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SPECIAL OVERVIEW SELECT COMMITTEE 
 

4 October 2012 at 2.30 pm 
 
 
Present: - Councillors Chapman, (Chairman), English (Vice-Chairman), L 

Brown (Substituting for Councillor Maconachie), Britton, 
Clayden, Mrs Daniells, Hitchins, Jones, Mrs Madeley, Mrs 
Oakley, Oppler, Mrs Pendleton (Substituting for Councillor 
Maconachie) and Wilde.  

 
 Councillors Bower, Charles, Cunard, Mrs Goad, Mrs Hall, D 

Maconachie and Mrs Maconachie were also present during all 
or part of the meeting.    

  
 [Note:  The following Councillors were absent from the meeting 

during consideration of the matters referred to in the following 
Minutes:-  Councillor Clayden from Minute 303 to 306 (part); and 
Councillor Oppler from Minute 307]. 

 
 
 
303. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 

 
Apologies for absence had been received from Councillor R Brown, 

who was substituted by Councillor Mrs Pendleton, and Councillor 
Maconachie, who had been substituted by Councillor L Brown, as he was in 
attendance as one of the call-in Members.  Apologies had also been received 
from Councillor Nash, as one of the call-in Members; Councillor Mrs Brown, 
the Leader of the Council; and Councillor Wensley, Cabinet Member for 
Corporate Governance. 

 
304. CHAIRMAN’S INTRODUCTION 
 
 The Chairman welcomed Members, Officer and members of the public 
to the meeting. 

 

305. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
 The Monitoring Officer has advised Members of interim arrangements 
to follow when making declarations of interest.  They have been advised that 
for the reasons explained below, they should make their declarations on the 
same basis as the former Code of Conduct using the descriptions of Personal 
and Prejudicial Interests. 
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Reasons 
 

• The Council has adopted the Government’s example for a new local 
code of conduct, but new policies and procedures relating to the new 
local code are yet to be considered and adopted. 

• Members have not yet been trained on the provisions on the new local 
code of conduct. 

• The definition of Pecuniary Interests is narrower than the definition of 
Prejudicial Interests, so by declaring a matter as a Prejudicial Interest,  
that will cover the requirement to declare a Pecuniary Interest in the 
same matter. 

 
 Where a member declares a “Prejudicial Interest”, this will, in the 
interests of clarity for the public, be recorded in the minutes as a Prejudicial 
and Pecuniary Interest. 
  

Councillors Britton and Oppler declared their Personal Interests in both 
of the items on the agenda insofar as they were Members of West Sussex 
County Council.  
 
306. CALL-IN OF INDIVIDUAL CABINET MEMBER DECISION 

[ICM/075/060912] PROJECT FOR THE LOCAL PLAN EVIDENCE 
BASE (A29 REALIGNMENT STUDY)   

 
 The Head of Democratic Services introduced this item and confirmed 
that a valid request to call-in a decision taken by Councillor Bower, the 
Cabinet Member for Planning & Infrastructure, on 6 September 2012, had 
been received from Councillors Charles, D Maconachie, Cunard, Nash and 
Mrs Goad on 13 September 2012.  This decision related to ICM/075/060912 – 
Project for the Local Plan Evidence Base (A29 Realignment Viability). The 
report explained that the criteria for the call-in had been confirmed by 
Councillor Charles to be that the decision had been taken contrary to the 
views of a key partner – West Sussex County Council. 
 

The Committee was advised that the Council’s Constitution required it 
to follow a set procedure for this meeting and this had been summarised at 
paragraph 3.1 of the report.  An updated version of the procedure was 
circulated at the meeting to include all of the public speakers.  Further written 
material from Councillor Bower relating to a statement received from Clive 
Robey, Operations Risk Control Co-ordinator at Network Rail, with regard to 
the Woodgate level crossing was also circulated.    This could not be 
circulated prior to the meeting due to a procedural issue which had only been 
resolved immediately prior to the meeting. 
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 The Committee was advised that its role in determining this call-in was 
to hear the evidence from both sides and to come to a view as to whether to:- 
 

(1) Refer the decision  back to the Cabinet Member for Planning & 
Infrastructure for re-consideration, providing the nature of its 
concerns; or 

(2) Refer the matter to Full Council, setting out the nature of its 
concerns; or 

(3) To reject the call-in request. 
 
