
Minutes of the meeting of the Council held in the Committee Rooms at East Pallant 
House East Pallant Chichester West Sussex on Tuesday 20 November 2018 at 14:00

Members 
Present

Mrs N Graves (Vice-Chairman), Mrs C Apel, Mr G Barrett, 
Mr J Brown, Mr P Budge, Mr J Connor, Mr A Collins, 
Mr A Dignum, Mrs P Dignum, Mrs J Duncton, Mr J F Elliott, 
Mr J W Elliott, Mr N Galloway, Mr M Hall, Mr R Hayes, 
Mr G Hicks, Mr L Hixson, Mr F Hobbs, Mrs J Kilby, Mrs E Lintill, 
Mr S Lloyd-Williams, Mr L Macey, Mr K Martin, Mr G McAra, 
Mr S Morley, Mr A Moss, Caroline Neville, Mr S Oakley, 
Mrs P Plant, Mr R Plowman, Mr H Potter, Mrs C Purnell, 
Mr J Ransley, Mr J Ridd, Mr A Shaxson, Mrs S Taylor, 
Mr N Thomas, Mrs P Tull and Mr P Wilding

Members Absent Mrs E Hamilton, Mr R Barrow, Mr T Dempster, Mr M Dunn, 
Mrs P Hardwick, Dr K O'Kelly, Mr C Page, Mrs J Tassell and 
Mr D Wakeham

Officers Present Mr M Allgrove (Divisional Manager for Planning Policy), 
Mrs J Dodsworth (Director of Residents' Services), Mr A Frost 
(Director of Planning and Environment), Mrs J Hotchkiss 
(Director of Growth and Place), Mr T Radcliffe (Human 
Resources Manager), Mrs L Rudziak (Director of Housing and 
Communities), Mrs D Shepherd (Chief Executive), 
Mr G Thrussell (Legal and Democratic Services Officer) and 
Mr J Ward (Director of Corporate Services)

33   Approval of Minutes 

In the absence of the Chairman of the Council, Mrs E Hamilton (West Wittering), who was 
indisposed, this meeting was chaired by the Vice-Chairman, Mrs N Graves (Fernhurst). 

The Vice-Chairman welcomed everyone present to the final Council meeting of 2018, 
which was likely to be longer than usual, and explained the emergency evacuation 
procedure.

The Council formally received the minutes of its previous meeting on Tuesday 25 
September 2018, a copy of which had been circulated with the agenda for this meeting. 

There were no proposed changes to the minutes.  

The Vice-Chairman sought and obtained the Council’s approval for her to sign and date 
the minutes as a correct record.    



Decision

The Council voted unanimously on a show of hands to make the resolution below.

RESOLVED

That the minutes of the meeting of the Council on Tuesday 25 September 2018 be 
approved as a correct record.

The Vice-Chairman then duly signed and dated as a correct record the final (thirteenth) 
page of the official version of the aforesaid minutes. 

[Note This para and paras 34 to 50 below summarise the consideration of and conclusion 
to agenda items 1 to 18 inclusive but for full details of the matters summarised hereunder 
(save for the exempt item 18) reference should be made to the audio recording facility via 
the link below. 

http://chichester.moderngov.co.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=132&MId=923&Ver=4 ]

[Note Hereafter in these minutes Chichester District Council is denoted by CDC]

34   Late Items 

There were no late items for consideration at this meeting. 

35   Declarations of Interests 

Declarations of prejudicial interests were made by the two undermentioned members in 
respect of agenda item 7 (Chichester BID Alteration Ballot):

 Mr A Dignum (Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Growth and Place) as 
he was a director on the Chichester Business Improvement District Board.

 Mrs J Kilby (Cabinet Member for Housing Services) as a substitute member on the 
Chichester Business Improvement District Board.

Declarations of personal interests were made by the two undermentioned members in 
respect of agenda item 12 (Chichester Local Plan Review: Preferred Approach), insofar as 
it was relevant to do so, where reference was made to the Goodwood Motor Circuit and/or 
Goodwood Airfield:

 Mr M Hall (Westhampnett), who was the CDC appointed member on the Goodwood 
Airfield Consultative Committee.

 Mr R Plowman (Chichester West), who was the Chichester City Council appointed 
member on the Goodwood Airfield Consultative Committee.

A declaration of a personal interest was made by Mrs P Tull (Sidlesham) in respect of 
agenda item 12 (Chichester Local Plan Review: Preferred Approach) in that she was a 
personal friend of the owner of the land which might be affected by the proposed housing 
allocation for the parish of Hunston.                             

http://chichester.moderngov.co.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=132&MId=923&Ver=4


36   Chairman's Announcements 

Six apologies for absence had been received:

Mr R Barrow (Selsey South and Cabinet Member for Residents Services), Mr M Dunn 
(Westbourne), Mrs E Hamilton (West Wittering and Chairman of the Council), Mrs P 
Hardwick (Fernhurst), Dr K O’Kelly (Rogate) and Mr C Page (North Mundham).

The Vice-Chairman made two specific announcements with respect to the recent 
centenary anniversary of the end of World War I:

 On Sunday 11 November 2018 she in common with no doubt many members had 
attended a Remembrance Day service.

 Many parishes had organised local events to mark the end of the Great War and 
CDC had made available to each parish in Chichester District (if requested) the sum 
of £150 to hold a commemorative beacon lighting event.   

37   Public Question Time 

Eight public questions had been submitted for this meeting, details of which appear below. 

The text of all the questions had been circulated in a document to CDC members, the 
public and the press immediately prior to the start of this meeting. The Vice-Chairman 
invited each person in turn to come to the designated microphone in order to read out the 
question before an oral response was provided.

The questions (with the date of submission shown within [ ] at the end of the text), any 
supplementary questions and the answers given by Mr A Dignum (Leader of the Council 
and Cabinet Member for Growth and Place) or Mrs S Taylor (Cabinet Member for Planning 
Services) were as follows. 

Question (1): Mr Stephen Holcroft

‘I would like to ask a public question in the above meeting and have the attachment made 
available along with my question. 

[Note The attachment was a map which appeared at the end of the text for this question in 
the aforementioned document setting out all the public questions] 

The question relates to item 12 of the agenda “Chichester Local Plan Review: Preferred 
Approach – Consultation” and is as follows:

All the proposed strategic site allocations in the Chichester Plan have sensibly been 
allocated in flood zone 1 areas of low probability of flooding with the exception of SA6 
Land South-West of Chichester.  

As you can see from my attachment this allocation has been placed directly on a zone 2 
medium risk and zone 3 high risk area.



I refer you to the Strategic Policies section 5.54 of the plan.

5.54 As a consequence of the rise in sea levels and storm surges, parts of the plan area 
will be at increased risk from coastal erosion, groundwater, fluvial and/or tidal flooding. 
Hard defences may not be possible to maintain in the long term, therefore development 
needs to be strongly restricted in areas at risk to flooding, whilst ensuring that existing 
towns and villages are protected by sustainable means that make space for water in 
suitable areas

Also the Government Planning Framework is quite clear when it states:

‘Only where there are no reasonably available sites in Flood Zones 1 or 2 should the 
suitability of sites in Flood Zone 3 be considered.’

Ask yourselves the question, if the flood risk looks like this now, what will it look like in 
20/50/100 years’ time? This proposed site is not a long term vision. It is quite frankly 
reckless to even consider this as a sensible area for development given the problems 
already highlighted in 5.54 of the plan. 

My question to the Council is:

Why is this allocation the only allocation to be placed on a Zone 3 high flood risk area and 
why are you considering such an unsuitable site for development given the high risks of 
flooding?’

[Friday 16 November 2018]

Response: Mrs S Taylor (Cabinet Member for Planning Services)

‘Thank you for your question. Whilst a portion of the proposed site allocation is in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3, the allocation is larger than is required for the proposed development 
which can, in fact, be accommodated on land in Flood Zone 1 only (ie on land at least risk 
of flooding). This approach is in recognition that a part of the site is affected by flooding 
and will not be developable. 

Para 6.47 of the supporting text to the proposed policy for this site explains that further 
testing will be required as the Local Plan moves forward. Nevertheless, initial assessment 
indicates that given the site size (of approximately 85 ha), there is potential to deliver 
significant development allowing for flood risk and other constraints.

The proposed allocation is for approximately 33 ha of employment land, a minimum of 100 
dwellings and a new link road and ancillary facilities.  The remainder of the site is expected 
to remain undeveloped with a significant proportion expected to be open space. As already 
mentioned, further detailed work will be undertaken in relation to this site as the plan 
progresses, and in consultation with the local community and key stakeholders. More 
detail about the identification of this site will be set out in the evidence supporting the Local 
Plan, which will be published on 13 December 2018, subject to the Council approving the 
plan for consultation.’ 

Supplementary Question: Mr Stephen Holcroft



As the plan incorporated at the end of his question (above) showed the current position 
and did not take into account climate change and rising sea levels, the flood risk situation 
in 50 to 100 years from now had to be questioned. 

Response: Mrs S Taylor (Cabinet Member for Planning Services)

Mr Holcroft’s supplementary point was noted.

Question (2): Mr Mike Dicker on behalf of Ms Fiona Horn

‘As a resident of Donnington, how can such a local plan be sanctioned by the Council 
when there is no suitable mitigation already in place for road infrastructure and 
environmental impacts to name but two. Chichester is already being choked by nationally 
damning air quality and insufficient schools/doctors etc. The A27 upgrade/Northern bypass 
is still far from being resolved and yet you are intending to put forward plans for even more 
mass housebuilding schemes in areas like Donnington and Apuldram that have no 
infrastructure to cope with this.

My question is: Why is the Council even considering a plan for a huge housing 
development between Donnington and Apuldram when the road infrastructure funding and 
planning is so uncertain and the whole development as shown on the Governments own 
flood documents, is classed as a Flood Zone 3, the least suitable for development due to 
the high risk of flooding?’

