
he would be happy to include that condition in the recommendation.

6d.

Another member agreed that the location was fairly discreet, visible inside the
site but as the field is hedged and has other planting it would not be intrusive
from the Conservancy site. We could add a condition to our recommendation to
require the boundary adjacent to the footpath be improved/maintained for the
perpetuity of the development. The Planning Officer (DR) advised that only
ancient hedgerows have protected status.

6e.

A member expressed a concern that this strip may be the first of many on the
site. Another member countered that precedent was not a strong enough reason
for objecting to the application. A further condition to reinforce the domestic use
of the power generated with the surplus being sold to the national grid could be
added to our recommendation. Any change to this would require a commercial
use application. A previous application for change of use from agricultural to
residential use for this site was refused.

6f.

Our concern is the visual impact on the AONB. A member suggested we include a
condition that the field should be returned to its original use if the panels fall into
disuse.
Recommendation
An on-balance assessment to raise no objection to the proposal was made by the
Committee based upon all relevant considerations. This outcome took into
account the proposal being considered under ‘AONB Planning Principle PP01:
Chichester Harbour as a Protected Area’, and also ‘AONB Planning Principle PP16:
Renewable Energy’
The following planning controls to protect the AONB are considered to warrant
inclusion on any permission of the proposal:
- schedule/samples of materials and use of anti-reflective dark tone panels and
trims, muted finished treatment to be agreed prior to construction as per
submission / application forms and drawings
- no trees, hedgerows or shrubs shall be removed (other than as may be
identified on the submitted plans) without the written agreement of the LPA as
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such loss may impact adversely on the AONB
- details of all existing and proposed boundary enclosures including the
strengthening of the landscape screen to the eastern and southern boundary of
the field where the application site lies shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the LPA to control the character and appearance of the development
from the surrounding wider countryside and waterside
- the use of the equipment shall primarily be for domestic energy generation for
use on the associated residential site only
- the solar array equipment shall be removed and the land restored to an
agricultural field as and when the equipment is unused for at least 4 months or
deteriorates to become physically poor in condition and visual appearance.
SL/21/01589/PA14J, Fletchers Farm, Old Park Lane, Bosham, PO18 8EY
The Principal Planning Officer (Steve Lawrence) presented his comments to
members in respect of this application for the installation of 414 no. 0.995m x
1.65m PV Solar panels on an existing agricultural building.
6g.

The barn is a large building (37x24m) which has been extended twice. It is in a
remote rural location near Old Park Wood with main views from Fletchers Lane
and limited views from Hook Lane, Hoe Lane, and Old Park Lane. the Secretary of
State has given prior approval but has sought our opinion on the visual impact on
the AONB. The LPA has 56 days to validate the application otherwise the
developer can just go ahead.

6h.

The existing roof is bright white in colour, and the panels may be an
improvement. A previous application for a ground mounted array was approved
by CDC as less intrusive than the roof panels.

6i.

There is little detail given in the application. The Committee asks that full details
of the application be sought in order that an informed opinion can be submitted.
The recommendation is that a planning application is required.
SL/21/00980/FUL, Strathmore, Main Road, Birdham, PO20 7HU
The Principal Planning Officer (Steve Lawrence) presented his comments to
members in respect of this application for the construction of a two storey 3 bed
detached self-build dwelling.

6j.

The site is just on the edge of the AONB, within the Birdham settlement area, and
is in Zone 1 on the Environment Agency’s Flood Risk map. Flooding last occurred
in 2012. The dwelling will have a shared driveway and a shared electrical car
charge point with its neighbour and no extra road access will be created. One
tree is marked for felling with the rest of the planting likely to remain.

3

A member noted that the proposed property looks to be in keeping with the
surrounding houses and that the impact on the AONB will be minimal.
6k.

The recommendation is for no objection subject to S106.
Recommendation
No objection, subject to:
(a) securing the appropriate SDMP financial contribution to mitigate recreational
disturbance within the Chichester Harbour SPA; and
(b) planning conditions:
(i) safeguarding trees/planting during the build, especially at the front
of the site;
(ii) agreeing external material samples and implementing the
development with them;
(iii) install and retain blinds to rooflight windows and remove permitted
development rights in respect of installing further rooflights;
(iv) recording any archaeology surveyed;
(v) securing sustainable construction measures, including the provision
of bicycle parking and an electric vehicle charging point;
(vi) providing and retaining the vehicle parking/turning spaces; and,
(vii) securing and maintaining a good quality hard and soft landscape
design, including provision of its future maintenance.

7

PLANNING POLICY AND CASE UPDATES

7a.

A discussion took place regarding what happens to the conditions we suggest with
the recommendations we send to the LPAs. This information would be useful in
any discussions we hold with the LPAs.
Action Point: Rose Teal to record whether conditions are included in any
permissions given by the LPAs. An amendment to the planning database to
facilitate the recording will be needed.

7b.

Richard Austin presented his report on the application at Tournerbury Woods for a
change of use to a wedding venue. The LPA decision dated 2 June was for a
refusal to grant certificate of lawful use or development. The decision has been
taken to appeal. The Conservancy recommended refusal of the application.
Natural England recommended no objection as they work on the premise that
almost everything can be mitigated for. It seems that the function of NE is to
develop mitigation packages in order to allow development rather than to stop it
when the location is not appropriate. If approved the application would permit up
to 120,000 people visiting the Woods/SSSI with their vehicles. Despite this, NE
say that this is not a major development because there are few buildings. The
LPA concurred with that view, much to the disappointment of the Conservancy.
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The AONB Management Plan was not given great weight despite NE asking the
LPA to have regard to the opinion of the Conservancy. A member asked if it was
worth making an appeal to Natural England and the Environment Agency to
reword their submissions so that they strengthen the recommendation to have
reference to the Conservancy’s opinions and conditions. Another member
suggested that placement of the statement could be at the beginning of the letter
rather than lost in the later body of the text.
The application was refused on the grounds that access had to be through
Tournerbury Farm and if this issue is addressed in the future, permission may be
granted.
7c.

A member asked if there was any chance of a meeting with NE before
applications are decided.

7d.

When developers submit their applications, the LPA has to validate them within a
certain time frame and, unless statutory consultees object, approval will likely be
granted. Statutory consultee status for the Conservancy has been refused and so
we can still only advise. One of the planning officers stated that we had good
relationships with the planning officers at the LPAs and that we wish to continue
to be heard by them. A member asked if a meeting with managers and senior
officers of the LPAs to explain the Conservancy role as managers of the AONB
might be of benefit. New officers could be invited to the Harbour to understand
the impact of planning applications on the AONB. Our responses need to be
succinct with a recommendation and justification only. It may also be possible to
strengthen our relationship with NE and EA – we could offer to assist them with
our local knowledge so they can make an informed decision. NE is not allowed to
devolve their powers to the Conservancy / AONB.
11.55am Lance Quantrill arrived at the meeting.

7e.

A member stated that Richard needed our support and the issue should go to the
Advisory / Conservancy meetings. CPRE also needs our support.

7f.

The Planning Officers mentioned their heavy workload. During and following the
lockdowns the number of applications for home extensions have increased. A
member suggested that the focus should be on the large developments with less
time being spent on the smaller projects.

7g.

A member informed the meeting of the date of the Local Plan discussion at CDC –
29 July 2021 via Zoom. The Stockbridge Link Road and the need for studies into
its impact will be discussed. It is important that we take part as the impact on
the Harbour could be significant.
Action Point: Member to send details of the meeting out to members by email.

7h.

One of the Planning Officers suggested a meeting with the senior members of the
planning teams at the LPAs and with senior members of NE but Richard Austin
was sceptical about the effectiveness of this. It was decided to carry this issue
over to the September meeting for further discussion with some more concrete
proposals.
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TABLE OF DELEGATED DECISIONS

8a.

Steve Lawrence presented the report of the officer objections.
WI/21/00006/DOM Far End, Chalkdock Lane, West Itchenor, PO20 7DE
The flat roofed two storey rear element was not considered appropriate although
he noted that massing was reduced under the substitute plan finally approved by
CDC

8b.

AP/21/00873/DOM Quay Cottage, Dell Quay Road, Dell Quay, Appledram,
Chichester, West Sussex, PO20 7EE
Demolition of existing garage and construction of replacement single
storey side extension, dormer window and relocation of entrance gate
Excessive massing forward of the dwelling, eroding natural features within the
AONB and Conservation Area, when a less obtrusive addition might be achieved
wholly to the side.

8c.

APP/20/01204 Point View, 10 Western Parade, Emsworth, PO10 7HS
Construction of a replacement 1no. 3 bed detached dwelling, including
balconies
to
front
elevation,
and
alterations
to
rear
outbuilding.(Retrospective).
Glazing, without sub-divisions to panes and balcony balustrading would be far more
apparent from Chichester Harbour; unnecessary introduction of rooflights windows
considered excessive and not aligned to The Conservancy’s aspirations to promote
dark skies within and immediately adjoining Chichester Harbour.

8d.

David Rothery commented on the following
BO/21/01678/FUL Trippit Villa , Sunnyway, Bosham, PO18 8HQ
Proposed erection of a single storey extension and installation of 3x
rooflights to enable loft conversion, following demolition of rear
conservatory
Significant increase in wall and roof glazing with resultant dark skies lighting
implications (PP09). SDMP/Bird Aware Solent contributions, Wildlife disturbance,
Over-dominant visual and physical impact, Insufficient headroom at WWTW,
Glazing area excessive, Adverse impact on character / visual amenity of the AONB,
Bulk and massing considered excessive.

8e.

Members noted the report.

9.

QUARTERLY REPORT

9a.

Steve Lawrence presented this. A member enquired if the percentage of LPA
decisions in accordance with CHC recommendations has reduced.
The figures
presented refer to the corresponding quarter of 2020 so there may be changes
now.

9b.

The Conservancy’s response to the Hayling Coastline Management Plan has been
submitted.

9c.

Steve Lawrence is to look at a couple of issues raised including at 22 Greenacres
where there is an enforcement investigation from the LPA, and an email from a
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concerned resident re scrub/tree removal at Mill Rithe Holiday Camp where they
are constructing new chalets.
9d.

Richard Austin, Steve Lawrence, and David Rothery are to meet to discuss a way
forward with relationships with NE and the LPAs in order to strengthen our
influence. Richard would welcome suggestions from members for the next
meeting.

10.

DATE OF NEXT MEETING

10a.

The date of the next meeting will take place on 6 September 2021 from 10.30am
at Eames Farm.

The meeting closed at 13.13.
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Agenda item 4a

Local Planning Authority planning application reference:

21/01830/OUT

Site: Land off Main Road Birdham Chichester West Sussex PO20 7HU
Proposals: Outline planning application for up to 150 dwellings (including 30%
affordable housing) with community park, public open space, landscaping and
sustainable drainage system (SuDS) and vehicular access point. All matters reserved
except for means of access

Recommendation – Objection in principle: harmful to the setting of the Chichester
Harbour AONB and wider countryside; premature to proper consideration of the
replacement Development Plan; inadequate infrastructure to serve the development.
Officer reasoned justification
Conservancy Officers’ comments and reasoned justification
1.0

Site and its context

1.1

This 8.74 ha, irregularly shaped site, edged red below, is located outside of the
defined settlement boundary shown in the ‘made’ Birdham Neighbourhood Plan
and governed by the local plan development strategy and policies 2, 4, 5 and 45.
Site boundary levels vary between 5.9 to 6.8 AOD.

1.2

A frontage of just over 290 m to Main Road (A286) between ‘The Straight’ and
the access lane to Whitestone Farm, makes the land highly visible, with only
limited (TPO’d) tree screening on the initial southern part of that frontage and a
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low hedge for most of the remainder. Open farmland lies to the north, east and
the greater part of the treed southern boundary sections onto other land
accessed of Pinks Lane. The Chichester Harbour AONB lies to the west of the
A286 and is mostly the developed part of Birdham Village, with a petrol filing
station, housing and the ‘Nisa’ convenience store/post office.

1.3

Apart from agricultural/commercial detached buildings, clustered outside the
site’s north-east corner, the land east of the A286 is open farmland.
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2.0

Planning History

2.1

There has been a recent PREAP made to the Council under its reference
21/00329/PRELM and the developer may have engaged with The Conservancy via
post as to the illustrative layout but this is not confirmed in paragraph 5.3 of the
DAS. A statement of community involvement was produced but is not on-line.

2.2

Outside but close to the site, application 06/04323/FUL had sought the creation of
a new vehicular access to the A286 for 2 Whitestone Farm Cottages. This was
refused on 8-11-2006 and then dismissed at Appeal 31-5-2007. The Inspector
reasoned that highway safety would be adversely impacted and that creation of
sightlines to the correct standards would erode tree screening that positively
contributed to the areas rural character.