The Chairman firstly invited Councillor Charles, as the lead proposer of 

the call-in, to outline his reasons for the call-in.  Councillor Charles questioned 
why the Feasibility Study had not been included as part of the consultation on 
the draft Local Plan and in light of the key transport issues highlighted.   
Councillor Charles also referred to West Sussex County Council’s Transport 
Plan and the fact that this did not include any mention of the A29 within its 
strategic road network.  He asked why the Council was proposing to spend 
£20k on a study that the County Council had no interest in and when the 
County Council had no finances allocated to upgrading the A29. It was felt 
that as the Council already had the results of the A29 Woodgate Study report, 
which had been published in May 2012, what further facts could be found. 

 
 The Committee was advised that five members of the public had given 
notice that they wished to make a statement on the call-in.  These were 
confirmed as:- 
 

(1) Mr Ian Truin 
(2) Mr Martin Beaton 
(3) Mrs Joanna Williams  
(4) Mrs Marian West, Chairman of Aldingbourne Parish Council; and 
(5) Mr David Phillips, Chairman of Barnham Parish Council and a 

Member of Eastergate Parish Council 
 

Mr Truin referred to the Council’s draft Local Plan which he saw as an 
incomplete piece of work as no flood risk appraisals had yet been conducted. 
He also stated that no mention of the Feasibility Study had been made in the 
draft Local Plan or at the last meeting of the Local Plan Sub-Committee.  His 
view was that if there was a need for such a study that this should have been 
undertaken a long time ago and the funds for this work should have been 
identified earlier.  Mr Truin also made reference to the A29 Woodgate Study 
report and the local route options to be considered.   

 
 Mr Beaton stated that there should have been a strategic review 
undertaken to provide a clear evidence base followed by an analysis of  
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options before any further detailed work was undertaken.  He criticised the 
fact that the study had not formed part of the Local Plan consultation and that 
the A29 was not mentioned within the County’s strategic road network. He 
criticised the fact that no attempt had been made to explore any other options 
in advance of this study.   
 
 Mrs Williams spoke as Chairman of the Five Villages Society and 
Chairman of the Council’s Conservation Area Advisory Committee.  The 
comments she made were more general and related to the devastating 
impacts the draft Local Plan’s housing proposals would have on the local 
community.   
 
 Mrs West questioned why the Feasibility Study had not been 
commissioned prior to the consultation commencing on the Council’s draft 
Local Plan.  She referred to the statement circulated at the meeting from Mr 
Robey of Network Rail in relation to signalling and asked if the emergency 
services had been contacted and what comments had been received.   Mrs 
West then commented on the Council’s route options A and D to be 
addressed by the study and claimed that none were feasible as there had 
been historical geological finds in the area. Mrs West stated that the Study 
should not proceed until the new Relief Road at Bersted had been open for at 
least 12 months and the impacts of this known.   
 
 Mr Phillips referred to the four possible routes proposed and asked why 
the A29 was being looked at as he felt that all of these routes started and 
ended in the wrong place and all were unviable options.  Mr Phillips stated 
that the Feasibility Study was unnecessary as neither West Sussex County 
Council or Chichester District Council had been consulted or involved in this 
work and that there were better routes elsewhere which had not been 
explored.  Mr Phillips referred to the Woodgate crossing problems and stated 
that the obvious way to address the issue was to look at signalling and he 
asked what consultation had taken place between Arun and Network Rail.  He 
suggested that the results from the consultation on the draft Local Plan should 
be obtained before proceeding with the Study.     
 
 Next, the Chairman invited Councillor Bower, the Cabinet Member for 
Planning and Infrastructure to speak.  Councillor Bower had already submitted 
his statement in advance of the meeting and this had been circulated to 
Members separately to the agenda.  Councillor Bower stated that there had 
been some misunderstanding of the status of the draft Local Plan 
consultation.  This was because this first round of consultation was not 
statutory and not in accordance with Regulation 18 of the Planning 
Regulations.  This would take place in early 2013.  Until that time, the 
responses received to date would be properly analysed.   Councillor Bower  
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referred to the A29 Woodgate Study which had been prepared by Parsons 
Brinckherhoff Ltd and commissioned by West Sussex County Council on 
behalf of the Council.  This joint commissioning study outlined that that the 
County Council was committed to doing something about the issues 
associated with the Woodgate crossing.  Councillor Bower also referred to the 
West Sussex Transport Plan which stated that the County Council would 
develop opportunities and so the proposed Study was only seeking to fulfil the 
County’s policy of seeking to improve the access from the north to south of 
Bognor Regis and vice versa.  Councillor Bower also referred to Section 
16.2.4 of the draft Local Plan which stated that further technical work was 
required to determine the line of routes and how they could connect to the 
A27.  Councillor Bower outlined that the Individual Cabinet Member decision 
intended to fulfil that statement. 
 
