For questions regarding this agenda please ask for Rosie Chase – email:
rosie.chase@conservancy.co.uk
CHICHESTER HARBOUR CONSERVANCY – PLANNING COMMITTEE
A virtual meeting of the Conservancy’s Planning Committee will be held at 10.30am on
Monday 12 April 2021. Due to the Covid-19 Pandemic the meeting will be held virtually using
Zoom.
Richard Craven
Director and Harbour Master
AGENDA
1.

WELCOME AND APOLOGIES

2.

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 1 March 2021 (page 1)

4.

BRIEFING UPDATE
SB/21/00359/EIA - Former Gosden Green Nursery, 112 Main Road, Southbourne, West
Sussex (Briefing Note – page 9)

5.

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS

a.

BO/21/00571/FUL. Land north of Highgrove Farm Main Road Bosham (page 12)

b.

BI/21/00697/FUL. Herons, Westlands Estate, Birdham, Chichester, West Sussex
(page 26)

c.

BI/21/00189/FUL. Houseboat Mooring Berth 30, Houseboat Karibuni, Chichester Canal
Southern Bank, Chichester Marina, Birdham, Chichester, West Sussex (page 37)

d.

BO/21/00620/FUL. Burnes Shipyard, Westbrook Field, Windward Road, Bosham, West
Sussex (47)

e.

WI/21/00654/FUL. Harbour View Itchenor Road West Itchenor PO20 7DH (page 62)

6.

TABLE OF DELEGATED ACTIONS
To consider the report from the Principal Planning Officers (page 74)

7.

DATE OF NEXT MEETING

Monday 10 May 2021 by Zoom, from 10.30am
_________________________________________________________________
Planning Committee members: Heather Baker, Ann Briggs, Chris Emery, John Goodspeed,
Keith Martin, Pieter Montyn, Adrian Moss, Ken Smith, and Alison Wakelin.

Agenda Item 3

CHICHESTER HARBOUR CONSERVANCY
PLANNING COMMITTEE
Minutes of the meeting held on Monday 1 March from 10.30am via Zoom.
Present

Alison Wakelin (chairman)

Keith Martin

Ken Smith

Heather Baker

Adrian Moss

Steve Lawrence

David Rothery

Rosie Chase

John Goodspeed
Officers
Richard Austin

Richard Craven (Item 5)
1.0

WELCOME AND APOLOGIES

1.1

Alison Wakelin assumed the chair for the meeting. Apologies for absence were
received from Ann Briggs, Pieter Montyn and Chris Emery.

2.0

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

2.1

There were none.

3.0

MINUTES

3.1

The minutes of the meeting held on Monday 15 February were agreed as a true
record of the meeting.

4.0

NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK

4.1

The AONB Manager presented his report to members, regarding proposed changes
to the NPPF by the Government. He said a small but important change explains
how the tests for a major development will not be required at the policy making
stage, only at the development stage. Concerns about this have been expressed
throughout the AONB family.

4.2

A member said the statement does not mention the AONB alongside the Broads
and National Parks in all sections. It was clarified that AONBs do not have a purpose
to conserve wildlife.

4.3

A member said that one of the challenges would be protecting land which is outside
of the AONB from development. The AONB Manager said the NPPF does refer to
the setting of the AONBs but agreed it was a consideration.

4.4

Following a question from a member, the AONB Manager said that the other AONBs
were likely to respond in a similar way to the Conservancy. A member said that
feedback should include that the Conservancy welcomes that development within
the setting of the AONB is now to be considered more seriously.

4.5

The AONB Manager confirmed the next steps. He said he would compile feedback
that week and circulate a draft to the AONB Family and after that point the
timetable was unclear, but he felt the Government would not hold this back for
long.
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4.6

The Planning Committee agreed the AONB Manager’s feedback with the addition of
the comment made at 4.4.

5.0

PLANNING PRINCIPLE 19

5.1

The Director & Harbour Master joined the meeting for this item. The AONB Manager
informed members that no major changes had been made since the principle was
reviewed at the last Advisory Committee with some consistencies in language
addressed. A member proposed a new heading to say “within the limits of the
harbour and within a marina” to help with the flow of the document.

5.2

A member suggested a change of wording where it currently states, “an objection
will be raised where it is probable that the houseboat or its operation would be
detrimental to navigational safety” to read “where there is a risk” rather than
“where it is probable”.

5.3

Further suggestions were made under the section regarding Chichester Canal and
specifically in regard to statement that the “elevation silhouette is not more than
25% greater than the existing houseboat” - that something specifically on height
could be added. It was suggested that the text should also read “The Conservancy
is more likely to have grounds to oppose” rather than “proposals”. Another
member had suggested on the same point the addition of “in locations previously
unoccupied” for clarity.

5.4

It was agreed that the sentence stating “the Conservancy is unlikely to object to
applications for permission for new houseboats in the Harbour, relating to an
existing marina business, that will not adversely and unreasonably impact on the
wider AONB” would be removed.

5.5

A member recommended some additional clarity of some of the terms used in the
document to pre-empt any enquiries from people asking for clarity or examples
(e.g., what is an appropriate assessment).

5.6

With regards to the Houseboat Consent Form, a member suggested a change of
wording at section 11, from “You will be advised whether the Conservancy is
prepared” to “approve your applications (and, if so, what conditions are to be
imposed) or whether the application is to be refused.”

5.7
6.0

The Planning Committee approved the amended Planning Principle 19.
DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS
Land East of The Trees, Main Road, Fishbourne, Chichester, West Sussex

6.1

The Principal Planning Officer (DR) presented his report to members which was in
respect of an application for a proposed single dwelling with associated access and
infrastructure.

6.2

A member asked if officers were aware of the 2018 Southern Water position
statement on the Apuldram Water Works. The Principal Planning Officers confirmed
they were aware of the document.

6.3

A member suggested a change in wording from a “change the character of the site
and visual gap” to “lose a visual gap”. It was further suggested that the site being
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outside of a settlement area be added to the recommendations as well as in the
main report.
Recommendation
6.4

The Planning Committee resolved to raise an objection. The proposal for this
housing plot on previously used domestic land would physically change the
character of the site and visual gap, involving the loss of the gap within the
countryside area, creating a continuous urban ribbon development to the road in
appearance and form. This is out-of-place and out-of-keeping with this countryside
location that lies outside of, but overlooks, the visually important AONB protected
national landscape.


Lack of land use justification for the increase in residential development within close
proximity to the AONB protected landscape resulting in the subsequent pressure
on the existing countryside and water resources of the AONB protected area
(contrary to ‘AONB Planning Principle PP04: Creation of New Dwellings’ of the
adopted Chichester Harbour Management Plan - April 2019).



Prominent impact to the AONB protected landscape through the urban spread of
ribbon development housing and coalescence of residential development north of
Main Road (A259) and consequential loss of residential garden that acts as
important visual gap and supporting countryside to the AONB protected landscape
(counter to ‘Part 17: Landscape’ of the adopted Joint Chichester Harbour AONB
Supplementary Planning Document - May 2017).



Wastewater sewerage systems capacity is not proven and fails to demonstrate that
no pollution or discharge of untreated wastewater into the Chichester Harbour
would take place. It is known that insufficient headroom exists at the Thornham
Wastewater Treatment Works (evidenced from a written response from Southern
Water dated 27/01/2021) and if the development were to be serviced by this facility
it is likely that the number of stormwater discharges into Chichester Harbour would
increase, adversely affecting the delicate ecology and protected European sites
there.



Recreational wildlife disturbance within the AONB protected landscape resulting
from the incursion of additional housing onto the undeveloped supporting
countryside area to the AONB protected landscape (counter to ‘Part 2: Overarching
Principle’ of the adopted Joint Chichester Harbour AONB Supplementary Planning
Document - May 2017).



Absence of contributions towards Solent Bird Aware Protocol towards mitigation
against recreational disturbance to the natural wildlife of Chichester Harbour.
Notwithstanding the inferred commitment to a planning obligation to Bird Aware
Solent and open space within the site layout, those occupying the new development
would increase recreational disturbance to birds in Chichester Harbour.



Failure to provide an Appropriate Assessment under Part 6 of the Conservation of
Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended), as required by the LPA
Ecologist and as per standing advice advise issued by Natural England.
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Five Elms, Stumps Lane Bosham PO18 8QJ
6.5

The Principal Planning Officer (SL) presented his report to members, which was in
respect of an application for the demolition of existing house and garage and the
construction of new house and integral garage, amendments to site levels and
additional planting. He said it was an awkwardly shaped site with a complex history
and two lawful dwellings on site. There were two extant planning permissions, one
for two dwellings and another for a contemporary dwelling with a confused
elevation. Members previously have passed concern about a flat roof dwelling being
incongruous with the pitched dwellings adjacent, but the local authority permitted
it. This application is from a new applicant and the Principal Planning Officer feels
it is a more interesting and considered design and the net reduction in dwellings
on the site. As such there is no impact on nitrates and a reduction in sewerage.
He said in overall terms that is why he has justified his recommendation.

6.6

A member said they were concerned about the bulk and the effect it would have
on neighbouring properties. The Principal Planning Officer said that he is aware
that objections have been made from neighbours about shading of their
conservatory but that is not a matter for the Planning Committee to comment upon.

6.7

A member made a point about sustainable construction and it was agreed that this
would be added as a recommendation for a planning condition and expressed
surprise that a landscaping plan could not be enforced. The Principal Planning
Officer said if planting failed in the first five years it could be required to be
replaced.

6.8

A comment was made that if there had not been previous permissions granted
which were more obtrusive and this application was made fresh, it would be likely
that the Committee would have objected.
Recommendation

6.9

The Planning Committee resolved to raise no objection, subject to the following
suggested planning conditions: 









suitable external hard surfacing, facing and roofing materials being agreed.
permitted development rights relating to further extensions, outbuildings or roof
alterations be removed.
that demolition of all existing buildings and their removal from the site, unless to
be recycled and this agreed in writing with the local planning authority to occur.
that the existing hedge on the southern boundary to be safeguarded during
construction and retained as part of the submitted landscape design.
specified planting within the design and access statement, including the planting of
nine trees to heavy nursery standard, to be fully implemented prior to first
occupation of the dwelling.
any new soft planting that fails, becomes diseased or is removed within 5 years of
it being initially planted shall be replaced with similar species in the next planting
season; and,
investigate/record/archive site archaeology, and

4



ensure the delivery of sustainable construction measures to comply with local plan
policy 40.
Land at Flat Farm Hambrook

6.10

The Principal Planning Officer (SL) presented his report to members, which was in
respect of an outline application for erection of 30 dwellings comprising 21 market
and 9 affordable homes, access and associated works including the provision of
swales, with all matters reserved other than access.

6.11

He said that there have been previous applications and there is an appeal currently
with the Planning Inspectorate for non-determination for a scheme of 35 dwellings.
He said the landscape was compromised by the electricity pylons across the site
but that it was still a piece of countryside contributing to the gap between
settlements. He said there were continued concerns about the headroom at the
Thornham Wastewater Treatment Works.

6.12

A member said that recommendations should be very clear and outlined at the
beginning of the documents to ensure that that is the information that is seen by
the members of the Council’s Planning Committee.

6.13

Members and the Planning Officers discussed why garden sheds for bicycles were
permitted and expressly mentioned. The Principal Planning Officer explained that
the use of bicycles was part of a sustainable development. He agreed to remove
this reference in the report/suggested planning condition.

6.14

A member said that a stronger emphasis should be placed on planning conditions
and delivering the appropriate mitigation for recreational disturbance and that
there must be open space.

6.15

A member expressed shock at the number of applications submitted in respect of
this site and asked whether the LPA considers them sequentially. The Principal
Planning Officer said that this was not possible, and that once an application is
received it must be determined.

6.16

A member asked for clarity on what landscaping was proposed. The Principal
Planning Officer said it would be a reserved matter, but it could be included as a
suggestion (for example a certain density of hedging) if they are minded to
approve.
Recommendation

6.17

The Planning Committee resolved to raise an objection with the following comments
made.



Insufficient headroom exists at the Thornham Wastewater Treatment Works
(TWwTW), evidenced from a written response from Southern Water dated 27/1/21,
when it as commented on application 20/03319/OUTEIA in Nutbourne. If the
proposed development were to be serviced by TWwTW, it is likely that the number
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of stormwater discharges into Chichester Harbour would increase, adversely
affecting the delicate ecology and protected European sites there.


That until Natural England withdraws its holding objection in relation to the issue
of nitrate neutrality and the Council has satisfied itself that from undertaking an
appropriate assessment, no significant harm would result to Chichester Harbour
under the Habitat Regulations 2017, a precautionary approach should be taken to
avoid environmental harm.



Proposals would erode a valuable countryside gap, providing separation between
the settlements of Hambrook and Broadbridge (Bosham); and,



The land is designated countryside where development will only be permitted where
it requires a countryside location and meets an essential, small scale and local need
which cannot be met within the existing settlement. The application is therefore
considered to be prejudicial to the proper consideration of the existing and
emerging local and neighbourhood plans. The proposed development is considered
speculative and premature to the proper consideration of the site for housing within
an overall strategy for the district outside South Downs National Park and indeed
the determination of the Appeal for 20/00412/OUT. Protection of an area of
countryside outside the defined settlement boundary is called for, in accordance
with adopted local plan policy 45.
However, if the council is satisfied that additional capacity can be provided at
TWwTW and is minded to grant outline permission, The Conservancy would expect
to see planning obligations entered into to deliver the Bird Aware Solent ecological
mitigation for recreational disturbance in Chichester Harbour and the open space
to be created at the site to a specified minimum area.
The following planning conditions are also suggested –



That the recommendations of the site investigation report be implemented.



That the fitting of bat boxes, hedgehog ‘igloos’ and reptile hibernaculum, set out in
the submitted ecological reports by ‘ecosupport’ that accompanied an earlier
application at the site, be implemented before the first occupation of each
respective dwelling and thereafter retained in situ.



That any works to existing trees be carried outside the bird breeding/nesting
season



That all existing trees shown to be retained be safeguarded during construction in
accordance with the submitted arboricultural method statement.



That the ‘dispersal’ of any reptiles onto adjoining farmland, found during site
clearance and regimen set out in the previous ‘ecosupport’ report that accompanied
an earlier application at the site.



Agreement of materials samples and implementation with the approved details
(Reserved matter – Appearance).
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Agreement of a site layout and scheme of hard and soft landscaping (Reserved
Matter). This should include a strongly landscaped eastern site boundary to help
screen the new housing and provide a soft buffer edge to open countryside beyond,
with recommendations from the Council’s landscape architect as to a minimum
density and depth of planting. This also to include new mature tree planting to
heavy nursery standard to the numbers suggested by the submitted site layout
plan and promote the use of native species soft planting, which secures biodiversity
enhancement at the same time.



Implementation of the agreed landscaping scheme in first planting season following
completion or first occupation and maintenance thereafter with any failed planting
re-planted within 5 years of first being planted.



Agreeing a satisfactory surface water drainage solution, whereby no such run-off
would be discharged into the public sewer and preferably to a SUDS.



That any street lighting to be installed achieve full horizontal cut-off to the azimuth
and be adopted by the council and operated to be sensitive to the hours of
darkness, including British summertime variance.



That any external lighting to be fitted at any time in the life of the development be
agreed in writing with the local planning authority.



Removing permitted development rights for any outbuildings, save garden sheds
indicated on the submitted illustrative site layout plan.



That a scheme of investigation into below ground level archaeology is undertaken
and any finds properly recorded/archived.”

7.0

TABLE OF OFFICER DELEGATED DECISIONS

7.1

The Officers invited questions on the reports. A member asked about Wyke House
and commented there was a lot of fencing on the site associated with the
development of adjacent dwelling. He asked if there had been any enforcement
action. SL said the LPA had said the land should be reinstated and that he would
chase the matter with officers at the Council.

8.0

QUARTERLY REPORT

8.1

The AONB Manager said that the conflicts have been provided in the papers. A
correction was made to 1 Elm Terrace which was showing as permitted but has
been withdrawn.

8.2

A member said it was concerning that several objections have been made and yet
the LPA had gone on to permit and they asked if feedback was given. The Principal
Planning Officer (SL) said that on occasion the case officer may provide reasons as
to why they have made the decision they have but it was the exception rather than
the rule.

8.3

A typo was corrected, stating that an objection was sent to the Council in respect
of the property in Black Boy Lane.
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8.4

A member suggested that the new format of the report was welcome, but that in
addition Officers should add cases of interest.

8.5

Another member suggested inviting a Planning Officer from the LPA to attend a
meeting to have a conversation about the challenges faced. It was further
suggested that perhaps a legal representative also be present to broaden the
discussion. The AONB Manager suggested that he felt it was unlikely that the LPA
would allow their staff to attend meetings and that the Conservancy’s Planning
Officers were qualified. It was agreed that engagement with Council officers could
be improved and an annual event of mutual interest would be adequate.