[Sunday 18 November 2018]

Response: Mrs S Taylor (Cabinet Member for Planning Services)

‘Thank you for your question. The first point to make is that the District Council working 
closely with West Sussex County Council, remains focused on achieving strategic 
improvements to the A27 Chichester Bypass that will provide long term benefits and also 
address concerns about matters such as poor air quality and journey reliability. As part of 
the BABA27 initiative, the concept schemes developed by consultants Systra were 
reported to a special meeting of the full Council in June 2018 where it was resolved that in 
promoting a scheme to Highways England for inclusion in the government’s second Road 
Investment Strategy (RIS2), our preference is for the Mitigated Northern route with the 
alternative Full Southern route put forward as a reasonable alternative. Highways England 
agreed to develop the concepts further to check they are technically viable and to establish 
a base cost for each option and we anticipate its response in the coming weeks. However, 
we have to recognise that there is, at this stage, no certainty that a scheme for Chichester 
will be included in RIS2. 

Consequently, in preparing a review of the local plan, which we must do if our plan is to 
remain up to date so that we remain in control of the location and distribution of new 
development across the plan area, then the plan must identify a scheme of highway 
mitigation that can be relied upon for the A27 which is not dependant on RIS funding. That 
is why we have commissioned specialist consultants to prepare a transport study which 
identifies junction alterations to the A27 Chichester Bypass to mitigate the traffic impact of 
development in the Local Plan review and to ensure that the junctions continue to operate 
effectively.



The proposed development at Apuldram/Donnington is primarily identified for employment 
use with a relatively small housing element and a new link road as part of the transport 
mitigation strategy. The Council is committed to securing the infrastructure required to 
mitigate the impacts of development but recognises the challenges involved in securing 
funding. The Council is involved with ongoing discussions with Highways England and 
West Sussex County Council to agree an implementation strategy to deliver these 
improvements if and when they become necessary.

In relation to flood risk, the proposed allocation is for approximately 33ha of employment 
land, a minimum of 100 dwellings and a new link road and ancillary facilities on land with a 
site area of some 85ha.  Whilst a portion of the proposed site allocation is in Flood Zones 
2 and 3, the allocation is larger than is required for development which can, in fact, be 
accommodated on land in flood zone 1 only (ie on land at least risk of flooding). The 
remainder of the site is expected to remain undeveloped with a significant proportion 
expected to be open space. Further detailed work will nevertheless be undertaken in 
relation to this site as the plan progresses, and in consultation with the local community 
and key stakeholders.’  

Supplementary Question

No supplementary question was asked.

Question (3): Mr Ray Briscoe – Westbourne Parish Council

‘Mrs Chairman, Members of the Council

There have been numerous developments approved for Gypsy/Traveller and Travelling 
Showpeople (GTTS) within the last five years, amounting to virtually all the allocated 
pitches and plots required in the relevant local plan up to 2027. A new report has been 
commissioned in order to assess the needs of this community for the revised Local Plan, 
this will include as part of the baseline all existing plots and pitches and those approved 
but not yet implemented.

Despite approved plots and pitches being restricted under the terms of the relevant 
planning permission to occupation by bona fide residents from the GTTS community, 
many of the developments are now occupied simply as “Park Home” developments 
whose residents are not nomadic in their lifestyle.  If the original applications had been 
made on the basis of unrestricted occupation in normal circumstances they would be 
refused as being contrary to countryside policy. However, in order to circumvent the 
system, the applicants claim that the occupants are or will be from the GTTS community. 
Once approved it is very difficult for the Enforcement Team to prove the contrary.  There 
would appear to be widespread knowledge within the GTTS community and in our 
conventional settled communities that this abuse of the system is rife.
 
We accept there are occasions where occupation of these GTTS plots and pitches is 
operating in compliance of the planning system but unfortunately this seems to be only in 
the minority of cases.

If the basis of future demand for new GTTS plots and pitches starts from an artificially 
inflated level, including the type of unauthorised occupation mentioned above it will result 
in the provision of unacceptably high levels of GTTS plots and pitches being provided with 
undesirable consequences for our settled communities.



I would like to ask:
 

1. What tangible evidence has been presented to the Planning Department and so to 
this Council in the report to show those living on these developments are 
Gypsy/Travellers as per the National Planning Policy Guidance (Of nomadic 
Lifestyle)? 

2. How do the Council intend to control such inappropriate developments and 
applications in future as the application of restrictive occupation conditions appear 
to be either ignored or ineffective and; 

3. Will they ask the consultants writing the report, to quantify their findings before 
adopting the figures put forward and before asking the Full Council to approve?

There are many parishes across the Chichester Area which have serious concerns 
regarding this issue.’

[Sunday 18 November 2018]

Response: Mrs S Taylor (Cabinet Member for Planning Services)
 
‘The first point to make is that a Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (GTAA) 
has been carried out by Opinion Research Services (ORS) on behalf of the Coastal West 
Sussex Authorities according to a nationally recognised methodology, which has been 
tested at a number of local plan examinations.  ORS are leading specialists in this field.  In 
answer to your specific questions:

1. In carrying out the assessment for the Council, ORS sought to identify every potential 
gypsy and traveller household.  They used a team of experienced field workers who 
conducted face to face interviews with each household to determine whether they meet 
the criteria set in national policy. The Council is consequently satisfied that the 
evidence of gypsy, traveller and travelling showpeoples’ need is robust and reliable.

2. Where we become aware of a potential breach of planning control, officers will 
investigate the complaint in accordance with the adopted Enforcement Strategy. This 
includes investigating allegations of a breach of occupancy conditions. I must 
emphasise however, that taking formal enforcement action is a serious matter which 
must be based on evidence of a breach of control. Nevertheless, the Council takes its 
enforcement role very seriously and will take appropriate action to enforce compliance 
with permissions granted where it is expedient to so.

3. The consultants’ full report and findings of need will be published alongside the Local 
Plan consultation in the event that the recommendations are agreed by Council. Final 
figures will not however be adopted until the local plan has been through further 
consultation and the formal examination process. All interested parties are encouraged 
to look at the evidence to the policies within in the draft plan and to submit 
representations should they wish to.’ 

Supplementary Question

No supplementary question was asked.



(4) Question: Ms Tracey Ellis

[Note Ms Ellis was not present at the meeting and so neither her question (the text of 
which had been circulated in the aforementioned document of all the public questions) nor 
the response was read out but for completeness and the record both appear below]

‘Chichester District’s transport proposal for traffic management for the 12,000 new homes 
for the area will cause gridlock and rat running through the city and is based on the same 
configuration which was roundly rejected by thousands of locals in the last HE 
consultation. The Brett solution involves the imposition of no right hand turns on or off the 
A27 at the Stockbridge and Whyke Roundabouts that would mean ALL the Manhood traffic 
(including Selsey traffic) will use the A286 Witterings road which is the most congested 
road in the entire district. It provides no alternative routes for residents trapped in beach 
traffic except to go through Chichester to get anywhere. It will be a disaster for the coastal 
roads AND Chichester. This cannot be approved.

My question for the meeting is why is there even a consideration (again) for no right hand 
turns on or off the Stockbridge or Whyke roundabouts when the routes are already 
congested and will also cause further severe congestion in Chichester too?’
[Sunday 18 November 2018]

Response: Mrs S Taylor (Cabinet Member for Planning Services)

‘Thank you for your question. The transport study prepared by consultants, Peter Brett 
Associates on behalf of the Council identifies the likely highway impacts of development 
and suggests potential mitigation, including improvements to junctions on the A27 
Chichester Bypass. The strategy identified by the consultants for the design of the A27 
junction improvements needs to be viewed in its entirety rather than each junction 
individually. The introduction of new traffic lights at the Stockbridge and Whyke 
roundabouts also needs to be seen alongside the introduction of a new Stockbridge link 
road which will directly link Fishbourne roundabout and Birdham Road (A286). 

The consultant’s study serves to demonstrate that the level of development proposed in 
the review of the Local Plan can be accommodated within the existing highway network 
with suitable mitigation (i.e. specified alterations to existing junctions). Indeed, the 
proposed mitigation to the A27 junctions could have the effect of ensuring that as much 
traffic as possible utilises the A27 for through trips, rather than rat-running through the city 
centre. I would however wish to reassure you that detailed schemes coming forward for 
the A27 will need to be discussed further with Highways England, West Sussex County 
Council and the local community.’ 

Supplementary Question  

In the absence of Ms Ellis, there was no supplementary question.

(5) Question Part One: Mr Mike Dicker

[Note The three-fold question set out below (a) was with the Vice-Chairman’s consent 
asked and answered in three parts and (b) is in accordance with the original text submitted 
by Mr Dicker although when he asked his questions additional material was orally added at 
[*], details of which may be heard via the audio recording on CDC’s website]



‘At the Cabinet meeting last week I asked three questions.  One of the answers I received 
from Councillor Dignum did not answer my FOI question and I have subsequently asked 
for a written response.

Q1 At the Cabinet last week we heard the following statement from Councillor Dignum in 
response to one of my questions:

‘CDC has full confidence in Peter Brett Associates in their work and the findings of the 
study the estimate of £25.2 million is based on construction costs only whilst HE costs 
included full costs of construction.’

We then heard from Mr Allgrove:

‘Emphasize the evidence base is work in progress.  Some aspects of evidence base are 
still to be finalised such as the transport study, Sustainability appraisal and habitat 
regulations assessment…ongoing strategic flood risk assessment and landscape study.’  

[*]

I therefore ask:

Q1a What confidence you as councillors have in your leaders statement at cabinet and the 
state of the transport report provided by peter Brett Associates which is at odds to the HE 
report to the tune of £25 million for Peter Brett and £46 Million for HE report on option 3?  

Q1b I would further ask why are we going to public consultation without a complete set of 
evidence and options for members of the public to comment on?  

We have been here before and the majority response was NO OPTION. We also are 
potentially letting Highways England off the hook as if we write this in our plan they may 
consider that we have consensus and are accepting Option 3 which is not the case and 
not what this council voted for.

Q1c Would we not be better providing a transport study that outlines multiple options that 
integrate with future Highways England solutions particularly the mitigated Northern route 
and provides local mitigation and stresses the council’s position strongly on this matter?