 Next, the Chairman referred to the written statement that had been 
provided from Darryl Hemmings, the Planning & Transport Policy Manager at 
West Sussex County Council.  This had been circulated separately to the 
agenda on 27 September 2012.  The Chairman confirmed that no other 
requests for witnesses had been received from the Committee. 
 
 The Chairman then invited Councillor Bower to call the first of his two 
witnesses.    Councillor Bower asked the Committee if it could approve him 
asking his second witness questions at this stage and before hearing from his 
first witness.  The questions were about the operation of the rail network 
around the Woodgate crossing and its reliance upon changes to the signalling 
system.  Mr Robey was asked to confirm whether changing the signals would 
impact the down times at the crossing.  Councillor Charles challenged 
whether these questions could be asked.   The Chairman confirmed that the 
questions were salient and he asked Mr Robey to proceed in answering the 
questions put.  Mr Robey confirmed that there were no plans to alter 
signalling.  He confirmed that any enhancements made would not reduce the 
downtime per hour at the crossing.   
 

The Committee then heard from Simon Meecham, the Council’s Head 
of Planning, Policy & Conservation.  He explained the planning process in 
terms of all of the previous studies undertaken and how these fed into the 
formation of the local plan.  Mr Meecham outlined that the Local Plan process 
did not provide solutions straight away and that evidence had to be gathered 
by undertaking further studies.  Mr Meecham outlined the importance of 
having the right information available so that this could be given to Councillors 
and the public to inform decision making.     
 
 The Chairman then invited Councillor Bower to call the last of his two 
witnesses.  The Committee was reminded of the statement from Clive Robey, 
the Operations Risk Control Co-ordinator at Network Rail, which had been  
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circulated at the meeting.  Mr Robey stated that he had nothing further to add 
to what had already been said. 
 
 The Chairman then invited any Councillors who were not Members of 
the Committee to speak with the agreement of the Committee. The 
Committee was informed that Councillor Mrs Goad wished to speak and the 
Committee agreed to this.   Councillor Mrs Goad referred to the meeting of the 
Local Development Framework Sub-Committee held on 15 May 2012, in 
which Members had received information on options for the realignment of the 
A29 and bridging of the Woodgate railway level crossing.  Councillor Mrs 
Goad stated that the information received had left many questions 
unanswered and so it was her view that the Feasibility Study work should not 
proceed ahead of the draft Local Plan consultation results and outcomes 
being made available.   
 
 The Chairman then opened up the debate.  Mixed views were 
expressed by the Committee as it was confusing for some Members to come 
to a judgement as one party was stating that West Sussex County Council 
had worked with the Council on the A29 issues, yet another was stating that 
this was not the case.  Other Members of the Committee referred to the major 
factors holding back the regeneration of Bognor Regis and surrounding areas 
which were the A29 and the Woodgate crossing and this led to further debate.  
Although part of the Committee fully appreciated the depth of public feeling on 
this issue, they were aware of the problems connected to the Woodgate 
crossing and the need for the Council to be putting employment and economic 
growth at the forefront of the Local Plan. Also, from the information read, the 
view was expressed that Councillor Bower had acted lawfully and in the best 
interests of the Council.  The Member of the Committee who had expressed 
this view confirmed that he fully supported the work going ahead and was 
mindful of the fact that this was a study which would provide further evidence 
to assist Members in making a decision later.      
 
 Other Councillors were less convinced and questioned whether the 
proposed study would solve the issues outlined. Concern was also expressed 
at spending further public money on a second study when the County Council 
did not have the funds to do anything about the result that may come forward.  
Some Councillors also felt that it was very difficult to move this study forward 
until they knew for sure that the plans for any proposed new development 
were acceptable.   

 
Following some further discussion, Councillor Oppler was of the view 

that the statement from Darryl Hemmings, the Planning & Transport Policy 
Manager, confirmed the County’s support and he therefore proposed that the  
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call-in request be rejected and this was seconded by Councillor Clayden.  On 
putting this proposal to the vote it was  

 
 RESOLVED 
 
 That the call-in request be rejected.   

 
307. CALL-IN OF INDIVIDUAL CABINET MEMBER DECISION – 

ICM/077/060912 – PREPARATION OF A ‘VISIONING STUDY’ FOR 
THE BROAD LOCATION OF DEVELOPMENT AT 
BARNHAM/EASTERGATE/WESTERGATE AND AT ANGMERING 
 

 The Head of Democratic Services introduced this item and confirmed 
that a valid request to call-in a decision taken by Councillor Bower, the 
Cabinet Member for Planning & Infrastructure, on 6 September 2012 had 
been received from Councillors Charles, D Maconachie, Cunard, Nash and 
Mrs Goad on 13 September 2012.  This decision related to ICM/077/060912 – 
Preparation of a ‘Visioning Study’ for the broad location of development at 
Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate and at Angmering.  The report explained 
that the criteria for the call-in had been confirmed by Councillor Charles to be 
whether the decision had been subject to consultation or debate with relevant 
interested parties as the supporters to the call-in were asking for action to 
await the outcome of the consultation exercise yet to be reported to Full 
Council.  
 

