
Agenda Item No.2 

Planning Committee 
 
13 January 2015 - At a meeting of the Committee held at 10.30 a.m. at County 
Hall, Chichester. 
 
Present: Mrs Brunsdon (Chairman), Mr Barrett-Miles, Mr Crow, Mrs Hall, Mrs 
Kitchen, Mrs Mockridge, Mr S. Oakley, Mr Parsons, Mr Quinn, Mr J. Rogers, Mr R. 
Rogers and Mr Wickremaratchi. 
 
Apologies: Mr McAra 
 
Declarations of Interest 
 
279.   Janet Mockridge declared that she would leave the room for the debate 
and determination of the Tangmere Solar Farm application under agenda item 
number 5. Mrs Mockridge had provided advice to the applicant in her capacity as 
a Deputy Cabinet Member for Staffing and Property and felt that it was 
inappropriate to participate in decision-making on the application.  
 
280. Heidi Brunsdon declared that she would be acting as the local member 
under the Martell’s of Sutton application under agenda item number 4 (a). Mrs 
Brunsdon would cede the Chair to her Vice Chairman for agenda items 4 (a) and 
4(b). 
 
Minutes  
 
281. The Committee noted an error in the minutes of the previous meeting; 
Andrew Barrett Miles had provided his apologies for the meeting on 4 November 
which had been omitted from the record. 
 
282. Resolved - that the minutes of the meeting of the Committee held on 4 

November 2014 be agreed as a correct record, subject to the 
correction outlined in paragraph 281 above, and that they be signed 
by the Chairman. 

 
283. Heidi Brunsdon ceded the Chairing of the meeting to the Vice-Chairman, 
Janet Mockridge at 10.30 a.m. Mrs Brunsdon left the Committee and sat in the 
public gallery. 
 
Waste Planning Application (County Matter) 

 
WSCC/064/14/GR Application to regularise the inert material 

deposited at the site and request permission 
for the redistribution of the fill at the 
‘Railway cutting to the rear of Unit 6’, 
Charlwoods Road, East Grinstead, West 
Sussex, RH19 2HG.  

 
284.    The Committee considered a report by the Executive Director of 
Residents’ Service and the Strategic Manager Planning (copy appended to the 
signed minutes). The report was introduced by the Strategic Planning Manager 
who outlined the key issues associated with the application and presented 
corrections to two paragraphs in the application report as outlined on the update 
sheet (copy appended to the signed version of the minutes). 



 
285. Bill Trueman, Local Resident spoke in opposition to the application. Mr 
Truman’s submission to the committee included the points below: 
 

• Mr Trueman’s property boundary abutted the application site and he had 
witnessed the deposition of 7,000 tonnes of inert waste on site.  

• The impact of the deposition of the waste had caused the destruction of a 
wildlife sanctuary with the loss of local fauna including Badgers and Deer.  

• The illegal dumping of inert waste had also resulted in the significant loss 
of trees. Thirteen trees still existed at the site but were proposed for 
removal under the present application. The original planning application 
to Mid-Sussex District Council (MSDC) had contained a planting scheme 
to mitigate the loss of trees which had not been undertaken. The 
applicant had not complied with the previous application and the 
Environment Agency (EA) had successfully prosecuted and fined the 
applicant due to the nature and amount of waste deposited on the site. 

• The removal of trees had resulted in the visual intrusion of the factories 
and warehouses onto Mr Trueman’s property. The noise and disturbance 
associated with manoeuvring lorries was heighted due to the tree loss.  

• It was noted that the report concluded that the application would have an 
acceptable impact on the water environment but Mr Trueman believed 
that flooding in his garden had been caused by the deposited waste and 
its impact on the water table.   

 
286. Tom Longley, Cowan Architects, planning agent to applicant spoke in 
support of the application. Mr Longley’s submission to the committee included 
the points below:  
 

•         Mr Longley confirmed the purpose of the application and clarified that it 
did not include provision for lorry parking or additional turning-space on 
the site. 

•         The previous permission approved by MSDC (for Unit 6) had approved the 
hard standing at the site and the removal of trees. 

•         The level of waste claimed to have been deposited on site was not 
correct. 3,400 tonnes had been deposited not 7,000 tonnes. 

•         The claim that 200 trees had been removed was inaccurate, under the 
MSDC permission 16 trees had been approved for removal. On the site it 
was estimated, approximately fewer than 35 had been removed, which 
had been classified as “Category C” trees. 

• It was confirmed that the application had requested a condition as to 
planting and the applicant sought to work with the council to develop an 
appropriate proposal.     

•         It was acknowledged that there was detritus on the surface of the 
deposited waste but this was not related to the fill and would be 
removed.   