9.0

DATE OF NEXT MEETING

9.1

The date of the next meeting will be Monday 12 April 2021 via Zoom

The meeting closed at 11.50am

Chairman
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CHICHESTER HARBOUR CONSERVANCY BRIEFING NOTE
CHC Planning Committee : 12 April 2021
Address :
Reference :
Proposal :

Former Gosden Green Nursery, 112 Main Road, Southbourne, West Sussex
SB/21/00359/EIA
EIA Screening opinion request for the development of up to 29 new dwellings with
formation of new vehicular access, public open space, landscaping, parking and
associated works (following demolition of existing buildings)

LOCATION SPECIFICS
The submission site lies south of the A259 Main Road in Southbourne Parish. The site therefore lies just
within the northern confines of the AONB protected National landscape designated boundary. The site
lies within the countryside and therefore outside the built-up settlement which lies north of the A259
(outside the AONB) and further to the west along the A259 (within the AONB).

TIME-LINE FOR CONSULTATION
Chichester District Council as the Local Planning Authority (LPA) received a formal request for an
Environmental Impact assessment (EIA) Screening Opinion. This was received and validated by the
LPA on 5 February 2021. The LPA have indicated that they have three weeks to offer a Screening
Opinion.

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

As part of the planning consultation process the LPA sought a comment from the Chichester Harbour
Conservancy (CHC) in its role as the managing body for the Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty (AONB). CDC LPA set a consultation response target date as Monday 8 March 2021.
The nature of the proposal (the necessity or not for an ES to form part of any subsequent planning
application) is a matter which would normally be taken to the CHC Planning Committee for
consideration. The next available scheduled meeting was Monday 12 April 2021.
A request to seek an extension of time (EoT) to enable the CHC Planning Committee to consider the
submission was made to the CDC LPA by email on Wednesday 17 March 2021. The delay in seeking
this request was due to a significant case work back log, where cases are dealt with in target response
date requested order, unless identified for a Planning Committee consideration.
The LPA advised by email on 17 March 2021 that this was not possible, as a determination was
required before the end of the month (March 2021). An internal CHC Consulted Delegated Process
(CDP) report was initiated. However, during its preparation it was noted that the LPA public access web
site indicated that a decision on the submission had been made by the LPA on Thursday 4 March 2021.
The LPA decision was that an Environmental Statement (ES) be submitted with any subsequent
planning application.
In this regard, a delegated planning assessment report was completed instead of the CDP assessment
report and issued by CHC AONB Planning Unit on Monday 22 March 2021 to the LPA. The AONB
recommendation was that an ES was not considered a necessary requirement for the subsequent
planning application that may follow.
A copy of the CHC AONB planning assessment report was forwarded to all members of the CHC
Planning Committee for information. On 23 March 2021 the Chairman of the CHC Planning Committee
requested a briefing note to consider the site and proposal and the LPA process, in that so many
statutory as well as a non-statutory consultees comments not waited for by the LPA in making their
determination.
A request for an explanation was made to the LPA planning case officer on Tuesday 6 April 2021. The
reply received the same day indicated that the LPA only had three weeks to provide a EIA Screening
Opinion, and therefore a decision was made on 4 March 2021 prior to receipt of consultee responses.
The suggestion made in email exchanges on 17 March 2021 were a mistake of the LPA case officer who
mistook the submission for a different EIA case under consideration elsewhere.
EIA AND THE PLANNING PROCESS
To clarify, the consideration of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations does not infer
an acceptance or otherwise of any planning application which may be submitted (and which CHC
should be subsequently consulted on if within or impacting upon the AONB) and which would be
considered on its own planning merits (with or without the inclusion of an Environmental Statement
(ES). An ES is to take into account the wider implications of a development, not just the site specific
and immediate surrounding considerations. Such site specific and immediate surrounding
considerations would normally, and correctly, be part of the consideration of any application proposal,
EIA or otherwise.
The CHC delegated assessment was made not to seek the inclusion of an (ES) with any planning
application which may be submitted. This was based upon a thorough and professional consideration of
the EIA Regulations. The EIA Regs are quite prescriptive on what does, and what may or may not
require an ES but subjective on what weighting is placed on the key factors for consideration. The
AONB is a noted special area in EIA terms, but even so, the requirement for an ES has to be made on
sound planning grounds, over and above that of the normal consideration of a planning application, as
and when and if such an application is submitted.
Should the LPA consider that wider implications exist and therefore necessitate the inclusion of an ES
with any forthcoming application, that is their choice as the responsible authority for planning
administration to make (unless challenged or over-ruled by the planning appeal process or legal
Judicial Review court process). An ES is an imposition on an applicant / developer to provide a wider
geographical scoping of potential implications and resolution mitigation issues identified in relation to
the proposed development, something which if unwarranted should not be insisted upon.
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OTHER PARTY COMMENTS
It is clear from reading some comments made by third party consultees or notified bodies, that a
consideration of the EIA Regulations has not informed their comments. Most are concerned with
comments that they would make (and assumingly will repeat) on a subsequent planning application
proposal. An EIA Screening Opinion (and that of a subsequent EIA Scoping Opinion should one be
sought) although administered through planning legislation is not a planning application.
The AONB Planning Unit delegated planning assessment report, as submitted to the LPA on 22 March
2021 goes through the EIA Regulations stage by stage as they relate to the requirement or not of the
submission of an ES. No other consultee comments submitted to the LPA as part of this submission
have made specific reference to the EIA Regulations or made an attempt to quantify or qualify their
comments in relation to the EIA Regulations. This includes planning authorities Havant Borough Council
(who leave the assessment to CDC), OR South Downs National Park (who make an easy and
safeguarding consolatory acceptance of the need to support the LPA already made determination to
seek an ES on the subsequent application).
18-02-2021
18-02-2021
20-02-2021
24-02-2021

:
:
:
:

01-03-2021
01-03-2021
02-03-2021
03-03-2021
03-03-2021

:
:
:
:
:

Scottish and Southern Electricity Company – no objection
Chichester and District Cycle Forum and Sustrans – objection to Transport Statement
CDC Coastal Engineer – no objection subject to adequate drainage
CDC Environmental Strategy – suggests EIA needed as within AONB / close to SPA, SAC,
Ramsar
Natural England – suggests EIA needed as close to SSSI, AONB
CDC Archaeology – no objection
CDC Environmental Health – suggest EIA needed as close to SSSI, AONB, SPA, SAC
HBC – left to CDC to determine if EIA needed
CDC Housing – specified housing needs but no comment on EIA requirement

08-03-2021 : WSCC Highways – specific transport issues but no comment on EIA requirement
09-03-2021 : WSCC Led Flood Authority – specific flood risk issues but no comment on EIA requirement
09-03-2021 : SDNP – suggests EIA needed.
The suggestion from the SDNP that the development of this site would have a measurable
impact on the national park is somewhat fanciful given the relationship of the site to the
defined national park boundary and the level of development betwixt. The SDNP support of
the LPA approach that an ES is necessary, is noted, but knowing that it is highly unlikely
that the inclusion of an ES would highlight any wide ranging issues which the SDNP would
need to be concerned with, is questionable.
09-03-2021 : Southern Water Services – specific water supply / drainage issues but no comment on
EIA requirement
09-03-2021 : Southbourne Parish Council – objection and not that CHC AONB have yet to comment
16-03-2021 : WSCC Public Rights of Way – specific PROW and footpath issues but no comment on EIA
requirement
22-03-2021 : CHC AONB – no objection / requirement for ES submission

Visit our webpage – www.conservancy.co.uk/page/planning
Chichester Harbour Conservancy manage and advise on the
Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
One of the UK’s National Landscapes
Stay safe, Stay well, Stay home, Keep your distance,
Avoid the spread of the coronavirus Covid-19

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

Agenda Item 5a

Local Planning Authority planning application reference: BO/21/00571/FUL
Site: Land north of Highgrove Farm Main Road Bosham
Proposals: Construction of 301 dwellings (including 90 affordable dwellings), community
hall, public open space, associated works and 2 no. access from the A259 (one temporary
for construction)

Recommendation - Objection:(i)

That sufficient headroom has not been demonstrated at a wastewater treatment
works. Concern is therefore expressed that it could be possible that the number
of stormwater discharges into Chichester Harbour would increase, adversely
affecting the delicate ecology and protected European sites there;

(ii)

Proposals would erode a valuable countryside gap, providing separation
between the settlements of Broadbridge (Bosham) and Fishbourne, adversely
affecting the setting of the Chichester Harbour AONB; and,

(iii)

The land is designated countryside where development will only be permitted
where it requires a countryside location and meets an essential, small scale and
local need which cannot be met within the existing settlement. The application
is therefore considered to be prejudicial to the proper consideration of the
soundness of Policy AL7 of the emerging local plan.
Conservancy Officers’ reasoned justification

1.0

Site and its context

1.1

The 14.6 ha site mostly falls outside but the remainder is contiguous with the
defined settlement boundary for Bosham. The site location is shown below edged
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red. The south-west corner of the site (2.2 ha) is allocated in the local plan under
Policy BO1 to deliver 50 dwellings in the plan period up to 2029. The settlement
boundary was extended to include this allocation and shown below, to the right of
the location plan. The site is also a defined minerals safeguarding area under West
Sussex County Council’s Minerals and Waste Local Plan (2018).

1.2

The land is a large agricultural field (mostly 2 but some graded 1 in terms of
DEFRA’s agricultural land classification), which surrounds Highgrove Farm on the
north side of Main Road (A259), near its junction with Walton Lane. Site levels
drop by 2.19m from north to south. The A259 marks the northern boundary of the
Chichester Harbour AONB and the closest part of the site to the Harbour shoreline
is some 1.2 km. South Downs National Park (SDNP) lies to the north, some 1.8
km away. This is one of the narrowest points between the AONB and NP, sitting
within the wider H1, Havant to Chichester Coastal Plain landscape character area,
in terms of a 2005 (and recently updated) assessment commissioned by The
Conservancy. Relevant key characteristics of this area are described as being –






Flat, coastal plain on brickearths, sands and gravels.
Open arable farmland, with strong rectilinear field patterns.
Small, hedged paddocks associated with the villages.
Linear historic settlements follow, or are located in close proximity to the Roman
Road line of the A259.
with landscape condition described as moderate and sensitivity to change moderate
to high and threat of settlement coalescence clearly understood.

1.3

Housing in Brooks Lane and Barnside marks the western boundary. A railway line
marks the northern boundary. Other open agricultural land adjoins to the east.
Land on the southern side of the A259 is also open, arable, farmed land associated
with Hammer Farm.

1.4

It is noted that the applicant has promoted the site as part of the council’s ‘call for
sites’ exercise in connection with the emerging local plan. The latest 2021 Council
HELAA map for the Parish indicates the site (marked with a red star below and
referenced HBO0002a) is described as ‘developable’, with HBO0002b already
consented for 50 dwellings.
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1.5

The site is contained within the Council’s 2009 (updated 2011) landscape capacity
study Zone 12/sub area 91, with medium/low capacity to absorb new development.
Within EA flood zone 1, the site is not within a proposed strategic wildlife corridor.

1.6

Some images of the site from the applicant’s Landscape Visual Impact Assessment
(LVIA) are shown below.
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1.7

The view below is from housing in Brooks Lane looking south-east towards Hammer
Farm (centre of photograph).

1.8

There are also views out of the AONB towards SDNP across the site from Walton
Lane and Chequer Lane, shown respectively below.
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1.9

The applicant claims the site is within 5 minutes of Bosham railway station - (which
may be true if linkage via Barnside is possible) - where an hourly train service
operates to Chichester to the east and Portsmouth to the west. There may be a
convenience store in Broadbridge and other local shops on the Broadbridge
Roundabout, but other than that a car journey is required to reach a greater range
of amenities in Chichester and Emsworth accessible by public transport. The
western boundary follows the line of a field drainage ditch that runs towards Main
Road, where it goes into a culvert.

2.0

Relevant planning history

2.1

Under application BO/16/03984/FUL, permission was sought for a residential
Development of 50 dwellings accessed from Main Road. This application was
withdrawn on 20.4.2017.
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2.2

Although not included at the outset, the Local Plan Site Allocations DPD included
the 2.2ha site as reference BO1 in a later iteration of the DPD. An Inspector found
such an allocation for 50 dwellings to be sound in their report dated 26.10.18.

2.3

Under application 17/03148/FUL, permission was sought for a residential
development of 50 dwellings accessed from Main Road. This was conditionally
approved by the Council on 15.1.2019, following the completion of a S.106 Planning
Agreement, despite The Conservancy’s strong objections. The approved layout is
shown above.

2.4

Under 19/01227/EIA, a screening opinion was sought from the Council as to
whether an Environmental Statement would be needed to accompany a planning
application proposing 300 dwellings (including re-planning of the approved 50
dwellings on the site), a 2FE Primary School, community buildings and public open
space. The Council responded 22.7.2019 stating that such an assessment would
not be required.

2.5

The applicant has sought pre-application advice from the Council under reference
20/00345/PRELM on 28.5.2020. Your Officers do not recall the Council consulting
The Conservancy for its views.

3.0

Proposed development

3.1

The applicant has gone through a full site assessment and has run community
stakeholder engagement meetings to inform the design solution for 301 dwellings
(including 90 affordable dwellings), community hall, public open space, associated
works accessed from Main Road are proposed. This would yield a density of 20.6
dwellings per ha and the applicant states this would create a “…a high quality
gateway to Bosham…based upon a landscape-led approach incorporating a green
(landscape), and blue (drainage and SuDS) framework”. Unlike 19/01227/EIA, a
2FE primary school is no longer proposed. The agent explains – “…the proposals
do not incorporate a two-form entry primary school as a result of discussions with
West Sussex County Council who confirmed that the provision is not required.”

3.2

The application is supported by a number of technical reports including –


















Archaeological desk based assessment
Bat activity report
Design and access statement
Ecological appraisal
Ecological mitigation and management plan
Flood risk assessment (FRA)
Site investigation for prescribed contaminants
Habitats Regulation screening
Landscape and visual impact assessment
Noise impact assessment
Nutrient balancing assessment
Planning statement
Reptile report
Consultation statement
Transport assessment
Utilities statement
Wintering bird survey.
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3.3

The applicant has submitted FRA as the site exceeds 1 ha, to seek to demonstrate
that if the development went ahead, the risk of flooding off-site from surface water
run-off would not be likely to occur.

3.4

23 different house/apartment designs (and variants) make up the layout in a mix
of detached, semi-detached and terraced forms, mostly of 2 storey scale, but with
some having developed roof accommodation with dormer windows. The housing
mix ranges from single to four bedroomed properties (4 x 1-bedroom apartments,
39 x 2-bedroom houses, 110 x 3-bedroom houses and 58 x 4-bedroom houses).
Three types of brick and two types of roof covering are indicated with render and
tile-hanging adding further variety to wall facings, served by a main loop and
several cul-de-sac estate streets.
A potential link to Bosham Station via
Barnside/Brooks Lane/Williams Road/Station Road is mooted, with the temporary
2nd access to become a point of emergency access/pedestrian link into the site.

3.5

The layout shows the single storey (250 sq.m) community building, its parking and
allotments located in the north-west corner of the site, with a centrally placed public
open space. Other informal open space wraps around the north-east corner
(including a children’s playspace), along the eastern boundary and back along the
southern boundary to and past Highgrove Farm. Footpaths run through the eastern
part of that land, as does a drain, which leads to a large balancing pond/basin.
Two other balancing ponds/basins are shown on the southern boundary, either side
of the site access. A second point of vehicular access is shown to the east of
Highgrove Farm, but this is to be temporary for construction purposes if permission
is granted. A pumping station would be located to the east side if Highgrove Farm,
set back from Main Road. A new electricity sub-station would be provided. The
proposed layout is shown below. Boundary trees and hedging would be enhanced
by providing areas of species rich meadow, tree and buffer planting, particularly to
the western and eastern boundaries of the site.

3.6

Concerning sustainable construction, the applicant commits to –“…achieving the
higher building regulations water consumption standard of a maximum of 110l per
person per day, maximising energy supplied from renewable sources to ensure that
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at least 10% of the predicted residual energy of the development, after
improvements, is met through renewable energy; minimising energy consumption
to achieve at least a 19% improvements in the DER over TER according to Part L
of Building Regulations and meeting the West Sussex Parking Standards SPD
requirements on EV charging infrastructure”.
3.7

The agent claims – “…the loss of fieldscape in the setting of the AONB… is balanced
with provision of open space and sensitive layout of the development providing a
stronger edge of the settlement and additional green infrastructure, amenity and
biodiversity benefits to the wider character area. Landscape effects are therefore
minor beneficial to this setting.”