The Committee was advised that the Council’s Constitution required it 
to follow a set procedure for this meeting and this had been summarised at 
paragraph 3.1 of the report.  An updated version of the procedure was 
circulated at the meeting to include all of the public speakers.       
 
 The Committee was advised that its role in determining this call-in was 
to hear the evidence from both sides and to come to a view as to whether to:- 
 

(1) Refer the decision  back to the Cabinet Member for Planning & 
Infrastructure for re-consideration, providing the nature of its 
concerns; or 

(2) Refer the matter to Full Council, setting out the nature of its 
concerns; or 

(3) To reject the call-in request. 
 
The Chairman firstly invited Councillor Mrs Goad, as the lead proposer 

of the call-in, to outline the reasons why the decision had been called in.  
Councillor Mrs Goad questioned the need and timing of the proposed study.  
She outlined her belief that this was contrary to the decision that had been  
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made at the Special Full Council Meeting held on 20 June 2012, in that a 
figure of 400 houses for development per year across the whole District 
during the planned period had been agreed and not 565 as detailed in the 
draft Local Plan sent out for public consultation.  Councillor Mrs Goad stated 
that the Individual Cabinet Member decision appeared to have decided on the 
565 figure and not the 400 figure agreed.  She outlined her concern that this 
conflicting number had not been made clear as part of the draft Local Plan 
consultation process. She put forward her view that the proposed ‘Visioning 
Study’ was therefore premature and that the results of the consultation should 
be assessed first.   
 
 The Committee was advised that five members of the public had given 
notice that they wished to make a statement on the call-in.  These were 
confirmed as:- 
 

(1) Mr Ian Truin 
(2) Mr Martin Beaton 
(3) Mrs Joanna Williams 
(4) Mrs Marian West, Chairman of Aldingbourne Parish Council; and 
(6) Mr David Phillips, Chairman of Barnham Parish Council and a 

Member of Eastergate Parish Council 
 

Mr Truin made reference to the Six Villages area only. His view was 
that the Local Plan consultation process had been flawed in terms of the facts 
provided and the processes undertaken. He stated that the Visioning Study 
should have been undertaken long ago so that the evidence gathered from it 
could have been included as part of the draft Local Plan consultation.    

 
 Mr Beaton supported the views of Mr Truin and he stated that the 
Visioning Study presupposed that the six village area would be the area for 
redevelopment in advance of any consultation.  He stated that no analysis 
had been undertaken to test the economic viability of this proposal.     
 
 Mrs Williams had left the meeting for this item. 
 
 Mrs West spoke about the many local factors that would need to be 
considered in line with the development options.  Her view was that the 
dissemination of Greenfield land, which was a natural drainage source, would 
only move flooding to other areas of the District.  Mrs West stated that the 
local villages wanted the housing figures confirmed in Option 1 and not Option 
2. 
 
 Mr Phillips questioned the need for the visioning Study at any stage.  
He referred to what he saw as huge flaws identified in the Local Plan, being  
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the vast infrastructure black hole; the serious flood risk areas within the six 
villages area; and the fact that no flood risk appraisal had been undertaken.  
Mr Phillips stated that the six villages were all working on their own 
neighbourhood plans and so the proposed visioning study was not needed.  
 
 Next, the Chairman invited Councillor Bower, the Cabinet Member for 
Planning and Infrastructure to speak.  Councillor Bower had already submitted 
his statement in advance of the meeting and this had been circulated to 
Members separately to the agenda.  Councillor Bower read out his statement 
and explained that had the draft Local Plan consultation been in accordance 
with Regulation 18 of the Planning Regulations, then there would have only 
been one set of housing numbers incorporated within it. He outlined that the 
South East Plan was still in place and so it was prudent for the Council to 
work on both sets of housing numbers being the 400, the Council’s preferred 
number, but also the 565, as dictated by the South East Plan, which had not 
yet been revoked. Councillor Bower explained that the formal Regulation 18 
consultation on the draft Local Plan would take place in 2013 and could only 
offer one option for housing growth.   Until then, it was essential to prepare for 
that version of the local plan and the Council needed to have a full and 
complete understanding of the infrastructure needs of potential developments 
in the Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate and Angmering areas.   Councillor 
Bower advised that if the Council did not undertake the Visioning Study now, it 
would have to undertake it at some point anyway to prepare for the 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) schedules where it would need to 
understand the full extent of the District’s infrastructure needs which would 
have to be properly costed.   Finally, Councillor Bower outlined the importance 
of keeping to the timetable in place for the Local Plan.  
 