We have time to do this.  This traffic proposal, effectively option 3, provides mitigation for 
through traffic but not for local traffic and was resoundingly rejected at the last debacle of a 
consultation and should be removed from the local plan.’  

Response: Mr A Dignum (Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Growth and 
Place)

Q1a ‘We recognise that there are differences in the cost of schemes identified by Peter 
Brett Associates (PBA) and the Highways England consultation, albeit that they are not 
identical schemes.  Officers are exploring with PBA and HE the need to either refine the 
costs or add commentary within the report to explain the difference in cost eg land 
acquisition and maintenance.’  

Q1b ‘We need to commence consultation on the Local Plan Review now and are satisfied 
that the evidence base is sufficiently advanced to make the decision to consult at this 



time.  The evidence base will continue to be refined up to the point of the submission of 
the plan for examination.  If the Council does not agree to progress the Local Plan Review 
now, it is likely that we will face having to plan for much larger amounts of development 
firstly, because we will lose the 40% ‘cap’ that the government provides on our housing 
increase and secondly, through the planning application and appeals system, in all 
likelihood with less funding from developer contributions to infrastructure as a result of 
smaller sites coming forward in an unplanned fashion.’

Q1c ‘Whilst I appreciate the rationale for the question and have previously explained that 
the Council remains focused on achieving improvements to the A27 Chichester Bypass 
that will provide long term benefits and also address concerns about matters such as poor 
air quality and journey reliability, there is, at this stage, no certainty that a scheme for 
Chichester will be included in the government’s second Road Investment Strategy and the 
draft RIS will not in any case, be published by the DfT until late 2019; furthermore, we will 
no doubt all recall that the Secretary of State responded to the ‘No option’ consultation 
response by withdrawing the funding for the major scheme. 

There are limited options to mitigate the impact of further development on the highway 
network.  Our transport consultants have identified a relatively low cost option that can be 
funded through development with some potential additional public funding.  It would not be 
realistic to progress a northern bypass as part of the Local Plan mitigation as this amounts 
to a strategic solution to the long term issues of the A27 trunk road around Chichester and 
goes beyond the need (in relation to the Local Plan review) to mitigate the impact of 
proposed development.  Furthermore, a northern bypass would not be capable of being 
funded through developer contributions and any top up funding needed to facilitate 
development. It is of course open to Mr Dicker and other interested parties to suggest 
possible alternative mitigation solutions in response to the consultation.’

Supplementary Question

Mr Dicker requested that he be allowed to pursue Q1c with regard to a transport study with 
multiple options as he had not received an answer to it. 

The Vice-Chairman declined his request in view of what would be the lengthy duration of 
this meeting.

Mr Dicker asked for it to be noted that he objected to not having received an answer. 

(5) Question Part Two: Mr Mike Dicker

Q2 ‘Why are CDC agreeing to accept 50 to 81 homes per year from the SDNP allocation 
when as we understand it communities in the Park want more housing in their villages to 
provide affordable housing for their children and hence sustain their communities?  When 
was this agreed between CDC, SDNP and where do these allocations fit into this local 
plan?’

Response: Mrs S Taylor (Cabinet Member for Planning Services)

‘Thank you for your question. Following a request from the South Downs National Park 
Authority, it was resolved at a meeting of the Council on 6 March 2018, that subject to the 
completion of the ongoing evidence-based work and the assessment of sites to meet the 
identified housing needs associated with the Local Plan Review, the District Council will 



assess its ability to meet some or all of the unmet housing needs arising from the part of 
the South Downs National Park within Chichester District via the Chichester Local Plan 
Review. At that time this was estimated to be 41-44 dwellings per annum.  National policy 
does not require national parks to meet all objectively assessed housing needs within their 
areas.  All interested parties were able to respond to the consultation process on the 
National Park’s Local Plan to suggest alternative approaches to development, whether 
they are communities within or outside the national park.’

Question Part Three: Mr Mike Dicker

Q3 ‘Under S16 there is broadly a proposal not to build “noise sensitive” residential property 
within 400m of Goodwood race circuit.  Why is this not part of the local plan for a strategic 
employment site around the south of the circuit as the noise issue is not the same as for 
residential properties and there are or could be of course excellent road links and 
appropriate space?’ 

[Monday 19 November 2018]

Response: Mrs S Taylor (Cabinet Member for Planning Services)
 
‘Officers have not proposed to allocate land in this location for employment development.  
Whilst the noise constraint would not be as great a consideration as for residential 
development, the land to the south of the motor circuit has significant flooding and 
landscape constraints.  It is open to Mr Dicker and other interested parties to propose that 
this land be allocated in response to the consultation.’

(6) Question: Mrs Joan Foster – Hunston Parish Council

‘Hunston Parish Council would like to question the new proposals for development of 200 
houses in Hunston contained in the Chichester Local Plan Review 2035 – Preferred 
Approach December 2018. 

The Parish Council expects that the Council will be aware of the question it raised with the 
Cabinet at last week’s meeting.

In addition to those representations made the Parish Council would add the following;

Under Transport Infrastructure, there is no reference to the B2145 through Hunston being 
the fourth busiest B Road in the United Kingdom, according to Road Traffic Statistics 
(Road Traffic Statistics 2014). Page 86 states that there will be small scale junction 
improvements on Manhood Peninsula. Setting aside the proposed developments in West 
Wittering, Birdham, 450 houses between Hunston and Selsey in reality means additional 
road traffic, potentially 900 cars.  Alongside this the Free School has resulted in daily traffic 
hold-ups on this road.

Currently there are approximately 571 residences in Hunston – 200 more houses 
increases that by 35%, that is not development that is social change.

Page 232 defines Hunston as an Urban area. The definition of Urban in the English Oxford 
dictionary is ‘in, relating to, or characteristic of a Town or City’.  This Hunston is not, it is a 
rural village.



At the Cabinet meeting last week the member for Loxwood made reference to the housing 
allocation for Loxwood and asked why neighbouring villages had not received an 
allocation. In answering this Mr Andrew Frost replied that no land had been made 
available in those parishes and made reference to Loxwood being a Service Village.

Whilst the Parish Council notes that Hunston is a service village, so too is North Mundham 
and it also has deliverable land for housing.

Hunston Parish Council’s question is as follows: 

Will the Council please agree to amend the officers’ recommendations and substantially 
reduce the housing allocation to Hunston?’

[Monday 19 November 2018]

Response: Mrs S Taylor (Cabinet Member for Planning Services)

‘Thank you for your question. It is recognised that both Hunston and North Mundham are 
Service Villages as defined by the Local Plan and the concerns of the parish council 
regarding the relative allocation of housing numbers between the two parishes are noted. 
The main purpose of the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment is to 
demonstrate that there is sufficient land available to meet the development needs of the 
plan area and in the case of the allocations referred to; the officers’ initial views are that 
the suitability of land within the parish of Hunston justifies the split now shown. I would 
emphasise however, that the. Council will consider the content of the Plan today and will 
determine whether the split of housing between the two parishes, as proposed, is 
appropriate. I would also suggest that Hunston Parish Council makes formal 
representations on the plan if the recommendations are agreed so that this matter can be 
given further detailed consideration.’

Supplementary Question

No supplementary question was asked.

[Note The final two questions, 7 and 8 below, were about the same subject and very 
similar in content and so at the Vice-Chairman’s invitation the two members of the public 
who had submitted them came together to the designated microphone to read each in turn 
her and his question before a single response to both questions was supplied]

(7) Question: Ms Maggie Campbell-Culver

[Note Unlike question (8) below, this question was asked in full by Ms Campbell-Culver]

‘My question relates to the temporary ice rink being installed in Priory Park, Chichester. 

At the CDC Cabinet meeting on 6 November we were twice told that the financial risks 
associated with the ice rink lie with the Council’s commercial partner and not with the 
Council.

It has come to my attention that at an earlier CDC Cabinet meeting on 2 October, 
members were asked to consider as a matter of urgency expenditure exceeding £100,000 
on the installation of this temporary ice rink within Priory Park. 



The Council notice dated 13 September states that the press and public were to be 
excluded from that part of the Cabinet meeting since there was a disclosure of information 
relating to the financial or business affairs of a particular person or persons.

Please would you advise me of the decision taken that day by the Cabinet, and if deferred, 
the nature of the deferral and of any subsequent decision.

If expenditure in excess of £100,000 was agreed, or is likely to be agreed in the near 
future, will this take the form of a loan, and if so, please advise me:

– what is the real amount?
– who is/will be the recipient of this loan?
– what is the specific purpose of the loan?
– on what terms has or will this loan be made?
– what guarantees for repayment have been made and by whom?

If not a loan, what is the amount, what form does or will the payment take, to whom, and 
for what specific purpose?’

[Monday 19 November 2018]

Response: Mr A Dignum (Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Growth and 
Place)

[Note The response appears underneath question (8) below]

Supplementary Question

No supplementary question was asked.

(8) Question: Mr Tom Bottrill

[Note In view of question (7), only a précis of this question (in full below) was asked]

‘My questions relate to the proposed ice rink to be installed in Priory Park, Chichester. At 
the CDC Cabinet meeting on 6 November we were told that the risks associated with costs 
for staging the temporary ice skating rink lie with the contractor and not with the Council.

It has come to my attention that at an earlier CDC Cabinet meeting on 2 October, 
Committee Members were asked to consider as a matter of urgency where the press and 
public were not permitted to attend. It involved expenditure exceeding £100,000 for the 
installation of a temporary ice skating rink with ancillary facilities in Priory Park.  It is also 
understood that the notice was not published 28 clear days before the meeting as local 
authorities are required to. 

I understand the press and public were excluded from that part of the Cabinet meeting 
since there was a disclosure of information relating to the financial or business affairs of a 
particular person.

Please would you advise me of the decision taken by the Cabinet, and if deferred, the 
nature of the deferral and any subsequent decision.



If the expenditure was agreed, or is likely to be agreed in the near future could you please 
advise me:

– who is/will be the recipient of this expenditure?
– what is the specific purpose of the expenditure?
– on what terms has or will this expenditure be made?
– are there any guarantees for repayment have been made and by whom?’