3.8

With regard to site ecology the agent sets out – “Mitigation for the proposals
includes the provision of floristically rich grassland and a range of native plants. A
selection of bird nest boxes should be included within the proposals in order to
further enhance the potential of the site for breeding birds. The appraisal advises
that all mitigation and enhancement measures for habitats, protected species and
notable species…”.
Policy framework*
*NPPF – 1-3, 6-15, 28, 30, 34, 38-42; 47-48, 54-56, 59-70, 71-72, 73-79,
91, 96- 97, 102-103, 105-106, 108-110, 117-118, 122-128, 130-131, 148150, 155, 163- 164, 170-172, 174-177, 180, 212-213; NPPG - IDs 2a, 3, 68, 12, 18a, 20, 21a, 21b, 23b, 26, 31, 34, 37, 41-42, 56, 65, 66, 68; JMLP –
M9; CLP – 1-2, 4-5, 8-9, 12, 22, 33-35, 37, 39-40, 42-43, 45, 47-50, 54;
BMNP – 1-2, 4-9; POCLP – S1-S6, S18, S20, S22-S24, S26-S27, S29-S31,
AL7 (Highgrove Farm, Bosham), DM2- DM3, DM8, DM16, DM18-DM19, DM22DM23, DM27-DM32, DM34; CHMP – 1-3, 6, 8-9, 12, 15; SPG/SPD.

4.0

Key issues

4.1

Safeguarding intrinsic character and beauty of the setting of the Chichester Harbour
AONB/open countryside/biodiversity from inappropriate development, set against
the Council’s obligation to ensure a 5 year supply of housing land and its recently
adopted IHP –

4.1.1 It is not clear what wastewater treatment works foul sewerage would flow to. It is
feared that further stormwater discharges would be likely from an overloading of
the sewerage system, causing harm to the European sites in Chichester Harbour.
At the time of writing this report, Southern Water has not yet commented on
application 21/00571/FUL.
4.1.2 Your Officers are very concerned that if the development were to proceed it would
significantly visually impact on the setting of the AONB. The Planning Statement
states – “Careful consideration has been given within the design of the proposed
development to ensure that the proposals do not encroach upon the strategic
landscape gap between Bosham and Fishbourne” - but it is clear that a significant
erosion of that gap is proposed, which would have profound effect on the open rural
landscape that provides an important setting to the AONB. Whilst a minimum of
250 dwellings is set out in emerging Policy AL7, the soundness of that Policy has
not yet been tested at an Examination in Public and the applicant is proposing 51
more dwellings than is specified in the policy wording and contrary to Policy 2/Policy
1 of the adopted/’made’ local plan/neighbourhood plan, being mostly outside the
current settlement boundary for Bosham. That Policy 43 of the Local Plan and the
Conservancy’s Management Plan are not even referenced in the Planning
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Statement is telling. However, the concern remains that this application is seeking
to pre-empt the proper statutory plan-making process. At the current time, the
proposals stand contrary to local plan policy 45, which seeks to protect the
countryside for its own intrinsic worth. Whilst not within a proposed strategic
wildlife corridor, this piece of land is part of an open gap between Broadbridge and
Fishbourne, which is considered worthy of preservation as a strategic objective.
4.1.3 The site was assessed as having local level value to foraging and commuting bats
(7 species having been identified). The following enhancements have been
recommended - inclusion of new areas of woodland or scrub planting; use of a
range of native tree and shrub species within landscaping proposals; and
establishment of a native hedgerow along the northern boundary to increase
commuting potential into the wider landscape. A reptile survey concluded a good
population of slow worms. If the Council is minded to support the proposals no
doubt it will follow the recommendations of the submitted Ecological Mitigation Plan
through a suitable planning condition, including translocation of slow worms. No
great crested newts or badgers were found at the site. Otherwise, trees and
vegetation provided opportunities for nesting birds.
4.1.4 As the site is just outside the AONB boundary but does involve new dwellings within
5.6km of its boundary, the Conservancy would request that the requisite Solent
Disturbance/Bird Aware Solent Mitigation contributions be sought from the
developer, should the council be minded to grant planning permission. The
proposed areas being offered as open space within the layout should be secured
through a legal agreement and specified as a minimum area to be delivered, with
no further development to be contemplated on those areas. Such areas are
considered to offer potential alternative dog exercising opportunities, in preference
to dogs being brought to the harbour shoreline. Finally, the promotion of native
species soft planting should be delivered through a suitable planning condition,
which again secures biodiversity enhancement at the same time.
4.1.5 In respect of the IHP tests, The Conservancy considers tests 3 (erosion of
countryside gap between settlements), 5 (impact to the setting of the AONB), 7
(infrastructure) and 10 (sustainable location of development) are not met. Tests
8 and 9 on design should be left to the Council to determine.
4.2

Heritage –

4.2.1 There are no heritage assets close to the site.
4.2.2 There is potential for ground bearing archaeology to be disturbed by the
construction of new foundations. The Archaeological desk study reveals that
evidence of Roman occupation is probable with the line of an old Roman road said
to pass through the southern site margin. The Council will ultimately take a view
on this, but it is recommended that at the very least a watching brief is prepared
and any finds recorded and appropriately archived in the council’s Historic
Environment Record, if the council is ultimately minded to support a formal
planning application.
4.3

Flood risk –

4.3.1 The site is in Environment Agency flood zone 1 (least risk). If the council is minded
to grant permission, it should be satisfied that an adequate surface water drainage
solution is agreed – preferably through the use of SUDS which could offer some
biodiversity enhancement.
The illustrative layout indicates the use of
swales/detention basins is intended.
Sufficient storage will be provided to
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accommodate a 1:100 year rainfall event with an additional 40% allowance to
account for future climate change.
4.3.2 An onsite pumping station will be required to lift the foul drainage and discharge it
to the existing public foul sewers located to the west of the site. The SuDS drainage
system, foul drainage network and foul pumping station will be offered to Southern
Water for adoption.
4.4

High quality, low carbon design –

4.4.1 The appearance of the development per se is not criticised, with a
legible/permeable layout, variety of houses types and vernacular materials chosen.
The open space and lesser density towards the east makes some attempt to soften
the impact of development on adjacent open agricultural land as well as providing
views through the new housing.
4.4.2 Sustainable construction could ultimately be delivered through a planning
condition, to deliver those matters recommended in the agent’s statement.
4.5

Nitrate neutrality and best and most versatile agricultural land-

4.5.1 The applicant’s consultant states that a net reduction could be likely from taking
the field out of arable production, reducing nitrogen load by 5.262Kg/TN/yr.
4.5.2 No assessment of the contribution the site makes to agricultural production has
been undertaken. The Conservancy AONB Management Plan shows the site to be
Grade I/II agricultural land, the most productive gradings.
4.6

Means of access

4.6.1 Your Officer has no views on the adequacy of the proposed means of access, except
to observe that it has already been found to be adequate by the County Council as
Highways Authority, when approving 17/03148/FUL. Whilst a second (emergency)
point of access is indicated, to have one collection of 301 homes and a community
building serviced off one access seems unusual.
5.0

Conclusions

5.1

The preferred option version of the emerging local plan does show a revised
settlement boundary under Policy AL7, which matches the application site put
forward. The application is still considered to be speculative (putting forward 51
more dwellings than required under AL7) and premature to proper consideration of
AL7’s soundness at an Examination in Public.

5.2

The uncertainty around headroom at any wastewater treatment works to receive
the development’s sewerage does not give confidence to support this application
and be assured that water quality in Chichester Harbour would not be adversely
affected, especially during stormwater events.

5.3

In conclusion, the proposed development is considered speculative and premature
to the proper consideration of the site for housing within an overall strategy for the
district outside South Downs National Park and would have a profound landscape
impact adversely affecting the setting of the AONB. Protection of an area of
countryside outside the defined settlement boundary is called for, in accordance
with adopted local plan policies 2 and 45.
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SRL - For 12.4.21 CHC Planning Committee
Comments requested by: 2 April 2021: extension of time requested.
*Abbreviations used:
NPPF – National Planning Policy Framework – (February 2019)
NPPG – National Planning Practice Guidance – (March 2014 onwards)
JMLP – Joint Minerals Local Plan (2018)
CLP – Chichester Local Plan: Key Policies (2015)
IHP – Chichester District Council Interim Housing Position (November 2020)
BMNP – Bosham Neighbourhood Plan (2016)
POCLP – Preferred option Chichester Local Plan (2019)
CHMP – Chichester Harbour AONB Management Plan (2019-2024)
SPG/SPD – Planning guidance published by Chichester District Council relating to: National Design Guide (2019)
Delivering Green Infrastructure Delivery Document (2016)
Parking Standards and Accessibility Zones
Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD (2016)
Surface Water and Foul Drainage SPD (2016)
Bosham Village Design Statement (2011)
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Chichester Landscape Gap Assessment (2019).
Other abbreviations
HELAA - Housing and employment land availability assessment
LVIA – Landscape visual impact assessment
FRA – Flood risk assessment
SUDS – Sustainable urban drainage system
POLICY 2 and 6 of the BMNP read –
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POLICY AL7 of the POCLP reads –
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Policy M9 of the JMLP reads –
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Agenda Item 5b

Local Planning Authority planning application reference:

BI/21/00697/FUL

Site: Herons, Westlands Estate, Birdham, Chichester, West Sussex
Proposals: Proposed construction of single-storey dwelling following demolition
of existing bungalow
Application details on LPA webpage – https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/onlineapplications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QPHL8JERMV700

RECOMMENDATION
(a)

That Chichester District Council, as local planning authority be advised that
Chichester Harbour Conservancy raises no objection to the proposed development.

(b)

That the following suggested considerations are applied:






schedule/samples of materials to be agreed as indicated on forms prior to works.
the main glazed fenestration should employ tinted glass panels.
all main glazing should be fitted with working internal screen blinds.
any and all roof lights / skylights should be fitted with working internal screen
blinds
removal of permitted development rights relating to additions or alterations.
implementation of a landscape plan to assist in screening the residential areas.

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 and wildlife, ecology, and biodiversity implications. Landscape covers
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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 LPA should assess the application carefully as to whether the proposed development
would have a significant impact on or harm that statutory purpose. Relevant to this is the
duty on public bodies to ‘have regard’ for that statutory purpose in carrying out their
functions (Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act, 2000). The Planning
Practice Guidance confirms that this duty also applies to proposals outside the designated
area but impacting on its natural beauty.
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 a number of 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
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
PP03: Replacement Dwellings
PP09: Dark Skies

The Chichester Harbour AONB Joint Supplementary Planning Document (2017)
Conservancy Officer’s comments and reasoned justification
2.0

Site Context and Existing Development

2.1

The planning unit / red-line application site is within the Chichester Harbour
Conservancy Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) protected national
landscape, where development is subject to more stringent planning guidance to
ensure that development respects and enhances the inherent qualities of such a
sensitive location.

2.2

Other contextual setting considerations







2.3

The red-line application site indicates the residential planning unit
The proposed development area occupies the whole of the red-line site
The red-lines site lies within a built-up area within the countryside, outside the
nearest settlement
The site is not believed to lie within a LPA designated Conservation Area
The site is not indicated to be on or close to a building on the scheduled list of
buildings of historic or architectural importance
The site is confirmed as being within Flood Zone 1: Low Probability of flooding
The 0.16 ha (0.40 acre) red-line site lies to the east part of the Westlands Estate.
The site is currently occupied by a single-storey ridged roof bungalow located to the
central area of the landholding, with the domestic garden amenity area to the south
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and to the open field boundary to the east. The site is not clearly visible from the
road, being positioned behind other properties fronting the Westland Estate access
road. The bungalow has facing Brick and stained timber cladding walls and a roof of
interlocking concrete tiles.

3.0
3.1

4.0
4.1

Relevant planning history
BI/18/01390/FUL – Erection of a single storey flat roof dwelling with attached
double garage following demolition of existing dwelling. Commenting on 13 July 2018
the CHC Planning Consultative Committee raised objection to the submission on
grounds of increased glazing and lighting, and lack of hedgerow and landscaping to
the eastern boundary. On 1 August 2018 the LPA approved the proposal.
Subsequently
there
were
planning
condition
discharge
submissions,
BI/18/02422/DOC (cond-4 landscaping) and BI/18/02508/DOC (cond-3 materials
and cond-5 lighting plan) both approved by the LPA. The scheme has not been built
out but remains extant until August 2021.

Proposed development and Supporting Documents
The current application is for full permission for the erection of a single-storey, part
ridged roof, part flat-roof dwelling following the demolition of the existing building.
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The house would provide two identified bedrooms (although there is scope for two
additional bedroom areas within the footprint).
4.2

The design is for a modern building with a zig-zag footprint crossing the site from
the south-west to the north-east. There are outdoor paved areas south of the main
windowed elevations. The outdoor patios are shown within a landscaped framework,
although the main private garden amenity area is left open to the eastern boundary
that adjoins agricultural fields and leaves an open vista from the site to the east.

4.3

Access is retained form the north-west corner of the site and the front of house area
with parking lies in this area. The floor plan includes a single attached integral
domestic garage.
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4.4

The materials are indicated as painted and stained timber cladding to the walls with
rendered low level plinths. The roof is to be fibre cement slates to the pitched roof
elements and Dark Grey GRP roof finish to the flat roof areas. Hard surfaces are to
be Black limestone block paving to the driveway, and Beige sandstone to terraces.

4.5

Submitted in support of the application documents (forms, plans and drawings) and
relevant to the AONB consideration are a Planning Statement, Design and Access
Statement, Arboricultural Impact Statement, Landscape Details, Biodiversity Survey
and Report, and Existing Tee Schedule. All these documents have been viewed.

5.0
5.1

6.0
6.1

Applicants Approach to the AONB protected landscape
The submission has duly considered the application proposal within its context and
setting of the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Clear and detailed
reference to the AONB is made in the submitted documents to support the proposal.
There is named recognition made to the AONB Management Plan planning policy
document relevant to the consideration of the proposal and there is also reference
to the Planning Principles specifically, as well as the LPA Local Plan Policy specifically
addressing the AONB. The proposal has apparently therefore been made with an
appropriate and professional understanding, care and oversight.
AONB Planning Considerations
The statutory purpose of the AONB is to conserve and enhance the area’s natural
beauty. The overarching principle, PP01 is applicable to the proposal. Any
development in, or affecting the setting of, the AONB should be guided by the four
principles as indciated in Section 2 of the Chichester Harbour AONB Joint SPD (2017)
in order to protect, conserve and enhance natural beauty and wildlife.
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6.2

The principle of the development to the AONB protected landscape needs to be
considered. The AONB Planning Principles are applicable to the AONB protected
landscape and development that impacts upon the protected landscape. 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.
1. Relevant planning history implications

6.4

The planning history considerations confirm that a replacement dwelling is acceptable
in this location. The history also confirms that an incrase in building size and scale is
possible. The LPA in approving the earlier submission accepted the principal private
elevation to be fuglazed, with aspects of increase lighting from the site. Whilst
opposed by CHC it is acknowledged that this is the fall back option to the current
submission.
2. Principle of the use and activity to the AONB protected landscape

6.5

The principle of the proposed use and activity has to be considered alongside its
relationship to the land which surrounds it. The proposal seeks a replacement
dwelling outside the main settlement area. The one-for-one replacement is not
opposed in principle, though details aspects need to be considered.
3. Positioning, Layout design and visual character and impact to the AONB

6.6

The principle of the proposed layout design character and appearance on the AONB
supporting landscape environment would be a clear departure from the exisitng
situation. The submitted DAS advises (page 2) “The house is staggered across the
site to break up the building mass and make the most of the views over the field to
the East and the connection with the garden. Although other properties in the road
feature a mixture of single storey, storey and a half and two storey buildings, the
decision has been made to keep the design a single storey house on the site. This is
due to its proximity to the fields to the East, but also to maintain a close relationship
to the site with good access to the garden. While this inevitably creates a larger site
footprint than a two storey house, it is felt this is less dominant within its site and
creates an improved relationship to its context.”

6.7

The character of the development would retain the open countryside view along the
eastern boundary. The replacement building would have little screening to the AONB
protected national landscape, giving a clear vista from the site and the single-storey
dwelling proposed.
4. Physical works, scale, massing and bulk on the AONB

6.8

The principle of the proposed physical works, scale and massing / bulk would be a
recognisable change from the exisitng traditional bungaloid structure on the site.