3.0

Proposed development

3.1

The application is made in outline for the construction of 150 dwellings (30% as
affordable housing) with all matters reserved except access. An illustrative
‘development framework’ has been submitted along with a more detailed plan
showing the intended points of access to the site. Both are seen below.
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3.2

The application is supported by the following reports –
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

3.3

Planning statement
Socio-economic statement
Design and access statement
Ecological appraisal
Arboricultural assessment
Flood risk assessment (which does not address foul drainage capacity)
Landscape and visual impact assessment (LVIA)
Sustainability and energy statement
Transport assessment
Framework travel plan
Air quality assessment
Noise impact assessment
Heritage statement
Affordable housing statement

Highlighted conclusions include –

3.3.1 The site has a low ecological value and on the basis of the evidence submitted,
with biodiversity gains readily achievable. The agricultural classification of the
land is not considered to be high (and yet it is grade 2, the second highest grade
of best and most versatile agricultural land). Mitigation would be offered through
a planning obligation to reduce recreational disturbance at the Harbour shoreline.
3.3.2 Net residential area of 4.6 ha, providing 150 dwellings at a net density of
32.5 d/ha. Set back of 25m from Main Road to ensure adequate noise
environment and living conditions within new dwellings. All to be accessed by
single priority junction to Main Road and the applicant considers the local highway
network has capacity to accommodate the additional traffic associated with the

11

development, without adverse impact, representing the most sustainable way to
enlarge Birdham as a settlement. Policy S4 of , being as 80% of Birdham Parish
is in the AONB. The emerging local plan forecasts the provision of 1,933
additional dwellings up to the year 2035, 125 of these to be in Birdham Parish
under Policy S5.
3.3.3 Structural landscape planting to provide a buffer to open countryside beyond and
the retention and positive management of key landscape features.
3.3.4 4.14 ha of formal and informal open space (over 47% of the gross site outline
application area), including a village green, ‘community park’ and 0.4 ha
equipped play area.
3.3.5 Improvements to public rights of way and proposed cycleway.
3.3.6 Sustainable urban drainage systems and associated pumping station in southeast part of site.
3.3.7 Diverting existing overhead and underground powerlines.
3.3.8 No associated Environmental Impact Assessment is deemed necessary by the
applicant.
3.3.9 The site was assessed in the most recent HELAA (2020) reference: HB10022 by
Chichester District Council. The report concluded the area is developable subject
to some detailed considerations.
*Policy framework
NPPF paragraphs - 1-3, 6-12, 15-21, 23, 28, 34, 38-43, 47-50, 55-57, 60-65, 68, 71,
73-77, 92-93, 98, 100, 104-105, 107-108, 110-114, 119-120, 124-126, 130-134, 152155, 157, 159-162, 167, 169, 174-176, 179-180, 182-183, 185-186, 218-219 and 222;
NPPG ID’s - 2a, 3, 6, 8-9, 12, 15, 18a, 20, 21b, 23b, 26-27, 30, 34, 37, 42, 53, 56;
CLP – 1, 2, 4-5, 9, 22, 33-34, 39-40, 42-43, 45, 47-50, 52, 54; BNP – 2-7, 9-13, 1521; POCLP – S1-S6, S12, S20, S22-S24, S26-S27, S29, S31, DM1-DM3, DM8, DM16,
DM18-DM19, DM22-DM23, DM27-DM32, DM34; CHMP – 1-2, 15; SPG/SPD.
4.0

Key issues and related Policy framework*

4.1

Safeguarding intrinsic setting, character and beauty of
AONB/biodiversity from inappropriate development, weighed against the
tests of the Council’s IPS –

4.1.1 The Conservancy is aware of the recent IPS adopted by the Council but still
considers the proposals as premature and would have an adverse affect the
setting of the AONB. The Conservancy considers that paragraph 176 of the NPPF
is equally applicable to the setting of AONB’s. The proposals would further
urbanise what is a noticeable (and welcome) break in built form that currently
offers an open setting to the AONB. Furthermore, the substantial setback of
development from Main Road, taken with the width of that carriageway seriously
erodes the credibility of the proposals being contiguous with the settlement
boundary. General sustainability of the location has been shown through the
transport assessment. Given that the last largest approval of new housing in
Birdham was for 27 dwellings, most other gains coming from modest infill, the
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proposed scale of developing 150 homes is not considered appropriate. It is
accepted the development would not cause settlement coalescence. The
undervaluing of this Grade 2 agricultural land is considered contrary to paragraph
174 (b) of the NPPF. No intended strategic wildlife corridor would be affected and
there is an opportunity to improve biodiversity and wildlife foraging through the
site, principally through new hedgerows and avenues of trees. SUDS also have
the opportunity to introduce new species to the land and paragraphs 5.2.30-31 of
the planning statement also indicate how surface water run-off would not
increase flood risk elsewhere by introduction of new drainage ditches and the
attenuation basin. The applicant has demonstrated a commitment to countering
climate change. It is not possible to comment on matters of detailed design as
‘appearance’ is not listed for consideration. Eventually draining to Pagham
Harbour, no nitrates issue needs to be addressed. Appendix 2 shows the
applicant’s track record in delivering such schemes and asserts remaining
wayleave periods for electric power lines over the site should not unduly frustrate
implementing a permission. Multiple 3rd party objections exist on the Council
webpage for this case.
4.1.2 Proposed tree planting would take some time to establish so the housing here
would be particularly noticeable in the otherwise open landscape at this point,
seen from public vantage points. Even the Council’s landscape capacity study
which informs the emerging local plan (98: Whitestone – Woodhorn Coastal Plain)
says the sub-area has medium visual sensitivity with a wider landscape sensitivity
of medium/high, with some sensitive view receptors close to the AONB and a
medium capacity to absorb new development. Particular care would be needed to
protect the settlement pattern, the setting of the AONB, the setting of the Public
footpaths and local distinctiveness'. The applicant instead concludes from their
LVIA that It is “…considered that the proposed development within the application
site will result in a minor adverse effect in the long term of the local landscape
character”. The main view back to the AONB is shown below.
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4.2

Flood risk and foul/surface water drainage –

4.2.1 Being in flood zone 1, no risk is predicted, although your Officer is aware of the
historic standing water flooding on this field, usually after prolonged rainfall. The
FRA says at paragraph 6.2 – “It is proposed to generally raise levels to form the
development platform…The topography dictates that surface water will need to be
pumped into the watercourse network at the south east corner of the site”, with a
new drainage ditch system planned. The intended surface water drainage
strategy is shown below.

4.2.2 The Conservancy notes it is proposed to service the development’s sewerage and
wastewater via the Siddlesham WWtW, whose treated water drains to Pagham
Harbour. As such, the Developer considers the issue of nitrate neutrality to not
apply to the proposals. Southern Water has yet to formally comment on the
application but has requested additional information from the applicant on
4-8-2021. Your Officers note the strong evidence of the inadequacy of foul
drainage since the development of Tawny and Rowan nurseries for housing.
4.3

Economic and social needs –

4.3.1 The applicant makes great emphasis on the national housing shortfall and the
Council’s inability to deliver the forecast amount of new housing in recent years.
With the local plan out of date in terms of Policy 4, the applicant considers the
NPPF’s tilted balance should apply and that the proposals represent sustainable
development, with no significant disbenefits arising from other material planning
considerations. Such a blanket anlaysis though does not take account of local
considerations and the access and infrastructure constraints of the Manhood
Peninsula. Birdham Parish have assessed local need as an initial part of reviewing
its neighbourhood plan. It asserts the scale of development proposed far outstrips
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the need it has identified, although the applicant will no doubt argue it is supplying
for a district-wide need.
4.3.2 The Government’s key imperative for the town and country planning system is
sustainable economic growth to provide for housing needs and it is acknowledged
that construction jobs would be created, having the potential to create short term
local employment opportunities. Furthermore, those who would come to live at the
site could help sustain local businesses in Birdham. The applicant points to the
Council’s assessment of housing need, with 4,642 households on the Council’s
Housing Register to emphasize housing need in the District.
4.3.3 Whilst recognising the significant boost to housing and more particularly
affordable housing, the proposals could provide to the Council’s housing land
supply for the District outside of the South Downs National Park, the proposals
are premature and do not accord with the Development Strategy under local plan
Policy 2.
4.3.4 At paragraph 6.1.3 of the planning statement it is argued the economic benefits
to the local area could be –
•
•
•
•
•

Construction spend - £18.6 million
GVA over the build period - £10.9 million
Resident annual expenditure - £5,429,000
Council tax - £25 million over 10 years
New Homes Bonus - £800,000 over a 4-year period

But your Officers argue the greatest weight should be afforded to protecting
the setting of the AONB, in accordance with paragraph 176 of the NPPF.
4.4

Heritage –

4.4.1 There would be no harm to heritage assets in this part of Birdham, but the potential
for archaeological remains ought to be properly investigated if the Council is
minded to approve the development and appropriately archive findings in the
council’s Historic Environment Record, explitly required under Policy 2 of the BNP.
4.4.2 The Archaeological desktop study has concluded – “Following the initial
assessment of the baseline data, it is assessed that the application site holds up
to a high potential for unknown heritage assets to survive within the site dating to
the Roman and post medieval periods, and low potential for unknown heritage
assets dating to the prehistoric, early medieval, medieval and modern periods.”
4.5

Urban design and high quality, low carbon design –

4.5.1 Although scale and layout is not for consideration the DAS sets out –
“A range of character areas, with varying densities, will be established
throughout the site at the detailed design stage. When combined with
landscape and building form, the site will provide different areas of
recognisable character.
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Within the local context, residential dwellings are commonly between 1
and 2 storeys in height. To provide flexibility in living styles and to relate
to local character, dwellings will predominately maintain the 1 and 2
storey range.
The use of 2.5 storey dwellings will be carefully considered within the layout.
At the detailed design stage, the proposed internal road system will be
designed to provide a simple and clear hierarchy of street types to
maintain good legibility of the site, appropriate to the scale of the
proposed development. The layout of streets will provide a safe and well
overlooked network of public spaces as set out by best practice.”
4.5.2 It is clear that the applicant is committed to incorporating sustainable
measures/lifetime homes standards as part of the build, but such matters – which
every developer should be implementing in any case - are secondary to the main
principle as to whether greenfield land/open countryside, providing an open setting
to the AONB village of Birdham should be entertained at all. These matters should
more properly be determined through the local and neighbourhood plan process.
4.5.3 No indication of housing mix is given.
4.5.4 The pedestrian connection to the ‘Nisa’ retail store via a new ‘puffin’ crossing
point seems logical and beneficial. The improvement of and provision of new
footways would offer an opportunity for circular dog walks, away from Chichester
Harbour’s shoreline. An attempt has been made to retain important boundary
trees. The creation of sight lines would still necessitate the removal of an
element of existing hedgerow to the A286.
4.5.5 No mention is made in paragraph 3.2.6, 6.2.1 or 6.2.4 of the Planning statement
of seeking to engage with local bus companies to see whether it might be
possible to divert services through and around the new development, making the
most of the opportunity for modal shift from the private car.
5.0

Conclusions

5.1

The development is outside a defined settlement boundary although ‘contiguous’
on the tests of the Councils IPS. Nonetheless, the fast flowing - (notwithstanding
a police safety camera by the junction of the lane to Whitestone Farm) - A286
still represents a significant ‘community barrier’, with no traffic-calming measures
put forward by the applicant.

5.2

A very real and adverse visual impact to the AONB landscape’s setting is
predicted, even with the illustrative layout showing a setback of built form from
that trunk road.

5.3

The land has well-documented surface water drainage issues and recent
discussion of the timetable to hear the emerging local plan through examination,
shows very clear concern as to sewerage capacity/infrastructure to serve such
‘major’ development.

SRL – for 6.9.21 Planning Committee
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Comments requested by: 12 August 2021: extension of time granted to comment.