[Monday 19 November 2018]

Combined Response to Questions 7 and 8: Mr A Dignum (Leader of the Council and 
Cabinet Member for Growth and Place)

‘The notice that you refer to is the notice of forthcoming key decision and/or actions 
decisions to be taken in private. 
 
Local authorities are required to publish a notice of key decisions and/or of their intention 
to hold a meeting of the executive (the Cabinet) in private at least 28 days clear before the 
meeting. This notice sets out key decisions to be taken in private at the meeting of the 
Cabinet on the date below, which have not been included in previously  published statutory 
notices (the forward plan). In accordance with Part 2, Regulation 5, of the Local Authorities 
(Executive Arrangements) (Meetings and Access to Information) (England) Regulations 
2012, the chair of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee had been consulted and agreed 
that the item was urgent and cannot reasonably be delayed. 
 
The notice sets out the key decision reason if appropriate - ie if the decision is likely to 
incur expenditure, generate income, or produce savings greater than £100,000 or if a 
decision is required in a timely manner.
 
Expressions of interested had been received by this date, however options for the delivery 
of the project and therefore costs were unknown at this stage. It was later confirmed that 
the proposed contractor would take all financial risk for the project and therefore a Cabinet 
decision was not required.
 
Therefore I can confirm that the Cabinet on 2 October 2018 did not receive a report 
regarding the ice skating proposal as there was no formal decision of the Cabinet required.
 
I can confirm that the Cabinet did not receive a report to the 2 October 2018 meeting as 
there was no formal decision of the Cabinet required.
 
I can also confirm that no expenditure was agreed or is likely to be agreed in the near 
future.’

Supplementary Question

Mr Bottrill requested the opportunity to ask a supplementary question. 

The Vice-Chairman declined his request in view of what would be the lengthy duration of 
this meeting.

The response to the eighth question above concluded public question time and the Vice-
Chairman thanked everyone for their questions. 



38   Allocation of Affordable Housing Commuted Sums 

The Council considered the recommendation made to it by the Cabinet at its meeting on 
Tuesday 2 October 2018, as set out in the Cabinet report (pages 25 to 27 of the Cabinet 
agenda).   

Mrs J Kilby (Cabinet Member for Housing Services) formally moved the Cabinet’s 
recommendation and this was seconded by Mrs S Taylor (Cabinet Member for Planning 
Services).

Mrs Kilby presented the Cabinet’s recommendation by summarising the report. CDC 
currently held just under £1.2m unallocated commuted sum monies, which had been 
received by developers when on-site affordable units were impossible to provide eg when 
the contribution due was for only a fraction of a unit. This commuted sum fund was set 
aside solely to enable affordable housing. Of the £1.2m, just over £221,000 had been 
received from schemes in the parish of Chidham and Hambrook. Radian Housing 
Association had obtained planning permission to demolish an existing house and to 
develop 11 new homes. Three of those units were secured as shared ownership 
affordable housing within the section 106 agreement, with the rest to be market sale 
homes. Practical completion of the site was expected at the end of October 2018. 
However, due to issues of mortgage availability on the site Radian was willing to deliver all 
of the units as affordable rented properties. Accordingly, it had applied to vary the section 
106 agreement and the usual consultations would take place before any decision was 
made. As the scheme was acquired as a market site, Radian needed a £165,000 grant to 
supplement that which had already been awarded from central government to enable the 
viability of an affordable housing scheme. This was a great cost-effective opportunity to 
provide more much-needed high quality affordable housing for local people. There were 
currently 17 households on CDC’s housing register which claimed a local connection to 
the Chidham and Hambrook parish. As there were no other affordable rented units 
programmed for the parish up to 2029, this could be the last chance for an appreciable 
time for local people to be housed within that area. It was a fitting opportunity to allocate 
£165,000 of the sums received from the developments within Chidham and Hambrook 
parish, thereby enabling the parish to benefit directly from earlier development.

Mr J Brown (Southbourne) said that it seemed that the developer had obtained planning 
permission to deliver market housing but for some reason (he noted that electricity pylons 
crossed the site) it was unable to provide the full number of units and was now in effect 
asking CDC to make up the shortfall and subsidise the building of affordable housing.

Mrs Kilby replied that some of the houses were shared ownership units and the developer 
would bring these forward. Mrs L Rudziak (Director of Housing and Communities) said that 
originally the site was to have had three shared ownership and eight market units. The 
proposed allocation did not amount to a subsidy to meet a shortfall in a market site but 
was a means of providing additional affordable rented housing.

Mr R Hayes (Southbourne) commended this well-thought out idea to provide affordable 
housing to those with a local connection who were in need of it. 

Decision

On a show of hands the members voted in favour of the Cabinet’s recommendation with no 
votes against and one abstention.  



RESOLVED

That the allocation of £165,000 commuted sum monies to Windsor and District Housing 
Association Ltd (Radian) to fund the delivery of eight additional affordable units at Flat 
Farm Hambrook be approved.

39   Chichester BID Alteration Ballot 

[Note Immediately prior to the start of this item Mr A Dignum (Leader of the Council and 
Cabinet Member for Growth and Place) and Mrs J Kilby (Cabinet Member for Housing 
Services) withdrew from their places on the dais and sat in the public seating area, in 
accordance with their respective declarations of having a prejudicial interest as recorded in 
minute 35 above, and they played no part in the discussion of and decision on this matter]

The Council considered the recommendation made to it by the Cabinet at its meeting on 
Tuesday 2 October 2018, as set out in the Cabinet report (pages 29 to 32 of the Cabinet 
agenda).   

At the invitation of the Vice-Chairman, Mrs E Lintill (Deputy Leader of the Council and 
Cabinet Member for Community Services) informed the Council that there was an 
amendment to the Cabinet’s recommendation as set out in the agenda, namely that after 
the final word ‘Ballot’ and before the ensuing full stop the following words were now 
inserted: ‘if the request to hold the Ballot is formally confirmed by the BID’, so that the full 
text of the recommendation, as amended, now read: 

‘That authority be delegated to the Deputy Leader to vote in accordance with Cabinet’s 
decision in relation to the Alteration Ballot if the request to hold the Ballot is formally 
confirmed by the BID.’ 
 
Mrs Lintill formally moved the Cabinet’s recommendation and this was seconded by Mrs S 
Taylor (Cabinet Member for Planning Services).

Mrs Lintill presented the Cabinet’s recommendation by summarising sections 3, 4 and 5 of 
the report; the purpose was to delegate authority to Mrs Lintill to vote on behalf of CDC as 
a BID levy payer because Mr A Dignum (Leader of the Council) could not do so as he was 
a member of the BID board.  

Decision

On a show of hands the members voted in favour of the Cabinet’s recommendation with no 
votes against and no abstentions.  

RESOLVED

That authority be delegated to the Deputy Leader to vote in accordance with Cabinet’s 
decision in relation to the Alteration Ballot if the request to hold the Ballot is formally 
confirmed by the BID.

[Note At the end of this item Mr Dignum and Mrs Kilby returned to their places on the dais 
for the remainder of this meeting]



40   Tower Street Chichester Public Conveniences Refurbishment 

The Council considered the recommendation made to it by the Cabinet at its meeting on 
Tuesday 2 October 2018, as set out in the Cabinet report (pages 33 to 35 of the Cabinet 
agenda and pages 1 to 7 of the agenda supplement).   

Mr A Dignum (Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Growth and Place) formally 
moved the Cabinet’s recommendation and this was seconded by Mrs E Lintill (Deputy 
Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Community Services).

Mr Dignum presented the Cabinet’s recommendation by summarising sections 3 and 4 of 
the report. These public conveniences had last been refurbished 30 years ago. In addition 
to the general modernisation which was due, there were particular issues to address with 
regard to drainage, the sub-structure and the disabled toilet being unfit for purpose. There 
were insufficient funds in the Asset Management Programme (AMP) to cover the total cost 
of the refurbishment and so an additional allocation from reserves was required. It was 
intended to start the works in 2019 and signs directing the public to alternatives facilities 
would be in place.

Members spoke in support of the refurbishment, which was both overdue and to be greatly 
welcomed: the disabled facilities were in desperate need of improvement to meet the 
public’s legitimate high expectations; the city had lost a number of public conveniences in 
recent years and it was essential to maintain them to a sterling standard; and the standard 
and condition of the public conveniences were a visible reflection of the excellence of the 
city as a whole.

Mr Dignum responded to two specific points raised by members: (a) as this would be a 
further but necessary call on CDC’s reserves, officers would be looking at the adequacy of 
the AMP and (b) Chichester City Council continued to make (as agreed in 2011 at a public 
conveniences task and finish group) a financial contribution to the upkeep of these 
important facilities in the city.

Decision

On a show of hands the members voted in favour of the Cabinet’s recommendation with no 
votes against and no abstentions.  

RESOLVED

That an additional budget allocation of £65,000 from Reserves to supplement the existing 
Asset Replacement Programme budget of £80,000 for the project be approved.

41   Absence Management Policy 

The Council considered the recommendation made to it by the Cabinet at its meeting on 
Tuesday 6 November 2018, as set out in the Cabinet report (pages 17 to 18 of the Cabinet 
agenda and pages 1 to 17 of the agenda supplement).   

Mr P Wilding (Cabinet Member for Corporate Services) formally moved the Cabinet’s 
recommendation and this was seconded by Mr A Dignum (Leader of the Council and 
Cabinet Member for Growth and Place).



Mr Wilding presented the Cabinet’s recommendation by summarising sections 3 and 5 of 
the report and explained the various stages and trigger points in the table in section 4.0 of 
the draft Absence Management Policy in the appendix (page 3 of the agenda supplement); 
hitherto there had been no trigger points at all. He also referred to sections 12 (general 
guidance – sickness absence) and 13 (other relevant guidance) in the draft policy. He was 
pleased to say that sickness absence was now on a downward trend, currently (October 
2018) at eight days per person per annum, and the trend was expected to continue on a 
downward trajectory.