6.9

The submitted DAS indicates (page 2) “the replacement dwelling marks an increase
in both footprint and elevational area, a study of the relative plot density has been
undertaken to establish what is appropriate within its context. A quantitative study
is included below showing the relative densities close to the application site, as well

31

as another property which overlooks the field.”
6.10 Scale is a matter considered by provisions of Chichester Harbour AONB Planning
Principles (version 1.1 July 2017) Planning Principle PP03 (replacement dwellings);
and Part 12 of the Chichester Harbour AONB Joint Supplementary Planning
Document (16 May 2017) as adopted by the District Council LPA. From the ground
footprint and outline silhouette assessment tool, the figures have then to be judged
alongside the acceptability of the building design and on the impact on the setting of
the site within the landscape.
6.11 Paras. 14.2 (design of extensions) and 12.1 to 12.4 (guidance on size increases),
require that the scale of the proposed extension, when compared to the originally
built dwelling, represents a building with a footprint not greater than 50% of that of
the original and a silhouette not more than 25% of the existing when viewed from
both the front/rear and the side/side elevations.
6.12 The proposal would involve an increase in ground floor area footprint compared to
the existing large footprint of the property. This would approximate to a 38%
increase overall. This therefore it would be within the percentage allowance figure.
6.13 The proposal would provide an enlargement of the front and rear (east and west)
elevation silhouette of the building by approximately a 57% increase. There would
be an enlargement of the end sides (north and south) elevation silhouette of the
building by approximately a 53% increase. The silhouette calculation would therefore
exceed the guidance allowance.
6.14 The above increases should however also be compared to the earlier planning
permission. That showed a replacement building with a footprint increase of approx
42% and a silhouette increase of approx 36% to the east-west elevation and approx
26% to the north-south elevation. The current proposal would therefore represent a
building with a larger profile silhouette form from that previously approved.
6.15 The scale must also be assessed alongside the impact in building design and
character.
5. Building design, character, appearance and finished treatment to the AONB
6.16 The design of the building is indicated in the submitted DAS (page 2) “The intention
is to create a crisp, contemporary building that employs a pallet of materials and
staggered form which sits comfortably within its context. The stepped and broken up
form of the house will avoid a monothetic façade facing over the open fields.” The
building design is unusual in character but not out of place within the countryside
location on the fringe of the AONB. The DAS infers a similarity with agricutural
structures. “The central design concept is the formation of four ‘barn’ elements with
pitched rooves and blinkered gables. These gables ends are highlighted with stained
timber.”
6.17 The proposal acknowledges the sites location within the AONB protected national
landscape. The submitted DAS states (page 2) “The proposed design of the
replacement home takes the guiding principle of development within the AONB.” The
DAS continues - ”While the property is not visible from the waterfront, it is
appreciated that the site is open along to the agricultural field to the East and it is
this elevation which will have the greatest impact on the AONB. An elevational study
is included within the application drawings showing the proposal relative to its
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neighbours along this boundary, which shows its relative impact on this elevation
relative to its neighbours.”
6.18 The finished treatment of the proposal are indicated to be a “pallet of materials … of
dark and muted tones. The majority of the external wall fabric will be formed from
stained and painted timber cladding.” (DAS page 2). The rationale adopted is
described in the submitted DAS (page 2). “ Materials have been selected, which while
contemporary in nature, are natural and weather and soften over the years.
Influences are taken from agricultural materials – black cladding and dark slate roof
finishes.”
6.19 The scale of the building (critria 4 above) indicates a greater silhouette than the
earlier permission. However, the current proposal reduces the amount of glazing
employed to the east and the south elevations from the earlier permission. The
reduction is significant and greatly reduces the imapct of the buildings appearance.
6. Tranquility and natural environment qualities in the AONB
6.20 The use and activity associated with the proposal on the rural character and
tranquility of the nearby AONB protected landscape would be difficult to measure,
other than to agree that the replacement household on the periphery of the built-up
enclave af the Westland Estate would generate similar traffic and human activity in
the immediate locality.
6.21 The potential noise impact resulting from the proposed development and activity
would have to be considered in terms of the usual noise profile of residential
development. As a replacement dwelling it is therefore unlikley to be a significant
issue in terms of any likely noise implications to the AONB protected landscape.
6.22 Artificial lighting from within the building from the glazed windows and from external
lighting sources is an obvious concern. The proposal indicates that “Glazing within
the roof is limited to modest sized roof lights where appropriate for the
internallayout. Internal black out blinds will be fitted to avoid light spill after dusk.”
(DAS page 2). Furthermore the “External security lighting will be installed on timed
PIRs to minimise duration of external lighting being on. Generally external lighting
will be critically designed to provide the necessary security and pathfinding required
and will not employ excessive garden or building lighting. External wall lighting will
be shone downwards only and external patio/ paving lighting will be low lumen to
reduce light pollution. (DAS page 2).
7. Possible environmental effects within the AONB
6.23 The drainage regime of the site would be unchanged. “The existing property is
connected to the mains foul sewerage system. The proposed replacement property
will re-use this existing connection. The existing property drains rainwater from the
main roof to a soakaway. The new property will also drain rainwater from the roof of
the property to a replacement soakaway.” (DAS page 3).
8. Wildlife, Biodiversity and possible ecological mitigation measures
6.24 P.U.S.H. which includes Chichester District Council, have formed a partnership and
commissioned studies into recreational impact and an interim mitigation strategy the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership Definitive Strategy – which has been
adopted by partners, including the Conservancy, and has the support of Natural
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England. Under the European Habitats Regulations, such mitigation must be secured
before affected development can be supported.
6.25 It is understood from caselaw that a local planning authority must not determine an
application until the absence of protected species from the site or a method
statement where presence is established has been undertaken.
6.26 The development will result in similar level of human activity within the site and
areas surrounding the site (a two-bedroom bungalow being replaced by a twobedroom single-storey dwelling). This is unlikely to result in increased disturbance
of wildlife. The likely direct effects of the proposal on the wildlife, biodiversity and
general environmental quality of the AONB protected landscape environment is
considered to be limited.
6.27 The submitted Biodiversity Report (page 10) confirms “The site is located within the
Impact Risk Zone of Chichester Harbour SSSI. … The proposals do not alter the use
of the site, or significantly increase the number of people using the site. It is
therefore unlikely that the proposals would result in an increase in recreational
disturbance to the local protected sites. No contribution towards the strategic
management of the protected sites is therefore necessary.”
6.28 The submitted Biodiversity Report (page 20) concludes that the site provides “wellmaintained amenity grassland with introduced shrubs and scattered trees and hedge.
The majority of the site is of low ecological value while the mature trees are of local
value and will be retained and protected where possible.”
6.29 The report continues, “The site was found to be of negligible value to roosting bats,
however the surrounding trees are likely to provide foraging opportunities. A
sensitive lighting scheme will be employed with lighting kept to the minimum levels
and angled down and away from surrounding trees. … The impacts … on biodiversity
will be negligible, nonsignificant with proposed ecological enhancements resulting in
a net gain and a long-term positive increase in biodiversity.”
9. AONB Planning Principle policy considerations applicable to the proposal
6.30 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 AONB Planning Principles and the policy considerations only apply
to the protected national landscape.
6.31 AONB PP03:Replacement Dwelling - The replacement dwelling enlarges the footprint
on the site but within limits that are within the set guidance and within the site which
can accommodate the proposal without harming the surrounding pattern of
development.
6.32 AONB PP09:Dark Skies - Proposals with increased scope for light illumination within
a countryside, coastal or semi-rural location would have an impact not only to the
site and immediate surrounds but influence the wider area, and could create visual
harm to the AONB protected landscape setting. The proposal acknowledges the
impact oif lighting to the setting and wildlife, and incorporates measures to limit such
light where appropriate.
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Conclusion
1.

The site lies in the AONB protected national landscape. The development area of the
red-line site lies outside of a settlement policy area and therefore within the
countryside. The proposal is for a one-for-one replacement.

2.

The proposal would replace a traditional bungalow with a modern single-storey
building. The footprint would be increased as would the silhouette profile. The
guidance indicates this is in excess of the CHC guidelines, PP03.

3.

Previous planning permission has been given by the LPA, to which CHC objected.
The earlier permission was for a slightly smaller building than currently proposed.
The ealier permission included a full glazed elevation to the east overlooking an
unfenced, unscreened boundary to open agricultural countryside.

4.

The current proposal significantly reduces the glazing and the potential for light
intrusion into the dark skies of the locality from the redevelopment of the plot. In
other respects, the percieved scale, visual bulk, and appearance is different in detail
but similar in general form, espacially from a long-distance appreciation.

5.

Whilst the proposal can be seen to compromise the aspects of the Chichester Harbour
AONB protected national landscape designation planning guidance approach, it offers
a more acceptable development than the extant and fall-back 2018 permission.

CHC Planning Committee Process
DR - prepared for 12.04.2021 CHC Planning Committee (meeting via internet)
Assessment 24-03-2020 LPA request reply 02-04-2021
LPA extension of time has been
agreed
Chichester Harbour AONB Case Assessor: David Rothery
LPA Planning Case Officer:
William Price
This recommendation is made having regard to the Policy framework:
- Chichester Harbour Landscape Character Assessment (CBA update 2019)
- Chichester Harbour AONB Management Plan (2019-2024)
- Chichester Harbour AONB Planning Principles (Management Plan version April 2019)
- Chichester Harbour AONB Joint Supplementary Planning Document SPD (2017)
- National Planning Policy Framework (July 2018)
- National Planning Practice Guidance (March 2014)
- Chichester Local Plan: Key Policies (2015)
Visit our webpage – www.conservancy.co.uk/page/planning
Chichester
Harbour
Conservancy
manage
and
Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
One of the UK’s National Landscapes
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Agenda Item 5c

Local Planning Authority planning application reference:

BI/21/00189/FUL

Site: Houseboat Mooring Berth 30, Houseboat Karibuni, Chichester Canal Southern
Bank, Chichester Marina, Birdham, Chichester, West Sussex
Proposal: Installation of a replacement houseboat including installation of H-column cored
and grouted anchoring system
Application details on LPA webpage – https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/onlineapplications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QNHS8FERL7400

RECOMMENDATION
(a) That Chichester District Council, as local planning authority be advised that
Chichester Harbour Conservancy raises no objection to the proposed
development.
(b) That the following suggested considerations are applied




schedule of materials to be in muted colours, stained as necessary to be inobtrusive
in this rural location.
installation taking place outside the bird breeding season.
the use of any outbuildings is to remain ancillary to the domestic use of the
houseboat.
Procedural Guidance : Planning Approach to the AONB
Chichester Harbour Conservancy, administer and safeguard the Chichester Harbour
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The statutory purpose of the AONB is
of conserving and enhancing the areas natural beauty requires the Conservancy to
consider the proposal on its landscape character aspects and wildlife, ecology, and
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biodiversity implications. Landscape covers both countryside and coastal areas as
well as rural villages and market town urban environments.
The LPA should assess the application carefully as to whether the proposed
development would have a significant impact on or harm that statutory purpose.
Relevant to this is the duty on public bodies to ‘have regard’ for that statutory
purpose in carrying out their functions (Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of
Way Act, 2000). The Planning Practice Guidance confirms that this duty also applies
to proposals outside the designated area but impacting on its natural beauty.
1.0

Chichester Harbour Policy Framework

1.1

The adopted guidance requires a clear demonstration that no harm is caused to the
AONB. The guidance is based upon a number of 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
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
- PP09: Dark Skies
- PP19:
Houseboats
(draft)
https://www.conservancy.co.uk/assets/files/cms_item/135/dCH_Management_Plan_(PP19_Houseboats)_REV2-thBJmksMU7.pdf
The Chichester Harbour AONB Joint Supplementary Planning Document (2017)

2.0

Relevant planning history

2.2

The character at the canal is one based on the role in the development of Chichester
Harbour marine trade since 1823 when it was opened and became the chief point
of entry for the Port of Chichester. During the Second World War, the canal was
used as a defensive feature against invasion being reinforced with anti-tank
features such as walls, ditches, and pillboxes to provide a stop line for the Southern
Command. Remains of this stop line can be seen along the canal. Since the war,
the area has become a focus for recreational activity.

2.3

Chichester Marina was developed from the mid-1960’s, with a major re-configuration
of the marina undertaken under planning permission reference 12/00475/FUL. This
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provided for the net increase of marine related business floorspace at the site,
including a café/restaurant. The chandlery transferred to the new complex and the
District Council required the applicant to enter into an agreement that this application
building would not be re-used as a chandlery (presumably on retail policy grounds,
to protect existing defined retail centres).
2.4

Under planning applications 99/02546/ELD and 07/02062/ELD, the Chichester
District Council stated it was lawful for a number of houseboats to be berthed on the
canal, including at the current application site. A total of 30 houseboats berths were
secured under application 99/02546/ELD and a further one under application
07/02062/ELD. Planning permission is required only for a physical replacement
works of a new houseboat at these berths.

2.5

The Certificate of Lawful Development 99/02546/ELD refers to an approved drawing
number 00/510/15 (excluding the houseboat numbered 27), but this drawing is not
available on the public access website for this record.

2.6

There is an unscaled, hand-drawn plan with a total of 24 houseboat positionings
roughly marked, said to have been present on 27 November 1999 (found in the ‘Idox’
file for this case on-line). A total of 19 of those houseboat mooring berths that are
shown are positioned east of the footbridge (Egremont Bridge not the lock bridge)
that crosses the canal.

2.7

From inspection it is noted that the plan approved to Certificate of Lawful
Development 07/02062/ELD was to a 1/2500 scale and indicative measurements
indicate a houseboat of no longer than 12m approx. and no wider than 3m approx.

2.8

There have been various applications for houseboat provision over recent years along
the canal. The relevant planning history available for this site includes the following.
20/00354/FUL – Permission
- Houseboat Louisa Heartwell (berth 28)
20/00353/FUL – Permission
- Houseboat Tir-no-nog (berth 19)
19/01396/FUL – Permission 08-11-2019
- Houseboat Living the Dream (berth 1)
19/00152/FUL – Permission 21-03-2019
- Houseboat Moored Hen (berth 21)
17/03179/FUL – Permission 18-12-2017
- Houseboat Bag End
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20.67m x 3.65m x 2.4m (canal barge)
17.5m x 4.43m x 4.4m (flat roof)
18.5m x 4.4m x 4.4m (with upper terrace)
18.5m x 4.5m x 4m (4.4m to flat roof wings)
15.6m x 4m x 3.6m (curve roof)

16/02017/FUL – Permission 18-08-2016
- Houseboat Waipawa
16/01874/FUL – Permission 01-09-2016
- Houseboat Fusil (berth 27)
16/01764/FUL – Permission 19-07-2016
- Houseboat Nibbana
15/02586/FUL – Permission 14-10-2015
- Houseboat Eloise
15/00914/FUL – Permission 12-06-2015
- Houseboat Norana
3.0
3.1

3.2

16.5m x 4m x 4m (ridge roof)
17.5m x 4.33m x 4.45m (upper terrace)
18m x 4.5m x 3.4m (ridge roof)
17m x 4.5m x 4.2m (inc upper terrace)
18.2m x 4m x 4.6m

Site Context and Existing Development
The planning unit / red-line application site is within the Chichester Harbour
Conservancy Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) protected national
landscape, where development is subject to more stringent planning guidance to
ensure that development respects and enhances the inherent qualities of such a
sensitive location.
Other contextual setting considerations







The red-line application site indicates the houseboat planning unit
The proposed development area occupies the whole of the red-line site
The red-lines site lies within a countryside area
The site is not within a LPA designated Conservation Area
The site is not indicated to be on or close to a building on the scheduled list of
buildings of historic or architectural importance
The site is assumed as being within Flood Zone 3 for flooding risk

3.3

Chichester Marina lies on the eastern side of the Chichester Channel of the Harbour.
Chichester Canal flows into the channel and forms the southern edge of the marina.
The canal has a number of houseboats mooring berths along both sides of the canal,
mainly towards the western section of this waterway. The district council has already
deemed it lawful for a houseboat to be berthed at the site. The Chichester Canal path
route would not be affected.

3.4

The proposal is for the mooring of a houseboat at mooring berth number 30 located
to the northern bank of the canal. It is positioned remotely from the other berths.
The existing vessel is 8.53m in length by 3.74m in width and has a height (flat roof)
at 2.63m including the partly submerged floatation ballast tanks.

40

4.0

Proposed development and Supporting Documents

4.1

The proposed houseboat is single storey in height with a ridged roof. The dimensions
are indicated as 16m in length (including promenade terraced deck) x 4.5m in width
x 4.4m high to the roof ridge (including semi-submerged floatation ballast tanks).
The visible houseboat accommodation is 13m by 3.2m by 2.98m and provides only
one floor of accommodation, there is no roof terrace. The houseboat would have a
design that would be ‘shed-like’ in appearance. There are a variety of houseboat
designs on the canal.

4.2

The accommodation construction would be of mushroom coloured metal cladding.
The landward plot boundary would retain the wooden picket fence. External lighting
would be provided by 16 LED spotlights, replacing the standard spotlights.

4.3

Submitted in support of the application documents (forms, plans and drawings) and
relevant to the AONB consideration are a Design and Access Statement, a Ecological
Impact Assessment, and a houseboat specification. All these documents have been
viewed.

5.0
5.1

6.0

Applicants Approach to the AONB protected landscape
The submission has made passing reference to the AONB in the DAS. There is no
named recognition made to the AONB Management Plan planning policy document
relevant to the consideration of the proposal or to the Planning Principles specifically,
or the LPA Local Plan Policy specifically addressing the AONB. The proposal has
apparently therefore been made with superficial understanding.
AONB Planning Considerations

6.1

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

6.2

The principle of the development to the AONB protected landscape needs to be
considered. The AONB Planning Principles are applicable to the AONB protected
landscape and development that impacts upon the protected landscape. The adopted
guidance requires a clear demonstration that no harm is caused to the AONB
protected landscape from or by this proposal.
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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.
1. Relevant Planning History Implications

6.4

The planning history considerations identify that the identified moorings on the canal
benefit from planning permission.
2. Principle of the Use and Activity to the AONB Protected Landscape

6.5

The principle of the proposed use and activity has to be considered alongside its
relationship to the land which surrounds it. The proposal seeks a replacement
houseboat to the one on the mooring. The one-for-one replacement is not opposed
in principle, though details aspects need to be considered.
3. Location, Positioning, Layout Design, Development Grain to surrounding character

6.6

The principle of the proposed layout design character and appearance on the AONB
supporting landscape environment would be a noticeable change from the exisitng
situation. The replacement vessel is almost twice the size in length to the one being
replaced. However, this is shown within the defined red-line mooring berth available
to the canal side. The impact of the siting would be limited within the context of the
canal surroundings.
4. Physical works, Scale, Massing, Bulk, Visual Character and Landscape Impact

6.7

The principle of the proposed physical works, scale and massing / bulk would be a
recognisable change from the exisitng site situation and would require detailed
examination if to be considered within the surrounding environment.