The Chairman confirmed that no requests for witnesses had been 
received from the Committee.  
  
 The Chairman then invited Councillor Bower to call his witness.  The 
Committee then heard from Simon Meecham, the Council’s Head of Planning, 
Policy & Conservation.  Mr Meecham explained why it was necessary for the 
Council to undertake a range of studies.   The Council needed to positively 
plan what it could do as a District going forward with the future growth of its 
communities and he explained that the studies would assist by informing 
Councillors to help make the right decisions.   This was because they 
provided critical pieces of information and would assist the Council to consider 
what needed to be included for its consultation programme.     
 

 The Chairman then invited any Councillors who were not 
Members of the Committee to speak with the agreement of the Committee.   
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The Committee was advised that Councillor Charles wished to speak 

and the Committee agreed to this.  Councillor Charles reconfirmed the points 
made by Councillor Mrs Goad in that the timing of the visioning study was 
premature and should be delayed until the results of the Local Plan 
consultation were known.   
 
 The Committee then asked a number of questions.  One was whether 
the purpose of the Visioning Study was to predetermine any possible Council 
decision on the Local Plan or whether it was to collate facts that could be of 
used for Councillors and residents to understand and see what might happen.  
The results of the study could be useful in that they might state that some of 
the proposed areas would be unsuitable for development.  A question was 
asked about how damaging delaying the work on the Visioning Study would 
be to the Local Plan timetable and what the impacts would be if the timetable 
was delayed beyond April 2014.  Councillor Bower outlined that there was 
already a delay to the draft timetable and that any further delay would mean 
that it may not be possible for the Council to formally adopt its Local Plan by 
April 2014.  The threat to the Council would be that it would not be able to 
charge for CIL without an adopted Local Plan in place.     
 

In opening the debate, a Member of the Committee outlined her 
concern as to why the funding for the study had not been properly budgeted 
for.  Other Members questioned the timing of the study and whether this 
should have been undertaken so that its results could have been included as 
part of the draft Local Plan consultation. Another Councillor expressed views 
and concerns with regard to the Local Plan timetable.  He asked when 
Councillors would be able to examine some of the consultation results as he 
felt that an appreciation of what residents were feeling was needed.  The 
Head of Democratic Services outlined the initial findings would be reported to 
the Local Plan Sub-Committee at its meeting taking place this evening.  
Further work would then take place so that a report could be considered by 
Full Council in early December 2012.    

 
The Committee then discussed the impact for the Council if it chose to 

either refer the decision back to the Cabinet Member or if it decided to refer 
the matter to Full Council.  The main concern for the Committee was that it 
was very difficult for it to decide whether the Visioning Study should proceed 
without seeing the results from the draft Local Plan consultation.  As the same 
time, it was mindful that any further delay to the Local Plan timetable would be 
damaging.  A Member of the Committee asked again if the Visioning Study 
would, in any way, predetermine any outcome or would its results be taken 
into account or set aside if other facts then become available from the draft 
Local Plan consultation results.  Councillor Bower explained that the Options 
for Growth consultation had been undertaken 3-4 years ago and resulted in  
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development proposals for Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate and at 
Angmering.  He outlined that the Visioning Study would assess how these 
strategic locations would be assessed to determine whether development was 
viable.  The Committee was advised that the various studies being 
undertaken would provide the necessary evidence that Members would 
require to decide whether or not to adopt the Local Plan and to assist the 
Council in meeting the deadlines set.  The on-going work with the studies 
would not mean that the outcomes from the consultation would be ignored.   

 
Councillor Bower made his concluding statement and confirmed that 

whether it was now or at the end of the Local Plan consultation process, the 
Visioning Study needed to be undertaken and that it would take 2-3 months to 
procure and analyse.  He outlined that the Local Plan timetable could not 
withstand any further delay and he urged the Committee to reject the call-in 
request.  

 
Following some further discussion, Councillor Hitchins proposed that 

the call-in request be rejected.  This was seconded by Councillor L Brown. 
 
The Committee 
 

RESOLVED 
 
That the call-in request be rejected. 
 
 

 
 
  

(The meeting concluded at 4.45 pm) 