*Abbreviations used:
DAS – Design and access statement
LVIA – Landscape visual impact assessment
NPPF - National Planning Policy Framework (July 2021)
NPPG - National Planning Practice Guidance (March 2014 onwards)
CLP - Chichester Local Plan (2015)
BNP - Birdham Neighbourhood Plan (2015)
POCLP – Preferred option draft local plan to 2035 (December 2018)
CHMP - Chichester Harbour AONB Management Plan (2019-2024)
SPD/SPG relating to:Parking standards (2007)
Green infrastructure delivery document (January 2016)
Planning obligations and affordable housing (July 2016)
Surface water and foul drainage (September 2016)
Recreational Disturbance of Birds in Special Protection Areas (SPAs)(April 2020)
Interim Position Statement for Housing – (November 2020)
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Agenda item 4b

Local Planning Authority planning application reference: SB/21/02238/FULEIA
Site: Land at Gosden Green Nursery, 112 Main Road, Hermitage, Southbourne, West
Sussex
Proposals: Proposed construction of 29 dwellings (21 open market, 8 affordable), public
open space, landscaping, parking and associated works (following demolition of existing
buildings)
Application details on LPA webpage – https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/online-

applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QWJT5EERKZC00

RECOMMENDATION
(a)

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

Refusal Overview:
The adopted guidance requires a clear demonstration that no harm is caused to the AONB. This
application contravenes the Joint Chichester Harbour AONB SPD, and AONB guidance AONB PP01,
PP04 and PP09.
The site is located within a countryside location within the AONB. The proposal for the Change of
Use to residential 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 within
the visually important AONB protected national landscape.
- Lack of land-use justification in the unnecessary provision of dwellings in the countryside (no
exception case justified)
- Prominent impact in the AONB landscape from the scale/form of physical structures
- Prominent impact in the AONB landscape from individual curtilage fragmented maintenance /
removal regimes of field boundaries
- Prominent impact in the AONB landscape from light generation from glazed areas and external
amenity space and the linear road
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- Waste water sewerage systems arrangements not demonstrated or land drainage capacity proven
- Piecemeal development with lack of comprehensive consideration of linear site and adjoining fields
- Wildlife disturbance mitigation contribution measure (Solent Bird Aware Initiative) required
Procedural Guidance : Planning Approach to the AONB
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. The landscape
covers both countryside and coastal areas as well as rural villages and market town urban
environments.
The statutory purpose of the AONB is to conserve and enhance the area’s natural beauty.
The submission site is located within the Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
(AONB). Proposals impacting on the AONB are subject to more stringent planning guidance to ensure
that development respects and enhances the inherent qualities of such a sensitive location. The
adopted guidance requires a clear demonstration that no harm is caused to the AONB.
The LPA should assess the application carefully as to whether the proposed development would have
a significant impact on or harm the 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.
Procedural Guidance : Scope of AONB Assessment
The submission is a planning application for works that should be considered against the AONB
Planning Principles, planning history record, architectural and landscape character and setting of the
red-line site development area and any blue-lined land in the ownership and/or control of the
applicant. In considering the implications and impact within, or to, the Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty protected national landscape, the exterior visible works and the operational land use activity
implications that affect the appearance and character of the surrounding setting are assessed.
1.0

Chichester Harbour Policy Guidance

1.1

The adopted guidance requires a clear demonstration that no harm is caused to the AONB. The
guidance is based upon several planning related documents which the Chichester Harbour
Conservancy will take into account in formulating its consultation response to the Local Planning
Authority (LPA).

1.2

The Chichester Harbour AONB Joint Supplementary Planning Document (2017)
The AONB Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) (update 2019)
The Chichester Harbour Management Plan 2019-2024 (April 2019 Third Review)
The AONB Planning Principles (Management Plan version April 2019)
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 - PP01: Chichester Harbour as a Protected Area
- PP04: Creation of New Dwellings and Residential Institutions
- PP09: Dark Skies

Conservancy Officer’s comments and reasoned justification
2.0

Site Context and Existing Development

2.1

The red-line application site indicates the planning unit (former commercial nursery curtilage).
The red-line site lies within a countryside location and outside the built-up area
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2.2

The site is not within an LPA designated Conservation Area.
The site is not indicated to be on the scheduled list of buildings of historic or architectural
importance or in close proximity to such a building.
The site is indicated to be within Flood Zone 1: Low Probability of flooding. As the site is over
1ha in area a Flood Risk Assessment is required
The red-line application site occupies 1.43ha and is located on the south side of the A259 Main
Road. The application site is orientated north-south with an average width of approx. 42m
and a length of approx. 272m. The site is bounded by fields to the west and the east. There
are established trees and field hedgerows to the long western and eastern boundaries. There
is a footpath to the southern boundary along an external off-site field ditch / watercourse.
The footpath is screened from the site by a 2m high timber fence. South of the site are
agricultural fields and at the end of the driveway to the east, the New Life Christian Church
(apparently approved in 2006) a low-level building in open grounds.

2.3

The land has been occupied by commercial glasshouses across half the area, positioned to the
middle zone of the site, set back approx. 53.5m with a grassed frontage from Main Road to
the front quarter, and to the rear quarter a rough grassed area occupied by various caravans
and boats. The southern boundary fence screens these caravans from the footpath. The
glasshouses occupy the full width of the site and effectively separate the front approach from
the rear enclosed area.

2.4

The existing glasshouses structures vary in size, the total floor area covering 5,295sqm. The
four largest glasshouses have ridge heights that vary from approx. 3.2m (greenhouse 1 and
4), 3.3m (greenhouse 3), and 3.5m (greenhouse 2). Whilst designed for agricultural
propagation, they are no longer used for their intended purpose, and are in various states of
disrepair.

2.5

The use of the site is currently warehouse storage with some office space. The structures are
therefore not designed for and are not ideally suited for the current activities, from
photographic images available this is mainly the storage of boats.

2.6

According to the initial Planning Statement on the previous application SB/20/00032/FUL,
the earlier planning approvals SB/09/02602/ELD and SB/17/01039/ELD have
established the use of the larger part of the land and of the glasshouse buildings on the site
for storage and distribution purposes (Use Class B8). This is the lawful use in planning terms.
The earlier application also identified a 45sqm unit with a claimed use for over ten years as a
light industrial workshop activity (Use Class B1) although this is not authorised and no
Certificate of Lawfulness has been applied for this particular use to the LPA.
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2.7

The general principle of retaining the use of the land and glasshouse structures as exists is a
matter that has been considered through the Established Use Certificates already granted by
the LPA in the earlier planning approvals SB/09/02602/ELD and SB/17/01039/ELD. The
general principle of redeveloping the site is a matter for the consideration of the current
planning application. The tacit acceptance that the existing glasshouse structures and
associated land have a storage and warehouse use does not predetermine the assessment of
the proposed redevelopment. The existing use does not prejudice the acceptability or
unacceptability of new buildings on the site which have their own visual and associated
parking, screening and landscaping land use implications. The location of the site within the
protected countryside environment of the AONB is important to these considerations due to
the impact such proposals may have on the wider protected environment.

3.0

Relevant planning history

3.1

SB/21/00359/EIA – Proposal EIA Screening Opinion request for the development of up to
29 dwellings with formation of new vehicular access, public open space, landscaping, parking
and associated works (following demolition of existing buildings). Delegated consultation
made with CHC raising no requirement for EIA on 22 March 2021 (after the LPA
determination). Application required EIA submission as advised by LPA on 4 March 2021.

3.2

SB/20/00032/FUL - Proposal erection of replacement buildings for a mix of Use Class B8
and B1 uses, with access, parking and landscaping following demolition of existing Use Class
B8 and B1 buildings. Consulted Delegated Process consultation made by CHC raising Objection
1 May 2020. Application Refused by LPA on 30 July 2020. Planning Appeal in progress.

3.3

SB/12/00504/OUT: Demolition of existing detached residential dwelling, associated
outbuildings, 3 x glasshouses and polytunnel and erection of 42 two and three-bedroom
dwellings with associated parking and access with some matters reserved. CHC commented
on 13 March 2012 raising objection to the proposal and requesting its refusal. Application
Refused by LPA on 1 May 2012.

3.4

SB/11/00949/OUT: Demolition of existing detached residential dwelling, associated
outbuildings, 3 no. glasshouses. Erection of 42 no. 2 and 3-bedroom dwellings and associated
outbuildings, parking and access with some matters reserved. CHC commented on 4 March
2011 raising objection to the proposal and requesting its refusal. Application Refused by LPA
on 23 May 2011.

3.5

SB/08/03919/OUT: Erection of two dwellings to the road frontage. CHC commented on 16
October 2008 raising objection to the proposal requesting its refusal. Application Refused by
the LPA on 21 November 2008.

3.6

SB/05/01350/OUT: Outline application for erection of affordable housing. CHC commented
on 6 June 2005 raising objection to the proposal requesting its refusal. Application Refused
by the LPA on 26 July 2005, subsequent Planning Appeal dismissed on 19 October 2006.

4.0

Proposed development and Supporting Documents

4.1

The current proposal is for residential development of 29 dwelling units. The layout design is
for a linear spine road running down the elongated rectangular site from the north to the
south. The proposed dwellings would face onto this spine road or be side on to the road with
a separate access from it. There are residential carparking areas and areas of public amenity
space to the northern entrance and to the southern end of the site. There are no public surface
water sewers in the vicinity of the site, so a sustainable drainage system is indicated
comprising a series of swales located throughout the site to act as a soakaways (submitted
Planning Statement page 27).

4.2

The dwellings would have a traditional design and appearance with a tiled ridged roof and brick
or rendered finish walls or horizontal cladding. There are 5 different dwelling types indicated.
- Type 1 is a ‘gate house’ single-storey bungalow with a high ridge roof (6.6m approx.) on plot 1
- Type 2 is a semi-detached two-storey house with ridge roof (9.1m approx.) on plots 10-17
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- Type 3 is a semi-detached two-storey house with ridge roof (9.1m approx.) on plots 18-23
- Type 4 is a semi-detached two-storey chalet bungalow with ridge roof (7.0m approx.) on plots
2-3, 8-9, 25-29 (plot 27 is detached)
-Type 5 is a detached two-storey chalet bungalow with ridge roof (6.4m approx.) on plots 47, and plot 24 (building roof ridge height figures from submitted DAS page 9).

4.3

The submission is supported by a Planning Statement, Design and Access Statement, Landscape
and Visual Evidence Report (vol 1, 2), Lighting Strategy, Arboricultural Report (and appendices),
Flood Risk Assessment, together with other documents.

5.0

Applicants Approach to the AONB protected landscape

5.1

The submission fails to recognise that the LPA Local Plan Policy specifically addressing the
AONB (Local Plan Policy 43) requires the policy aims of the AONB Management Plan to be
met. The submission refers to the sites location within the context and setting of the Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty protected national landscape. However, there is little recognition
made (other than in the submitted Landscape Appraisal) to the Chichester Harbour AONB
planning policy documents relevant to the consideration of the proposal (AONB Management
Plan, AONB Landscape Assessment, AONB Planning Principles). The Joint AONB SPD policies
are referenced in part eslewhere. The proposal has therefore apparently been made with little
full appreciation for the Chichester Harbour AONB protected national landscape. The
demonstrated understanding that would be considered necessary and appropriate given the
nationally recognised protected status of the AONB is clearly not evident.

6.0

AONB Planning Considerations
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6.1

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

6.2

The principle of the development to the AONB protected landscape needs to be considered. The
Chichester Harbour Management Plan Policy-1 Conserving and Enhancing the Landscape,
Policy-2 Development Management, and Policy-3 Diversity of Habitats, are relevant. The
relevant AONB Planning Principles PP01, PP04, and PP09 are applicable to the AONB
protected landscape and development that impacts upon the protected landscape (see para 1.2
above). The adopted guidance requires a clear demonstration that no harm is caused to the
AONB protected landscape from or by this proposal.

6.3

The consideration would require a full and detailed assessment of the potential, possible, and
probable impact to the character and appearance of the site and locality of the AONB protected
landscape. The main AONB protected landscape Planning Principle policy assessment issues to
be considered for this site relate to –
1: Principle of development in the countryside and AONB protected national landscape

6.4

The current proposal appears to have been made on the basis that the District Council is
currently unable to show a 5 year supply of deliverable housing sites. Where there are no
relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most important for determining
the application are out-of-date the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) advice is that
the presumption in favour of sustainable development takes precident, unless policies in the
NPPF that protect areas or assets of particular importance (which include the AONB) provides
a clear reason for refusing the development proposed, or adverse impacts of doing so would
significant and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the
NPPF as a whole. (NPPF para 11d).

6.5

The application site is located within the Chichester Harbour AONB, therefore consideration must
be given to the requirements of Paragraph 172 of the NPPF. This sets out national policy in
respect of how planning applications for new development within AONB’s and National Parks
should be considered. It states “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 Broads. The scale and extent of development within
these designated areas should be limited. Planning permission should be refused for
major development other than in exceptional circumstances, and where it can be
demonstrated that the development is in the public interest.”