6.8

The exisitng vessel provides a accommodation structure of 8.53m by 3.74m by
2.63m (flat roof) to the canal bank. The proposed replacement has an
accommodation structure of 13m by 3.2m by 2.98m (sloping ridge roof). In
silhouette terms along the long elevation to the canal side bank there would be an
approx increase of 72.7% in visual percieved structure. This is in excess of the
working draft guidance offered in PP19: Houseboats, draft CHC Planning Principles
advice.

6.9

The silhouette assessment is a useful tool to guage the proposal against, but it is not
the final determination mechanism. The scale must also be assessed alongside the
impact in building design and character. The visual apperance is considered further
(assessment criterion 5 below).
5. Structure Design, Character, Appearance and Finished Treatment to the AONB

6.10 The design of the houseboat vessel would require detailed examination if to be
considered within the surrounding environment. The design should be considered
alongside th character of the area and the general appearnce within the landscape.
High standards of design are not generally associated with houseboats.
6.11 The exising houseboat has a simple ‘box shape’ design. The proposed replacement
has a similar overall appearnace but incorporates a ridged roof with end gables giving
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a ‘shed like’ appearance. Neither the exisitng or proposed design is architecturally or
aestetically inspiring, butboth are functional if utilitarian in concept and appearance.
The exisitng vessel is metal clad as is the proposed replacement.

6. Wildlife, Biodiversity and Possible Ecological Mitigation Measures
6.12 The impact of any harm to wildlife, biodiversity, is unlikely given the proposal is a
one-for-one replacement. The need for possible ecological mitigation is unnecessary
given this situation.
6.13 It is understood from caselaw that a local planning authority must not determine an
application until the absence of protected species from the site or a method
statement where presence is established has been undertaken.
6.14 The development would not result in an increased level of human activity within the
site and areas surrounding the site. This is therefore unlikely to result in increased
disturbance of wildlife. The likely on-site direct effects of the proposal on the wildlife,
biodiversity and general environmental quality of the AONB protected landscape
environment is considered to be limited. On-site improvements could be considered
generally through the installation of bird and bat boxes at the site, hedgehog houses
in the landward mooring area, and similar easy applied wildlife improvements.
6.15 The proposal would increase useable floor space at the site but would not increase
the number of residential units or significantly increase occupation potential of the
premises on the site. This should not result in any substantial increase in the
demands for recreational activity in the locality or add to the associated disturbance
of wildlife areas.
6.16 The change in the building profile would be unlikely to harm wildlife habitats /
foraging routes. Assuming that there is no wildlife uses of the structure, the proposal
would not therefore be viewed as harmful to the wildlife or biodiversity of the site.
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7. Tranquility and Natural Environment Qualities in the AONB
6.17 The use and activity associated with the proposal on the rural character and
tranquility of the AONB protected landscape would be unlikely to be a concern due
to no anticipated change from the existing use and activity associated with the site.
8. Possible Environmental Effects within the AONB
6.18 There are no obvious environmental impacts from the proposed development that
would require further consideration. Drainage arrangements would remain as
currently for such water bourne accommodation.

9. AONB Planning Principle policy considerations applicable to the proposal
6.19 The Chichester Harbour Management Plan Policy-1 Conserving and Enhancing the
Landscape, Policy-2 Development Management, and Policy-3 Diversity of Habitats,
are relevant. AONB Planning Principle PP01 is also appropriate.
6.20 AONB PP19:Houseboats, is currently open for public comment until 30 April 2021
prior to ratification and formal adoption. The advice indicates that within the
Chichester Canal, exisiting moorings should not be increased or enlarged, and
replacement houseboat vessels should be within a 25% slihouette increase guideline.
6.21 The current proposal is calculated to have a long elevation 72.7% silhouette increase.
The PP19 guidance is an assessment tool which is not prescriptive, but offers an
indication of acceptability, to be considered against other assessment considerations
such as design, appearance and setting context. The change of a ‘box-like’ vessel of
8.53m visual accommodation structure length and 2.63m height to a ‘shed-like’
vessel of 13m visual accommodation structure length and 2.98m height is a modest
change, particularly when considered against other houseboat replacement along the
canal (see para. 2.6 above). Therefore it is not considered to be so excessive to
generate a serious objection.
6.22 AONB PP09:Dark Skies - Proposals with increased scope for light illumination within
a countryside, coastal or semi-rural location would have an impact not only to the
site and immediate surrounds but influence the wider area, and could create visual
harm to the AONB protected landscape setting. The proposal replaces exisitng
standrad spotlights with 16 LED spotlights on the vessel. This is considered to be a
like-for-like substitution in this part of the canal mooring berths.
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Conclusion
1.

The site lies in the AONB protected national landscape. The development area of the
red-line site lies outside of a settlement policy area and therefore within the
countryside. The proposal has been considered alongside the aspects of the
Chichester Harbour AONB protected national landscape designation planning
guidance approach as provided in PP01, PP09, PP19.

2.

Previous planning history has established the location as within an agreed specified
area where houseboats are authorised under the planning established use certificate
of 1999 and then 2007. As such the principle of the houseboat is accepted at this,
one of a limited number of defined berths along the northern side of the canal.

3.

The current proposal replaced on a one-for-one basis the houseboat vessel on the
mooring berth. The size and scale of the replacement is larger than the exisitng
vessle, but is within the mooring berth allocated area.

4.

The houseboat design is simple and basic, similar to that being replaced. High
standards of design are not generally associated with houseboats and this would
seem to apply in this case. The design is not as expansive as some at other moorings,
and therefore is not considered to be a significant visual imposition within the AONB.

5.

The intrusion of artificial light is catered for in external areas but this is similar to the
exisitng situation on the vessel.

6

Ecology and biodiversity would be unchanged.
CHC Planning Committee Process
DR - prepared for 12.04.2021 CHC Planning Committee (meeting via internet)
Assessment 29-03-2020 LPA request reply 09-04-2021
LPA extension of time
has been agreed
Chichester Harbour AONB Case Assessor: David Rothery
LPA
Planning
Case
Officer: William Price
This recommendation is made having regard to the Policy framework:
- Chichester Harbour Landscape Character Assessment (CBA update 2019)
- Chichester Harbour AONB Management Plan (2019-2024)
- Chichester Harbour AONB Planning Principles (Management Plan version April 2019)
- Chichester Harbour AONB Joint Supplementary Planning Document SPD
(2017)
- National Planning Policy Framework (July 2018)
- National Planning Practice Guidance (March 2014)
- Chichester Local Plan: Key Policies (2015)

Visit our webpage – www.conservancy.co.uk/page/planning
Chichester
Harbour
Conservancy
manage
and
Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
One of the UK’s National Landscapes
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Agenda Item 5d

Local Planning Authority planning application reference:

BO/21/00620/FUL

Site: Burnes Shipyard, Westbrook Field, Windward Road, Bosham, West Sussex
Proposals: Proposed redevelopment comprising the erection of 3x dwellings with
access, parking, landscaping and associated works following demolition of
existing shipyard buildings and structures (Use Class B2)
Application details on LPA webpage – https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/onlineapplications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QPARWMERMPI00

RECOMMENDATION
(a) That Chichester District Council, as local planning authority be advised that
Chichester Harbour Conservancy raises an OBJECTION to the proposed
development.
(b) That the following planning issues impacting on the AONB are considered to
justify an objection to the proposal.
Refusal Overview: The proposal for this industrial site would remove the prospect
for replacement marine engineering, associated marine enterprise, or new
industrial employment uses from the site that benefits from a coastal shoreline
boundary. The loss of this site to residential housing would harm the economic
opportunity of the site and area in general.






Loss of employment generating site to the economy of Bosham and surroundings.
Lack of residential land use justification within the countryside
Adverse impact of non-traditional design style to the AONB / CA area character
Wastewater sewerage systems capacity is not demonstrated or proven
Resultant recreational wildlife disturbance within the AONB protected landscape
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Requirement to secure contributions towards Solent Bird Aware Protocol

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 and wildlife, ecology, and biodiversity implications.
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 LPA should assess the application carefully as to whether the proposed
development would have a significant impact on or harm that statutory purpose.
Relevant to this is the duty on public bodies to ‘have regard’ for that statutory purpose
in carrying out their functions (Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act,
2000). The Planning Practice Guidance confirms that this duty also applies to proposals
outside the designated area but impacting on its natural beauty.
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 a number of 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
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:
PP02:
PP04:
PP09:

Chichester Harbour as a Protected Area
Safeguarding Marine Enterprise
Creation of New Dwellings
Dark Skies

The Chichester Harbour AONB Joint Supplementary Planning Document (2017)
Conservancy Officer’s comments and reasoned justification
2.0

Site Context and Existing Development

2.1

The planning unit / red-line application site is within the Chichester Harbour
Conservancy Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) protected national
landscape, where development is subject to more stringent planning guidance to
ensure that development respects and enhances the inherent qualities of such a
sensitive location.

2.2

Other contextual setting considerations
 The red-line application site indicates the industrial / employment site planning unit
 The proposed development area occupies the whole of the red-line site
 The red-lines site lies within a countryside area on the periphery of Bosham village
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 The site is not within but adjoins a LPA designated Conservation Area
 The site is not indicated to be on or close to a building on the scheduled list of
buildings of historic or architectural importance.
 The site is confirmed as being within Flood Zone 1, 2, and 3a for flooding risk.
2.3. The 0.5 ha (1.23 acre) red-line site lies to the western end and north of Windward
Road. The site has a shore frontage to the harbour to the western boundary. The
slipway associated with the site is not shown within the red line boundary.
2.4

3.0

The site is occupied by various, large and dilapidated shed buildings from the sites
original use as a boat building yard. Housing adjoins the site to the east at Spindrift
Mews, and to the north off Westbrook Field. South there is an open field.

Relevant planning history

3.1

BO/19/00259/EIA - EIA Screening opinion - Proposed development comprising 3
dwelling houses and associated works including the demolition of existing buildings.
Commenting on 13 February 2019 the CHC considered that an ES submission was
not required. On 19 February 2019 the LPA advised that an EIA was not required.

3.2

BO/19/00620/PRESS - Pre-Application Enquiry for proposed redevelopment of
former shipyard site for three residential dwellings - The CHC response letter was
sent out on 26 March 2019. The CHC view expressed was that “The principle of the
proposal must first be established, as the reuse of the site for marine based
employment would be The Conservancy’s first and favoured use for the land. … The
Chichester Harbour Conservancy AONB would prefer to see a traditional design and
appearance to any proposal, taking into account the character of the immediate
surrounds and the close proximity of adjacent dwellings to the site. The scale and
size of the resultant scheme should sit well within the backdrop of neighbouring
properties and the landscape setting (existing and to be provided) of this part of
Bosham’s coastal frontage. Skyline space should be visible at the upper level. The
use of more traditional materials that are in keeping with the character and
appearance of the area should be employed. The external finish utilising a traditional
pallet of materials should be considered, including the use of locally sourced
materials that respect the local vernacular. Slipway repairs could be considered as
part of the historic context of the scheme.”
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3.3

3.4.

Prior-to Pre-Application Enquiry (disclosed in submission documents) – Request
made by applicant on 28 January 2019 with a site meeting taking place on 11
February 2019. The CHC response letter was sent out on 14 February 2019. The CHC
view expressed was that “new proposal would again have to justify an alternative
land use to that of marine based industry to address the Conservancy’s planning
principles, and the LPA’s planning policy for such changes of use.”
https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/onlineapplications/files/41A516E65AA26755814A80ECDE149F73/pdf/21_00620_FUL-PRIORTO_PRE-APPLICATION_ENQUIRY-3351213.pdf
BO/13/01846/FUL - Proposal for 4 dwellings (Use Class C3) and erection of
employment floor space (Use Class B1) with associated car parking and hard and
soft landscaping works, including formation of a new footpath across Mill Meadow
following demolition of existing buildings and structures. Commenting on 25 July
2013 the CHC Planning Committee raised no objection but made comment that the
scale of some of the houses and their design could be revised to alleviate the impact
on the AONB. On 9 September 2013 the LPA REFUSED the proposal.
https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/onlineapplications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=MO9Q5NEROY000
and
https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/onlineapplications/files/1A8A7F868B4CCF11AC537A265AFEBDF7/pdf/13_01846_FULCHICHESTER_HARBOUR_CONSERVANCY_25-07-13-1772289.pdf

3.5

APP/L3815/A/13/2209694 - The refusal was appealed and on 13 February
2014 the CHC Planning Chairman commented on the appeal enclosing the CHC
Planning Case Officer report which recommended strong objection to the CHC
Planning Committee of 22 July 2013 but which was a finely balanced vote to raise
no objection. On 18 September 2014 the Planning Inspectorate DISMISSED the
appeal.
https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/onlineapplications/files/F4267EEEE22C1531FBB943A0BB073698/pdf/13_01846_FULAPPEAL_DECISION_-_THE_PLANNING_INSPECTORATE_18.09.14-1910132.pdf

3.6

BO/09/00193/FUL - Redevelopment of Burnes Shipyard to include 22 residential
units together with associated access, car parking and associated infrastructure.
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Commenting on 16 March 2009 the CHC Planning Committee raised OBJECTION.
On 31 March 2009 the LPA REFUSED the proposal.
https://publicaccess.chichester.gov.uk/onlineapplications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=KDRI86ER0K700

4.0

Proposed development and Supporting Documents

4.1

The current application is for full permission for the erection of three detached fourbedroom dwellings of modern bespoke designs. The existing vacant industrial sheds
of approx. 2011sqm floor area would be demolished. These were last occupied in
1993.

4.2

The proposal places two dwellings to the coastal frontage (plot A at 204sqm ground
floor area and B at 194sqm) and one to the east of the site (plot C at 119sqm). There
would be a common vehicular access from Windward Road to the two coastal facing
dwellings. Access to the foreshore (Westbrook Field) and the slipway would be
retained. The closest building (plot A) is shown set back approx. 28m from the west
boundary and the foreshore.

4.3

Pedestrian access is indicated by flights of steps and long sloping ramps to each
property from the road level shared drive access. Each dwelling is shown with a
double garage. External lighting to circulation areas is provided by low level bollards.
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4.4

Each of the dwellings is indicated to be on raised ground. This is part of the flood
risk avoidance measures employed. The submitted FRA indicates that the three
residential units are proposed with a minimum finished floor level of 5.45m AOD,
thereby providing a freeboard of between 410mm and 790mm above the predicted
1:200-year tidal flood level in the year 2125. Exisitng ground levels are highest at
the eastern side of the site at approx. 4.0m AOD. The site falls towards the western
extent of the site to approx. 2.9m AOD

4.5

The proposed development will incorporate a sustainable drainage system which will
discharge by gravity into the adjacent tidal waters via the existing surface water
system. Foul water will be discharged via a pumped system either to the existing
onsite connections to the public foul sewer or to a new connection located in Moreton
Road.

4.6

The materials are indicated as a mixture of red (plot A) and grey (plot C) bricks, and
flint work (plot B), with horizontal and vertical timber cladding. There are also some
areas of concrete banding. Roof areas would be slate tiles.

4.7

Submitted in support of the application documents (forms, plans and drawings) and
relevant to the AONB consideration are a Planning and AONB Statement, Design and
Access Statement, Heritage Assessment, Arboricultural Desk Based Assessment,
Landscape and Visual Impact Appraisal, Ecological Impact Assessment, Lighting
Assessment, a Nutrient Balancing Assessment, and a Viability Report. All these
documents have been viewed.

