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INTRODUCTION 

The following document highlights Fishbourne Parish Council (FPC) concerns and OBJECTION to the 

Twyford Recycling Ltd application EPR/JB3602XB/A001. 

Our main objection points and comments are as follows; 

Noise 

Applicant agrees that the local area is agricultural & will be supporting wildlife.  

Any increase in noise will inevitably therefore have an impact on local wildlife. 

Dust generation 

The cumulative effect of dust arising from this site operation has yet to be researched and the toxic 

nature of the dust particles will inevitably have a long-term effect on the surrounding farmland 

affecting both wildlife and possibly agricultural produce. 

It is extremely important to note the particle impact on the surrounding land and water courses, 

especially as they discharge into Chichester Harbour which already has a high microfibre content. 

 

The dust suppression activities namely; 

Emission 
source  
 

Activity 
Description  
 

Storage 
Technique  
 

Emissions & 
Abatement 

Fishbourne Parish Comments 

Shredder  Shredding of 
tyres 

Process under 
cover 

Minimal run 
time and cover 
maintenance 

Minimal run time is impractical 
as this is the basis for the 
business. Therefore, shredding 
has to be a normal business 
activity, leading to high dust 
generation. 
 
Shredder is not totally enclosed, 
therefore high risk of dust 
escape. 
Shredder should be totally 
enclosed with both noise 
suppression and dust capture via 
HVAC system. 

Vehicles 
loading and 
unloading 

Loading & 
unloading 

Stored and 
sheeted 

Vehicles 
enclosed and 
sheeted where 
required 

This is a constant source of dust 
generation & sheeting alone will 
not prevent dust escape. 
Vehicles should be offloaded in 
dedicated warehousing to 
capture dust via HVAC system. 

Handling of 
materials 
on-site  
 

Movement 
of material 
on site 
stored 

Dust 
monitored and 
wind direction 
noted in site 
log.  

Damping 
down with 
water bowser 
and sprinklers 
if necessary 

Damping down should be a 
normal operation to limit dust 
generation. This also helps 
prevent fire. 
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externally in 
bays  
 

  However, it is recognised that if 
the product is sold by weight, 
then this additional weight has 
to be taken into account when 
bagging up. 
 
The abatement mentions the use 
of a Bowser or sprinklers. There 
is no indication of this critical 
equipment being shown on site 
on plot layout. 
 

 

Please note that  

“Recycled tire rubber contains numerous toxic chemicals including styrene, a chemical 

that is neurotoxic and a likely human carcinogen, butadiene-a proven human carcinogen 

linked to leukemia and lymphoma and lead and cadmium which are also neurotoxic.  (ref 

https://www.cleanwateraction.org/features/keep-playgrounds-free-toxic-recycled-tire-

mulch)” 

So why would we sanction this operation anyway? 

 

Risk of Fire and impact from smoke  

The following comments are based upon application document “Fire Prevention Plan May 2021 

Version 1.0”. 

“1.1 Roles and Responsibilities The Site Manager (Gerry Harkin) has responsibility for ensuring these 

procedures are adhered to. The Site Manager is specifically responsible for: • Ensuring the adequate 

training of staff and contractors working on site regarding the content of these procedures; • 

Ensuring the adequate provision of resources such as personal protective equipment (PPE); • 

Ensuring the provision and maintenance of hand held fire extinguishers and other fire fighting 

equipment at the site is adequate” 

FPC response - There is significant concern that only one person is responsible for site procedures, 

Company should ensure additional personnel are trained to cover these responsibilities during 

sickness and holidays. 

 

“1.4 Liaison with Fire Rescue Service (FRS) The FRS will be provided a copy of this FPP in advance of 

commencing operations.” 

FPC response - It is thought that this site is already operating, therefore this should be stopped 

immediately until FRS give permission to operate. 
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FPC comment - Annex B – Site drawing shows a 10 cm kerb along the northern boundary, this is 

assumed to retain fire water and subsequent significant overflow onto the A27. 

Unfortunately, the kerb is only along one edge and therefore is rendered impractical unless all the 

site is bunded. See later for Fire Water volume comments. 

In addition, the drawing indicates that not all surfaces are impermeable, therefore there is 

significant risk of groundwater contamination, especially considering the River Lavant is only 100m 

away. 

 

FPC Comment - Annex C: Fire Fighting Access, Equipment and Water Supply Plan shows 2 x 1000l 

IBC’s for fire-fighting.  

- However, there is no indication as to whether these are elevated to provide sufficient 

gravity feed to sprinkler systems as mobile forklift truck elevation is both impractical 

and extremely unsafe practice given that the fire radiation and highly dense smoke may 

not allow for close forklift truck operation – see later. 

- If they are not elevated, there is no indication of a pump to transfer the water to the 

fire source. 

- The IBC material of construction is not mentioned, if plastic this would seriously impact 

the tank integrity during local fire and render it useless. 

- The IBC’s are located at the far west end of the plot, behind the shredded waste storage 

area. This is considered unsafe regarding both access and high probability of storage 

waste being source of fire. 

