
 

 

MINUTES of a MEETING of the PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION 
COMMITTEE held in the NEW MILLENNIUM CHAMBER, MANOR HOUSE, 
CHURCH STREET, LITTLEHAMPTON on MONDAY 7 MARCH 2011 at 6.30PM 
 

Present: Cllrs Wiltshire (Chair), 
Buckland, Mrs Caffyn 
and Mrs Mayer-
Pezhanzki  

 
2010/2011 
 
109. EVACUATION PROCEDURES 
 The evacuation procedures were noted. 
 
110. MOBILE PHONES 

Members and the public were reminded that the use of mobile phones (other 
than on silent) was prohibited at Town Council and Committee meetings.  

 
111. APOLOGIES 
 There were none. 
 
112. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Members and Officers were reminded to make any declarations of personal 
and/or prejudicial interests that they might have in relation to items on this 
Agenda. Councillor Wiltshire, in his capacity as a Member of the District 
Council‟s Development Control Committee and the Conservation Area 
Advisory Committee gave the following declaration: 
 
“I will be voting on the matters before me, having regard to only such 
information as placed before the Town Council.  If I come to consider the 
matter again, I reserve the right to make further comments once the 
comments of other statutory consultees are received by the District Council”. 
 
Cllr Mrs Mayer-Pezhanzki declared a personal interest in planning application 
LU/29/11 at 17 Northway as she knew a resident in that road. 
 

113. MINUTES 
The Minutes of the meeting held on 7 February 2011, previously circulated, 
were confirmed as a true record and signed by the Chair. 
 

114. CHAIR’S REPORT AND URGENT ITEMS 
114.1 Traffic Regulation Orders.  The Clerk reported that the Traffic Regulation 

Orders for the Town had been consulted on by WSCC and one objection, 
which appeared very sensible, had been raised over the length of the 
proposed loading area in Beach Road.  It was noted that the original TRO 
proposals (excluding Beach Road) would be implemented and sealed before 
a formal consultation on the amended proposal would be issued. 
 

115. RECOMMENDATIONS from COUNCIL or OTHER COMMITTEES 
There were none. 



 

 

116. PUBLIC FORUM 
116.1 West Sussex County Councillor Nigel Peters commented on planning 

application LU/355/10, for 600 dwellings at Courtwick Lane.  He noted that he 
had received lots of  emails and letters, which were generally not supportive of 
the proposal.  He referred to the consultation response from Officers and 
noted that West Sussex County Council had been asked to comment on the 
application as put forward, and therefore the response did not reflect Officers‟ 
views on the best options. 

116.2 Mr Daggett also referred to the Courtwick application and raised the following 
points:  If affordable homes were needed, why not build only affordable 
homes?  Why has the affordable home allocation been reduced from 40% to 
30%?  The site had not previously been development land but high grade 
agricultural land.  Although houses were needed, there was a need to be self-
supporting and produce food.  Previously, West Sussex County Council had 
banned further junctions onto the major roads.  An access onto the bypass 
would not help to keep traffic moving.  If the bypass became overcrowded, a 
further bypass would be needed!  Would all the new dwellings have drives 
and garages?  If not, then there would be cars on the roads throughout the 
estate.   What would the width of the roads on the estate be?  Would it end up 
impassable like Elysian Fields?  It had been quoted that there are 110 unused 
dwellings in the Town.  Could they not be used to help with housing need?  
600 homes would mean that 600 jobs were required and 600 plus more cars 
would hit the roads at peak times.  Each extension to the Town made the 
Town more segregated and reduced access to the countryside for current 
residents.  Residents were faced with developments at Courtwick, Toddington 
and North Littlehampton.  There was a limit to what the Town could sustain 
and residents had signed a petition with over 400 signatures opposing the 
Courtwick development considering it to be a step too far. 

116.3 Ray Blunt, representative of the Courtwick Lane Opposition Group (CLOG) 
spoke against the Courtwick application.  He gave thanks to the Town Council 
for meeting with and listening to their representatives and summarised the six 
main objections to the application as follows: 
a) Roads and pathways and the proposed A259 junction at Eldon Way -   
CLOG believed that a new estate with one exit would put too much pressure 
onto one junction.  Courtwick Lane was not a suitable road to be used as a 
secondary exit as this would destroy the peace and quiet for existing 
residents.  They raised concerns over the proposed electric entry system to 
restrict traffic at that point and asked who would be responsible for 
maintenance or repair if it were vandalised?  They were particularly 
concerned that without the restricted entry, a rat-run would be established.  
On the estate itself, concerns were raised about the crossroads that provided 
access into the farm. They felt that it would be highly dangerous to mix 
agricultural vehicles, cars, cycles and pedestrians at one junction point and 
that any parking in that area would effectively block the farm.  Finally „The 
Spur‟ land protected the railway line and the proposed pathway would pass 
across the front of existing residential houses. 
b) Infrastructure – CLOG believed that the infrastructure needs of the 
development had not been met: that local primary and secondary schools 
were too far from the site and that local doctors and dental surgeries were 
already overcrowded. 



 

 

c) Flooding – The application only addressed the flood risk from the river 
and sea, while CLOG believed that it did not address the issue of excess 
rainfall and drainage in the area. 
d) The Farm – livestock and townspeople were considered not to be a 
successful mix. 
e) The water supply for the farm was via a borehole, with no piped water 
available.  CLOG were concerned that the development of the site would lead 
to contamination of the farm‟s water supply. 
f) Wildlife – the site currently housed and supported bats, owls and roe 
deer while roadside verges contained bee orchids. 
g) Business units – CLOG felt that the inclusion of business units on the 
site was unnecessary as there were over 100 units already available in the 
Town. 

 
117. PLANNING MATTERS 
117.1 Planning Application LU/355/10 for development at Courtwick Lane 

The Chair reported that all the responses had been received from the 
Statutory Consultees and were available on the Arun District Council website 
and had been provided to Members prior to the meeting.  He noted that Neil 
Crowther from Arun District Council Planning Department was present to 
answer questions on planning grounds only.  Members considered the 12 
points that they raised in their letter to Arun District Council and discussed 
each point in detail.  It was RESOLVED that: 

A letter of objection be sent to Arun District 
Council detailing the matters discussed.  This 
letter would contain advised conditions should 
the planning application go ahead. 

 
117.2 Planning Applications – Lists 6, 7, 8 and 9 
 It was RESOLVED that: 

The representations of the Council (appended to 
these Minutes as Appendix 1) be forwarded to 
Arun District Council. 

 
117.3 Clymping Gap Partnership  
 Members were asked to consider the future of the Clymping Gap Partnership.  

It was agreed that the Town Council needed to be present at the meetings as 
there were several major projects coming up that could impact the area.  
These included the Ferry, the potential designated bathing beach, future 
development proposals, flood defences and the harbour leisure port plans.  
Councillor Buckland mentioned that he had previously been a Town Council 
representative and was interested in the Partnership and attending again. 
However, the time of the meetings would need to change to a more parent-
friendly time as he took his children to school at the beginning of the day. 

 
117.4 No 12 Bus Figures  
 The No 12 bus figures were noted. 
 
 
 



 

 

118. WEST SUSSEX COUNTY COUNCIL MATTERS 
118.1 Connaught Junior School – application for the erection of a purpose-

built canopy. 
 There were no objections to this application. 
 
119. MASTERPLAN – NORTH LITTLEHAMPTON 
 There was nothing to report. 
 
120. EXEMPT BUSINESS 
 There was none. 
 
The meeting closed at 8.52pm 
 
         ___________________ 
          CHAIR 