5.0

Applicants Approach to the AONB protected landscape

5.1

The submission has duly considered the application proposal within its context and
setting of the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Clear and detailed
reference to the AONB is made in the submitted documents to support the proposal
(Planning and AONB Statement paras 1.5, 1.6, 3.8, 4.7 and 4.32 to 4.37) There is
named recognition made to the AONB Management Plan planning policy document
relevant to the consideration of the proposal and there is also reference to the
Planning Principles specifically, as well as the LPA Local Plan Policy specifically
addressing the AONB. The proposal has apparently therefore been made with an
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appropriate and professional understanding, care and oversight.
6.0

AONB Planning Considerations

6.1

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

6.2

The principle of the development to the AONB protected landscape needs to be
considered. The AONB Planning Principles are applicable to the AONB protected
landscape and development that impacts upon the protected landscape. 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.
1. Relevant Planning History Implications

6.4

The planning history considerations identify that the Appeal Inspector in the 2014
decision dismissed the scheme for 4 dwellings due to the visual impact of the design
of the new dwellings on the AONB amongst other considerations. The Inspector also
indicated that the protection of the site for marine related uses was not justified, and
therefore by implication redevelopment for residential use may not be discounted
entirely, should a suitable scheme be forthcoming. Pre-application advice offered (see
3.2, 3.3 above) sought a traditional character to any proposal that may be submitted.
2. Principle of the Use and Activity to the AONB Protected Landscape

6.5

The principle of the proposed use and activity has to be considered alongside its
relationship to the land which surrounds it. The proposal seeks residential
development on an employment site within the countryside, albeit on the periphery
of the settlement area of Bosham village. The scope of 2019 policy approach of CHC
PP02: Safeguarding Marine Enterprise requires clear evidence of site marketing for
marine based use for at least 12 months prior to consideration for alternative uses.

6.6

The submitted Planning and AONB Statement (para 3.12) makes a case for the
release of the land from an employment activity and refers to the submitted Viability
Report regarding other marketted sites. 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-ofdate the NPPF advice is that the presumption in favour of sustainable development
takes precident, unless policies in the Framework 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
Framework as a whole. (NPPF para 11d).

6.7

The proposal is outside the main settlement area. The residential development would
have a recognised impact on the AONB protected national landscape designated area.
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The proposal does not address the CHC Planning Principles and is opposed in
principle, though details aspects need to be considered.
3. Location, Positioning, Layout Design, Development Grain to surrounding character
6.8

The principle of the proposed layout design character and appearance on the AONB
supporting landscape environment would be a clear departure from the exisitng
situation, removing large and poor maintained industrial structures covering the
majority of the site and replacing with three dwellings within their own open
curtilages.

6.9

The locational and layout of the development would have an impact on the visual
character of the surroundings. This is considered to be generally positive, opening
up space within the site and views between the buildings to space and sky beyond.
The building grain of the site would be more in keeping with that of the immediate
surrounds, a middle option between the house ‘Larg’ in its large grounds to the north,
and the housing estate off Spindrift Mews to the east.
4. Physical works, Scale, Massing, Bulk, Visual Character and Landscape Impact

6.10 The principle of the proposed physical works, scale and massing / bulk would be a
recognisable change from the exisitng site situation. The large industiral sheds would
be removed and replaced with three separate, two-storey dwelling houses and their
domestic curtilages.
6.11 The development would be on higher raised land and have little effective landscape
screening to the AONB protected national landscape, giving a clear vista from the
harbour waters and coastal area.
6.12 The submitted DAS and SCMP indicates (page 8) that “The proposal seeks to ensure
the development has the lowest possible impact on the wider environment. This is
both visually and environmentally.” This claim is not substantiated. Visually the
redevelopment would be less imposing than the shed that are to be replaced, but the
dwellings themselves are significant and large structures, with long elevations and a
raised profile on built-up land (for flood risk avoidance reasons). The dwellings would
have a physical mass and percieved bulk which is out of character for the area when
comparison with neighbouring properties. The large, expansive, and raised twostorey houes would have asubstantial impact on the character of Windward Road.

6.13 Scale is a matter considered by provisions of Part 12 of the Chichester Harbour AONB
Joint Supplementary Planning Document (16 May 2017) as adopted by the District
Council LPA. Where this relates to a comparision with an exisitng building designed
and bult for a different use (as in this situation) the comparison guidance is not a
determining consideration. The proposal would have a smaller footprint and

54

silhouette profile as the buildings are designed for different end uses.
6.14 A size comparison can be made with buildings in the imdeiate locality with a same
use. The contrast of the proposal scheme with that of the dwellings along Westbrook
Field and Spindrift Mews would therefore be more helpful in the consideration of
buildings within their setting. Looking at the relationship, the proposal seeks larger
dwellings than on neighbouring sites, both in footprint coverage and in building
height and length, albeit part of the building bulk is from the raised land profile.
6.15 The scale must also be assessed alongside the impact in building design and
character. The submitted DAS (page 5) claims that “The landscape and surrounding
context plays a very important role in the design of new buildings and to reduce the
visual impact of them in the wider landscape.”. The visual apperance aspect of the
three new dwellings must be considered further (assessment criterion 5 below).

5. Structure Design, Character, Appearance and Finished Treatment to the AONB
6.16 The design of the buildings are bespoke. The dwellings do not reflect the traditional
style or character of houses nearby. The dwellings do not incorporate design
requirements that are necessary to address site specific issues, other than being
raised on elevated land for flood risk avoidance. The dwellings do not have a
reasoned rationale based upon the site, the location, or the needs of the applicant
which cannot be met elsewhere. Whilst bespoke, they are designs that could be
provided elsewhere, there is no key design factor to specify that they are bespoke
to the site situation.
6.17 The proposal acknowledges the sites location within the AONB protected national
landscape. The design solutions submitted however do not follow the pre-application
advice offered. This was that should that an alternative form of development be
justified on the lack of the retention of employment uses, it would need to respect
the site characteristics, respect the character of the immediate and wider locality,
and respect the setting of the AONB, the adjoing Conservation Area, and the special
designation of the surrounding environment. The proposals does not do this.
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6.18 The appearance of the three dwellings are unashamedly modern. That is not in itself
a concern if within a context that fosters such contrast. This site is however framed
by the opennes sof the Conservation Area to the south, which enable mid and long
distance views, and the urban appearance of traditional housing forms at Spindrift
Mews and along Westbrook Field. A traditional form of house style and design was
therefore considered to be the ‘best-fit’ option for an alternative land use.
6.19 The submitted designs have large box-like upper floor elevations, significantly
elongated elevations to principal view points, substantial articulated building
elements that creat a juxaposition of building elements that jar against a traditional
form. Apart from being the architects expression of individualism, the buildings
would have little to relate tham to their semi-urban surroundings. The proposals do
not add to the landscape that the AONB seek to retain and enhance.
6.20 The choice of material pallet uses stock brick and slate, which are traditional, but
interposes horizontal and vertical timber boarding as well as areas of concrete and
flint finish walls. The liberal use of upper floor terraces introduces elevated outdoor
living space which is not a common feature to publci elevations of other houses in
the vicinity of the site.
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6.21 The scale of the building (critrion 4 above) indicates the design choices would have
a greater visual impact on the area. This is due to the larger building scale to that of
nearby dwellings (including Lenk to the north), the raied height due to the flood risk
embankment works, and the open nature of public views from the harbour waters to
the west and the Conservation Area to the south.
6. Tranquility and Natural Environment Qualities in the AONB
6.22 The use and activity associated with the proposal on the rural character and
tranquility of the nearby AONB protected landscape would be difficult to measure,
other than to accept that the redevelopment on the periphery of the built-up edge
would generate less heavy traffic and operational noise than the former boatyeard
activity.
6.23 The potential noise impact resulting from the proposed development and activity
would have to be considered in terms of the usual noise profile of residential
development. This takes place at surrounding properties and therefore should not be
a significant factor if spread onto this site. It is therefore unlikley to be a significant
issue in terms of any likely noise implications to the AONB protected landscape.
6.24 Artificial lighting from within the individual buildings from the glazed windows,
rooflights, and from external lighting sources is an obvious concern. The submitted
Lighting Statement does not make any comment on internal light emission. The
document does advise that regarding external lighting, “None of the light sources to
be introduced to the development site point towards the foreshore to limit any light
spill to the surrounding area.” It then advises, “The proposed lighting will be provided
on low level (1m) tall bollards to provide downward lighting to provide a safe and
secure level of illuminationfor pedestrians to move around safely….The Pharloa Dark
Sky bollard proposed for the development is designed not to emit any light above
the horizontal….the lighting units can be fed from a time lock and photocell to come
on at dusk and to turn of later around midnight then on again around 6am for the
winter months.”
7. Possible Environmental Effects within the AONB
6.25 There is a public surface water sewer located on the eastern extent of Windward
Drive. The topographic survey identifies two surface water outfalls into the tidal
reaches of the Bosham Channel to the west of the site. This network is likely to have
been adopted by Southern Water under the 2011 Water Industry Act. The outfall to
the southwest perimeter of the site is identified as a 180mm diameter outfall with
an invert level of 1.91m AOD. The outfall to the northwest of the site is recorded as
a 140mm diameter outfall with an invert level of 2.37m AOD. The site either
discharges to one or both outfalls. A full drainage survey will need to be undertaken
to confirm the full extent of the onsite drainage to inform the detailed design.
6.26 Records indicate an existing 150mm diameter public foul sewer located beneath
Moreton Road to the east of the site. The existing onsite foul water infrastructure is
unknown. The site is likely to have either had foul water pumped to the existing foul
water network in Moreton Road to the east or treated onsite via a Package Treatment
Plant discharging into the tidal watercourse to the west of the site.
6.27 The Defra online “Magic Map” confirms that the site is located above a major aquifer
classified as having an intermediate vulnerability above a Principal Aquifer. Borehole
information confirm that the site is within an area underlain by superficial river
terrace deposits. Two historic boreholes approx 250m north and south of the site
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show evidence of groundwater encountered at 4.5m below ground level.
6.28 The site is located in Flood Zones 2 and 3a. The derelict industrial buildings currently
occupying the site are located in Flood Zones 3a. The undefended 1:200 year tidal
flood level is modelled at 3.55m AOD. The exisitng site falls from 4.0m to 2.9m AOD.
6.29 The drainage regime of the site is suggested (submitted Flood Risk Assessement paras 6.3.1 to 6.4.6). The report states that final drainage proposals will subject to
further site investigations (para. 6.3.7). The foul drainage is suggested to require an
onsite pumping station to lift foul water prior to discharge into the public sewer (para.
6.4.2). An alternative connection via Windward Road may be adequate subject to
further investigation (submitted Utilities Statement para. 11.1).
6.30 On discharged water quality, the surface water scheme will include mitigation to
ensure that surface water is suitably treated and any pollution risk mitigated prior to
discharge to adequately mitigate against the risk of pollution (para. 6.5.1. to 6.5.6).
6.31 The Conservancy needs to be assured by Southern Water that adequate headroom
capacity exists at the Bosham waste-water treatment works and that water quality
in and the delicate ecology of Chichester Harbour SPA will not be compromised. The
advice of the NPPF in respect of surface water run-off is that flow rates after the
development should be no greater than the existing circumstance.
6.32 Due to the uncertainty that the proposal can be accommodated by exisitng wastewater treatment infrastructure without causing harm to coastal designated sites,
Natural England guidance is that all new development proposals should achieve
nitrogen neutrality. The foul water from the site would be discharged to the Bosham
Waste Water Treatment Works which has a nitrogen discharge limit of 10mg N/I
(submitted Nutrient Neutralist Management Plan - section 2). The nutrient balancing
assessment submitted indicates that the proposal would result in an increase in the
Total Nitrate (TN) discharge and is therefore considered to have the potential to
result in an adverse effect on the integrity of the Solent coastal sites and that
therefore mitigation is needed. The calcultions infer a surplus of Nitrogen from the
development of 2.4kg N/yr for which mitigation would be required. An identified
mitigation plan on land at East Dean (0.3ha of the 4.39ha site) and at Droke Forest
(0.09ha of the 4.78ha site) for tree planting at a density of 100 tree per hectare (a
minimum of 10 deciduous broadleaf trees in perpetuity [80-125 years]). The
mitigation would be secured subject to a Section 106 Agreement.
8. Wildlife, Biodiversity and Possible Ecological Mitigation Measures
6.33 It is understood from caselaw that a local planning authority must not determine an
application until the absence of protected species from the site or a method
statement where presence is established has been undertaken.
6.34 The development will result in an increased level of human activity within the site
and areas surrounding the site. This is likely to result in increased disturbance of
wildlife. The likely on-site direct effects of the proposal on the wildlife, biodiversity
and general environmental quality of the AONB protected landscape environment is
considered to be limited.
6.35 P.U.S.H. which includes Chichester District Council, have formed a partnership and
commissioned studies into recreational impact and an interim mitigation strategy the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership Definitive Strategy – which has been
adopted by partners, including the Conservancy, and has the support of Natural
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England. Under the European Habitats Regulations, such mitigation must be secured
before affected development can be supported.
6.36 The proposal increases residential accommodation on the landholding. Therefore,
there may be an increased pressure on the character of the area through visitations
from the red-line site to recreational areas within the AONB and surrounds compared
to the current and former land use situation. The requirement to make appropriate
wildlife mitigation through the Bird Aware initiative is a valid and justified
requirement in this situation.
6.37 The submitted Ecological Impact Assessment concludes that the site “is of limited
ecological value, with the greatest ecological interest associated with the non-native
treeline to the north of site, and Chichester Harbour which lies immediately adjacent
to the western boundary of site and is internationally designated for its overwintering
bird populations.”
6.38 The Assessment advices that “wetland bird surveys …identified a notable assemblage
of birds using habitat adjacent to the site. However, it will be possible to avoid
impacting on these birds through some simple seasonal avoidance measures and
precautionary working practices.” Regarding reptile the assessment is “the site offers
low potential to support reptiles. Impacts can likewise be mitigated through
precautionary working practices and simple avoidance measures.”
6.39 Taking into account avoidance and mitigation measures the impact of the proposal
on biodiversity are “likely to result in beneficial gains for wildlife, significant at the
site level, owing to the increase in green space proposed. There is scope to
incorporate further ecological enhancements for the benefit of biodiversity.”

9. AONB Planning Principle policy considerations applicable to the proposal
6.40 The Chichester Harbour Management Plan Policy-1 Conserving and Enhancing the
Landscape, Policy-2 Development Management, and Policy-3 Diversity of Habitats,
are relevant. AONB Planning Principle PP01 is also appropriate.
6.41 AONB PP02 considers the submitted Viability Report that relies on “a report prepared
by Marina Projects Limited in April 2011 entitled “Burnes Shipyard Appraisal of
Marine Related Uses”. This report reviewed the market for marine businesses and
premises in Chichester Harbour” at that time that made a “case that future marine
related uses on this site were not viable.”
6.42 The Vibility Report summerises that “It is not feasible for the buildings to be re-used,
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so any re-purposing of the site will involve demolishing the existing buildings and
redeveloping.” It continues, “Burnes Shipyard is demonstrably inferior to [other]
marinas by virtue of very limited water access. The road access to the Burnes site is
also poor, being through existing residential streets. There are some existing
boatyards which are similarly compromised in terms of tidal access. Such yards have
their place, but offer low priced facilities to budget conscious boat owners. It is
theoretically possible that a redevelopment of Burnes Shipyard could offer similarly
low priced facilities.”
6.43 “The costs of clearing the existing buildings, remediating any land contamination,
repairing (and possibly renewing) the slipway launching facility and constructing new
buildings represents a substantial cost. The only way that such a major investment
could be justified is through charging premium building values and boat storage
pricing, but the location and poor access does not justify such pricing.” “Our
conclusion is that, because of this conflict whereby the cost of providing facilities
requires premium pricing, yet the location is only suitable for budget pricing, means
that a redevelopment of the site for marine business use is not a viable proposition.”
6.44 “Any developer of this site will need the value of the completed scheme to
comfortably exceed this cost in order to generate a reasonable development profit.
In reality, developers look for a profit margin of at least 20% return on costs, so if
costs are £2.7m, then the value of the completed development will need to exceed
£3.25m to achieve this margin. This means the value of the finished buildings will
need to be at least £150 per sq ft. There are isolated cases where highly specified
industrial buildings in prime locations achieve sales at values in excess of £100 per
sq ft, but in the current market, it is not realistic to expect units on a relatively
constrained site in Bosham, which is not after all a recognised business location, to
achieve values anywhere close to £150 per square foot on a repeatable basis. The
example we have used is for relatively basic workshop units.”
6.45 AONB PP04 requires development to address key criteria listed. The proposal does
not lie within the existing settlement boundary. The proposal shows a surface water
and a foul water drainage scheme, although it does not clearly identify that there is
enough headroom capacity exists in wastewater sewage treatment works
infrastructure to serve the development of the housing estate. The schemes Nitrogen
generation requires off-site mitigation for tree planting.
6.46 AONB PP09:Dark Skies - Proposals with increased scope for light illumination within
a countryside, coastal or semi-rural location would have an impact not only to the
site and immediate surrounds but influence the wider area, and could create visual
harm to the AONB protected landscape setting. The proposal acknowledges the
impact of lighting to the setting from external ground sources but makes no account
of light spill from internal areas or raised terraces.
Conclusion
1.

The site lies in the AONB protected national landscape. The development area of the
red-line site lies outside of a settlement policy area and therefore within the
countryside. The proposal is on brown-field land.

2.

Previous planning history has refused residential development on the land. A 2013
refusal was for a similar form and level of development. This refusal has been
dismissed at appeal (2014). The CHC have previously objected to residential
proposals.
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3.

