
Planning Committee 
 
10 January 2017 - At a meeting of the Committee held at 10.30 a.m. at County 
Hall, Chichester. 
 
Present: Mrs Brunsdon (Chairman), Mr Barrett-Miles, Mr Clark, Mrs Hall,  
Mrs Kitchen, Mr McAra, Mrs Mockridge, Mr S. Oakley, Mr Quinn, Mr J. Rogers,  
Mr R. Rogers and Mr Wickremaratchi. 
 
Apologies: Mr Crow 
 
Substitutes: None 
 
Declarations of Interest 
 
247. In accordance with the County Council’s code of conduct Mr S. Oakley 
declared a personal interest as a member of Chichester District Council which is a 
consultee on Planning Application WSCC/057/16/WH (Item 6). 

Minutes of the meeting of the Committee held on 29 November 2016 
 
248. The Committee agreed the following corrections to the minutes of the 
previous meeting in respect of the wording of Minute 220: 

• first paragraph under heading ‘Glare from the solar panels’, the word 
‘not’ to be removed. 

 
249. Resolved – That the minutes of the meeting of the Committee held on  
29 November 2016, as amended by the Committee, be agreed as a correct record. 
 
Part II Matters 
 
250. The Committee agreed that all Part II matters should be considered in 
Part II at the end of the meeting. 
 
Cabinet Member’s Response to the Committee’s Recommendations on the 
Proposed Submission Draft of the West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan 
(Regulation 19 stage) 
 
251. The Committee noted the response from the Cabinet Member for Highways 
and Transport to the Committee’s Recommendations on the Proposed Submission 
Draft of the West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan (Regulation 19 stage) (copy 
appended to signed minutes). 
 
Regulation 3 Application: 
 
WSCC/057/16/WH The erection of a solar farm comprising 

photovoltaic ground mounted panels, 
transformers, Distribution Network Operator 
Building and pole mounted CCTV cameras.  The 
Former Westhampnett Landfill Site, Coach Road, 
Westhampnett, West Sussex, PO19 7RT. 

 



252. The Committee considered a report by the Strategic Planning Manager 
(copy appended to the signed minutes).  This supplementary report should be 
read alongside the report presented to Planning Committee on 29 November 
2016.  The report was introduced by County Planning Manager who provided a 
presentation on the proposals, details of consultation and key issues in respect of 
the application.  The following additional points of clarification, not covered in 
either report, were provided as follows: 

• The revised site plan shows relocation of the transformers and grouping 
of other infrastructure at the western edge meaning the originally 
proposed access road through the centre is no longer required. 

• The site is a brownfield site. 
• Chichester District Council’s Environmental Health Officer has no 

objection subject to a gas risk assessment being provided, so a 
proposed condition is included to cover this. 

• The production of renewable energy, even on a small scale is strongly 
supported under national planning guidance and local policies; 
significant weight is given to this when considering the key impacts.  
The proposals accord with Policy 41 of the Chichester Local Plan relating 
to off-site renewable energy.  

 
253. Mrs Linda Lanham, local resident, spoke in objection to the application.  
Despite the reduction in panels, the increase in density on the upward slope will 
cause a significantly worse impact.  The financial viability of the project is called 
into question due to the reduction in the number of panels. The height of planting 
in the amended scheme will never mask all of the structures, and deciduous 
planting means that the cover will be sparse for 6 months of the year.  
Soakaways are not in the areas prone to flooding and will not assist with flooding 
problems in the south-east in Dairy Lane.  The land is still settling, despite the 
Planning Officer’s previous comments that it is well compacted and not subject to 
subsidence; so previous concerns about the impact of the weight of the panels 
have merit.  The site is the last green area in the main part of the village.  The 
Neighbourhood Plan has been delay for several valid reasons, but this green area 
is an important aspect of the emerging Plan; this application would mean no 
prospect of community use of the site for 25 years.  The project is in the wrong 
place. 
 
