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Planning Committee 
 
27 February 2018- At a meeting of the Committee held at 10.30 a.m. at County 
Hall Chichester. 
 
Present: Lt. Cdr. Atkins, Lt. Col. Barton, Mr Buckland, Mr Crow (Chairman),   
Mr Jupp, Mrs Kitchen, Mr McDonald, Mr S. Oakley, Mrs Russell and Mr Quinn. 
 
Apologies: Mr Barrett-Miles, Mrs Duncton, Mr Patel, and Mr Wickremaratchi 
 
Substitutes: Mrs Dennis*; Mr McDonald 
 
* Mrs Dennis took no part in the debate and vote during the hearing of 
application: WSCC/046/17/WK because she spoke instead on the application in 
her position as member for Hurstpierpoint and Bolney. 
 
Declarations of Interest 
 
115. In accordance with the County Council’s Code of Conduct, the following 
interests were declared: 
 

• Lt. Col. Barton declared a personal interest in application: 
WSCC/039/17/SU – New Wharf, as Councillor for Adur District Council 
and member of Adur District Council Planning Committee 
 

• Mr Buckland declared a personal interest in application: 
WSCC/039/17/SU – New Wharf, as a member as a Councillor for 
Littlehampton Town Council. 

 
• Mrs Dennis declared a personal interest in application WSCC/046/17/WK 

– Firsland and the Committee noted her intention to speak on the 
application as member for Hurstpierpoint and Bolney. 
 

• Mr Jupp declared a personal interest in application: WSCC/046/17/WK – 
Firsland, as a Councillor for Horsham District Council. 
 

• Mrs Kitchen declared a personal interest in application: 
WSCC/046/17/WK – Firsland, as a Councillor for Horsham District 
Council. 

 
Minutes of the meeting of the Committee held on 9 January 2018 
 
116. The Committee agreed the following corrections to the minutes of the 
previous meeting, as reported in the Agenda Update Sheet (copy appended to the 
signed minutes): 

• Minute 107 - Following the details of the amendment to Condition 14, 
include the words: ‘The proposal was seconded by Mrs Duncton and was 
put to the Committee and approved unanimously’. 

• Minute 109 – Paragraph amended as follows: ‘The substantive 
recommendation, as amended by the Agenda Update Sheet and by 
changes to conditions and informatives, as approved by the Committee, 
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was proposed by Mrs Duncton and seconded by Mr Jupp, was put to the 
Committee and approved by a majority unanimously’. 

 
117. Resolved – That the amended minutes of the meeting of the Committee 
held on 9 January 2018, as amended by the Committee, be agreed as a correct 
record. 
 
Urgent Matters 
 
118. There were no urgent matters. 
 
County Matter Mineral Application: 
 
WSCC/039/17/SU Amendment of Condition 1 of Appeal Decision 

APP/P3800/A/14/2224956.  New Wharf, Brighton 
Road, Shoreham-by-Sea, West Sussex, BN43 6RN. 

 
119. The Committee considered a report by the Head of Planning Services (copy 
appended to the signed minutes).  The report was introduced by Jane Moseley, 
County Planning Manager, who provided a presentation on the proposals, details 
of consultation and key issues in respect of the application.  The following point of 
clarification was provided: 

• The adjacent site to west has planning permission for new homes and 
commercial floorspace.  The developer noted in their response to this 
application that they anticipate the eastern half of that development will 
completed by 16 March 2020; the western half by November 2021.  The 
eastern half is not expected to be occupied until August 2020.  Because 
mineral use on the application site is expected to have ceased by 
September 2020, this will be ahead of occupancy of any homes. 

 
120. Alison Crooks, Integrated Skills Ltd, agent for the applicant, spoke in 
support of the application.  The application to extend permission until 27 
September 2020 will allow Shoreham Port Authority to find an alternative site for 
the operator.  Marine-won aggregate use has increased in the last 10-years and 
there is an ongoing need for this resource.  This application will not be in conflict 
with the new developments.  The 2013 application to develop the Western 
Harbour Arm was never implemented and so the expected occupancy never 
occurred; this shows that not all timetables for planned redevelopment are 
guaranteed.  The request made by Adur District Council to only grant permission 
until 31 March 2019 means that the operator would need to begin to cease 
trading almost immediately.  If that were to happen the site landlord would likely 
lease the site to someone else for industrial use during 2019-2020, so the site 
would not be vacant.  Under current plans, occupancy of the homes in the 
adjacent development will occur from August 2020 and throughout 2021.  
Clearing of the application site will begin 3-4 months ahead of permission 
expiring, so there will be no overlap.  Additionally, the operator can provide 
locally sourced concrete which could be used in new developments.  The operator 
will continue to abide by requirements of the Environmental Management Plan. 
 