Mrs C Apel (Chichester West and Chairman of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee 
(OSC)) and Mr K Martin (East Wittering and OSC member) said that the OSC had 
examined this revised policy, which was excellent and they commended the very good 
work which had been done in achieving a well-defined procedure and a balanced 
approach.  

Decision

On a show of hands the members voted in favour of the Cabinet’s recommendation with no 
votes against and no abstentions.  

RESOLVED

That the revised Absence Management Policy be approved.

42   Determination of the Council Tax Reduction Scheme for 2019-2020 

The Council considered the recommendation made to it by the Cabinet at its meeting on 
Tuesday 6 November 2018, as set out in the Cabinet report (pages 19 to 23 of the Cabinet 
agenda and pages 19 to 77 of the agenda supplement).   

Mr P Wilding (Cabinet Member for Corporate Services) formally moved the Cabinet’s 
recommendation and this was seconded by Mr A Dignum (Leader of the Council and 
Cabinet Member for Growth and Place).

In the absence of Mr R Barrow (Cabinet Member for Residents Services) Mr Wilding 
presented the Cabinet’s recommendation by summarising the report with respect to 
sections 3 (the abolition of the national council tax benefit scheme in 2013 and the new 
local scheme operated by CDC since then), 5 (the four minor amendments made to simply 
the scheme and reduce the administrative costs), and 6 and 8 (the large level of support 
during the summer 2018 consultation for the proposed changes). As noted in para 3.6 of 
the report, CDC was among the minority of local authorities which since the end of the 
national means-tested council tax benefit scheme had continued to protect its financially 
vulnerable residents in what was a generous scheme.   

Mr R Hayes (Southbourne) said he was proud to be a member of CDC, which took very 
seriously assisting its residents in need, especially those receiving Universal Credit.  

Decision

On a show of hands the members voted in favour of the Cabinet’s recommendation with no 
votes against and no abstentions.  



RESOLVED

That the Council Tax Reduction Scheme for 2019-2020 be approved.

43   Non-Domestic Rates Discretionary Scheme 2017-2021 

The Council considered the recommendation made to it by the Cabinet at its meeting on 
Tuesday 6 November 2018, as set out in the Cabinet report (pages 25 to 28 of the Cabinet 
agenda and pages 79 to 83 of the agenda supplement).   

Mrs E Lintill (Deputy Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Community Services) 
formally moved the Cabinet’s recommendation and this was seconded by Mr A Dignum 
(Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Growth and Place).

Mrs Lintill presented the Cabinet’s recommendation by summarising the report with 
particular reference to: 

 Section 3: (a) the discretionary fund available for four years from 2017 to assist 
businesses to adjust to the revaluation of non-domestic rates and (b) the lower than 
expected take-up rate in the first year, due principally (despite initial and repeated 
publicity by CDC) to a reticence to apply because of the state aid rules.

 Section 5: how in the remaining three years of the scheme, payments to eligible 
customers would be maximised and a repetition of the first-year underspend would 
be avoided – the increases in the fixed percentage awards for the next three years 
were set out in the table in para 5.1 of the report. The recent budget changes would 
not affect this amended scheme.

 Section 8: in the recent consultation West Sussex County Council had noted with 
approval the proposed changes and Sussex Police had no comments (it was a 
statutory consultee but the scheme had no financial implications for it).   

 
Mr A Moss (Fishbourne and Leader of the Opposition) commended the changes to the 
scheme and said (with reference to the question he asked at the Annual Council meeting 
on Tuesday 22 May 2018 about the underspend of the funds for the 2017-2018 allocation) 
that whilst the lower volume of applicants was disappointing he accepted that CDC had 
done all it could to encourage applications to be made. 

Decision

On a show of hands the members voted in favour of the Cabinet’s recommendation with no 
votes against and no abstentions.  

RESOLVED

That the Council Tax Reduction Scheme for 2019-2020 be approved.



44   Chichester Local Plan Review: Preferred Approach - Consultation 

The Council considered the recommendation made to it by the Cabinet at its special 
meeting on Wednesday 14 November 2018, with regard to the Cabinet report (pages 1 to 
18 of the Cabinet agenda), its appendices (pages 1 to 274 of the agenda supplement), the 
revised version in the sixth agenda supplement of the agenda report update sheet, and the 
(first) agenda supplement for this meeting in which an amended version of para (1) of the 
Cabinet’s recommendation was set out (para (2) was unchanged). 

Mrs S Taylor (Cabinet Member for Planning Services) formally moved the Cabinet’s 
amended recommendation and this was seconded by Mr A Dignum (Leader of the Council 
and Cabinet Member for Growth and Place).

Mrs Taylor presented the Cabinet’s amended recommendation as follows. CDC currently 
had an adopted Local Plan but was committed to reviewing it by July 2020 to ensure that 
the development needs of the Local Plan area were addressed in accordance with national 
planning policy. The Local Plan Review would be for 2020 to 2035 and would cover the 
Chichester District area outside the South Downs National Park (SDNP). Work on the 
evidence base to inform the Local Plan Review had been ongoing for the past two years. 
Appendix 4 to the report set out the evidence base already published together with future 
dates of publication. The Local Plan area’s housing need was based on the government’s 
current proposed methodology and was capped at an increase of 40% of the figure in the 
existing Chichester Local Plan (CLP), resulting in a housing need figure of 12,350 new 
dwellings over the plan period ie 609 dwellings plus 41 dwellings per annum to 
accommodate the unmet housing need of the SDNP within the CLP area, namely a total of 
650 dwellings per annum. The Chichester Local Plan Review: Preferred Approach 
(CLPRPA) had two parts. Part one set out some of the key planning issues and challenges 
together with the preferred spatial strategies to meet the needs of the Chichester Local 
Plan.
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
It proposed inter alia specific sites for development. A majority of the planned growth 
would be in the east-west corridor including Chichester city, with more moderate 
development for the Manhood Peninsular and in the north of the District. In addition, 
provision for new employment floor-space was proposed equating to over 230,000 m2 for 
the plan period. Part two of the CLPRPA comprised development management policies, 
which provided greater detail with respect to, for example, design, heritage, housing 
mix/tenure and landscape considerations. If approved by the Council, the CLPRPA would 
be published for consultation for a period of eight weeks from 13 December 2018 to 7 
February 2019. The Revised Local Development Scheme (the next agenda item at this 
special meeting) set out the timetable for taking the CLPRPA through to adoption, which 
self-evidently was very tight. Failure to proceed to consultation on the CLPRPA would be 
likely to result in the extant CLP becoming out-of-date with its serious consequences. The 
proposed consultation would afford an opportunity for the community to engage in a 
positive and constructive way to ensure that the development that took place was planned, 
and not speculative and unplanned with a lack of control over infrastructure, design and 
location, as was experienced prior to the adoption of the current CLP. The need for and 
commitment to new housing was recognised by all of the main political parties ie 300,000 
new dwellings per annum. The best way to ensure that the unique qualities of this very 
beautiful part of the country were preserved was for CDC to ensure that it had an up-to-
date Local Plan. She commended the Cabinet’s recommendation in its amended form. 



During the Council’s debate members discussed the draft CLPRPA and asked questions 
and made comments on points of detail, which were answered by officers where required. 
A summary of the contributions follows but for the full debate recourse should be made to 
the audio recording on CDC’s website via this link:  

http://chichester.moderngov.co.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=132&MId=923&Ver=4
 
Mr G Barrett (West Wittering) asked three questions:

 With regard to the housing delivery figures and Policy S4: Meeting Housing Needs, 
there appeared to be a discrepancy between the numbers in the draft CLPRPA 
2016-2035 and the objectively assessed need for housing 2016-2019 and 2019-
2035 (detailed figures were cited) and if it was the case that there were to be more 
houses provided than currently required, could there be a review of the number of 
houses being proposed for the Manhood Peninsula? 

Mr A Frost (Director of Planning and Environment) would discuss the details of this 
point with Mr Barrett outside this meeting but he was satisfied that the housing 
numbers in the CLPRPA were correct. 

 Would the minimum number of homes to be delivered by the CLPRPA be reckoned 
from 1 April 2016? 

Mrs Taylor confirmed that this was the correct date.

 With reference to Policy SA6: Land South-West of Chichester (Apuldram and 
Donnington Parishes) (page 119 of the main agenda supplement), why were 
Donnington and Apuldram no longer considered to be part of the Manhood 
Peninsula? 

Mrs Taylor said that this was simply a description of where the two parishes were 
located. There was an opportunity during the consultation to suggest an alternative 
geographical description. 

Mr S Oakley (Tangmere) made a statement and the following points were included:

 An eight-week consultation period was needed given the challenging size of and the 
detail in the draft CLPRPA document. 

 As central government had imposed for various policy and practical reasons high 
housing figures and the calculation methodology, CDC had to meet the target and 
conduct the review imposed by the planning inspector, not least to avoid the 
planning by appeal jeopardy of not having a five-year housing land supply. The 
proposed distribution of additional housing was the least damaging option in this 
scenario. 

 The proposed scale of annual targets was of an order not hitherto experienced in 
this area. Achieving estate design and housing build quality would be under threat.  

 The considerable increase in pitch requirements in Policy S7 reflected how 
legislation allowed preferential treatment for certain elements of the population. 

http://chichester.moderngov.co.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=132&MId=923&Ver=4


 Infrastructure: (a) wastewater was not an absolute constraint as Southern Water 
had a duty to serve new development and would build eventually what was 
necessary; (b) local roads would become more congested as there was not 
sufficient funding to resolve every need or desire; (c) since (i) the CLPRPA would 
only mitigate the impact of new development on the A27 Chichester bypass and 
would not address existing congestion issues and (ii) the funds required for the A27 
improvements would not be available until at least the late 2020s, by which time 
there would have been a further review of the Local Plan, the case for a complete 
re-alignment of the Chichester A27 under RIS 2 was self-evident; (d) the CLPRPA’s 
sustainable transport infrastructure provision was too aspirational and needed to be 
expressed in more robust terms; (e) air quality concerns were addressed in the 
CLPRPA but the problem ultimately required more restrictive national and 
international emission standards and alternatively powered vehicles. 