254. Mr David Beasley, local resident, spoke in objection to the application.  The 
modified plan fails to address the Committee’s concerns raised on 29 November 
2016.  Westhampnett has had more than its fair share of development and this 
application is larger than the village footprint, leading to overdevelopment.  
Structures will rise to 8-9 metres above the perimeter height and planting would 
need to be dense and in excess of 7 metres to screen it from properties.  The new 
plan reduces proposed planting along the northern boundary, and there is no 
viable screening for some properties.  Digital models using Viewshed maps, 
provided by the speaker (available on the WSCC Planning application website), 
show the scale of the visual impact on properties that will be blighted.  The 
density of panels in the centre of the site will increase surface water run-off.  The 
land is highly valued in the village.  The site is overbearingly close to homes and 
documents underestimate the impact of this development. 
 
255.  Mrs Anna Konkolowicz, local resident, spoke in objection to the application.  
Views from homes will be significantly impacted.  Effective screening would need 



to be 10 metres tall to protect Montague House, but any increase in density would 
block light to properties.  It will take a minimum of 10-15 years for planting to be 
an effective screen.  The process of informing residents about the application was 
very poor and residents feel ignored and that their objections, rights and welfare 
do not count.  Supporting documents show incomplete plans and misleading 
photographs and misleading statements regarding visual impact.  The solar farm 
will be the only view from some properties.  There will be an unacceptable and 
significant visual impact overall, including that from the CCTV, lighting and 
fencing as well as the solar panels.  Health implications have been ignored and 
there are a number of concerns leading to mental health impacts, including the 
worry about damage to clay cap leading to release of methane, harmful radiation 
and noise. 
 
256. Mr Gareth Hooper of DPP Planning, agent for the applicant, spoke in 
support of the application.  The site supports the County Council’s objectives in 
the West Sussex Energy Strategy.  Electricity generated will be acquired by the 
County Council for its own use; it will reduce exposure to market fluctuations and 
reduce its carbon footprint.  More efficient panels will retain the output.  Reducing 
the number panels further would not be viable.  Proposals are consistent with 
Government’s presumption in favour of sustainable development.  Closest current 
residential properties are now 72 metres away, instead of 35, and panels are 
reduced on the north and north-west boundaries.   There is now only one central 
invertor, which has been relocated to further reduce visual impacts.  A 4-5 metre 
landscape buffer can be provided to mitigate the visual impacts.  The outlook will 
change, but this is not detrimental.  Drainage concerns were addressed through 
the original proposals, but additional soakaways are provided.  Mitigations 
addressed by conditions must be approved by planning officers. 
 
257. Mr Jeremy Hunt, local Member for Chichester North, spoke on the 
application.  It should be clear from his submission to Planning Committee on  
29 November 2016 that he objects to the application.  Concerns remain about 
how the proposals were originally handled.  The revised plan and latest 
consultation were rushed.  The consultation was the week before Christmas when 
people are busy and interested parties were only given a week to respond.  The 
revised site plan was only placed on the WSCC Planning application website on  
16 December, leaving residents only four days to view this before the consultation 
closed.  Planning officers stated that this consultation only sought comments on 
the revised plan, so clarification is required as to whether to whole application is 
being considered by the Committee.  The site is still too large.  The village has 
already faced large amounts of development.  An earth bund for planting 30 
metres into the site should be considered, this would provide a better buffer 
leaving a stretch of flat, open field and improved screening with no light loss.  
There are no photographs showing views from the northern boundary.  There is 
no right to a view, but visual amenity is a material consideration; the residents 
strongly feel that the development will be visually intrusive.  The report misses 
the flooding issues in the south east corner in Dairy Lane - the information about 
discharge of the culvert in Dairy Lane is incorrect.  Construction of a lagoon in this 
area is urged, which is the lowest point of the site.  Policy 41 of the Chichester 
Local Plan states there should be no unacceptable visual intrusion; NPPF 11 states 
that development should protect and enhance the landscape and European 
Landscape Convention states that all types of landscape are important. 
 



