
West Itchenor Parish Council 
 

Minutes of a Planning Meeting of the West Itchenor Parish Council held on Monday 
14 July 2014 at 10.00 am. in the Itchenor Memorial Hall.  

 

 Present:  Mrs J Boadle, Mr J Hartley, Mrs S Taylor (Chairman), 
   Mr C Watson 
 
In attendance: Mrs C Smith (Clerk), 1 member of public 

 
1. QUESTIONS/COMMENTS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC. 

It was pointed out that the minutes of the planning meeting held on 16 June were 
not on the website.  A member of the public did not agree with the comments made 
by the Parish Council on an application considered at that meeting although he 
accepted that it appeared to be standard practice. 
The Chairman responded that the Planning Committee followed the wording used 
by the Conservancy. 
 
A member of the public commented that he had written to Steve Carvell (CDC) 
regarding the unnecessary duplication of comments on the website as well as 
allowing applicants responses to comments to be put onto the case files. He has 
asked for irrelevant emails to be removed and requested support from the Parish 
Council on this issue.  The Chairman commented that the District Council officers 
were aware that the Parish Council was not happy with procedures. It was agreed 
to support the complaint. 
 

2. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
Apologies for absence were received and accepted from Cllr Spencer and Cllr 
Colbourne. 
 

3. DECLARATION OF INTERESTS by Councillors on any of the agenda items below. 
There were no declarations of interest. 
 

4. MINUTES OF THE PLANNING MEETING HELD ON 30 June 2014 to be agreed 
and signed as a true record. 
The Chairman called for approval of the Minutes of the Planning Committee held 
on 30 June 2014. It was AGREED to approve the Minutes and the Chairman 
SIGNED the Minutes as a true record of that meeting. 

 
5. PLANNING APPLICATIONS 
5.1 WI/14/01992/FUL – Swallows Return, Itchenor Green, Itchenor 
 Construction of tennis court and return part of garden to pasture. 
 

The Committee reviewed the plans and noted that the return of part of the 
garden to pasture may cut out any further development on the plot. 
 
AGREED RESPONSE:  No objection 

 
5.2 WI/14/02077/TCA – Old Haven, The Street, Itchenor 
 Notification of intention to fell 1 no. Bay Laurel tree (T1) 
 

It was noted that the bay tree was misshapen and overgrown and that adjacent 
neighbours would be very pleased for it to be removed. 

 
 AGREED RESPONSE:  No objection 
 
 



5.3 WI/14/02165/DOM – Rye Cottage, Spinney Lane, Itchenor 
 Construction of new tennis court 
 

The Committee reviewed the plans noting that the fencing would be designed to 
blend in with its surroundings as well as providing support for climbing plants. 

  
 AGREED RESPONSE:  No objection 
 
6. To receive an update on PLANNING APPEAL L381/A/14/2219554 LAND SOUTH 

OF CLAPPERS LANE 
 

The Chairman advised that the original application for 160 dwellings had been 
reduced to 140 and this had been rejected by the District Council.  A further 
application for 100 houses was now in the pipeline.  A meeting regarding the appeal 
against the refusal for 160 houses had been arranged by Earnley Parish Council.  
Discussion at the meeting centred on the possibility of parishes clustering together 
to apply for Rule 6 status. This would mean that the cluster would be treated as a 
party to the enquiry and not simply objectors. Earnley Parish Council is going to 
object on grounds of Transport and employment.  The District Council is not going 
to pursue the Transport argument as it is constrained by West Sussex County 
Council’s acceptance of the traffic assessment as a robust document.  The 
Developer has suggested that there will be little impact on local roads as most 
people would find employment in East Wittering. This is being challenged as a 
recent job search undertaken by Earnley Parish Council showed there were 
currently no jobs in East Wittering. 
 
The Chairman advised that the expected costs for the Rule 6 status would be in 
the region of £30,000. There were concerns that this was an estimate based ion a 
hearing lasting a specific number of days.  Should the hearing overrun then 
additional costs would be incurred.  In addition should the appeal be successful 
there was always a chance that the Rule 6 parties could have costs awarded 
against them. 
 
 There were concerns about the cost implications and the Planning Committee 
agreed that the Parish Council should probably not be a party to the Rule 6 
because of the financial implications.  It was noted that a decision would be made 
by the Parish Council later in the month. 
 

7. PLANNING DECISIONS 
There were no planning decisions to be noted. 
 

8. ENFORCEMENT ISSUES  
It was noted that the appeal on the land adjacent to The Oast had been dismissed 
by the Planning Inspector. 
 

9. DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
     To note the date of the next meeting on Monday 28th July 2014 
                         
                         
Signature __________________________  Date:____________________ 
Chairman of the Planning Committee 