The current proposal significantly reduces the scale and visual bulk of structures on
the site, replacing the industrial sheds with three individual dwellings. The percieved
scale, visual bulk, and appearance is however dominating from the surrounding road
network, due to the raised flood risk avoidance earthworks and the elongated
elevation treatments of the different buildings.

4.

The design of the three dwellings is bespoke, but not determined specifically to be
unique to the needs and context of the site. The designs could be provided in any
location that does not have a ‘special status’ and are more the architects expression
of skill as an ‘artist in three dimension’ than buildings that provide a reflection of the
site location and surrounding character within and adjacent to protected sensitive
special status areas (AONB, Cons Area, SPA, SAC, SSSI, Ramsar).

5.

The intrusion of artificial light is catered for at ground level external areas but there
is not acknowledgement of lighting spill from domestic habitable areas within and to
outdoor raised terrace areas.

6

The proposal leaves the drainage details for the development to a later stage of
consideration. Whilst identifying the Nitrogen Neutrality measures needed and a
possible mitigation solution, does not therefore address the on-site and local
drainage system specifications to demonstrate the site is within waste water
treatment capacity for the area.

7

Ecology and biodiversity would be potentially improved with more open areas, native
and species rich planting, and enhancements with bat boxes.

8.

The proposal compromises the aspects of the Chichester Harbour AONB protected
national landscape designation planning guidance approach as provided in PP01,
PP02, PP04, PP09.

CHC Planning Committee Process
DR - prepared for 12.04.2021 CHC Planning Committee (meeting via internet)
Assessment 29-03-2020 LPA request reply 06-04-2021
LPA extension of time
has been agreed
Chichester Harbour AONB Case Assessor: David Rothery
LPA
Planning
Case
Officer: Calum Thomas
This recommendation is made having regard to the Policy framework:
- Chichester Harbour Landscape Character Assessment (CBA update 2019)
- Chichester Harbour AONB Management Plan (2019-2024)
- Chichester Harbour AONB Planning Principles (Management Plan version April 2019)
- Chichester Harbour AONB Joint Supplementary Planning Document SPD
(2017)
- National Planning Policy Framework (July 2018)
- National Planning Practice Guidance (March 2014)
- Chichester Local Plan: Key Policies (2015)
Visit our webpage – www.conservancy.co.uk/page/planning
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Chichester Harbour Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
One of the UK’s National Landscapes
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advise

on

the

Agenda Item 5e

Local Planning Authority planning application reference: WI/21/00654/FUL
Site: Harbour View Itchenor Road West Itchenor PO20 7DH
Proposals: Replacement dwelling
(Conservancy Officer observation – the proposals could more accurately be described as
“Erect replacement dwelling and construct new swimming pool and single storey detached
poolhouse, detached greenhouse and single storey detached double garage, following
demolition of existing dwelling detached swimming pool and two other detached
structures; form additional vehicular access and use of adjacent land occupying the northwestern part of the application site as part of residential curtilage to the dwelling”)

Recommendation 1 – Objection: unnecessary tree removal to accommodate double
garage, which could easily be re-sited to avoid such loss and considered contrary to Policies
43, 48 and 49 of the adopted local plan. Affected trees considered to make a positive
contribution to the setting of the Itchenor Conservation Area and as natural features in
themselves making a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the
Chichester Harbour AONB. Unnecessary intrusion of built from into open parts of the site,
which are recognised as being an important countryside gap in the Village Design
statement.
Recommendation 2 – That the Council urgently considers the making of a Tree
Preservation Order to protect trees at or overhanging the application site.
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Conservancy Officers’ reasoned justification
1.0

Site and its context

1.1

The almost 0.67 ha site falls just outside with the West Itchenor Conservation Area
boundary, within the AONB. The site location is shown below edged red. This large
plot contains one detached dwelling (180 sq.m footprint according to a previous
application) and some outbuildings, notably a swimming pool housed under a
prefabricated structure, standing forward of the house. The dwelling occupies a
focal point as one travels north, with a distinctive, double height roundel window
feature. The dwelling is believed to have been constructed around 1940, possibly
slightly earlier. The northern part of the site is identified as an important local gap
in the village design statement.

1.2

The broken green dotted line in the aerial photograph above indicates a public
footpath. Owing to a break in planting/trees in the northern part of the eastern
boundary, the dwelling is visible to a great extent from the footpath. There is no
pronounced ‘building-line’ on this side of the street and considerable separation to
the next nearest built form, north and south of the site. The informality of how the
buildings is laid out on plot and the varied set back from the street form part of the
rural character of West Itchenor as a settlement.
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1.3

There are a number of substantial trees within the site evidenced by the above
aerial photograph, which make a positive contribution to the rural character of this
part of the AONB, which have significant amenity (and biodiversity) value, but
according to the Council’s webpages are not protected by any Tree Preservation
Order. Some images of the site are shown above and below. The dwelling is less
visible from the street for the greater part of the western and northern boundaries.
A drainage ditch runs along the northern part of the street frontage.

2.0

Relevant planning history

2.1

Under 15/03233/PRE pre-application advice was sought from the Council as to
whether the construction of two further houses north of the existing dwelling would
be acceptable. Being as the site was in a countryside location, that the (then)
paragraph 55 of the NPPF directed that isolated homes in the countryside were to
be avoided and no essential need argument was presented the answer was
negative, given the wording of Policy 45 and because the that part of the site is

64

identified as an important local gap on page 50 of the village design statement.
The Conservancy reminded the Council of two dismissed Appeals, (related to
12/02285/FUL and 13/03435/FUL) on land adjoining to the north-west, where a
dwelling had been twice proposed, in putting its opposition to the proposed two
houses.
2.2

Under 16/02659/PRE pre-application advice was sought from the Council as to
whether the replacement of the existing dwelling (in the mid to northern part of
the site) or demolition of the dwelling and its replacement by three dwellings would
be acceptable. In respect of a replacement dwelling, that shown had a 34%
increase in silhouette, greater bulk to roof massing and excessive glazing in one
elevation submitted were criticised. Conservancy Officers advised a replacement
on the southern part of the site would be acceptable. It was noted at that time
that the northern part of the site was clearly delineated from the southern part by
fencing/hedging. A concern at that time was expressed about built form creeping
northwards on the site. National and local policies were again referred to, in terms
of supporting the views expressed.

2.3

Under 16/03893/PRE pre-application advice was sought from the Council as to
whether the replacement of the existing dwelling would be acceptable. Both were
in the mid part of the site and shown as two variants - one 270 sq.m and the other
300 sq.m footprint. Option 1 was an ‘L’-shaped footprint, whilst option 2 was a
long narrow footprint spread across much of the plot width (with a 64% increase
in silhouette as a result). A letter was also included from a Planning Solicitor
expressing an opinion that the northern part of the site was part of the residential
curtilage of the dwelling. Your Officers asked the Council to carefully consider that
opinion and also that expressed by an Inspector relating to 13/02747/ELD
(Greenleas, Itchenor Road and adjoining land known locally as ‘Little Britain’),
where other caselaw was cited to distinguish between recreational land and bona
fide residential curtilage. In respect of a replacement dwelling, your Officer
commented “There is nothing wrong/objectionable with keeping the footprint in the
southern part of the site and there is plenty of room to do that”, emphasizing the
desirability of retaining the rural gap at the northern end of the site.

2.4

19/01530/DOM had proposed “Erection of two storey side and rear extension to
existing property. Erection of garage with sail storage over. Relocation of swimming
pool to rear of property. Removal of sundry existing outbuildings and UPVC pool
house. Reopening of original highway access to rear of garage. Various alterations
and additions.” Under the consulted delegated protocol, I proposed the following
recommendation, which was supported and sent to the Council – “Objection:
incongruous addition to host dwelling in terms of – (a) unsympathetic
addition/design of the addition in the form of a curtain wall above the eaves line,
failing to respect the character of this focal building, seen both from the street and
the public footpath crossing the field to the north of the site; and, (b)
disproportionately large and over dominant garage, which would be highly visible
in the street, when travelling north.” This application was withdrawn30.9.19.

2.5

Under 20/01157/PRE pre-application advice was sought from the Council as to
whether the replacement of the existing dwelling would be acceptable. This showed
a dwelling of similar footprint but orientated north-south to be parallel to the street,
with a detached garage all set behind an expansive driveway utilizing the existing
vehicular point of access. All other buildings on the site were assumed removed,
although not clearly annotated on the proposed block plan. Your Officer was
supportive of the footprint being shown on the southern part of the site, but as no
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footprint or silhouette calculations were presented, it was difficult to comment
definitively on those aspects. The amount of proposed full height apex glazing and
dominance of gabled forms is considered excessive. The existing splayed alignment
of the dwelling was preferred and it was considered more appropriate to position
the double garage to the south side (further from the street). Making the side
gabled forms hipped roofs (both front and back) would leave the central gabled
form as the focal point, looking down the street vista travelling north. The hipped
roof ridges should also be sub-ordinate to the central gabled form, stepping down,
either side of it. The applicant was encouraged to make the roof to the lower
element to the house to be hipped and the roof to the double garage too, to lessen
overall bulk. Use of red brick was preferred (instead of white-painted render) to
accentuate the stone faced central gabled form as a focal point in the street.
Window and door frameworks appeared to have a darker hue and The Conservancy
was supportive of that. Generous eaves overhangs were suggested by the
perspective views and would help to mitigate impact of the (hopefully reduced)
glazing. The glazed balustrade to the rear was not encouraged and use of a dark
stained timber balustrade was to be preferred. The applicant was encouraged to
undertake a survey of structures to be demolished to substantiate no protected
species was using them.
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2.6

20/01699/DOM proposed “Two storey side and rear extensions with associated
works” (seen above).
The Conservancy raised no objections, subject to
implementation with specified building materials and commented – “Silhouette and
footprint comparisons are within the Joint CHAONB SPD guidance. No doubt a
replacement garage building will be proposed later, but that can of course be looked
at on its merits if submitted.”

3.0

Proposed development

3.1

The applicant proposes to live in the existing house whilst the replacement house
is constructed. Once ready for occupation, the existing house would be demolished.
The submitted ecological survey report does not comment on whether any tree to
be removed might offer potential for bats to roost there. It is also clear that the
person preparing that report was told that the “…proposed works are understood
to be largely within the footprint of the existing property… and will not impact upon
any trees which will be retained and protected”, which is not the case. The report
is dated 7 June 2019 and it is clear that it was prepared to support application
19/01530/DOM, from the plans to the rear of the document. Such ecological
surveys have a shelf life of between 18-24 months, but the possibility of trees
affected by the new proposals has not been undertaken. No separate arboricultural
report accompanies the current application. Broken lines in green, purple and
brown below (superimposed on the existing site plan) have been used to indicate
the trees/hedging to be lost, new trees and hedging indicated and new built form
footprints respectively.
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3.2

The applicant explains that the level of thermal efficiency desired could not be
delivered by implementing 20/01699/DOM and so it was decided instead to replace
the dwelling but retain its overall existing architectural styling. The applicant states
the benefits of moving the dwelling to the central part of the plot to be –
“I. The House will be set further back from Itchenor Road and be hidden from the
South and the West by nature of the road being lower than the plot at this point.
For people walking or driving North on Itchenor Road, the property will still be
partially visible but this view will be less imposing than the existing property as the
frontage of the house will be at an oblique angle and much further back from the
South-West corner of our plot. Two large conifer trees also shield the new property
from the road to a much greater degree than the existing property.
II. The new location enables the new property to be constructed before the
demolition of the existing property. This will enable our family to live on-site during
the build and therefore save thousands of pounds in unnecessary rental costs. As
we are planning to act as project managers on the build process, this will be
invaluable and should reduce delays in the construction and repeated journeys to
and from the site.
III. The new property’s shell will be constructed using an ICF system that ensures
the shell and roof build will take just a few weeks and require far fewer large
deliveries than a traditional build process, dramatically reducing the impact of
heavy lorries on neighbours.
IV. The proposed location of the new property places the new house behind a
mature oak tree when viewed from the West, screening much of the property from
our neighbours directly opposite. The removal of the existing house will then
improve the outlook for all close neighbours as the collection of trees to the SouthEast of the site will become visible, rather than their current view of the side of the
existing house and the roof of the indoor pool enclosure (which is also being
relocated).
V. The proposed location of the new property, whilst a few metres closer to the
footpath to the North of the site, is still hidden from it by a 6ft fence and existing
trees and hedges (see below images).
VI. The new orientation will present the house at an oblique angle to walkers
approaching from the east across the field to the rear of the new property. The
location also places the new house directly behind a large Oak Tree on our eastern
boundary to further minimize the impact to walkers. Finally, we will be planting
Native Hedging (Blackthorn, Hawthorn, Alder mix) along the northern and partially
eastern boundary to further shield the property.
VII. Whilst our ecology report noted no signs of bats in our existing property (See:
Bat Survey & Ecological Appraisal) it did mention our wonderful migrating swallows
that visit us every year. By not demolishing the existing house until the end of the
build of the new property (December 2021), we should ensure another season of
these visitors and enable us to create new nesting locations for them on the new
buildings in time for their arrival next year.”

3.3

The Silhouette would increase by 12%, although the applicant states the side
elevations would increase by more than the recommended 25% but does not say
by how much. The footprint would increase by 43%, although it is not clear if this
relates to all the net gain in built form at the site.
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3.4

The applicant states that the new (permeable) driveways and proposed alterations
do not increase the overall area of hard surfaces when considered compared to the
existing property’s extensive driveway, parking and hardstanding to the south and
east of the existing house.

3.5

The roof will be covered in the reclaimed clay tiles from the existing house
supplemented by other reclaimed tiles to match the existing. The walls would be
white rendered. Grey powder-coated aluminium framed window frameworks and
timber doors with glazed panels are proposed. Elevations of proposed built form
are shown above, but none have been submitted for the proposed greenhouse.

3.6

Metal railings are proposed to edge the balcony spaces.
height would be 8.86m (existing is 8.9m).

3.7

The proposed poolhouse would be 2.5m to eaves and 5m to the ridge roof over the
central main part of the building, 26.04m long and 7.5m wide. Images of that
structure for which no side elevations appear to have been submitted, and the
materials to be used are shown below.
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The overall roof ridge

3.8

The detached garage would be 8 m wide by 7 m deep, 2.5 m to eaves and just
under 5.94 m to the highest part of the roof. Its appearance and materials are
shown below.

3.9

The design and access statement specifies the sustainable credentials of new built
form to incorporate a much higher level of sustainability and reduced carbon
footprint for the property than would be possible by renovating the existing house.
The applicant will be utilising a building system that will ensure minimal heat loss
from the property supported by an air-sourced heat pump rather than the existing
gas-fired heating system, combined with a mechanical ventilation system to ensure
they can reduce their impact on the wider environment will construct the new
indoor pool building as an energy efficient building, requiring no more than airsource heating and thereby removing the existing oil-burning pool heating system
in place today. They will also be installing a bio-filtration system for the pool that
removes the need for chemicals to be added to the water in the pool. Once again,
this is a more natural solution to maintaining a healthy swimming environment and
reduces the amount of additional chemicals released into the local eco-system.