258. The County Planning Manager and Solicitor provided the following points of 
clarification in response to matters raised in Mr Hunt’s presentation: 

Governance regarding the decision to be made 
Point raised – Will the Committee be considering only the revised site plan 
and matters leading to the deferral of the application on 29 November 2016 
or the whole application? 
Response – The consultation notification to residents was clear that 
comment on the whole application was not precluded, but that the 
consultation was in response to the revised site plan.  The supplementary 
report for this Committee seeks to address the specific issues raised by 
members at Planning Committee on 29 November 2016, so members may 
wish to focus on these matters, whilst having regard to all other material 
considerations.  The whole application was deferred previously; therefore, 
the application is to be considered as a whole by the Committee. 
Availability of documents on the Planning Portal 
Point raised– The revised site plan was only placed on the WSCC Planning 
application website on 16 December, four working days before the closure 
of the public consultation. 
Response – The plan was available from the start of the consultation on  
9 December but must have been taken down and reloaded on 16 
December, which is the reason why it shows this date. 
Flooding on Dairy Lane 
Points raised – The report misses the flooding issues in the south-east 
corner and in Dairy Lane.  The information about discharge of the culvert in 
Dairy Lane is incorrect.  The proposed drainage measures will not resolve 
this and construction of a lagoon in the south-east corner is urged. 
Response – It is accepted that the information is incorrect in item 7.3 of the 
supplementary report regarding discharge of water into Dairy lane; water 
should not surcharge into Dairy Lane.  Flooding in Dairy Lane is due to 
issues within the responsibility of Highways England, namely the 
insufficient size, lack of maintenance and proper diversion of the culvert 
which should take water to the south side of the A27. This is outside the 
scope of this application.  The WSCC Drainage Officer has stated that the 
scheme will not exacerbate drainage in this location. 

 
259. During the debate the Committee raised the points below and clarification 
was provided by the County Planning Manager, where applicable: 

Suggestion for an earth bund at the northern edge of the panels 
Point raised – Can Mr Hunt’s suggestion be considered, which is to add an 
earth bund for planting on30 metres into the site? 
Response – This would require the importation of large amounts of material 
and would be considered development in its own right.  It is not possible to 
include this as an amendment because it would be a material change; this 
would require withdrawal of the current application and a new application 
to be considered.   
Drainage 
Points raised – The revised site plan does not include the additional 
drainage bund in the south-east corner, which was included in the revised 
Flood Risk Assessment; will this be included?  The requirement to consult 



with Highways England, as per their recommendations relating to drainage, 
should be included in condition 3 – surface water drainage. 
Response – In submitting revised plans the applicant showed some 
drainage information, namely soakaways, but not bunds, though these are 
shown in the Flood Risk Assessment so form part of the application.  The 
WSCC Drainage Officer remains satisfied with the proposals.  The applicant 
has undertaken to restore and maintain the function of the original 
drainage ditches around the site and the provision of additional soakaways 
will provide capacity to contain surface water run-off for the whole site.  
Planning Officers are satisfied that the inclusion of the bund on the site plan 
is not essential in determining the application and the matter can be 
addressed through the detailed drainage scheme to be submitted in 
response to condition 3 – surface water drainage.  Planning Officers agree 
that adding a requirement in condition 3 to consult with Highways England 
and including their reasons is acceptable. 
Glare from the solar panels 
Points raised – The concerns about planting on the southern boundary 
relate to the south-east, not the south-west as mentioned in the 
supplementary report.  The requirement to consult with Highways England, 
as per their recommendations relating to screening along the southern 
boundary, should be included in condition 4 – landscaping scheme.   
Response – Planning Officers are satisfied that the matter of infill planting 
on the southern boundary can be adequately addressed through condition 4 
– landscaping scheme.  
Residential amenity 
Points raised – Some members raised concern about the impact on the 
visual amenity, including the change of view and the strength of local 
residents’ feelings on this matter.  Other members noted that the distance 
from and impact of the solar panels on residential properties is not 
comparable with permissions granted in many other applications, where 
buildings and structure are frequently much closer housing and often 
larger, such as commercial buildings. 
Response – A right to a view is different to visual impact; there is no right 
to a view, but visual impact is a key consideration and the visual impact in 
this case is not considered to be significant. 
Construction traffic 
Point raised – It was previously suggested at Planning Committee on  
29 November that construction traffic should access and egress from the 
west, to reduce impacts on the Maudlin roundabout leading onto the A27.  
This should be added condition 5 - construction management plan. 
Response – This condition can be amended, should the Committee feel it is 
required. 
Site restoration 
Point raised – It was previously suggested at Planning Committee on  
29 November 2016 that the word ‘structures’ be added to condition relating 
to site restoration.  . 
Response – This condition can be amended, should the Committee feel it is 
required. 