•         Both Natural England and the Environment Agency had no objection to 
the type and amount of waste in the current application. East Grinstead 
Town Council supported the application.  

•         Prior to the depositing of the waste the applicant had removed 10 lorries 
of rubbish from the Site of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI) which 
had been neglected and to which there was no public access. 



287. The local member, Heidi Brunsdon, spoke on the application. Mrs 
Brunsdon’s submission included the points below: 

• The application site was a significant burden on local resident and caused 
adverse impacts on local residential amenity. 

• The illegal infilling that had occurred on site had faced strong opposition 
from local councillors and residents which had resulted in a successful 
prosecution of the applicant by the EA. 

• No material planning grounds existed to justify the approval of the current 
application which sought to make an illegal activity lawful. The proposal 
did not accord with planning policy at either a local or national level. 

• There were local concerns about the construction of a lorry turning area 
over the SNCI although it was acknowledged that a previous application 
for this purpose had been withdrawn. 

• The application was unacceptable in planning and ecological terms. It was 
important that the status of SNCIs was protected and the committee was 
encouraged to refuse the application; the approval of the application 
would set a dangerous precedent for the status of SNCIs. 

288. The following points of clarification were provided by the Strategic 
Planning Manager: 

• The application requested permission for deposition of 7,000 tonnes on 
the site. If the amount of waste deposited had only been 3,400 tonnes, 
then this still had been undertaken without permission and illegally.  The 
reasons for refusal would not have changed. 

• It was not possible to calculate the precise number of trees removed from 
the site but aerial photographs of the site before and after tree removal 
showed a significant reduction.   

289. The Committee discussed those points as outlined below in the debate 
that followed: 

• The intrusion of the deposited material into the SNCI was considered 
unacceptable. Clarification regarding the status of SNCIs was requested. 

• It was queried whether the deposited material was structurally integral to 
the buildings on site. 

• It was noted that the application was inconsistent with planning policy, 
particular policy designed to protect the environment. The infilling of the 
SNCI was illegal and the loss of the trees on the site was unacceptable. 

• The application did not demonstrate a justification of need to deposit on 
the site. 

• It was noted that the EA had not objected to the current application but 
had previously prosecuted the applicant. The Committee requested 
clarification.  

290. To respond to the queries raised during the debate the Strategic Planning 
Manager, the County Council’s Principal Ecologist and the Director of Law, 
Governance and Assurance provided the following clarification: 



• SNCIs were designations of local green infrastructure located below Sites 
of Special Scientific Interest in terms of importance. SNCIs were protected 
in planning policy and were important in providing green infrastructure 
throughout the county for flora and fauna. 

• The original application for the building on the site included a holding wall 
without reference to the requirement for inert infilling to support the 
structure.  

• The EA had two distinct arms of activity. In planning terms the EA had no 
objection to the application; the EA had prosecuted the applicant due to 
contravention of the permitting regime. 

291. The officer recommendation was proposed by Robin Rogers and seconded 
by John Rogers. The committee voted unanimously to refuse the application.  

292. Resolved – that planning permission is refused for the reasons set out in 
Appendix 1 of the report.  

293. Simon Oakley left the meeting at 11.20 a.m. 

Planning Enforcement Report – Martell’s of Sutton, East Grinstead 

294. The Committee received a report by the Executive Director of Residents’ 
Service and the Strategic Manager Planning (copy appended to the signed 
version of the minutes) which outlined investigations at the Martell’s of Sutton 
site in East Grinstead and a proposal for enforcement action.  

295. Simon Oakley returned to the meeting at 11.22 a.m. 

296. The Committee queried the nature of the enforcement action and asked 
for an estimated timeframe for the completion of any action. It was confirmed 
that enforcement action would require the complete restoration of the site to its 
former condition prior to the deposition of inert waste and an appropriate time 
frame would be determined by officers.    

297. The following recommendation was proposed by Sujan Wickremaratchi 
and seconded by Lionel Parsons: That the Committee endorses the 
commencement of formal enforcement action. The Committee voted 
unanimously to approve the recommendation. 

298. Resolved – that the Committee endorses the commencement of formal 
enforcement action.  

299. Heidi Brunsdon returned to the Chair and the Committee at 11.25 a.m. 

300. Janet Mockridge left the meeting at 11.26 a.m. 

Regulation 3 Application 

WSCC/063/14/WB The erection of a solar farm comprising 
photovoltaic ground mounted panels, 
transformers, storage container, Distribution 
Network Operator Building, security fencing, 



pole mounted CCTV cameras, interpretation 
boards and permanent access at Tangmere 
Airfield Nurseries, The Old Airfield, City Fields 
Way, Tangmere, Chichester, West Sussex, 
PO20 2FT. 