 Mitigation of the environmental impacts of the proposed development: the wildlife 
corridors policy, the undertaking given at the Cabinet’s special meeting to ensure 
the enabling of local green spaces would be in the CLPRPA submission version of 
this plan and the intention to introduce countryside gaps were all to be welcomed. It 
was also pleasing that looking beyond the CLPRPA the Strategic Planning Board 
would be considering green belt designations.

 Significant reduction in open space standards for developments over 200 dwellings: 
this was a cause for concern as with those new standards such large developments 
would be very urban in character, quite out of keeping with the general pattern of 
development in the CLP area; drainage ponds, for example, were not usable 
amenity open spaces. 

Mr J Brown (Southbourne) made three points:

 Although Mrs Taylor said that the three main national political parties supported the 
housing numbers, it was Liberal Democrat policy to have ten new garden cities. 

This was noted by Mrs Taylor.

 Why were some wildlife corridors removed from the CLPRPA? 

Mr M Allgrove (Planning Policy Manager) explained that officers had examined the 
evidence for wildlife corridors and four were in the CLPRPA. If others were 
suggested during the consultation, the merits of those would be considered by 
officers. 

 In order to (a) counter the suspicion felt by the public about the A27 Chichester 
mitigation measures and the credibility of the transport study and (b) safeguard land 
for the A27 northern route and a full southern route, the CLPRPA should refer to the 
A27 RIS2 upgrade and state that A27 mitigation would not be pursued until the 
RIS2 outcome was known. 

Mr Frost said that the A27 was a complicated issue and it was important that the 
CLPRPA sent a clear message to the community that what was sought was a 
government - and not a local plan-funded scheme. The funding situation currently 
remained uncertain and in July 2020 (when the Chichester Local Plan Review was 
due to be adopted) it would not be known if there would be RIS2 funding for the A27 
Chichester bypass. The interface between RIS2 and local plan funding was 
complicated. Land could not be safeguarded for A27 upgrading in the absence of a 



preferred route. There were frequent meetings between officers and their 
counterparts at West Sussex County Council Highways and Highways England. In 
the meantime mitigation measures were required as developments came on 
stream, for example Shopwyke Lakes. 

Mr R Plowman (Chichester West) commended Policy DM1: Specialist Housing. He 
was very pleased that there was for example protection for care homes. He would 
have liked to see it extended to include the provision of retirement villages. He was 
concerned about how to secure delivery by developers of housing for which they 
had been granted planning permission but which was not then built: the government 
needed to address what was a broken system. 

Mrs Taylor said that his second point had already been raised with the MP for Chichester.

Mrs P Plant (Bosham) referred to a number of uncertainties affecting the CLPRPA, such 
as A27 funding, the calculation of housing numbers and the current restrictions on the 
Apuldram Wastewater Treatment Works in relation to the employment-led development 
proposal in Policy SA6: Land South-West of Chichester (Apuldram and Donnington 
Parishes). Since the extensive documentation associated with the CLPRPA had only been 
made available to CDC members since 1 November 2018 (via the Development Plan and 
Infrastructure Panel (DPIP) agenda) and there had been many changes made since then, 
she wondered if the agenda papers for the meetings of the DPIP, the special Cabinet and 
the Council had been released prematurely. 

Mrs Taylor acknowledged the considerable amount of material, which officers had been 
preparing for two years, but there had been sufficient time since publication to members to 
review the papers. 

Mr J F Elliott (Bury) asked if the 400m buffer around the Goodwood Motor Circuit was 
inviolable and what scope there was, for example via community land trusts (CLTs), for 
providing accommodation for elderly people in the countryside. 

Mrs Taylor confirmed that the buffer was a policy default position. Mr Allgrove advised that 
CLTs could be a means for bringing forward affordable housing (but no other type) in the 
countryside.

Mr K Martin (East Wittering) referred to the A27 mitigation measures in the transport study 
produced by Peter Brett Associates (PBA), the estimated cost of which could clearly not be 
met solely from developers’ contributions, and the level of traffic increase by 2050 forecast 
by a Department for Transport study. He asked if the PBA study had comprehended the 
impact of this very significant increase in traffic per se and as a result of development. 

Mr Dignum (Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Growth and Place) said that 
PBA had only been commissioned to consider the changes to the highway network which 
were needed to deal solely with additional housing and so the CLPRPA highway proposals 
were no substitute for the eventual A27 northern or fully upgraded southern route. The 
road improvement costs estimated by PBA would clearly not be met in their entirety by 
developers and so government funding would also be required, for example from the 
Housing Infrastructure Fund; without the required funding for mitigation measures, the 
housing could not be provided. Mr Frost said that the PBA costs estimate related only to 
the quantum of construction costs as at this date and that it was necessary to secure other 
funding too.



Mrs P Tull (Sidlesham) commented on the proposed housing allocations for the parishes 
of Hunston and North Mundham. She questioned the rationale for the changes to the 
original housing allocations for the two settlements of 125 houses each so that now 
Hunston would take an additional 75 houses and North Mundham would be reduced to 50. 
Was this new proposed allocation within the range of numbers expected to come forward 
in the emerging Hunston neighbourhood development plan (NDP)? Hunston had made a 
very valid point in objecting to a further 200 homes in addition to the original allocation of 
571 ie a 35% increase which was a huge change for the parish, even if the impact was 
mitigated by the promised infrastructure and community facilities (para 6.76 of the 
CLPRPA).

Mr Frost outlined the process which had led to the proposed housing allocations for 
Hunston and North Mundham. He acknowledged Hunston Parish Council’s concerns and 
said that the issue could be revisited in the light of the representations made by each 
parish council during the consultation.         
Mr R Hayes (Southbourne) commended the hard work by officers in producing the 
CLPRPA. He said that it would be interesting to read the consultation responses about the 
impact on the A259 (and the A27) of the additional 1,250 homes proposed for the parish.   

Mr J Ransley (Wisborough Green): 

 Sought and received from Mrs Taylor an assurance that all comments made during 
the consultation would receive parity of treatment and be given due and equal 
consideration. 

 Asked what would happen to the 41 houses to be taken by CDC on behalf of the 
South Downs National Park Authority if the CLPRPA was not adopted and in that 
case which authority would be responsible for delivering them. 

Mr Allgrove advised that those 41 houses would remain as unmet need for which 
there would be no mechanism for delivery. 

 It was noticeable that the proposed allocation of development for the north of 
Chichester District was not dispersed but focused on one village, which undermined 
the credibility of the CLPRPA as a whole and he hoped that this would be 
addressed post-consultation. He also wondered if the point had been reached of the 
planning system having become dysfunctional and councils were reduced to 
implementing central government edicts.

Mrs Taylor said that housing allocation depended on land availability and parishes 
could comment on this during the consultation. She noted his observation.   

Mrs C Apel (Chichester West) pointed out that the Overview and Scrutiny Committee 
which she chaired had advocated the need for Chichester District Council to deploy more 
user-friendly consultation software and asked if this would be done. 

Mr Allgrove replied that after the cancellation of the previous contract and the trial of new 
software, in which members had been involved, it was hoped that it would meet with users’ 
approval.  

During the debate, which is summarised above, Mr A Moss (Fishbourne and Leader of the 
Opposition) made the following points and a proposal to amend the draft CLPRPA:



(1) The consultation period included the Christmas 2018 and New Year 2019 festive 
holiday period and in view of that the consultation should be extended to the end of 
February 2019.

(2) CLPRPA Policies S21: Health and Wellbeing and S23: Transport and Accessibility 
did not make sufficient provision for cycle routes.  

(3) With respect to CLPRPA Policies S16: Development within Vicinity of Goodwood 
Motor Circuit and Airfield, SA4: Land at Westhampnett/North East Chichester and, 
in particular, SA6: Land South-West of Chichester (Apuldram and Donnington 
Parishes), it was of great concern to him and others that sites within the Lavant 
flood plain were being proposed for possible development. The land the subject of 
Policy SA6 was very close to the AONB, which included very important wildlife 
sites. The employment and housing uses of this land would damage the community 
and the construction of a road which (for flood risk reasons) would have to be raised 
would have a major impact on views from Chichester Harbour, especially looking 
towards Chichester Cathedral. There was a need to look again especially at Policy 
SA6 and for the site to be removed from the CLPRPA and allocated to the areas the 
subject of Policies S16: Development within Vicinity of Goodwood Motor Circuit and 
Airfield and SA4: Land at Westhampnett/North East Chichester. Development in 
that area would enhance Goodwood Airport and be consistent with the employment 
use at Rolls Royce, and insofar as residential development was concerned 
appropriate visual and noise screening could be provided. 

(4) Other important issues in the CLPRPA included housing mix, transport and cycling.  

In reply, Mrs Taylor and Mr A Frost explained: 

 That the intervening Christmas holiday period had been taken into account by 
extending the usual six-week consultation period to eight weeks; to change the 
Policy SA6 and to extend the consultation period would put at risk achieving what 
was already a very tight timetable.

 The suggestion that the employment use proposed in Policy SA6 could instead be 
reallocated to land south of the Goodwood Motor Circuit and Airfield was not viable 
because of flood risk and landscape sensitivity vis-à-vis the SDNP. The area of land 
in Policy SA6 was about 85ha, which was far more than was needed for the 
proposed employment and housing and so was capable of being developed 
appropriately. There had been no discussions with the Goodwood Estate about Mr 
Moss’ proposal and it was not possible to say if such an allocation would be 
suitable, appropriate and deliverable.  

Nevertheless Mr Moss formally proposed that the 85ha of land south-west of Chichester 
for employment-led development should be removed from Policy SA6 and reallocated to 
elsewhere including the area adjacent to Goodwood Airfield. He had long held the view 
that the site proposed in policy SA6 was inappropriate for development.

Mrs C Apel (Chichester West) seconded Mr Moss’ proposal.