 



260. Mr Oakley proposed that conditions 3, 4, 5 and 13, be re-worded, as noted 
below (only the relevant amended paragraphs and new bullet points are included 
below):  This proposal was seconded by Mr Clark and was put to the Committee 
and approved by a majority: 
 

SURFACE WATER DRAINAGE 
3. No development shall take place until a scheme of surface water drainage 

have been submitted to and approved by the County Planning Authority, in 
consultation with Highways England ….. 

…… Reason: To protect the water environment and to ensure that the A27 
Trunk Road continues to be an effective part of the national system of 
routes for through traffic in accordance with section 10 of the Highways Act 
1980 and to satisfy the reasonable requirements of road safety. 
 
LANDSCAPING SCHEME 

4. Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved, a 
landscaping scheme shall be submitted to and approved in advance in 
writing by the County Planning Authority in consultation with Highways 
England ….. 

….. Reason: To ensure the long term visual amenity of the site and to 
ensure that the A27 Trunk Road continues to be an effective part of the 
national system of routes for through traffic in accordance with section 10 
of the Highways Act 1980 and to satisfy the reasonable requirements of 
road safety. 
 
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT PLAN 

5. No development shall take place, including any works of demolition, until a 
Construction Management Plan has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the County Planning Authority in consultation with Highways 
England …..  

• The method of access and routing of vehicles during construction, which 
shall be to/from the west of the site,  

….. Reason: In the interests of highway safety and the amenities of the 
area and to ensure that the construction of the development does not 
result in unavoidable congestion on the A27, to ensure that the A27 
continues to be an effective part of the national system of routes for 
through traffic in accordance with section 10 of the Highways Act 1980 and 
to satisfy the reasonable requirements of road safety. 

 
SITE RESTORATION 

13. The solar farm and all associated plant, buildings, structures and equipment 
hereby permitted shall be removed from the site and the land restored to 
its former condition or a condition agreed with the County Planning 
Authority within 6 months of it no longer producing electricity. …..  

 
261. The substantive recommendation, as amended by changes to conditions as 
approved by the Committee, was proposed by Mr Barrett-Miles and seconded by 
Mr Quinn, and was put to the Committee and approved by a majority. 
 
262. Resolved – That planning permission be granted subject to amended 
conditions and informatives set out in Appendix 1 of the report, as agreed by the 
Committee. 



263. Committee recessed at 12.01 p.m. and reconvened at 12.08 p.m. 
 
Update on Mineral, Waste and Regulation 3 Planning Applications 
 
264. The Committee received and noted a report by the Strategic Planning, 
County Planning Manager 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  
 
265. The Committee received and noted a report by the Strategic Planning, 
County Planning Manager (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 29 November 2016. 
 
Date of Next Meeting 
 
266. The Committee noted that, as there are no applications requiring a decision 
by Committee at this time, the meeting scheduled for 31 January 2017 will be 
cancelled. 
 
267. The Committee noted that the next meeting will, therefore, be held on 
Tuesday 28 February 2017 at 10.30 a.m. 
 

Part II 
 
268. Resolved – That under Section 100A(4) of the Local Government Act 1972, 
the public be excluded from the meeting for the following item of business on the 
grounds that it contains information in respect of which a claim to legal professional 
privilege could be maintained in legal proceedings as defined in Part I of Schedule 
12A of the Act by virtue of the paragraph specified under the item, and in all the 
circumstances of the case, the public interest in maintaining the exemption of that 
information outweighs the public interest in disclosing the information. 
 
Appeals Update  

(Exempt – paragraph 5, Information in respect of which a claim to legal 
professional privilege could be maintained in legal proceedings) 
 
269. Resolved – That the Part II minutes of the meeting held on 29 November 
2016 be approved as a correct record and that they be signed by the Chairman. 
 
The meeting closed at 12.14 pm 
 
 
 
 
Chairman 