301. The Committee considered a report by the Executive Director of Residents’ 
Services and the Strategic Manager Planning (copy appended to the signed 
minutes). The report was introduced by the Strategic Planning Manager who 
outlined the key issues associated with the application and presented corrections 
to conditions in Appendix 1 as outlined on the update sheet (copy appended to 
the signed version of the minutes). 
 
302. Gareth Hooper, DPP Planning, planning agent to the applicant spoke in 
support of the application. Mr Hooper’s submission to the committee included 
the points below:  

• The application represented a significant renewable energy proposal that 
would assist in the reduction of carbon dioxide emissions. The application 
met the aspirations of local, national and international policy. 

• The site for the solar farm had been selected to minimise impacts on local 
residents. The solar farm would only be visible from two local properties 
and the site was easily accessed from the A27 which mitigated the impact 
of the site on the local highways network. 

• Liaison with local residents and the Parish Council had resulted in the 
drafting and amendment of conditions including landscaping, planting, 
drainage and noise limitation. No objections to the application had been 
received from consultees.  

• The application sought to minimise the impact of the development on local 
residents and the local environment. The solar farm would produce 
renewable energy which would result in an ecological net benefit from the 
site.  

303. The Committee considered the following issues during the debate.   

• The location of the development was acceptable. 
• The proposed development accorded with planning policy. 
• A query was raised regarding the maintenance of the path around the 

site.  
• The 25-year period of the development, the restoration of the site and the 

use of equipment from the site following the cessation of the development 
was considered. 

• The impact of the solar panels piling on site drainage was raised as a 
concern. A member of the committee suggested that condition 4 be 
expanded as follows: ‘The scheme shall include details of surveys 
undertaken to determine the extent of existing surface water drainage 
infrastructure within the site and measures proposed to protect and 
restore that infrastructure.’.   



304. In response to queries raised during the debate the following clarification 
was provided by the Strategic Planning Manager: 

• The maintenance of the path around the site would be the responsibility of 
the operator. Condition 5 required the submission of a plan for the 
maintenance of the site which would include the path.  

• Condition 3 provided for the restoration of the site after the 25 year 
permission, the recycling or disposal of the equipment from the site after 
the lifetime of the application was not a material planning consideration.  

• The suggested amendment to Condition 4 had been considered by the 
County Drainage Engineer who had concluded that it was unnecessary. 
Condition 4 as drafted would require the applicant to submit the 
information detailed in the suggested change to the condition.    

305. The officer recommendation, including the changes on the update sheet 
was proposed by Sujan Wickremaratchi and seconded by Robin Rogers. The 
committee voted unanimously to approve the application subject to the update 
sheet. 

306. Resolved – that planning permission is granted subject to the conditions 
and informatives set out in appendix 1 of the report and the changes 
on the agenda update sheet. 

307. Janet Mockridge returned to the meeting at 12.00 noon. 
 
308. There was a brief recess at 12.01 p.m. until 12.08 p.m. 
 
Updates from recent Judicial Review and Planning Appeal  
 
309. The Committee received and noted a report from the Strategic Planning 
Manager (copy appended to the signed version of the minutes) which provided a 
summary of the judicial review decision relating to the Balcombe application.  
 
310. The Committee received and noted a verbal update of the outcome of the 
planning appeal concerning Kendalls New Wharf application WSCC/012/14/SU. 
The Committee had considered the application at its meeting in June 2014. The 
Committee had refused the application, contrary to the officer recommendation 
for approval. On 11 December 2014 the decision for refusal was overturned on 
appeal and planning permission was granted. 
 
Update on Mineral, Waste and Regulation 3 Planning Applications 
 
311. The Committee received and noted a report by the Executive Director of 
Residents’ Services and Strategic Planning Manager on applications awaiting 
determination (copy appended to the signed minutes) regarding the schedule of 
County Matter applications and the schedule of applications submitted under the 
Town and Country Planning General Regulations 1992 – Regulation 3.  
 
Report of Delegated Action  
 
312. The Committee received and noted a report by the Executive Director of 
Residents’ Services and Strategic Planning Manager (copy appended to the 



signed minutes) regarding applications approved subject to conditions under the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and Regulation 3 of the Town and Country 
Planning General Regulations 1992 since the Planning Committee meeting on 4 
November 2014. 
 
Date of Next Meeting  
 
313. The Committee noted that its next scheduled meeting would be held on 3 
February 2015 at County Hall North, Horsham.  
 
The meeting closed at 12.35 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
 
Chairman  