6.6 Major development is defined in the Glossary to the NPPF as “For housing, development where
10 or more homes will be provided, or the site has an area of 0.5 hectares or more.” However,
it is noted in ‘footnote 55’ relating to what represents major development it states: “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
a significant adverse impact on the purposes for which the area has been designated or defined.”
6.7

The decision maker in this case is the LPA (or the Planning Inspectorate should a decision be
appealled). From the Chichester Harbour Conservancy’s standpoint, a development of this scale
within the AONB protected national landscape needs to be considered against the Planning
Principles and Polices to ensure the protection of the AONB. This is the is is carried out below
and would be applicable for any scale of development, major, minor, or household, which is
considered to have an adverse impact on the aims and purpose of the AONB.
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6.8

It is part of the applications case (submitted Planning Statement pages 14-20) that the proposal
is not a major development and therefore does not need to make an exceptional circumstances
case for it to be considered on its own internal planning merits. The submission takes various
aspects of the development at claims that in each the proposal is not a major development. The
simple case that the scheme is well over 10 dwellings and on a site greater than 0.5ha is
overlooked in the applicants assessment. This submission will be for the LPA, as the decision
maker to consider. From the Chichester Harbour Conservancy’s standpoint, a development of
this scale within the AONB protected national landscape and which will undoubably have a
significant visual impact is a major development, and would have a recognised impact on the
AONB designated area unless exceptional circumstances, such as the provision of significant
mitigation measures like a heavy, robust, and protected native landscape screening to the site
were part of the submission. In this case, there is no clear exceptional circumstances put
forward to justify the proposal within the AONB.
2: AONB Planning Principle policy considerations applicable to the proposal

6.9

The site inside the AONB protected landscape. The overarching AONB Planning Principle
guidance is AONB PP01. This requires the protection of the landscape, together with the
conservation of nature and the special qualities of Chichester Harbour.
Chichester Harbour in this context is not solely the water environment, but encompasses
the surounding land area that forms the character and setting to this special historic
environment (see Chichester Harbour Management Plan pages 9-12).
Proposals which may result in a major change, will cause material damage to the AONB,
or which constitutes unsustainable development would be opposed

6.10

The proposal for change of use from horticultural nursery to residential housing estate is a
clear major change in the locality. The replacement of greenhouses, glasshouses, and storage
structures by 29 dwellings running north-south along either side of the spine road proposed
would visually alter the character of this countryside location. The building heights across the
site would be raised from the greenhouses at 5.21m (the tallest) to between 6.6m and 9.1m.

6.11

The development would expand the nearby, but separate built-up area of Hermitage village
into the rural border to this urban area, encroaching into the AONB countryside. This would
be a visual incursion which would diminish the AONB on its countryside/built-up interface. It
is this un-planned absorption of the rural area which would easily result in further adjacent
land to the east and the west (which would be urban land locked) being prone to additional
urbanisation in a domino effect. The proposal would cause material damage to the AONB.

6.12

The proposal is close to the existing settlement of Hermitage and would be an eastern
projection of the settlement. This un-planned and opportunistic swelling of the built-up area
would be fragmented from the proper planning of any identified growth need in the
settlement. The access is separate and isolated from the existing settlement road network
and footpath links, other than the entrance point from Main Road (A259). It is inward looking
due to the nature of the linear site, and not visually tied to surrounding land. It leaves open
fields to both the east (towards the religious retreat) and west (towards the established builtup settlement) which would be under significant pressure for additional residential or
commercial development. It is not contiguous to any significant urban area, but a finger
projection into the countryside. There is little to suggest in the location and the internal layout
design (which is dictated by the linear field boundaries) that most daily functions would be
carried out without reliance on private cars. The proposal is therefore not a sustainable
development.
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6.13

AONB PP04 advises that development address key criteria listed. These are –
- the development being within existing settlement boundaries
- that enough headroom capacity exists in wastewater treatment works infrastructure
- recreational disturbance is adequately and appropriately mitigated
- that biodiversity net gains are achieved
- if there is a local identified social and/or economic need (if in a countryside location)

6.14

The proposal does not lie within the existing settlement boundary, but is spatially separate
and isolated from the existing urban built-up area of Hermitage village. The location, separate
from the main settlement is not interlinked with the facilities offered there. Development
outside defined settlement boundaries, notwithstanding being unsustainable, 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, and in this proposal this is not the
primary tenure being sought, with only 8 of the 29 dwellings being affordable.

6.15

The proposal shows a surface water and a foul water drainage scheme. Unlike the planned for
allocation of residential development land by the LPA, there is no confirmation that this
proposal, in addition to locally planned for housing and commercial sustained growth of the
area, would be able to be catered for within the available headroom capacity that exists in
wastewater treatment works infrastructure to serve the development of the housing estate.

6.16

The proposal approach to this waste-water issue in the application is to defer the matter to
the water treatment company. “In terms of wastewater drainage, under Section 98 of the
Water Industry Act, 1991, the applicant is entitled to require Southern Water as the statutory
undertaker for the area in which the application to provide sufficient capacity to accommodate
the wastewater flows that would be generated by the proposed scheme.” (submitted Planning
Statement page 22). This is hardly a sound or comprehensive planning approach for the site.

6.17

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 environment.

6.18

AONB PP09 and Part 30 of the Joint SPD advises that only in exceptional circumstances
should development that results in a greater illumination of night skies be viewed
sympathetically. Lighting provision 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/timing devices to minimise nuisance
- comply with the published best practice guidance from the Institute of Lighting Professionals
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6.19

The Dark Skies approach 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
and immediate surrounds and could create a visual impact to the AONB protected landscape
setting. The application submission points out that the AONB does not have a designated dark
night skies reserve (as does the National Park) but does contain three Dark Sky Discovery
Sites, which are located in West Itchenor, Chidham and Thorney Island. All of these areas are
located at least 1.5 km away from the application site. In light of the above, the consideration
for the need for lighting the proposed scheme is considered to be mainly determined by the
need for safety of movement and security on the application site. (submitted Planning
Statement page 24)

6.20

The proposal would generate lighting from 29 independent occupied and used dwelling
houses, external lighting to doorways and external amenity areas, garages and carparking
areas, and lighting to the spine road and footpath layout being provided. Vehicles visiting the
site would also have head lights, side lights, and possibly other light displays available when
entering, waiting, or leaving the site during late evening or early morning hours. This would
generate a significant illumination of this site, which under its current or last uses would be a
mainly ‘dark-site’, with little if any late evening and night-time illumination. The site is within
the countryside and the increase in lighting that is commensurate with a development such
as this would be a significant change and have an obvious impact on the dark-skies protocol
sought within the AONB protected national landscape.

6.21

The submitted Lighting Strategy (para 1.1.6) indicates that lighting would comply with
GN01:2021 - Guidance Notes for the Reduction of Obtrusive Light published by the Institution
of Lighting Professionals. This guidance aims to reduce the potential for obtrusive light to
occur from a wide range of exterior lighting applications (para 2.3.1). The Strategy identifies
the site within a ‘E2 – Rural Lighting Zone’ (para. 2.3.2 - table 1).

6.22

The site spine road lighting would be restricted by orienting luminaires appropriately such that
they focus light where needed during the hours of darkness. The lighting strategy seeks to
outline the most sensitive approaches to lighting whilst meeting intended lighting levels,
however it is not intended to supersede pre-existing local authority specifications where these
are applicable (para 3.1.7).

6.23

External lighting to frontages and rears of the dwellings would be located adjacent to doorways
and under porches where relevant, focused downwards. This would be for safety, amenity,
and security during the hours of darkness and would not be mounted above 2m in height to
ensure that light is maintained at a low level. The lighting would consist of a single luminaire
to the front and to the rear of each property to distribute light downwards only to reduce the
potential for light spill onto the boundaries surrounding the building and upwards towards the
sky. The lighting for these areas will be owned and maintained privately by the owners of
each dwelling (paras 3.4.1 – 3.4.4). Whilst the lighting level within the site will increase, the
use of controlled LED luminaires will limit the potential for significant levels of obtrusive light
to leave the site (para 4.4.1). On balance, the submitted case is that impacts associated with
lighting for the proposal are likely to be of negligible significance, as lighting levels outside
the site are unlikely to increase, with the increase in lighting levels solely contained within the
site (para 4.4.4).

6.24

The submitted Lighting Strategy does not however cover, or deal with light from internal
sources that emanate from glazed windows, door, or rooflights.
3: Relevant and/or recent planning history implications for the proposal

6.25

In all submission impacting on the AONB protected national landscape, existing established
developments, and any extant or recent planning permission for surrounding developments
have to be considered. Those that directly affect the application site are listed above (see
section 3). This site history shows a clear and continued attempt to develop the site for more
intensive uses common to a built-up urban environment. The LPA has been consistent in
refusing such attempts to expand the built-up area into the countryside outside of a planned
allocation for suitable sustainable development to meet the local needs of the area. The
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current proposal does not address any such need and is contrary to the protection of the
countryside for its own sake, let alone the additional impact that it would have on the AONB
protected landscape.
4: Visual Impact on and within the AONB landscape character from the proposal details
6.26

LANDSCAPE
The proposal site is screened from the adjacent AONB by existing established natural
landscaping to the eastern and western site boundary. The field hedgerows and tree lined field
boundaries are indicated to be retained, although in some areas the hard-surfacing details or
new building structures proposed appear to run up to the site edges (e.g. south of plot 29).
Areas of new planting are indicated within the site to the communal car parking areas
(between plot 13 and 14, plot 9 and 18, plot 21 and side of plot 22, plot 17 and 24, and south
of plot 29). No indication of the responsibility for maintaining these landscape fringe planting
to the parking areas is evident. It is unlikely they would be adopted by the LHA or LPA.

6.27

The retained field landscape hedgerow and tree belt is, in the main, allocated to the rear (or
side) boundaries of individual plots. Being handed over to separate householders means that
there is no single overall maintenance regime for the retention, and common screening
appearance of the field boundary. In a range of individual ownerships there is clearly a concern
that the screening effect that currently hides most of the 3m high dilapidated greenhouses on
the former horticultural nursery operation would be subject to a diverse range of cutbacks
and height alterations. This would significantly alter the visual enclosure of the site and open
up unnecessary views and vistas into (and from) the development within the AONB landscape.

6.28

The suggestion that a planning condition control could prevent such boundary fragmentation
is not realistic or practical given the resources available to the LPA to monitor and act on such
variations of individual garden screening choices. A preferable solution would be to set the
plot gardens back off the boundary hedgerow with a secure fence line within the site and away
from the root protection areas and canopy spread. A peripheral strip could then be prevented
from being altered sporadically by individual property owners. Provision of a rear walk access
or a dog walk strip would further prevent rear garden creep and extension by stealth over
time.

6.29

Should the boundary landscape screening be secured from individual pruning by plot owners,
the massing and scale of the residential development buildings (at roof ridge heights of
between 6.3m and 9.1m) would be screened from ground floor levels and would have
intermittent and only partial screening at first floor and roof levels from the east and the west
viewpoints. The residential nature of the land would be noticeable from these vantage points
across the fields either side of the site.

6.30

The site would be seen from the north entrance from Main Road (A259). The proposed orchard
planting strip would do little to mask the residential development south of this token
landscaping feature. To the southern boundary (currently screen fenced to the stream
footpath) the boundary would appear open with the new footpath through the site and the
landscaped area to the southern end of the site open to the stream watercourse footpath and
views beyond. The visual impact of the development would have another external viewpoint.