3.10

In terms of providing an enhanced landscaped setting for the replacement house
and its new outbuildings, apart from glossing over the trees that would need to be
removed, the applicant specifies the following –
“We are also undertaking a significant amount of planting of native hedges along
boundaries and within the site as a whole to encourage an increase in the biodiversity of the site.
The addition of a Herb Garden is driven by our active participation of ayurvedic
principles but also encourages even greater bio-diversity in terms of plants, wildlife
and insect populations.
The proposed Indoor Swimming Pool will necessitate the removal of c.10 old and
poor condition apple trees from the back of the plot but these will be replaced on a
like for like basis with new trees to the north east of the plot.
We will also be planting a wild meadow to the north of the plot, to encourage
greater levels of wildlife and diversity in our gardens as a whole.”
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Policy framework*
* NPPF – 1-3, 6-12, 28, 38-42, 47-48, 54-55, 91, 102, 105-106, 109-110,
124-128, 130-131, 148-150, 155, 163-164, 170-172, 174-175, 180, Chapter
16, 212-213; NPPG – ID’s 6-8, 18a, 21a, 23a, 26, 31; CLP - 1, 33, 39, 43,
45, 47-49; POCLP – S1, S20, S22, S26-S27, DM16, DM18-DM19, DM23,
DM27-DM29, DM31; CHMP – 1-2, 15; PP – 01, 03, 09; SPG/SPD.
4.0
4.1

Key issues
Safeguarding intrinsic character and beauty of the Chichester Harbour AONB/open
countryside/biodiversity from inappropriate development

4.1.1 This is a very large plot, but it has not been clearly established that the northern
part has always been part of the curtilage of the dwelling.
4.1.2 The Conservancy has been consistent in its advice over several consultations that
placing a replacement on the southern part of the site to protect the locally
significant gap recognised in the VDS.
4.1.3 No tree assessment has been carried out and the proposal would lead to the loss
of several trees, particularly ones with significant amenity value where the new
garage is proposed. The plot is big enough to avoid this occurring. So,
notwithstanding the new structural planting proposed, which in any event would
take some time to establish, an immediate adverse impact to the character and
appearance of the landscape is predicted if the development were to be approved.
4.1.4 It would have been appropriate to overlay the splayed elevation onto the proposed
elevations to demonstrate any increase more fully in silhouette. Exceedance of the
25% recommended for east and west elevations, without setting out the actual
increase merely confuses matters further, especially where these might become
more prominent in the street if established mature trees are to be removed. It is
encouraging that the dwelling would be set further back from the street although
the garage forward of that line may actually be bigger than the existing swimming
pool being removed.
4.1.5 The new swimming pool building is very long and whilst some is flat-roofed and
could be screened by boundary hedging, those parts might have been returned into
the site to make a ‘U’-shaped footprint, to lessen overall impact in the landscape
when viewed from the public footpath.
4.2

Heritage –

4.2.1 There are no built heritage assets close to the site. The nearest is the St Nicholas’
church to the north and there is no intervisibility with that building and the
application site. Impact to the setting of the Conservation Area has not been
assessed by the applicant. However, there would be considerable separation
between the new house and the CA boundary.
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4.2.2 There is potential for ground bearing archaeology to be disturbed by the
construction of new foundations. The council will ultimately take a view on this,
but it is recommended that at the very least a watching brief is prepared and any
finds recorded and appropriately archived in the council’s Historic Environment
Record, if the council is ultimately minded to grant planning permission.
4.3

Flood risk –

4.3.1 The site is in Environment Agency flood zone 1 (least risk). If the council is minded
to grant outline permission, it should be satisfied that an adequate surface water
drainage solution is agreed – preferably through the use of SUDS which could offer
some biodiversity enhancement. It is argued the amount of hard surfacing would
reduce too.
4.4

High quality, low carbon design –

4.4.1 The applicant has clearly considered such matters.
4.4.2 Sustainable construction could ultimately be delivered through a planning
condition, to deliver those matters recommended in the applicant’s sustainability
measures listed in the DAS.
4.5

Means of access

4.5.1 Your Officer has no views on the adequacy of the proposed additional vehicular
means of access, which the applicant had already been found to be adequate by
the County Council as Highways Authority under withdrawn proposals under
19/01530/DOM.
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5.0

Conclusions

5.1

The proposals would cause the unnecessary removal of several notable trees, which
Your Officer considers would adversely affect this part of the AONB and also the
setting of West Itchenor Conservation Area. With such a large plot it could have
been possible to avoid this, especially the positioning of the new garage. With no
certainty surrounding the northern part of the site and whether it has always been
part of the curtilage of the dwelling, your Officer is also concerned about built form
creeping northwards into what the Village Design Statement considers to be an
important countryside gap in the village.

5.2

The applicant is encouraged to withdraw the current application and prepare a more
sensitive design solution, which ought to be entirely possible.

SRL - For 12.4.21 CHC Planning Committee
Comments requested by: 9 April 2021: extension of time granted.
*Abbreviations used:
NPPF – National Planning Policy Framework (Revised February 2019)
NPPG – National Planning Practice Guidance (2014)
CLP – Chichester Local Plan: Key Policies (2015)
POCLP – Preferred option Chichester Local Plan (2018)
CHMP – Chichester Harbour Management Plan 2019-2024
PP – CHC Planning Principles (adopted by CHC 17.10.16)
SPG/SPD –
Joint CH AONB SPD (2017)
West Itchenor Village Design Statement (2nd edition 2012)
CACA for West Itchenor Conservation Area
Parking standards

DAS – Design and access statement
SUDS – Sustainable urban drainage systems
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Officer Delegated Report – 26 February to 6 April 2021 ‐ Part One
Date
Application No
Considered
01/03/2021 APP/20/00845

01/03/2021 BO/20/03200/DOM

CHC
Site
Application Details
PO
DR 11 KING STREET,
PROPOSED FRAMELESS CLEAR GLAZED
EMSWORTH, PO10 7AX BALUSTRADING ON EXISTING SINGLE
STOREY REAR EXTENSION FLAT ROOF
SL 2 HARBOUR VILLAS,
PROPOSED DETACHED SINGLE GARAGE TO
SHORE ROAD,
THE NORTH SIDE OF THE PROPERTY.
BOSHAM, CHICHESTER,
WEST SUSSEX, PO18
8HZ

02/03/2021 BI/21/00149/DOM

DR

02/03/2021 SB/20/03371/DOM

DR

02/03/2021 BO/21/00112/DOM

DR

08/03/2021 APP/20/01220

DR

7 FLORENCE CLOSE,
BIRDHAM PO20 7DX
30 GORDON ROAD,
SOUTHBOURNE, PO10
8AZ

TWO STOREY SIDE EXTENSION

PROPOSED RAISING OF FLAT ROOF OF
PREVIOUS REAR EXTENSION, INSTALLATION
OF 2 SETS OF DOUBLE DOORS IN REAR
ELEVATION, INSTALLATION OF LANTERN
LIGHT OVER DAY AREA
SECRET WATER
REMOVAL OF CONDITION 2 FROM
(FORMERLY SUAKIN), PLANNING PERMISSION BO/19/01750/DOM
SMUGGLERS LANE,
REVISED FENESTRATION IN NORTH
BOSHAM, CHICHESTER, ELEVATION OF GARAGE.
WEST SUSSEX. PO18
8QW
SAXTED HOUSE 5
ALTERNATIVE DESIGN FOR DWELLING
TOWER STREET
GRANTED PLANNING PERMISSION CONSENT
EMSWORTH PO10 7BH UNDER 03/53651/016
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Agenda Item 6
Recommendation
No objection

Objection. Positioning between other
similar outbuildings in neighbouring plots
and overall roof height, size, bulk, mass,
and form would create an incongruous
and dominant development harmful to the
visual amenities of the AONB
No objection
No objection. Suggested considerations:
Matching materials. Internal screen blinds
to reduce light spillage.

No objection

No objection

Date
Application No
Considered
09/03/2021 APP/20/01079

CHC
Site
PO
SL 59‐61 LANGSTONE
ROAD, HAVANT, PO9
1RB

09/03/2021 APP/21/00063

DR

09/03/2021 WW/20/02491/OUT

SL

15/03/2021 SB/21/00089/FUL

DR

15/03/2021 APP/20/01125

SL

Application Details

REPLACEMENT COTTAGE. PRIVY STYLE
STORAGE BUILDING, INSTALLATION OF
GATES IN FRONT WALL AND REPOINTING OF
FRONT WALL (AMENDMENTS TO
APP/19/00837)
1‐2 CHURCH LANE,
FIRST FLOOR SIDE EXTENSIONS TO
HAVANT, PO9 2TU
INCORPORATE NEW STAIRCASE AND
BATHROOM TO NUMBERS 1 AND 2 CHURCH
LANE, TOGETHER WITH REPLACEMENT
WINDOWS AND DOORS.
LAND TO THE WEST OF OUTLINE PLANNING APPLICATION FOR
CHURCH ROAD,
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OF 78
CHURCH ROAD, EAST DWELLINGS (SOME MATTERS RESERVED
WITTERING, WEST
EXCEPT FOR ACCESS).
SUSSEX
THORNHAM
RETENTION OF EXISTING SINGLE MOBILE
PRODUCTS,
HOME ON THE LAND AND TO CONTINUED
THORNHAM LANE,
USE FOR APPLICANT'S PLACE OF RESIDENCE
EMSWORTH, PO10 8DD FOLLOWING EXPIRY OF TEMPORARY PERIOD
GRANTED UNDER CONDITION 2 OF
SB/15/01837/FUL.

2a TOWER STREET,
LISTED BUILDING CONSENT FOR INTERNAL
EMSWORTH, PO10 7BH AND EXTERNAL ALTERATIONS AND
REFURBISHMENT.
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Recommendation
No objection. Suggested considerations:
matching materials, internal screen blinds,
boundary wall to road to be retained

No objection

No objection

Objection.
Retention and residential occupation of
the existing static caravan and the
associated landholding would continue to
physically impact on the character of the
AONB protected national landscape.
‐ Unnecessary residential caravan in the
rural countryside
‐ Siting of the static residential caravan
and its use unacceptable within the AONB
‐ Wildlife disturbance mitigation measures
not addressed
No objection

Date
Application No
Considered
15/03/2021 BO/21/00107/DOM

CHC
Site
PO
SL CREEK END,
SMUGGLERS LANE,
BOSHAM, CHICHESTER
PO18 8QP

20/03/2021 BI/21/00071/DOM

SL

24/03/2021 FB/20/03270/DOM

SL

25/03/2021 WW/21/00167/DOM SL

25/03/2021 WW/20/03337/DOM SL

25/03/2021 APP/20/01115

SL

Application Details

Recommendation

DETACHED POOL HOUSE AND BOAT STORE ‐ No objection
VARIATION OF CONDITION 7 OF
HOUSEHOLDER PERMISSION BO/20/
01843/DOM TO ALLOW AN ALTERNATIVE
FOUNDATION CONSTRUCTION TO BE USED
KINDERHOOK COURT ERECTION OF SINGLE STOREY EXTENSION
No objection
BARN ROAD BIRDHAM TO SIDE AND REAR AND NEW FRONT PORCH
CHICHESTER WEST
SUSSEX PO20 7BQ
THE MANOR, 4
CONSTRUCTION OF AN OUTDOOR
No objection
APPLEDRAM LANE
SWIMMING POOL AT GROUND LEVEL
SOUTH, FISHBOURNE,
CHICHESTER, WEST
SUSSEX, PO20 7PE
ALBA, ROMAN
POOL AND POOLHOUSE
No objection; Suggested considerations:
LANDING, WEST
Matching materials, ancillary use,
WITTERING, PO20 8AL
reduction in glazing
STREET FIELD, ROMAN NEW DETACHED GARAGE AND BIKE STORE No objection
LANDING, WEST
WITTERING, PO20 8AL
NORTH STREET HOUSE, PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: CONVERSION
No objection
6 NORTH STREET,
OF EXISTING DOCTORS SURGERY TO
EMSWORTH PO10 7DD OFFICES. DEMOLITION OF SINGLE STOREY
EXTENSION AND ERECTION OF A THREE
STOREY BUILDING COMPRISING OF A RETAIL
UNIT AT GROUND FLOOR AND TWO
RESIDENTIAL DWELLINGS ON THE FIRST AND
SECOND STOREYS. WITH ASSOCIATED
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Date
Considered

Application No

25/03/2021 SB/21/00057/DOM

CHC
PO

SL

Site

Application Details

PARKING AND HARD AND SOFT
LANDSCAPING.
6 MILL QUAY,
FIRST FLOOR BALCONY ADDITION TO
SOUTHBOURNE, PO10 EXISTING DWELLING
8BT
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Recommendation

No objection

Officer Delegated Report ‐ 26 February to 6 April 2021 ‐ Part 2
Planning
Officer
David
Rothery

David
Rothery

David
Rothery

David
Rothery

David
Rothery

Address

Description of Development

Date
Commented
26/02/2021

Java Sound,
Bosham Hoe,
Bosham, PO18
8ET
6 Pears Grove,
Southbourne,
Emsworth,
Hampshire, PO10
8JY

New boat shed

Reference
BO/21/00015/DOM

Planning Officer
Recommendation
No Objection

Installation of window in south facing
ground floor wall.

08/03/2021

SB/20/03214/DOM

No Objection

Springfield, 9
Burlow Close,
Birdham, PO20
7ES
1‐2 Church Lane,
Havant, PO9 2TU

Rear garden verandah

09/03/2021

BI/21/00129/DOM

No Objection

First floor side extensions to
incorporate new staircase and
bathroom to numbers 1 and 2
Church Lane, together with
replacement windows and doors.

10/03/2021

APP/21/00063

No Objection

Matching Materials

Wight Cottage,
Main Road,
Nutbourne, PO18
8RT

Demolition of lean‐to and erection of
single storey side/rear extension and
replacement conservatory, two‐
storey annex to far east of the site,
with ground floor garage and Pilates
studio and first floor bedroom with
ensuite.

15/03/2021

CH/21/00233/DOM

Objection

Other, Light spillage/pollution,
Wildlife disturbance
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Conditions/Reasons

Other Condition/Reason

Matching Materials, Other,
Dark, muted finish

Details of boundary
enclosures to be approved
in writing by LPA

‐ Unnecessary erection of a
residential building in the
rural countryside‐ Siting of
annex building remote
from and unrelated to the
host dwelling

David
Rothery

Trippit Villa,
Sunnyway,
Bosham, PO18
8HQ

Demolition of existing dwelling and
construction of 2 no. detached
dwellings and garages including
parking and associated works
(alternative to planning permission
BO/18/001554/FUL).

15/03/2021

BO/20/03133/FUL

Objection

Steve
Lawrence

4 Simmons
Green, Hayling
Island, PO11 9PP

Increase roof pitch over existing
garage to create living
accommodation; roof alterations
including new dormers to front, side
and rear elevations.

15/03/2021

APP/21/00182

No Objection

David
Rothery

52 Bath Road,
Emsworth, PO10
7ES

16/03/2021

APP/21/00066

No Objection

Steve
Lawrence

Bosham Manor
House Cottage,
Bosham Lane,
Bosham PO18
8HS

Conversion of garage to habitable
accommodation; addition of external
wall insulation and render to rear
gazebo.
Reconfigure East corner. Introduction
of conservation rooflights, mezzanine
area and addition of 1 no. matching
window to the Southern elevation.
Also, to re‐establish link to kitchen
cottage.

18/03/2021

BO/20/03145/DOM

No Objection

Steve
Lawrence

Broadbridge
Business Centre,
Delling Lane,
Bosham, PO18
8NF

Change of use of part of the existing
car park into a sandwich bar
including installation of shipping
container, internal and external
alterations including adding external
cladding.

19/03/2021

BO/20/03387/FUL

No Objection
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Other, SDMP/Bird Aware
Solent contributions

‐ Two substantially large
buildings that result in a
noticeable impact to the
AONB
‐ Building scale and
building mass / bulk are
contrary to laid down
guidance in the SPD
‐ Waste water sewerage
systems capacity is not
demonstrated or proven

Kendalcroft,
Viking Way,
Bosham, PO18
8HN
Saltings,
Windmill Field,
Bosham, PO18
8LH
West Winds,
Itchenor Road,
West Itchenor,
PO20 7DH

Side extension and replacement rear
conservatory

19/03/2021

BO/21/00053/DOM

No Objection

Single Storey Rear Extension to
replace existing conservatory

19/03/2021

BO/21/00248/DOM

No Objection

Demolition of existing garage and
side extension. Construction of new
matching two storey side/rear
extension; single storey rear
extension; and front porch extension.
New free standing traditional barn
'style' garage to front.

22/03/2021

WI/21/00012/DOM

Objection

David
Rothery

Bosham
Recreation
Ground, Walton
Lane, Bosham,
West Sussex

Installation of new all‐weather
running track.

22/03/2021

BO/21/00163/FUL

No Objection

Steve
Lawrence

Waterside,
Bosham Hoe,
Bosham, PO18
8ET
Broadfields
House, Old Park
Lane, Bosham,
PO18 8EX

Single storey extension.

22/03/2021

BO/21/00346/DOM

Objection

Side extension.

22/03/2021

BO/20/03242/DOM

No Objection

Steve
Lawrence

Steve
Lawrence

David
Rothery

David
Rothery
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Other, Light spillage/pollution

Over dominant visual and
physical impact

Two‐storey side and rear
extension ‐ over dominant
visual and physically impact
on the character of the
AONB
‐ Unnecessary large non‐
subservient treatment to
the front (west) and side
(north) elevations

Steve
Lawrence

Lowood House, 2
Old Park Lane,
Fishbourne,
PO18 8AP

Conversion of the ground floor of the
garage to form ancillary
accommodation, including the
erection of a single storey side
extension, gable feature to front
elevation and associated works.

22/03/2021

FB/20/02982/DOM

No Objection

David
Rothery

Ivy Bank, Main
Road, Chidham,
Chichester, West
Sussex, PO18 8TP
8 Bath Road,
Emsworth, PO10
7EP
North Street
House, 6 North
Street,
Emsworth, PO10
7DD

Demolition of conservatory and
erection of single storey rear
extension.

23/03/2021

CH/21/00146/DOM

No Objection

New porch to front facade.

23/03/2021

APP/21/00055

No Objection

Conversion of DR’s surgery to offices,
retail unit and two dwellings
04/03/2021 Reconsultation with
revised plans
Works to convert existing doctors’
surgery (E) to offices (E) plus erection
of a two storey building comprising a
retail unit at ground

25/03/2021

APP/20/01115

No Objection

Langstone Lodge,
1 Langstone High
Street, Havant,
PO9 1RY

RECONSULTATION REQUEST for
revised plans and/or documents
received: Single storey six car garage
and turning area.

29/03/2021

APP/20/00794

Objection

David
Rothery
Steve
Lawrence

David
Rothery
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Other

Separate, remote building
and hard‐surface turning
area within this open field
division has little physical
relationship with the host
dwelling and a scale and
visual presence that would
have a clear harmful visual
impact upon the AONB.