Mr J Ridd (Donnington) said that he would also have liked to have seconded Mr Moss’ 
proposal, whose concern about this site he shared. He also expressed his concern that the 
draft CLPRPA was very much work in progress and so to consult on it now would be 
premature. 



Mrs Taylor repeated that any delay could be seriously prejudicial to the timetable and risk 
CDC no longer having a five-year housing land supply with the consequences of planning 
decisions by appeal and a loss of the government’s housing numbers cap.

Mr Dignum noted Mr Moss’ points but said cognisance should be taken of the severe 
timetable constraints and so rather than delay matters, objections to Policy SA6 could and 
should be submitted during the consultation and these would be carefully considered by 
officers.

Mr Dignum’s response was supported by Mr Oakley and Mr L Hixson (Chichester East).

The Vice-Chairman of the Council then called for a vote by a show of hands on Mr Moss’ 
proposal, which was supported by six members, with a clear majority against it and four 
abstentions. The proposal was not, therefore, carried.    

In concluding the debate Mr Dignum made the following remarks:

The government inspector in approving the CLP in 2015 laid down that a full review had to 
be completed by 2020, in particular a review of the housing numbers. The CLP laid down a 
figure of 435 houses per annum within the Local Plan area. The current government 
formula laid down a figure 40% higher than that, namely 609 houses per annum (hpa) for 
the Local Plan Review. In addition the South Downs National Park Authority had asked 
CDC to provide up to 41 hpa. Thus the Local Plan Review would have to identify 
deliverable sites providing in total up to 650 hpa. It should be clearly understood that the 
housing numbers were imposed by central government and whatever it felt about the 
figures, CDC had no choice in the matter and had to fit the numbers into the required 
locations. 

The choices of locations had to avoid the SDNP and the Chichester Harbour Area of 
Outstanding Beauty, the worst flood zones and take account of the poor access to and 
from the Manhood Peninsula. 

It had to be assumed that no major scheme on the A27 would be having an impact during 
the period up to the next Local Plan review due in 2025. 

All of these constraints meant that the Manhood would be asked to take a far smaller 
proportion of new homes namely 16% than its share of population might suggest. If new 
housing over the new plan period had been allocated in proportion to population, the 
Manhood would receive twice as many homes, namely 33% of the Local Plan Review 
total. Housing allocations to specific towns and parishes were rarely received with 
acclamation but CDC members needed to agree a local plan which would deliver an 
annual number of homes fixed by the government. It had to be grasped that when a 
housing figure went down in one area, then somewhere else would need to accept a 
higher figure in order to balance the books and deliver the Local Plan total. 

Another major issue was the Local Plan Review’s relationship with the A27. In preparing 
the document officers had to assume that there would be no major scheme implemented 
by Highways England before another plan review was due in 2025. However, CDC was 
required to arrange plans to be prepared to offset the impact of new development on the 
A27 and local roads. In the absence of a major Highways England scheme, there was no 
alternative to making relatively minor at grade improvements to the existing A27. This did 
not mean that CDC was embracing any of the Highways England 2016 options for the 



existing A27 but it did mean that CDC had to calculate the impact of the new housing that 
was planned and devise proposals to offset its impact on the whole highways network.

In summary, CDC had to ensure it had a new adopted Local Plan by 2020 or confront the 
risk of uncontrolled development on any site not included in the current CLP and 
developers making only a minimal contribution to the necessary infrastructure. 

Accordingly, he commended the making to the Council of the two-fold recommendation. 

On behalf of Mrs Taylor and for himself, he thanked CDC’s planning policy team, led by Mr 
Allgrove, for all its good work, which had resulted in 274 pages of the draft CLPRPA for the 
proposed consultation. The Council assented to these words of appreciation with warm 
applause.

Decision

On a show of hands the members voted in favour of the Cabinet’s amended 
recommendation with no votes against and three abstentions.

[Note (i) The Council voted initially on the Cabinet’s recommendation in its original form as 
set out in the Council agenda and the result was as stated above. (ii) Following the short 
adjournment recorded below, and before proceeding to agenda item 13, the Council was 
asked to vote again for the avoidance of doubt on para (1) in its revised form as set out in 
the (first) agenda supplement (para (2) was unchanged and so was not the subject of a 
further vote) and the result was again as stated above and as set out below.]

RESOLVED

(1) That the Local Plan Review: Preferred Approach document (attached as appendix 2 
to the Cabinet agenda report), as amended in the sixth agenda supplement, and the 
schedule of proposed changes to the policies map (attached as appendix 3) be 
approved for an eight-week consultation from 13 December 2018 to 7 February 
2019.

(2) That the Director for Planning and the Environment be authorised, following 
consultation with the Cabinet Member for Planning Services, to make minor 
amendments to the consultation documents prior to their publication.

[Note After the end of this item there was a short adjournment from 16:37 to 16:52]

45   Revised Local Development Scheme 2018-2021 

The Council considered the recommendation made to it by the Cabinet at its special 
meeting on Wednesday 14 November 2018, as set out in the Cabinet report (pages 19 to 
22 of the Cabinet agenda and pages 275 to 289 of the agenda supplement).   

Mrs S Taylor (Cabinet Member for Planning Services) formally moved the Cabinet’s 
recommendation and this was seconded by Mr A Dignum (Leader of the Council and 
Cabinet Member for Growth and Place).



Mrs Taylor presented the Cabinet’s recommendation saying that the Local Development 
Scheme (LDS) identified and timetabled the planning documents to be prepared by CDC 
for its plan area over a three-year period, and the version of the LDS appended to the 
report was for the period 2018 to 2021. She drew attention to the revised timetable for the 
Local Plan Review. As mentioned in the preceding agenda item, the timetable was now 
very tight and there was no room for slippage if CDC wished to attain its target date of July 
2020. The Local Plan Review would require work to commence on development plan 
documents (DPD) such as Gypsy and Traveller Sites and the Site Allocation DPD. Dates 
had not yet been set but it was anticipated that work would start on them shortly. The LDS 
was constantly kept under review and updated. It was published on the CDC’s website to 
enable the community and stakeholders to find out about the planning policies for their 
area and the timetable for the production of the documents.

Mrs Taylor and Mr A Frost (Director of Planning and Environment) responded to members’ 
questions and comments on points of detail as follows:

 The timetable was admittedly very compressed for preparing the various Local Plan 
documents but CDC was obligated to have them available for the 2020 deadline 
set for the Local Plan Review. Some categories of document eg the supplementary 
planning documents did not have to be produced until after the adoption of the 
Local Plan Review. Officers were committed to complying with the 2020 deadline 
and indeed the one after that in 2025. The Planning Policy team was now fully 
resourced.

 A failure to meet the stipulated five-year review deadlines would put the Chichester 
Local Plan area at risk of speculative development because of the absence of a 
five-year housing supply and CDC would lose the benefit of the government’s 40% 
cap on housing. Whilst the approval by the planning inspector of the current 
Chichester Local Plan was contingent on a full five-year review, officers hoped that 
the 2025 review would only be a partial one.   

Decision

On a show of hands the members voted in favour of the Cabinet’s recommendation with no 
votes against and no abstentions.  

RESOLVED

That the revised Local Development Scheme 2018-2021 be approved.

46   Questions to the Executive 

The questions to the executive asked by members and the responses given were as 
follows:

Question: Compliance with procedures and use of an alternative generator model for the 
temporary ice rink in Priory Park Chichester

Mr R Plowman (Chichester West) referred to the work now underway for the installation of 
the temporary ice rink in Priory Park Chichester following the grant of planning permission 
on Wednesday 14 November 2018 and sought confirmation that all the requirements and 



procedures were being satisfied and requested an explanation for the choice of a different 
generator to that identified in the noise study. 

Response

Mr A Dignum (Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Growth and Place) said that 
this was an operational matter and so he deferred to the relevant directors for a response. 

Mrs J Hotchkiss (Director of Growth and Place) said that the planning permission with 
conditions had been issued; building control conditions would be addressed once the ice 
rink structure was on site; the licence to occupy was in force; the management plan would 
be implemented gradually as the event progressed; and the application for a premises 
licence would be determined by the Alcohol and Entertainment Licensing Sub-Committee 
on Thursday 22 November 2018. She was unaware of the change in specification for the 
generator and would instruct environmental health officers to investigate.

Mr A Frost (Director of Planning and Environment) said that he did not believe that there 
were any pre-commencement planning conditions but there were a couple of conditions for 
which compliance was required within the next two weeks. 

Mr H Potter (Boxgrove) observed that in view of the amount of power required to run the 
refrigerators for the ice rink it was very likely that there would be two generators deployed 
to work on an alternate basis; this should be borne in mind when monitoring the noise. 

Question: Unresolved breach of condition relating to the provision of sewer upgrades in 
Southbourne

Mr J Brown (Southbourne) referred to a question he had asked at the Cabinet’s special 
meeting on Wednesday 14 November 2018 about how a breach of condition which had 
occurred almost a year ago relating to the provision of sewer upgrades in Southbourne 
had not been properly addressed: no request to vary the original condition had been 
made, no evidence had been supplied that the work required by the original and extant  
condition was not necessary and Southern Water had recently completed a different set of 
works. Southern Water had been contacted and given oral (but no written) assurances that 
the original condition was not required. In the public’s eye, however, there was a planning 
condition which was not being enforced. He and one of his co-members for the 
Southbourne ward, Mr R Hayes, had pursued the matter during the past year with the 
CDC enforcement officers, who had advised him that they did not have the power to deal 
with changes made by Southern Water to the terms of a planning condition. He wondered 
if in order to expedite this matter and bring it to a successful conclusion a referral about 
Southern Water could be made to Ofwat, the economic regulator of the water sector in 
England and Wales, asking it to take action.
 
Mrs L C Purnell (Selsey North) remarked that Ofwat was the correct body to contact and 
in her experience it could act usefully if approached for assistance. 

Mr R Hayes (Southbourne) confirmed Mr Brown’s comments but added that Southbourne 
Parish Council (of which he was a member) had tried to refer this matter to Ofwat but both 
in that case and in negotiations with CDC enforcement officers nothing had been 
achieved. This was an important issue not only in its own right but in view of the 1,250 
houses allocated to Southbourne. If infrastructure could not be satisfactorily achieved on a 



smaller site such as this one in Southbourne, the prospects for larger sites were not 
encouraging.  