LAYOUT ARRANGEMENT DESIGN
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6.31

6.32

6.33

The site layout is dictated by the site characteristics, a long relatively narrow strip of land,
between two similar areas to the east and the west. The provision of a central spine road
allows use of both sides of the road for development frontage, with the rear areas, used more
intensely by family occupiers, for their residential garden private amenity space. In these
areas individual would make their own mark on their property, with garden structures, play
equipment and domestic and/or vegetable planting arrangements. It is imperative that such
areas do not have an unnecessary visual impact on the surrounding AONB, and that is why
the retention of the boundary field hedgerow and tree belt areas is required to be removed
from individual ownerships and instead separated from individual plots and retained under a
single management ownership and control for up-keep and uniform maintenance.
BUILDING SCALE / MASSING / BULK
The physical building massing and distribution has a significant influence on the visual
consideration within the AONB and from surrounding vantage points. The visual scale of the
dwellings indicates that half (14 of the 29 units proposed) would have a ridge height over 9m
from the ground. This is a significant visual change from the existing situation with 3.2m 3.5m tall greenhouses on the site. The proposed dwellings, running along either side of the
spine road, would have a noticeable and uncharacteristically dominating visual impact on the
site and the surroundings of the AONB.
ARCHITECTURE AND BUILDING DESIGN
The architectural design, structural appearance & finished treatment of the dwellings would
be of a traditional format and therefore suitable for an urban development. Being a proposal
within the countryside, the use of painted horizontal cladding would not be a rural idiom and
should be resisted for bricks and muted colour rendering.
5: Impact on the tranquillity and character in the AONB environment

6.34

6.35

6.36

ACTIVITY USE
The residential use would be introduced to this a finger-like projection of land into the
countryside. The rural character of the area would alter with regular traffic generation of
residents, visitors, deliveries, and service traffic. The use of the domestic areas for family use,
with householder activity, children’s play, etc. would have a clear impact on the existing
tranquillity of this countryside locality.
LIGHTING
The increased scale of dwellings on the site, both in number, floor space, and window glazing
areas would be a source of light pollution (considered against AONB PP09) which should be
addressed with suitable internal blind screening and suitable fixed downward angled external
light sources. Light pollution concerns that would need to be addressed by suitable planning
condition controls.
WATER DISPOSAL
The waste-water discharge from the occupation of residential dwellings in the normal domestic
activity of the residential accommodation would increase from the existing situation of the
vacant greenhouses. Details of the operational capacity of the sewerage serving the site has
not been provided. The local waste-water treatment plants serving the AONB are known to
be approaching full capacity, at capacity, or struggling with over capacity flows.
6: Issues of Wildlife, biodiversity, ecology, and measures to mitigate adverse ecological impact

6.37

Planning for Urban South Hampshire (PUSH) 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.
ACTIVITY MITIGATION
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6.38

6.39

6.40

The proposal would increase residential accommodation and activity associated with the use
resulting in new household and family activity, including recreational activity in the locality.
The proposal therefore has the clear ability to increase pressure on the rural character of the
area and add disturbance pressure to the nearby and locality associated of wildlife ecological
areas. Developments of additional residential units are required to make suitable mitigation
contributions through the Solent Bird Aware initiative to off-set some of this disturbance. The
proposal makes no acknowledgement of this necessity. The applicant acknowledges that a
mitigation payment would be appropriate for various off-site matters (submitted Planning
Statement page 28) but fails to identify the wildlife mitigation requirements appropriate. A
suitable planning legal agreement (and suitable planning condition controls) would be
essential so as not to contravene AONB and LPA policy for wildlife contributions under the
Solent Bird Aware initiative. This would be a matter for the LPA to adjudicate and secure.
PHYSICAL WORKS
The proposal would involve the removal of existing structures (the glasshouses, greenhouses,
sheds) that could play host to existing wildlife habitation. Appropriate surveys of wildlife
habitation should be conducted, and findings inform the demolition and removal at appropriate
times to safeguard the wildlife.
The resulting building profiles would be unlikely to harm wildlife habitats / foraging routes.
Assuming that there are no wildlife implications generated from the development of the
buildings themselves, the proposals would not be viewed as harmful to the wildlife or
biodiversity of the site. On-site wildlife mitigation measures could be included through the
installation of bird and bat boxes at the site, hedgehog houses in the garden, and similar easy
applied wildlife improvements.

Summary Conclusion
1.

The adopted guidance requires a clear demonstration that no harm is caused to the AONB.
The site is located within a countryside location within the AONB. The AONB Planning Principle
guidance offers a straightforward, established, and sound restrictive approach for
unnecessary development within the AONB protected national landscape, as no doubt would
the LPA Countryside Policy considerations.

2.

The residential development would be a major development proposal being over 10 dwellings
in number on a site of more than 0.5ha. An exceptional case must therefore be made to
consider any planning permission outside of the settlement boundary. The proposal makes no
viable exceptional case under social or economic need to justify the provision of 29 dwellings
within the countryside. The provision of a residential development, without a social or
economic (or agricultural) need, is contrary to the LPA policies for new dwelling development
within the countryside.

3.

Under AONB PP01 the proposal would have a demonstrable impact on the aims of the AONB
designation, representing a major change resulting in visual damage to the AONB. The
development would have a significant visual impact resulting in the urbanisation of the site,
which would be harmful to the character of this part of the AONB, where agricultural land is
excluded from the government’s definition of ‘previously developed land’ (page 55, NPPF).

4.

The proposal would have a localised impact on the character and visual appearance of the site
and the immediate surrounds. The proposal would be partially screened by the existing field
boundary landscaping, but this is incomplete and not to the scale of the proposed buildings
as proposed. The landscape screen would be subject to individual ownerships and a
fragmented maintenance regime which would undermine the uniformity of the current site
boundary landscape screening. The residential layout, building distribution, scale, design and
appearance, would have a noticeable visual impact on the surrounding AONB protected
national landscape character (considerations under PP01, PP04, PP09).

5.

Under AONB PP04, there is no waste-water drainage capacity confirmation provided for the
residential proposal. Reliance is made on the requirements for the water company to make
provision for the development irrespective of the headroom capacity that is currently available.
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6.

Under AONB PP09 any considerations for illumination should be subject to planning conditional
controls, should and if, the proposal was acceptable in all other relevant planning
considerations. The proposal would result in visual intrusion from the use, activity and artificial
light generated from the glazed areas and external outdoor amenity areas. The Lighting
Strategy covers options but only for external ‘as-built-at construction’ lighting facilities.
Measures to limit, restrict, or remove unnecessary night-time illumination from windows,
doors or rooflights, such as through installing screen blinds, etc. would still however need to
be provided and enforced (to comply to AONB PP09).

7.

The site lies between two open countryside field of similar dimensions. The western field lies
adjacent to the settlement boundary and would be likely to subject to undue pressure for
additional residential development should the current proposal be developed. The eastern
field would also be subject to unnecessary pressure for further development as part of a
domino effect to ‘round-off’ the expanded settlement area that could result. The proposal is
a piecemeal development with lack of comprehensive consideration of the linear site and
adjoining fields.

8.

Subject to compliance with established mitigation measures being secured, the proposal is
unlikely to have any significant impact or effect on the AONB in relation to wildlife conservation
and protection. Whilst financial mitigation is offered for certain matters, such as Nitrates
Neutrality, there is no recognition of the mitigation requirement towards the Solent Bird Aware
programme. Until this has been addressed, this remains an issue of concern (consideration
under PP01, PP04).

Other Comment
The planning application will be considered by the LPA in terms of other aspects applicable to the
planning merits of the proposal, such as any overlooking impact to neighbouring property and
gardens, any perceived loss of privacy, any equated loss of light and cause of shadowing, noise
generation and disturbance, traffic generation and on-site parking provision, and in terms of overall
good building design and land-use neighbourliness.
Natural England provide guidance on the protection of protected wildlife species. Protected Species
of wildlife are legally protected under The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) (Section
5) and The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010. It is an offence to intentionally
or recklessly (1) deliberately kill, injure or capture bats;
(2) deliberately disturb bats, including any disturbance which is likely to impair their ability to
survive, to reproduce or to rear or nurture their young, or their ability to hibernate or migrate,
or which is likely to significantly affect their local distribution or abundance;
(3) damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place of a bat;
(4) damage or destroy, or obstruct access to, any structure or place which any bat uses for shelter
or protection; or
(5) disturb bats while occupying a structure or place used for that purpose.
A copy of this planning assessment report is attached to the consultation comment response to the
LPA for information and for open transparency public view.
CHC Planning Committee Process
DR - For 06.09.2021 CHC Planning Committee (publicly open meeting)
Assessment 23-08-2021 LPA request reply 31-08-2021
Comment to LPA EoT agreed to 08-09-2021
Chichester Harbour AONB Case Assessor: David Rothery
LPA Planning Case Officer: Jane Thatcher
The comment and recommendation are made having regard to the Policy framework:
Chichester Harbour AONB Landscape Character Assessment (CBA update 2019)
Chichester Harbour 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 (Revised 2018)
National Planning Practice Guidance (2014)
Chichester Local Plan: Key Policies (2015)
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Chichester Harbour Conservancy manage and advise on the
Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
One of the UK’s National Landscapes
Visit our webpage – www.conservancy.co.uk/page/planning
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Agenda item 4c

Local Planning Authority planning application reference:

APP/21/00647

Site: Land south of The Mallards and west of Langstone Road, Langstone, Havant,
Hampshire
Proposals: Outline (all matters reserved except for access) application comprising
65 No. dwellings with access from The Mallards, together with car parking, landscaping,
electrical substation, public open space and associated work.

Recommendation – Objection
(a) Harmful to character of the area, through erosion of a natural green space in an
otherwise continuous line of built frontage to Langstone Road and thus harmful to the
setting of the Mill Lane Conservation Area and setting of the Chichester Harbour Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty. Paragraph 27 of the applicant’s landscape impact
assessment notes this marked change in landscape character. This would be contrary to
Policies CS1, CS11, CS12, CS13, DM1, DM8, DM9 and DM20 of the Council’s adopted
Development Plan;
(b) contrary to Policy DM23, by erosion of habitat for overwintering birds using
Langstone and Chichester Harbour Special Protection Areas, notwithstanding the creation
of a pond as part of the layout; and,
(c) the proposals would appear to be speculative and premature in nature, being as the
site - (UE54 in the SHLAA and HB15 in an earlier version of the emerging local plan) appears to have dropped out of the new local plan process. Development of this scale
ought to come forward as part of a local plan. The Strategic Environmental Assessment
of the options paper quite rightly identified Landscape and Biodiversity impacts as
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constraints to developing this site. Those matters still remain important and
relevant. The applicant has wrongly deduced that the council’s only remaining concern
to be mitigated is flood risk.
Conservancy Officers’ comments and reasoned justification
1.0

Site and its context

1.1

This 2.91ha site, lies to the west side of the heavily trafficked Langstone Road
(A3023), south of its junction with The Mallards and north of the junction with Mill
Lane. The applicant describes the existing use of the land as grazing (making the
answer to question 18 on the application form incorrect). It forms a very
pleasant and significant natural green space and break in built form in the local
landscape. Boundaries are marked by wooden post and rail fencing, contributing
to an almost semi-rural character. The site is within the defined Borough urban
area and defined Policy DM9 coastal zone, some 30 m from the Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty boundary to the south-east. The site is not visible
from Chichester Harbour. Much of the site is within the Environment Agency’s
flood zone 1 (least risk of flooding), with the southern part of the site in zones 2
and 3, when modelled for the effects of climate change.

1.2

The site location plan is shown edged red below, with an aerial photograph
alongside for context. Boundaries of the two Conservations Areas follow below
that. Two TPO’s have been made in 1979 and 1993. 32 trees were surveyed
from ground level only on the site and the other land between the site and Mill
Lane in July 2018. The applicant proposes to remove 4 graded ‘C’ and 3 graded
‘U’. The application is a formal request to remove those 7 trees (which the
applicant has been advised should not occur during the bird breeding/nesting
season). Trees on the application site edged red only exist on the western and
eastern boundaries of the site.

1.3

The character of development in the vicinity is mixed. To the north of the site is
a The Mallards, a two-storey development of houses, built out in the 1980’s, but
of vernacular styling, and its landscaped margins now fully established. To the
south of the site lies older housing, again of two storey scale at a lower density
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than the Mallards and within the Mill Lane Conservation Area. A line of mature
trees marks the western boundary, with public open space and a nature reserve
beyond, also containing a significant drainage ditch west of the trees, which then
fringes the shoreline of Langstone Harbour. On the opposite side of Langstone
Road to the east lies a tree planted median before the parallel/sleeved detached,
1.5/2 storey housing of Langstone Avenue is seen in a mature planted setting. At
the southern end of that run of properties lies the site of the Grade II Listed, firedamaged Railway Cottages, which is being redeveloped as a single detached
dwelling. This marks the northern boundary of the Langstone Conservation Area,
which coincides with the AONB boundary. A public footpath linking back to the
Havant Arts Centre runs along the AONB boundary and is well used.

2.0

Planning History

2.1

During the preparation of the emerging local plan’s site allocations DPD, the site
was promoted for housing development as a draft allocation reference ‘UE54,
Langstone’ in an early iteration of the plan. The Conservancy’s objection to such
an allocation in that previous round of consultation is reproduced as Appendix
‘A’ to this report.

2.2

GEN/19/00287 – Erection of 65 dwellings: The Conservancy sent an objection to t
pre-application enquiry made to Havant Borough Council, again enclosing
Appendix ‘A’.

3.0

Proposed development

3.1

The application is made in outline with only means of access (from The Mallards)
listed for consideration. 65 dwellings are proposed, 19 of which would be
provided on an affordable basis. 10% would be fitted with bat bricks and bird
boxes. No breakdown of housing mix is given on the application form, but is set
out at Table 4.1 in the transport assessment (16 x 1 bed, 8 x 2 bed, 27 x 3 bed
and 14 x 4 bed). The rest of the site would be a 1.2ha area of public open space.
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An illustrative site layout has been provided for information purposes, to
demonstrate the quantum of development would fit on the site. Otherwise, its
only relevance is to indicate access to the site. The illustrative site layout
(structure diagram) is shown below. It is interesting to note that a further open
piece of land exists beyond the site’s southern boundary and Mill Lane properties.
That land has NOT been shown to have a blue line around it (i.e. other land
which is within the ownership or control of the applicant). Ownership Certificate
‘C’ has been completed by the applicant. That is to say, the applicant knows
some of the owners of the land, but not all of them (albeit paragraph 5.6 of the
Planning Statement says the site is in single ownership). The owner served
Notice is Hampshire County Council. An advertisement has been placed in The
Hampshire Independent newspaper giving Notice to any other owners, inviting
them to make comment on the proposals. The applicant has thus discharged
their legal duty to give Notice to those who own the application site.
3.2

Although scale is not listed for consideration, a building heights diagram has been
submitted and that is shown beneath the structure diagram.
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3.3

The main plan listed for consideration is therefore the proposed site access plan
showing the main junction to The Mallards, shown below. The transport
assessment produced at Table 4.2 indicates the housing would be served by 154
car parking spaces (including 26 visitor spaces) and predicts the peak flows set
out below and concludes at paragraph 5.5.1 that movements on and off the site
would not have a significant impact on the adjoining highway network
necessitating highway alterations.