121. During the debate the Committee raised the points below and clarification 
was provided by the Planning officers, where applicable: 
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Impacts of construction and industry along the Western Harbour 
Arm, including existing noise levels 
Point raised – Concerns about noise, dust and disturbance are not 
relevant because this is an area where regeneration and, therefore, 
construction will be taking place for some years to come.   
Response – Residents should have expectations of noise due to these 
factors and the site’s location which is on the busy A259.  Some people will 
have expectations around the disturbance caused by the wider regeneration 
of the area, which will be noisy throughout periods of construction.  There 
is likely to be a reduction in noise in the longer-term once construction 
works are complete. 
 
Balancing needs 
Point raised – Marine aggregates are required and this need must be 
balanced against the need for housing.  Retention of the use of the 
application site is desirable to meet the need for aggregates. 
Response – None required, but see also response under ‘Objections raised 
by Adur District Council’. 
 
Alternative site for the operator 
Points raised – The letter from Shoreham Port Authority, referred to in 
section 9.7 of the Committee report, states that ‘at present, no alternative 
sites are currently available…to which the operator could relocate’.  What 
will happen if an alternative site cannot be found?  How hard has the 
operator tried to find an alternative site, given how long they have known 
about regeneration plans? 
Response – One site identified by the Port Authority has been taken by 
another operator.  The Port Authority is continuing to look for a new site for 
the operator on the Eastern Harbour Arm and it is their responsibility to do 
so.  Temporary planning permissions have been granted previously, on the 
basis that it would be unreasonable to do otherwise because the area has 
been allocated for regeneration in the long-term, but timescales for delivery 
have been less clear. 
 
Impact on highway capacity 
Points raised – What are the estimated HGV movements for the 
application site?  The A259 is a busy main route and existing industrial and 
retail units along the route already attract a lot of traffic.  What will be the 
impact of construction traffic for the new developments? 
Response – There are no limits on HGV movements under the existing 
permission and no estimates of HGV movements for the application site 
have been provided, but there will be no additional impact because the 
application is simply to allow a time extension of planning permission.  
WSCC Highways considers the application acceptable.  Aggregates are 
delivered by sea and only additional materials for making concrete are 
delivered by road.  The A259 is a major road.  The impact of development 
construction traffic is not a matter for this planning authority, but is 
something that Adur District Council will have taken into account during the 
determination of the planning application for the housing and commercial 
use developments.  The application site could provide locally sourced 
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concrete if needed and, if used, this could potentially reduce overall vehicle 
movements associated with construction. 
 
Objections raised by Adur District Council 
Points raised – What is the reason for the objection by Adur District 
Council?  The impact on marketing is not a reason to refuse the application.  
Clarification was also sought about whether marketing is considered to be a 
material planning consideration? 
Response – Adur District Council’s main concern was the impact on 
marketing of the new development.  Marketing may be considered a 
material planning consideration, but the weight given to this would be small 
in comparison with that given to the need for aggregates. 
 
Air Pollution / Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) 
Points raised – What is the impact on the AQMA on Shoreham High 
Street?  Pollution is regularly recorded above acceptable levels by the 
nearest monitoring station on the A259.  Are there any new legislative 
requirements regarding air pollution that need to be considered? 
Response – This application is for an extension of an existing use and no 
increase in vehicles movements is expected, so there should be no 
additional impact on the AQMA.  There has been increased emphasis on air 
quality in recent years, but no new recent legislation. 
 
Use of the site after 27 September 2020 
Point raised – What will happen to the site after 27 September 2020? 
Response – The site will be allocated for redevelopment. 
 
Employment opportunities 
Point raised – The regeneration of the area and associated construction 
will provide local employment. 
Response – None required. 

 
122. The substantive recommendation was proposed by Lt. Cdr. Atkins and 
seconded by Mr McDonald, and was put to the Committee and approved by a 
majority. 
 
123. Resolved – That planning permission be granted subject to conditions and 
informatives, set out in Appendix 1 of the report, as agreed by the Committee. 
 
WSCC/046/17/WK Amendment of condition 9 of planning permission 

WSCC/033/17/WK to remove the requirement of 
fire safety controls as part of the planning 
permission.  Unit 29, Firsland Park Industrial 
Estate, Henfield Road, Albourne, West Sussex  
BN6 9JJ. 

 
124. Mrs Dennis took a seat in the public gallery in order speak on the 
application as a member for Hurstpierpoint and Bolney. 
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125.  The Committee considered a report, as amended by the Agenda Update 
Sheet, by the Head of Planning Services (copy appended to the signed minutes).  
The report was introduced by Chris Bartlett, Principal Planner, who provided a 
presentation on the proposals, details of consultation and key issues in respect of 
the application.   
 
126. Mrs Joy Dennis, member for Hurstpierpoint and Bolney, whose electoral 
division borders the industrial site, spoke on the application.  Objections to the 
previous planning application, WSCC/033/17/WK, raised by residents included 
concerns about increase in stockpile heights, increased number and impacts of 
HGV movements, dust and fire risk.  Stockpile heights have been consistently 
over previously permitted levels before the last planning permission was granted 
and the operator is still not complying.  The site lies under National Grid electricity 
lines.  The operator has still not set up a liaison group as required by condition.  
Concern is raised about passing responsibility for fire safety checks to the 
Environment Agency which has stated that it will only carry out checks once 
permission is approved; residents question who will actually take responsibility.  
Previously approved conditions should be enforced. 
 