Response

Mr A Frost (Director of Planning and Environment) noted all that had been said about 
what was a site-specific matter and said that it should be pursued outside of this meeting; 
members clearly needed an update about non-compliance with an undischarged condition. 
He was unsure if Ofwat was the correct body to approach. However, he undertook to write 
to Southern Water’s senior managers (whom he considered to be the first point of contact) 
and the regulator.  

Question: Completion of housing stock audit by Hyde

Mr A Shaxson (Harting) referred to the large scale voluntary transfer of housing stock 
owned by CDC in the early part of the previous decade and the audit of that property 
portfolio which was being undertaken jointly by Hyde and CDC. He asked how long it 
would take for the audit to be completed. 

Response

Mrs J Kilby (Cabinet Member for Housing Services) said that she would refer to officers 
for an indicative timescale. She presumed that the audit was part of the asset 
management review undertaken by CDC’s Housing Task and Finish Group.

Mrs L Rudziak (Director of Home and Communities) said that there was asset survey (not 
an audit) being undertaken by Hyde of all its housing stock in Chichester District in order to 
gain a full picture of where to redevelop or build new properties on the land within its 
portfolio. The asset survey was being undertaken by consultants engaged by Hyde and it 
was due to have been completed in October 2018 and shared with CDC in November 
2018. The survey was not being carried out in partnership with CDC but the results would 
be divulged so that CDC could work with Hyde on taking forward its asset management 
programme.

Question: Readiness for a sudden general election

Mr S Lloyd-Williams (Chichester North) asked whether, in view of the current political 
situation, CDC would be ready in the event of a snap general election being called.

Response

Mrs D Shepherd (Chief Executive) said that CDC’s trained electoral services and other 
staff who assisted with elections would be ready for any early general election.    

Question: Proposals for post office provision in villages east of Chichester

Mr S Oakley (Tangmere) mentioned the scheduled closure of the post office in Tangmere 
in February 2019. He asked what steps were being taken by CDC to ascertain the Post 
Office’s proposals for local post office provision in the villages east of Chichester.



Response

Mr A Dignum (Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Growth and Place) said that 
one of CDC’s economic development officers had supplied Mr Oakley with a very detailed 
answer about the situation but it was his understanding that CDC’s powers to influence or 
intervene were very limited. He suggested that Mr Oakley write to the local MP.

Mrs D Shepherd (Chief Executive) confirmed that CDC had no powers available to deal 
with post offices but it would endeavour to extract a response from the Post Office.  

Question: Request that Midhurst residents be informed of the repeated concerns 
expressed by their CDC ward members about the disposal of land at the Grange   

Mr S Morley (Midhurst) sought an assurance from the Leader of the Council that when he 
addressed a forthcoming meeting in the town for businesses to explain CDC’s reasons for 
accepting a bid for care home on part of the Grange site, he would convey how the CDC 
Midhurst ward members and others had repeatedly communicated the town’s objections to 
this type of development.  

Response

Mr A Dignum (Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Growth and Place) said that 
this would be a public meeting and if present Mr Morley would have every opportunity if 
he so wished to make that point. His remit at this meeting was not to explain the Grange 
site bid and disposal but to give a clear picture to Midhurst residents what CDC was doing 
for the town and to learn of any issues and problems which CDC could seek to address on 
behalf of the community.

Mr S Morley (Midhurst) acknowledged the response and said it would be taken as a ‘no’.
  

[Note End of Questions to the Executive]

47   Committee Calendar of Meetings - May 2019 to May 2020 

The Council considered the report and its appendix circulated with the agenda for this 
meeting.

The Vice-Chairman moved the Cabinet’s recommendation and this was seconded by Mr A 
Dignum (Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Growth and Place).

Mrs D Shepherd (Chief Executive) briefly introduced the report.

At the start of the discussion Mr A Moss (Fishbourne and the Leader of the Opposition) 
proposed an amendment to the recommendation in para 2.1 of the report, namely that 
after the final word ‘approved’ the following words be inserted: ‘and officers be invited to 
investigate a revised calendar of meetings to include some evening meetings to 
accommodate working councillors and for local residents to attend more easily’.

Mr J Brown (Southbourne) seconded this proposal.



Mr Moss said that whilst he was content with the calendar overall there was in his view a 
duty to have meetings later in the day to assist both members who were in employment 
and local residents, thereby maximising attendance routinely at CDC meetings. 

Mr Brown pointed out that he had used 15 days of his annual leave to attend various 
meetings including several Local Plan Review member briefings; he was fortunate in that 
he had a very understanding employer. He felt that the current arrangement was very off-
putting to working-age councillors. He was, therefore, fully in support of Mr Moss’ proposal.

Four members spoke against the proposal: Mrs P Tull (Sidlesham), Mrs P Dignum 
(Chichester South), Mr S Oakley (Tangmere) and Mr J Connor (Selsey North). The points 
made were that (a) the matter had been discussed several years ago in detail and 
ultimately it had not been pursued after a limited experiment in holding some meetings 
later in the afternoon and that did not lead to an increased attendance; (b) later meetings 
could pose safety issues for lady members who lived in distant wards because they would 
have to drive home in the dark; (c) evening meetings at CDC would clash with parish, town 
and city councils which were held at that time of day; (d) evening meetings would have 
resource implications for CDC officers and other staff and also they and the public would 
then have to travel home late.      

Mrs C Apel (Chichester West) favoured the proposal, saying that the current meetings 
timetable made it very difficult for younger people to attend and they would be helped by 
late afternoon and evening meetings. She disagreed that it would create problems with 
evening parish council meetings because in other local authority areas parish and 
district/borough council meetings were held in the evenings without a problem. 

Mr F Hobbs (Easebourne) sympathised with Mr Moss’ point and he too had lost annual 
leave by attending CDC meetings. He suggested that the best way forward was to approve 
the calendar now and review the position following the CDC elections in May 2019.

The Vice-Chairman called for a vote by a show of hands on Mr Moss’s amendment 
proposal. There were seven votes in favour, a large (unspecified) number against and one 
abstention. The proposal was not, therefore carried.    

In further discussion the following points were raised with answers given by Mrs Shepherd 
and Mr A Frost (Director of Planning and Environment) as required: 

 It was not proposed to reinstate the CDC diary, which used to be published with 
meeting dates as a companion to the year book. Electronic calendars were now 
favoured instead.

 There was no Planning Committee scheduled for May 2019 because following the 
CDC elections that month committee memberships would need to be determined 
by the Annual Council and then member induction training provided before the 
first meeting could be held. 

 The first Planning Committee meeting of the new Council administration would be in 
June 2019 on a Thursday instead of the usual Wednesday but CDC’s normal 
publicity arrangements and members also making the public aware would ensure 
that there was no confusion.  



 The three-week interval between the August and September 2019 Planning 
Committee meetings was less than the usual four weeks and so the lead-in time 
would be slightly tight but officers were confident that it could be managed. It 
should be noted that there would be a slightly longer interval than usual between 
the September and October 2019 meetings.  

 During the current Council year there had been quite a number of changes to fixed 
meeting dates and this could cause problems in particular for those who worked. 
In future CDC should adhere to published meeting dates.    

Decision

On a show of hands the members voted in favour of the Cabinet’s recommendation with 
four votes against and no abstentions.  

RESOLVED

That the committee calendar of meetings for May 2019 to May 2020 be approved.

48   Late Items 

As stated by the Vice-Chairman during agenda item 2, there were no late items for 
consideration at this meeting.

49   Exclusion of the Press and Public 

A resolution to exclude the press and the public from the meeting during the final agenda 
item 18 was formally proposed by Mrs E Lintill (Deputy Leader and Cabinet Member for 
Community Services) and seconded by Mr A Dignum (Leader of the Council and Cabinet 
Member for Growth and Place).

Decision

On a show of hands the members voted in favour of the resolution set out below with no 
votes against and no abstentions.  

RESOLVED

That in accordance with section 100A of the Local Government Act 1972 (the Act) the 
public and the press be excluded from the meeting during the consideration of agenda 
item 18, Transfer of Service, for the reason that it is likely in view of the nature of the 
business to be transacted that there would be disclosure to the public of ‘exempt 
information’, being information of the nature described in Paragraphs 1 (information 
relating to an individual) and 3 (information relating to the financial or business affairs of 
any particular person (including the authority holding that information)) in Part I of 
Schedule 12A to the Act and because in all the circumstances of the case the public 
interest in maintaining the exemption outweighs the public interest in disclosing the 
information.

50   Transfer of Service 

The Council received and considered the confidential exempt agenda report circulated to 
members and officers only.



The Council considered the recommendation made to it by the Cabinet at its meeting on 
Tuesday 6 November 2018, as set out in the exempt confidential Cabinet report, both in 
the original version (pages 41 to 45 of the Cabinet agenda) and the revised version of that 
report which was circulated in the second agenda supplement for the Council meeting the 
previous day and provided as hard copy to members shortly before this meeting 
commenced.    

Mrs E Lintill (Deputy Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Community Services) 
formally moved the Cabinet’s recommendation and Mr A Dignum (Leader of the Council 
and Cabinet Member for Growth and Place) seconded it.

The report was presented by Mrs Lintill and Mrs J Dodsworth (Director of Residents 
Services).

The matter was discussed by the Council. 

Mrs Lintill and Mrs D Shepherd (Chief Executive) responded to members’ questions and 
comments on points of detail.

Decision

On a show of hands the members voted in favour of the Cabinet’s recommendation with no 
votes against and no abstentions.  

RESOLVED

(1) That the transfer of the service as outlined in section 5 of the report be approved.

(2) That the Director of Residents Services be given delegated authority to conclude 
the final details of the transfer, including the capital receipt and the timing of the 
transfer, after consultation with the Cabinet Member for Community Services.

[Note The meeting ended at 17:52]

CHAIRMAN DATE