3.4

The application is supported by the following technical reports –
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Arboricultural survey/assessment
Desktop Archaeological study
Ecological impact assessment
Biodiversity mitigation and enhancement plan
European site avoidance and mitigation checklist
Shadow habitats regulations assessment
Land contamination statement
Built heritage statement
Flood risk assessment (FRA)
Landscape and visual appraisal report
Planning obligations statement
Utilities assessment
Transport assessment
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•
•

Planning statement
Design and access statement

*Policy framework
National Planning Policy Framework (July 2021 Revision) paragraphs 1-3, 6-12,
15-21, 23, 28, 34, 38-43, 47-50, 55-57, 60-65, 68, 71, 73-77, 92-93, 98, 100, 104105, 107-108, 110-114, 119-120, 124-126, 130-134, 152-155, 157, 159-162, 167, 169,
174-176, 179-180, 182-183, 185-186, 218-219 and 222;
National Planning Practice Guidance (2014 onwards): ID’s - 2a, 3, 6-9, 12, 15,
18a, 20, 21b, 23b, 26-27, 30, 34, 37, 42, 53, 56;
Havant Borough Local Plan (Core Strategy) 2011 – CS1, CS8-CS9, CS11-CS17,
CS19-CS21, DM1, DM8-DM13;
Havant Borough Local Plan (Allocations) 2014 - AL1-AL2, DM17- DM18, DM20;
Hampshire Mineral and Waste Local Plan (2013) – Policy 15;
Draft Havant Borough Local Plan 2036 (Pre-submission version)(2019) – DR1,
IN1-IN3, E1-E3, E4-E6, E8-E9, E11-E20, E22, H1-H4;
Chichester Harbour AONB Management Plan 2019-2024: 1-2, 15;
SPG/SPD – Borough Design Guide (2011); Parking standards (2016); Mill Lane
Conservation Area Character Appraisal (Date of publication not known); Langstone
Conservation Area Character Appraisal Review and Management Plan (2011).
4.0

Key issues and related Policy framework*

4.1

Safeguarding intrinsic character and beauty of Chichester Harbour
AONB’s setting/biodiversity from inappropriate development –

4.1.1 The Conservancy considers that the very principle of developing this site should
be rejected. The CSA environmental illustration superimposed on an aerial
photograph as CSA/3902/108 for the PREAP was telling. This showed a housing
layout south of the gas mains crossing the site, in addition to the 65 dwellings.
Your Officer visited the site on 31.10.2017 and again on 23.11.2017, viewing the
site from the west, back through the tree line that marks the current preapplication site’s western boundary. The character and appearance of the site
has not changed since that time.
4.1.2 Although the site is not within the Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty it is very close to its boundary and is part of its setting. It also
affects the setting of the Mill Lane and Langstone Conservation Areas.
4.1.3 The views expressed to the Council on 16 November 2017, reproduced as
Appendix A to these comments remain relevant.
4.1.4 I note from the submitted site layout plan - (A-02-111-SD) - showing a drainage
strategy that a high pressure gas main crosses the site. This has no doubt
informed the decision not to show the southern strip of the field to be developed.
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Whilst a sinuous southern edge is shown to the layout (itself driven by a flood risk
assessment), the new houses would still be seen as a closely packed line of
housing, urbanising this natural green space.
4.1.5 Very little indicative landscaping is being shown to mitigate such impact and the
strategy of wide expanses of forecourt car parking and a stated reluctance to
even consider rear courtyard parking areas, would only reinforce that urbanising
effect. There is the offer to ‘leave’ the land between the gas main and new
housing as an open space - (apparently for no other reason than climate change
projections indicate that area could be liable to tidal flooding). Your Officer
observed (Southmere Nature Reserve was waterlogged at the time of my visit).
The openness of the site and the value it gives to the spatial character of the area
and setting of the two Conservation Areas, would be seriously eroded, forever.
4.1.6 With regard to the value of the site to provide habitat for wildlife, the
Conservancy’s Ecologist Peter Hughes has made the following comments, having
reviewed the relevant information submitted –
“Although marked as ‘uncertain’ by the Solent Wader and Brent Goose Strategy,
the presence of curlew feeding (noted in the wintering bird survey) suggests it is
an important component of the pasture and arable fields in the immediate vicinity
of Langstone, and between Langstone and Warblington. These fields provide
feeding and/or roosting areas for waders at high tide, their value of differing
importance due to their current management. It certainly requires further survey
work to determine the real value of the this parcel to waders, bearing in mind
that it may well be used nocturnally by waders.
The increase in recreational pressure to the shoreline, and the aforementioned
surrounding fields, around Langstone is likely to be significant, due to the
proximity of the dwellings to the SPA.”
4.1.7 The Conservancy considers that the smaller this green space becomes, the less
attractive it will become to wildlife, especially for wildfowl and waders.
4.1.8 I note that the results from the earlier botanical survey may have been restricted
owing to the field having been mowed for hay before the survey took place. I
note a further survey to enable quadrat assessment was proposed late May 2019,
before the hay is cut again.
4.1.9 Both the assessment of over-wintering birds and botanical diversity have been
limited to the application site itself, not the ‘potential public open space area’
shown on CSA environmental plan number CSA/3902/100 under the
PREAP. Mechanisms for delivering either that space or the southern green strip
to the application site and who would maintain such spaces were not discussed in
the Persimmon PREAP letter dated 25.3.19, but have now been within the
planning obligations statement.
4.1.10 The site contains 2 useful habitat types, broad-leafed woodland belt to the west
boundary containing an occupied barn owl box, used by breeding birds and bats
(9 species identified), with potential for hazel dormouse and semi-improved
natural grassland suitable for reptiles and ground nesting birds and feeding
ground for over-wintering birds. Species recorded at the site have included
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curlew, oystercatcher and brent goose. Only one slow-worm was found at the
site. It has not been possible to fully specify the ecological mitigation, as the
application has been made in outline and landscape design has yet to be
formulated. Such matters would be controllable under a Reserved Matters
application. A 5 m buffer to the woodland on the western boundary is intended,
planted up with a thicket (not to include any residential garden) and could easily
be conditioned with a regimen of on-going maintenance. No external lighting
should be close to this zone, or if intended kept to a 0.5 lux limit to maintain the
usefulness of this zone for foraging bats and other wildlife. Fencing to protect
trees being retained could likewise be conditioned. The intention is to sow the
proposed public open space forming the southern part of the site with a diverse
grass seed mix and planted with 30 native species trees, with permanent mown
paths reducing pressure off the greater part of that area. It would be possible to
condition that minimum number of new trees. Finally, new hedgerow planting
would be intended along the northern and eastern boundaries. Any reptiles found
would be translocated to the new public open space in accordance with the
submitted method statement and 4 new hibernacula created. This area would
also provide opportunities for ground nesting birds (albeit predation of such birds
by domestic cats and dogs in this marginalised area is not discussed). It is
recommended that gaps are left in domestic fencing to allow hedgehogs to
continue to move around the site.
4.1.11 Were the Council minded to grant outline planning permission, the applicant has
agreed in principle to make a developer contribution to mitigate recreational
disturbance to the Langstone and Chichester Harbours SPA and loss of this
secondary site for brent geese and waders. These issues are all fully addressed
in the shadow habitats regulations assessment that has been submitted. It would
be for the Council as the appropriate authority to conduct its own assessment and
agree compensatory habitat with the applicant under the Solent Wader and Brent
Goose Strategy guidelines.
4.2

Foul drainage and surface water flooding considerations

4.2.1 The applicant’s report shows that the housing would all be located in the EA’s
flood zone 1. However, ground conditions show that use of soakaways would not
be tenable. It is therefore proposed that all surface water run-off predicted at 1
litre/second - (accounting for climate change up to the year 2115) - is attenuated
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and treated to remove – for example – hydrocarbons from residential driveways,
to a calculated volume of 1160m 3 on site via SUDS, sealed with an impermeable
membrane, and then subsequently discharged into the existing Southern Water
public surface water sewer in Langstone Road. The swales and attenuation basin
are intended to be located in the public open space, shown in the illustrative
drainage strategy document (extract shown above).
4.2.2 A new pumping station will be built on site to pump wastewater from the
dwellings into the public sewer in Mill Lane. The applicant has also agreed to a
Grampian style planning condition to address matters of nitrate neutrality.

4.3

Impact to heritage assets

4.3.1 Your Officer noted under the PREAP that the County Archaeologist was critical of
no desktop analysis being undertaken of the potential for below ground
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artefacts/evidence. The Baseline Heritage Statement does report harm to the
setting of the Mill Lane Conservation Area (CA) and significance of that
designated heritage asset. However, the currently submitted Built Heritage
Statement reverses that opinion: your Officer disagrees. Impact to the
Langstone Conservation Area, although it is acknowledged that impact there is
likely to be less significant than to the Mill Lane Conservation Area. The Built
Heritage Statement concludes the Langstone Conservation Area derives most of
its significance from its waterfront and historic street pattern radiating away from
that. Whilst some green space would still exist north of the Mill Lane
Conservation Area boundary, the Conservancy considers the extent of eroding
that open aspect as one moves south to Hayling Island to be too harmful.
4.3.2 The potential for archaeological remains ought to be properly investigated if the
development is approved and appropriately archived in the Council’s Historic
Environment Record, required under Policies CS11 and DM20 of the adopted
Development Plan. The Archaeological desktop study revealed that evidence of a
possible roman villa was found within 200m of the application site. The site is only
thought by the applicant to have potential for roman and post-medieval remains,
but the County Archaseologist considers earlier finds may be possible, related to
settlement by those exploiting Langstone and Chichester Harbours.
4.4

Economic and social needs –

4.4.1 The Government’s key imperative for the town and country planning system is
sustainable economic growth to provide for housing needs and it is acknowledged
that construction jobs would be created, having the potential to create short term
local employment opportunities. Furthermore, those who would come to live at the
site could help sustain local businesses in Havant.
4.4.2 However, the emerging local plan – currently under examination – has
demonstrated sufficient deliverable housing land will come forward during the plan
period and on that basis a five year supply of such land is not in question, even if
the applicant points to the latest February 2021 monitoring report that says
between 4.2 to 4.8 years supply was then available. The applicant is challenging
the Council’s position at the examination and asking the Inspector to allocate the
application site for housing development and open space puroses. The ‘tilted
balance’ of the NPPF cannot be said to apply in this case, although the applicant
relies on the February 2021 monitoring report to challenge that. The proposals are
considered premature, the site having not been taken forward in the emerging local
plan, but rather discarded by the Council at this time. Your Officer considers there
are also material considerations in landscape terms that militate against the
proposed development, even if the tilted balance was applicable.
4.5

High quality, low carbon design –

4.5.1 It is clear that the applicant is committed to incorporating sustainable measures as
part of the build.

42

4.6

Other matters

4.6.1 As a final observation, I note from the Core Strategy Proposals map that the site
is also allocated from the Proposals Map of the Hampshire Minerals and Waste
Local Plan (M & WLP - 2013) as being likely to be underlain by ‘Soft Sand’,
affected by Policy 15 of that plan. Your Officer considers that Hampshire County
Council ought to be approached for its views on developing the site.
5.0

Conclusions

5.1

Just because a site is sustainably located does not mean it should be developed,
especially when the council has already identified sufficient housing land as part
of formulating the replacement local plan. The site represents a green lung and
helps to give relief from urban built form when travelling towards Hayling Island
and the openness of both Chichester and Langstone Harbour. It is noted that
Langstone Harbour Board and the Council’s own Landscape Architect have
objected to the application along similar lines.