127. Mrs Dennis left the room during the debate and vote on the application. 
 
128. During the debate the Committee raised the points below and clarification 
was provided by the Planning officers, where applicable: 
 

Removal of fire safety wording (removal of requirement for 
thermally insulated walls to separate stockpiles) 
Points raised – If fire retardant walls are in place, why would we now to 
have them removed and grant a condition that allows this?  Fire safety 
measures should not be tampered with.  Under the previous application it 
was West Sussex Fire & Rescue Service (WSFRS) that sought the 
requirement for thermally insulated blocks to separate the stockpiles, are 
they now satisfied that this requirement can be removed? 
Response – The original condition, which this permission is seeking to 
amend, required that ‘each stockpile shall be separated by thermally 
insulating block walls…’  Currently there only very short walls at 90o to the 
retaining/boundary wall, that simply mark the rear of the bays – these are 
not fire retardant walls.  Fire safety is not a planning duty, but one that 
now sits with the Environment Agency and is enforceable under the 
Environmental Permitting regime.  WSFRS has now agreed that managed 
separation of stock piles is acceptable and a condition requiring fire 
retardant portioning can be removed. 
 
Stockpile Heights 
Point raised – Confirmation was sought that the operator is still operating 
under permission granted in 2015 and that, therefore, stockpile heights 
limits are only 2.8m in height. 
Response – The operator has not yet implemented planning permission 
WSCC/033/17/WK, so is still operating under WSCC/019/15/WK granted on 
29 September 2015 in which stockpiles are allowed to 2.8m in height. 
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Previous breaches of planning permission 
Points raised – The Committee expressed disappointment and concern 
about previous breaches of planning conditions in relation to stockpile 
heights, which have often been well above that allowed.  What enforcement 
action has been taken?  How has this worked in relation to fire safety? 
Response – Planning officers regularly visit the site, on average around 
once every 3-months.  Where officers have been aware of breaches of 
planning condition, this has been discussed with the operator who has 
ensured that they have complied to bring stockpile heights back to within 
permitted heights within a reasonable period of time.  Additionally, the 
stockpiles do not typically affect people or the environment to such a 
degree that it would be considered expedient or necessary to take any 
formal enforcement action.  It is not for the Planning Authority to enforce 
issues relating to fire safety. 
 
Other permitting regimes 
Point raised – The Committee has previously agreed that it is the duty of 
the Committee to consider whether other permitting regimes are operating 
effectively, including Environmental Permits which are the responsibility of 
the Environment Agency.  In light of the Grenfell Tower disaster, concerns 
have been raised that in that case everyone had been reassured that all 
agencies where doing what they should be doing, and it has become 
apparent that this was not the case. 
Response – Fire safety responsibilities under the Environmental Permits 
are relatively new, but they are contain very specific actions in relation to 
what should be done to reduce fire risk.  It would be unreasonable for the 
Planning Authority to dictate specific requirements to the Environment 
Agency regarding actions that fall within that agency’s remit.  Enforcement 
of fire safety is not a responsibility of the Planning Authority but lies with 
the Environment Agency and the Planning Authority does not monitor how 
often other agencies visit sites.  However, Planning Officers will always do 
whatever they can to flag any concerns with the Environment Agency and, 
additionally, Planning Officers have confirmed safety measures such as 
water is available and accessible at the site. 

 
Liaison group 
Point raised – Confirmation was sought about the reason that the liaison 
group, required by condition under planning permission granted in 2017, 
has not been implemented. 
Response – The operator has not yet implemented planning permission 
WSCC/033/17/WK, and is not required to set up a liaison group until it does 
so. 
 
Electricity lines 
Point raised – The matter raised by Mrs Dennis regarding concerns about 
fire risk to electricity lines above the site was raised. 
Response – The electricity lines are actually just to the side of the 
boundary of the site, not immediately above it. 
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129. The substantive recommendation was proposed by Mr Quinn and seconded 
by Mr Jupp, was put to the Committee and approved by a majority. 
 
130. Resolved – That planning permission be granted subject to conditions and 
informatives, set out in Appendix 1 of the report, as agreed by the Committee. 
 
131. Mrs Dennis resumed her seat as a member of Planning Committee. 
 
Update on Mineral, Waste and Regulation 3 Planning Applications 
 
131. The Committee received and noted a report by the Head of Planning 
Services on applications awaiting determination (copy appended to the signed 
minutes) detailing 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  
 
133. The Committee received and noted a report by the Head of Planning 
Services (copy appended to the signed minutes) 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 9 January 2018. 
 
Date of Next Meeting 
 
114. The following scheduled meeting of Planning Committee will be on Tuesday  
27 March 2018 at 10.30 a.m. at County Hall, Chichester. 
 
The meeting ended at 11.49 a.m. 
 
 
 
Chairman 