SRL – for 6.9.21 Planning Committee
Comments requested by: 15 September 2021.
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Agenda item 5a

CHICHESTER HARBOUR CONSERVANCY
PLANNING COMMITTEE
06 SEPTEMBER 2021
PP19: HOUSEBOATS
REPORT BY THE AONB MANAGER
1.0

Introduction

1.1

Following the public consultation on Planning Principle 19: Houseboats, staff of
Chichester Harbour Conservancy and Chichester District Council met on 27 July
2021 to discuss the next steps. At the meeting, LPA Officers confirmed that
Houseboats will require planning permission, and that enforcement notices will be
raised if the owners do not respond to requests from the LPA to apply for planning
permission.

1.2

This confirmation validated the creation of Planning Principle 19: Houseboats,
which, subject to final amendments outlined below, can be adopted by the
Conservancy.

1.3

The link to PP19 is here. The link the Consultation Report is here.

2.0

Final Amendments

2.1

The Conservancy received 24 responses to the public consultation, comprising 37
pages. As a result of the feedback, the following changes are recommended.

2.2

Within the Limits of the Harbour and Within a Marina
•

The houseboat is required to enable the continued viability of an existing
marine-related enterprise. To delete this requirement since it is superfluous to
the AONB, planning, and may be difficult to evidence since it may require sharing
commercially sensitive information.

•

The land associated with access for the houseboat (the linked land) does
not have any environmental designations. This bullet point is misworded since
there is blanket coverage within the AONB. The point is that red line for planning
permission must include the linked land. The suggested revision is thus:
The land associated with access for the houseboat (the linked land) is
included within the red line as required for validating a planning
application.

•

Where applicable, the design of the houseboat and any associated
structures are consistent with the Supplementary Planning Document for
the AONB (guidance on materials and finishes, colour and appearance,
windows, soffits, fascias and guttering). The feedback received from the LPA
to the consultation was that the existing SPD cannot be interpreted for houseboats,
nor are the LPAs going to revise the SDP or introduce a new SPD just for
houseboats. It is therefore suggested that the bullet point is revised as follows.
The overall design of the houseboat, including window frames, soffits,
fascias and guttering, should be of a subdued, dark or non-contrasting
colour.
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•
2.3

The houseboat design is unobtrusive to the wider landscape setting. To add
“AONB” in between ‘wider’ and ‘landscape’.
Chichester Canal
The replacement houseboat must be sympathetically designed and in
keeping with the Supplementary Planning Document for the AONB, so it is
not detrimental to the rural character of the area (guidance on materials
and finishes, colour and appearance, windows, soffits, fascias and
guttering).
It is proposed to change the wording of this sentence to:
The replacement houseboat must be sympathetically designed. Window
frames, soffits, fascias and guttering, should be of a subdued, dark or
non-contrasting colour.

2.4i

Reasoned Justification
This definition would encompass all vessels temporarily being used as
accommodation and incorporates ‘Beds on Board’ and other similar models
of hire.
It is proposed to change the wording of this sentence to:
This definition would encompass all vessels being used as accommodation,
whether temporarily or on a permanent basis, and incorporates ‘Beds on
Board’ and other similar models of hire. All vessels that meet the
Conservancy’s definition of a houseboat, regardless of the description, will
be considered by the Conservancy as a houseboat.

2.4ii

In terms of the design and finish of a replacement houseboat, the
Conservancy would seek compliance with the Supplementary Planning
Document for the AONB, where applicable.
It is proposed to change the wording of this sentence to:
In terms of the design and finish of a replacement houseboat, the
Conservancy would seek to ensure the overall design of the houseboat,
including window frames, soffits, fascias and guttering, should be of a
subdued, dark or non-contrasting colour.

3.0

Recommendation

3.1

The Conservancy Board has already delegated the final approval of ‘Planning
Principle 19: Houseboats’ to the Planning Committee. Members are therefore
advised to endorse the final post-consultation revisions and authorise it’s
immediate adoption.

3.2

Members are advised that with the adoption of PP:19 the new ‘Consent for a
Houseboat’ application form will also be published. These applications will be
determined the same way as Works Licences are, i.e. by the Board.

Richard Austin
AONB Manager
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Agenda item 5b

CHICHESTER HARBOUR CONSERVANCY
PLANNING COMMITTEE
06 SEPTEMBER 2021
STRATEGIC WILDLIFE CORRIDORS TECHNICAL CONSULTATION
REPORT BY THE AONB MANAGER
1.0

Introduction

1.1

Chichester District Council are currently consulting on the Strategic Wildlife
Corridors that were initially proposed as part of the Preferred Approach version of
the Chichester Local Plan Review (2019). The technical changes are:
•
•
•

1.2

Proposed inclusion of the Nutbourne to Hambrook Strategic Wildlife Corridor
Proposed amendment to the route of the Pagham to Westhampnett
Strategic Wildlife Corridor Corridor
Proposed amendment to the route of the Aldingbourne and Elbridge Rifes
Strategic Wildlife Corridor

The consultation closes on 10 September 2021. Full details are available on the
Council’s website.
https://www.chichester.gov.uk/strategicwildlifecorridors

2.0

Views from the Conservancy’s Ecologist

2.1

The Conservancy requested the inclusion of the Nutbourne to Hambrook Strategic
Wildlife Corridor in 2019. It is therefore a welcome addition to the other Wildlife
Corridors that were already proposed.

2.2

The Nutbourne to Hambrook Strategic Wildlife Corridor will provide an important
link following the course the Ham brook and having this recognised in the Local
Plan is a forward step in looking after a corridor that allows the movement of water
voles and other protected species, notably bats, through the AONB.

2.3

Chalk streams are a rare habitat. Although, the proposed route is narrow, the
Conservancy could request additional areas to be included into the Nutbourne to
Hambrook Strategic Wildlife Corridor, namely the fields, orchards and paddocks
between the settlements of Nutbourne and Southbourne, both the north and south
of the A259 and to the west of Ham Brook. Much of the southern reaches of the
Ham Brook between the A259 and Nutbourne Marshes is already enclosed by
development and these areas would make it more viable as a wildlife corridor.

2.4

Without further comments, the Conservancy should also support the Pagham to
Westhampnett Strategic Wildlife Corridor Corridor and the Aldingbourne and
Elbridge Rifes Strategic Wildlife Corridor as part of the wider need for nature
recovery.

3.0

Recommendation

3.1

Members are advised to support the inclusion of the Nutbourne to Hambrook
Strategic Wildlife Corridor on behalf of the Conservancy, and to back the Strategic
Wildlife Corridors from Pagham to Westhampnett, and from Aldingbourne to
Elbridge Rifes.
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3.2

Furthermore, it is recommended that the Conservancy advises the Council to
widen the scope of the Nutbourne to Hambrook Strategic Wildlife Corridor.

Richard Austin
AONB Manager

Peter Hughes
Ecologist
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Agenda item 5c

CHICHESTER HARBOUR CONSERVANCY
PLANNING COMMITTEE
06 SEPTEMBER 2021
RAMPION 2 PUBLIC CONSULTATION
REPORT BY THE AONB MANAGER
1.0

Introduction

1.1

Rampion 2 is a proposed expansion of the existing Rampion offshore wind farm
(Rampion 1) located in the English Channel off the Sussex coast. The proposed
renewable electricity generation project has the potential to help meet the UK’s
climate change mitigation goals, and Government targets for offshore wind
generation.

1.2

The Rampion 2 project design works are ongoing. It is what is known as a Nationally
Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) and therefore is considered of overriding
national importance. Rampion 2 will be visible from the southeast corner of Hayling
Island and West Wittering Beach. Proposals are being developed so that consent
for development may be sought in 2022.

1.3

Details of the latest project specific proposals are available to view at
www.rampion2.com until 16 September 2021. Members are advised to visit the
website and watch the video to gain an insight about the scope of the project.

1.4

This paper outlines the proposed response from Chichester Harbour Conservancy
to the current consultation. It is suggested that the response is kept brief because:
•
•

The NSIP is highly likely to be progressed given the climate emergency.
Views of Rampion 2 will be comparatively minimal from Chichester Harbour
AONB.
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•

Natural England concluded there was no significant impact of Rampion 1 on
birdlife.
The level of additional light pollution affecting the AONB will be minimal since:
a) it is offshore; b) will be screened by Selsey and the Manhood Peninsula; and
c) some lighting and will be a requirement for navigational safety reasons.
There is no scope for Rampion 3. Any additional turbines beyond Rampion 2 will
affect the major shipping routes therefore this is final extension of the
programme.

•
•

The Conservancy’s proposed response is shown below in bold.
2.0

Offshore Proposals

2.1

“Our Non-technical Summary and the Preliminary Environmental Information
Report summarise the findings of the preliminary assessment of key environmental
issues which have shaped the current proposals. To what extent do you agree that
we’ve identified and assessed the important issues relating to the construction,
operation and decommissioning of the proposed offshore turbines, array cables,
offshore substations, and export cables?”
✓

2.2

Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Not sure / prefer not to

“Do you have any suggestions for additional impacts and issues we should consider
and ways in which our offshore proposals could be improved to mitigate impacts to
the environment and local community?”
Rampion 2 will be viewable from Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty, specifically the southeast corner of Hayling Island and
West Wittering Beach. The Conservancy would like to see a mitigation fund
set aside for the benefit of Sandy Point Nature Reserve and West Wittering
Beach Local Wildlife Site to help offset the visual impact of the
development.

2.3

“Do you have any additional feedback about the offshore wind farm you’d like to
share?”
No.

3.0

Onshore Proposals

3.1

“Our Non-technical Summary of the Preliminary Environmental Information Report
summarises our preliminary assessment of the key environmental issues which
have shaped the current proposals. To what extent do you agree that we’ve
identified and assessed the important issues relating to the construction, operation
and decommissioning of the proposed landfall, underground cable route, and
onshore substation options?”
✓

Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
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Strongly Disagree
Not sure / prefer not to
3.2

“Do you have any suggestions for additional impacts and issues we should consider
and ways in which our onshore proposals could be improved to mitigate impacts to
the environment and local community?”
No.

3.3

“To help us develop a more detailed construction timetable for the underground
cable route, are there any specific local / seasonal events or activities which occur
that we should be aware of?”
No.

3.4

“Do you have any additional feedback about the proposed landfall, underground
cable route, or substation site options you’d like to share?”
No.

4.0

More About You

4.1

“We’d like to know a bit more about you. How would you characterise your use of
or interest in the development area? (select all that apply)”

✓

I live in the area
I visit the area for recreational, holiday or leisure purposes
I work in the area
I attend full- or part-time education in the area
Other

Chichester Harbour Conservancy is a unique organisation in that it is the
only Statutory Harbour Authority with responsibility for an Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty.
4.2

“We have published a range of information on our consultation page
www.rampion2.com/consultation. Do you have any specific concerns that have
not been addressed in the consultation materials or any comments that you
would like to make in regards to the consultation?”
No.

4.3

“If responding in an official capacity on behalf of an organisation, business, or
campaign group, please provide us with the name of that organisation and your
position within it.”
Chichester Harbour Conservancy, AONB Manager.

5.0

Recommendation

5.1

Members are advised to consider the draft responses and agree to the
consultation response on behalf of the Conservancy.

Richard Austin
AONB Manager
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Agenda item 5d

CHICHESTER HARBOUR CONSERVANCY
PLANNING COMMITTEE
06 SEPTEMBER 2021
STATUTORY CONSULTEE STATUS – NEXT STEPS
REPORT BY THE AONB MANAGER
1.0

Introduction

1.1

At the last meeting of the Planning Committee a broad discussion took place about
the planning system. As things stand, in their standard response to planning
applications Natural England advise the LPA to consult with the Conservancy over
landscape matters and to give great weight to the AONB Management Plan.

1.2

However, when there are disparities between the respective responses of the
Conservancy and Natural England, it appears that the Conservancy’s views become
subordinate to Natural England. To an extent this is understandable because
Natural England are a Statutory Consultee, and the Conservancy, despite its efforts
are not.

1.3

However, in recent months this has caused some unrest because the Conservancy
has extensive local knowledge and contacts, whereas the Officers from Natural
England that respond to planning applications are often based elsewhere in the
country without the background information to individual cases, or the ability to
undertake site visits.

1.4

The AONB Manager remains highly concerned that a raft of major development
planning applications on the fringe of the AONB will be permitted in the coming
months because the Conservancy’s view and the AONB Management Plan are
insufficient grounds for refusal, especially if Natural England do not object. These
applications may permanently change the character and setting of the AONB.

2.0

Next Steps

2.1

Defra have indicated that they are about to consult on the next steps of the
Landscapes Review. This may include the move to make all AONB Partnerships
Statutory Consultees.

2.2

Meanwhile, The Rt. Hon. Rebecca Pow MP, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State
at Defra, has agreed to visit Chichester Harbour in the autumn, following an invite
from Chichester Harbour Trust.

3.0

Recommendations

3.1

It is recommended that the Conservancy reiterates the case for support for
Statutory Consultee Status through the forthcoming Landscapes Review
consultation, and during the visit of the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State.

Richard Austin
AONB Manager
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Delegated Decisions
Report
Date Rec'd

Reference

25/06/2021

FB/21/01960/DOM

CHC
Officer
David
Rothery

From

Site

25/06/2021

Application Details

87 Fishbourne Road
Proposed construction of glazed single-storey rear extension
West, Fishbourne, PO19 Also FB/21/01961/LBC
3JJ

to

31/08/2021

Recommendation
No Objection
Matching Materials, Internal Blinds
Schedule of materials as
submitted/agreed by LPA. All glazed
windows/doors should be fitted with
working internal screen blinds to
reduce light spillage during
evenings/night-times to comply with
Dark Skies approach and to limit
disturbance to wildlife.

25/06/2021

29/06/2021

CH/21/01336/DOM

WI/21/01809/DOM

Steve
Swallows Reach, Main
Lawrence Road, Bosham,
Chichester, West
Sussex, PO18 8PS

David
Rothery

Installation of photovoltaic panels to south elevation and replacement
of cedar shingle roof (like for like).

Hamra House , Spinney Proposed construction of single-storey extension to enclose existing
Lane, Itchenor, PO20
ground set swimming pool to replace existing pool glazed enclosure
7DJ

01 September 2021
52

No Objection
Other
Subject to first approving the final
finished colour of the solar panels, to
ensure the edging of each panel is
not a bare silver colouration.

No Objection
Matching Materials, Internal Blinds
Schedule of materials as
submitted/agreed by LPA. All glazed
windows/doors should be fitted with
working internal screen blinds to
reduce light spillage during
evenings/night-times to comply with
Dark Skies approach and to limit
disturbance to wildlife.

CHC
Officer

Site

Application Details

Date Rec'd

Reference

30/06/2021

APP/21/00706

David
Rothery

24 South Street,
Emsworth, PO10 7EH

Listed building consent for internal alterations and second floor
fenestration alterations

30/06/2021

AP/21/01672/FUL

David
Rothery

The Apuldram Centre
Common Farm
Appledram Lane South
Appledram

Proposed construction of a detached single storey ablutions block
(toilet and hand wash facilities)

David
Rothery

5 Cutmill View Bosham Proposed construction of single-storey garden room / outbuilding
Chichester West Sussex store

30/06/2021

CH/21/01702/DOM

Recommendation
No Objection

No Objection
Matching Materials, Cowled Lighting
Schedule of materials as
submitted/agreed by LPA. All glazed
windows/doors should be fitted with
working internal screen blinds to
reduce light spillage during
evenings/night-times to comply with
Dark Skies approach and to limit
disturbance to wildlife.

No Objection
Matching Materials, Cowled Lighting
Schedule of materials as submitted/
agreed by LPA. All glazed windows/
doors should be fitted with working
internal screen blinds to
reduce light spillage during
evenings/night-times to comply with
Dark Skies approach and to limit
disturbance to wildlife.

01 September 2021
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Date Rec'd

Reference

30/06/2021

SB/21/01543/OUT

05/07/2021

AP/21/01941/DOM

CHC
Officer
David
Rothery

Site

Application Details

Land To Rear Of Nutkin Proposed erection of 3 dwellings - Outline application with Access,
Barn Main Road
Layout and Scale considered
Nutbourne West Sussex

Steve
Dell Quay House , Dell
Lawrence Quay Road, Dell Quay,
Appledram, PO20 7EE

Demolish existing garages/stores and replace with new garages
(revised design)

Recommendation
No Objection
Matching Materials, Cowled
Lighting, Internal Blinds, Other,
Dark, muted finish, Landscaping
plan, The adopted guidance
requires a clear demonstration that
Countryside location outside of but
impacting on the AONB. Usual
range of outline/reserved matters
conditional controls to ensure timing
and full details of the proposal are
provided to the satisfaction of the
LPA.

Objection
Other
Increased impact predicted to root
area of tree T12 (Holm Oak) in
Beechdown Arboriculture tree
survey. Tree has prominence and
good amenity value in Dell Quay
Conservation Area. CHC concerned
the tree’s health would suffer leading
to its eventual removal.

06/07/2021

CHCPREAPP

Steve
Court Barn, Court Barn
Lawrence Lane, Birdham

Replacement Dwelling

01 September 2021
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Date Rec'd

Reference

07/07/2021

WI/21/02021/TCA

CHC
Officer
David
Rothery

Site
Walnut Tree Cottage
Itchenor Road West
Itchenor PO20 7AB

Application Details
Proposed notification of intention to fell 1x Holly tree and 1x Spruce
tree and crown reduce by 20% and crown lift to 2.5m (above ground
level) on 1x Walnut tree

Recommendation
Objection
Other
Works to Walnut tree not justified in
submission - located front
boundary - removal would harm
street scene within AONB. Works to
fell frontage boundary Spruce &
Holly not justified but have less of a
landscape presence - works to these
not opposed.

08/07/2021

APP/21/00724

Steve
66-67 Bath Road,
Lawrence Emsworth, PO10 7ES

Addition of store to garage and extension to create store with
balcony to house.

Objection
Other
Side extension to house, although
sub-ordinate to the host dwelling,
does not represent a unified
composition with the disparate
elements of a cat-slide roof running
in to a parapet and glazed screening
not a typical feature of the main
house architecture

12/07/2021

WW/21/01790/DOM

David
Rothery

10 Cunliffe Close, West Proposed construction of single-storey flat roof rear extension
Wittering, PO20 8LU

No Objection
Matching Materials, Cowled
Lighting, Internal Blinds
Schedule of materials as
submitted/agreed by LPA. All glazed
windows/doors should be fitted with
working internal screen blinds to
reduce light spillage during
evenings/night-times to comply with
Dark Skies approach and to limit
disturbance to wildlife.

01 September 2021
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Date Rec'd

Reference

14/07/2021

WI/21/01676/FUL

14/07/2021

16/07/2021

WI/21/01997/DOM

WW/21/01986/DOM

CHC
Officer

Site

Application Details

David
Rothery

Martlet Cottage ,
Itchenor Road, West
Itchenor, PO20 7DA

Proposed construction of replacement dwelling, combined garage
and self-contained annex outbuilding, and new open air outdoor
swimming pool, following demolition of existing dwelling and annex

David
Rothery

Creek House The
Street Itchenor PO20
7AE

Proposed replacement of existing detached garage and extension to
provide domestic garage and additional habitable accommodation in
the form of a self-contained annex

David
Rothery

Creek House, Snow Hill, Proposed extension of existing detached outbuilding boat-store and
West Wittering,
subsequent Change of Use of enlarged structure to create habitable
Chichester, West
accommodation in the form of a self-contained annex
Sussex, PO20 8AT

Recommendation
No Objection
Matching Materials, Tinted Glazing,
Cowled Lighting, Internal Blinds,
Ancillary Use, Planting &
Maintenance, Other, Landscaping
plan, SDMP/Bird Aware Solent
Annex to be restricted to
family/friend casual overnight
accommodation, and ancillary to
host dwelling. Not to be used by
occupants while letting main house
through AirBnB. Garage for vehicle
and associated storage.

No Objection
Matching Materials, Tinted Glazing,
Cowled Lighting, Internal Blinds,
Ancillary Use, Planting &
Maintenance, Other, Landscaping
plan, Outbuildings for ancillary use,
Details of landscaping to the
vehicular entrance into the site shall
include native species hedgerows
and be implemented within the first
planting season following the start of
works on site.

Objection
Other, Light spillage/pollution, Over
dominant visual and physical
impact, Detrimental to the visual
amenities of the area, Bulk and
massing considered excessive, No
Contravenes Joint CHAONB SPD
and AONB guidance AONB PP01,
PP03, PP04, PP08, and PP09. Site
located in countryside within the
AONB. Siting of annex
accommodation remote
from/unrelated to host dwelling

01 September 2021
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Date Rec'd

Reference

19/07/2021

SB/21/02038/DOM

CHC
Officer
David
Rothery

Site

Application Details

1 Elm Tree Cottages,
Proposed construction of first and second floor side extension, single
Prinsted Lane, Prinsted, storey front bay window and replacement rear extension
Emsworth, PO10 8HS

Recommendation
No Objection
Matching Materials, Cowled
Lighting, Internal Blinds

Clear demonstration no harm is
caused to AONB. Countryside
location in AONB.

20/07/2021

WW/21/00883/DOM

David
Rothery

Locks Ash, 32 Locksash Proposed construction of three bay oak timber framed outbuilding
Close, West Wittering, following demolition of freestanding domestic double garage
Chichester, West
Sussex, PO20 8QP

No Objection
Matching Materials, Cowled
Lighting, Internal Blinds, Other,
Outbuildings for ancillary use
Clear demonstration that no harm is
caused to the AONB required. Site
is located within an urban settlement
built-up location within the AONB.

21/07/2021

APP/21/00754

David
Rothery

41 South Street,
Emsworth, PO10 7EG

APP/21/00753 (Listed Building)
see also APP/21/00754/LBC
Proposed installation of replacement windows and large roof dormer
with installation of 4x Cabrio velux windows to the west elevation,
reduction in chimney height, and internal wall rem

No Objection
Matching Materials, Internal Blinds
Schedule of materials as
submitted/agreed by LPA. All glazed
windows/doors should be fitted with
working internal screen blinds to
reduce light spillage during
evenings/night-times to comply with
Dark Skies approach and to limit
disturbance to wildlife.

01 September 2021
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Date Rec'd

Reference

21/07/2021

SB/21/02188/DOM

21/07/2021

BI/21/02040/FUL

CHC
Officer

Site

Application Details

David
Rothery

50 Main Road,
Single storey rear extension.
Southbourne, PO10 8AU

David
Rothery

Birdham Pool Marina,
Partial Change of Use to enable the installation of 5 water-lodges to
The Causeway,
be used as holiday accommodation
Birdham, West Sussex,

Recommendation
No Objection
Matching Materials, Cowled
Lighting, Internal Blinds, Schedule
of materials to be as indicated on
submitted application forms / agreed
by LPA.
The adopted guidance requires a
clear demonstration that no harm is
caused to the AONB. The site is
located within a countryside location
within the AONB.

Objection

Other, Light spillage/pollution, No
contribution to Solent Bird Aware
Initiative, Light generation from new
glazed areas, The adopted guidance
requires a clear demonstration that
no harm is caused to AONB. Tourist accom' units and inappropriate use
of the countryside space, waste water arrangements not demonstrated
or land drainage capacity proven. No safety audit performed or findings
considered. Proposal out of place and keeping.
Contravenes Joint CHAONB SPD & AONB guidance AONB PP01, PP08, PP09 and
PP04,PP19. Conflicting use in marina environment. Added pressure on fragile
environment and character of area from unnecessary holiday accommodation.
Existing moorings lost.

22/07/2021

APP/21/00767

David
Rothery

27 Langstone High
Proposed installation of replacement windows and glazed doors with
Street, Havant, PO9 1RY addition of 2x Cabrio velux windows to the rear roof elevation, three
additional rooflights, and a gable end roof apex window to west side
elevation

01 September 2021
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No Objection
Tinted Glazing, Internal Blinds
Schedule of materials as
submitted/agreed by LPA. All glazed
windows/doors should be fitted with
working internal screen blinds to
reduce light spillage during
evenings/night-times to comply with
Dark Skies approach and to limit
disturbance to wildlife.

Date Rec'd

Reference

23/07/2021

WI/21/02061/DOM

26/07/2021

BO/21/02252/DOM

28/07/2021

APP/21/00796

CHC
Officer

Site

Steve
Meadow Cross , The
Lawrence Street, Itchenor, PO20
7AE

Application Details

Recommendation

Single storey rear extension and linked garage outbuilding with
accommodation over for ancillary use in connection with Meadow
Cross.

David
Rothery

Critchfield Cottage,
Viking Way, Bosham,
Chichester, West
Sussex, PO18 8HN

Proposed construction of garden studio/home office

David
Rothery

32 King Street,
Emsworth, PO10 7AZ

Proposed construction of porch to south-west elevation, domestic
double garage and store/summer room, with internal alterations and
windows blocked in on house south-east elevation

No Objection
Matching Materials, Cowled
Lighting, Internal Blinds, Ancillary
Use, Outbuildings for ancillary use,
Not to be used as family
accommodation so main dwelling
can be let on AirBnB or similar,
Schedule of materials to be as
indicated on submitted application
forms / agreed by LPA.

No Objection
Matching Materials, Internal Blinds
Schedule of materials as
submitted/agreed by LPA. All glazed
windows/doors should be fitted with
working internal screen blinds to
reduce light spillage during
evenings/night-times to comply with
Dark Skies approach and to limit
disturbance to wildlife.

01 September 2021
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