 

FPC Comment - It is recognised that the Company accepts the potential for self-combustion and has 

implemented operational measures to limit self-combustion by limiting storage times and stock 

rotation management. However, there is no inclusion for automatic fire or gas detection systems 

only reliance on daily personnel inspection. This cannot be guaranteed during non-operational days 

especially major holidays. Therefore, automatic detection and fire fighting capability should be 

installed before site operation and frequently checked/maintained with equipment status reports 

being made available to all concerned parties. 

 

“However, during operation, if the site records show that hotspots do occur on site regularly, the Site 

Management will consider further measures such as temperature probes” 

FPC Comment - The use of temperature probes is essential to check for hot spots, however 

Company proposes to only consider this. In effect it would be too late, recommend probes are 

available on site before equipment operation. 

 

“All other sources of ignition will be kept at least 6m from flammable & combustible waste” 

FPC Comment - This rule is difficult to enforce without clear boundary indication – Ground markings 

recommended. 



FISHBOURNE PARISH COUNCIL RESPONSE TO TWYFORD RECYCLING LTD - EPR/JB3602XB/A0001 

ENVIRONMENTAL PERMIT APPLICATION – CDC REFERENCE 22/00190/ADJ 

 

 

 

“Security staff are trained in actions in case of fire detection and will be alerted by the site owner in 

the event of a fire.” 

FPC Comment - This statement appears to suggest that the security staff (assumed to be on site out 

of normal operating hours) would not be aware of a fire before the owner.  

Without confirmation of a fire via a dedicated F&G system to the owner/FRS, this would not be 

possible. 

“Fire Suppression The Site Fire Fighting Equipment Plan (Annex C) shows the following items for fire 

suppression: • The River Lavant is approximately 100m SE of the site. It flows all year round and is a 

relatively clear water course. Twyford Recycling will regularly visually inspect water levels and 

provide particle/silt filtration if this is required for fire fighting use.” 

FPC Comment - We would welcome comments from both the EA and Fire Service regarding this 

assumed fire fighting water back up source, in particular; 

- Whilst the river does flow continuously, the water flow is very low/negligent in summer, 

which is the likeliest time for a fire to occur. 

- Therefore, in order to guarantee sufficient water volume for fire-fighting the river may 

have to be fitted with a weir to guarantee upstream water level and subsequent volume 

availability. 

- Whilst this weir may be acceptable for summer operation, it’s impact on upstream 

flooding during winter months should be investigated and agreed with CDC  & highways 

(re potential flooding on A27) before this source of water is guaranteed. 

- In order to ensure a clean water supply is available for Fire Fighting the water should 

contain no solids and therefore be filtered prior to use. This has been recognised by the 

applicant, however it is only if “it’s required” and therefore in order to 100% guarantee 

a safe and reliable Firefighting water source, this water supply must be guaranteed 

solids free, by the installation of both a stilling sump of calculated sufficient volume 

with upstream filtration. 

- Whilst the assumption that the River Lavant is available for firefighting water back up is 

sensible, unfortunately the applicant has not taken into account seasonal temperatures. 

Therefore, River Lavant water volume availability may not be guaranteed during 

freezing conditions. 

 

“Water bowsers can be deployed to help damp down and spray smaller areas of fire” 

FPC Comment - Where are these water bowsers located on plot and what is the means of 

movement, plus how is the bowser and water transferred to the fire? 

“There are two IBC’s (used as bowsers) of 1000l capacity each. These are always full and on standby 

around the edge of the yard. These can be hoisted onto FLT’s and used to fight smaller fires if 

required” 

FPC Comment - We would seriously question the practicality of this operation during a fire outbreak 

and would welcome Fire Service comments. In addition, we have already raised concerns about the 

accessibility and mechanical integrity of these IBC’s. 
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“Neighbours and local businesses downwind will be notified of any potential fire incident by the site 

operator as soon as possible from the local contact list. This will be completed by telephone and will 

be completed as soon as it is safe to do so. Local receptors will be notified in order of proximity to the 

site and prevailing wind direction. Local receptors will be kept updated as to the progress of 

firefighting as new information comes to light and fully debriefed at the end of the event.” 

FPC Comment - We have major concerns regarding the impact of smoke from these types of fires, 

the smoke is both dense and toxic.  

The applicant does not appear to have carried out a smoke dispersion study that would clearly 

highlight those effected downwind. 

In addition to the above the initial impact of dense smoke on the adjoining A27 will lead to a 

visibility hazard and subsequent potential accidents. 

There is also no reference to on-site fire-fighting smoke hoods, masks or BA sets being available for 

immediate fire-fighting. It is therefore assumed the operations personnel would not be able to safely 

fire fight, leaving the fire to increase in size until the FRS arrives. 

This in turn leads to increase in dense smoke/toxic fumes & subsequent increased health 

implications for those impacted downwind. 

 

 

 

“The waste storage area is an impermeable surface and will be scraped clean” 

FPC Comment - We agree that the waste storage area is shown as impermeable, however other local 

site areas are not and therefore there is significant risk for ground contamination during high water 

loadings (fire Fighting water overspilling bunds) and even rain fall. Therefore, the complete site 

should be fully impermeable with dedicated drains and sumps (sized for maximum fire water 

requirements and fitted with underflow oil protection) before site operation. 

 

“4.3 Managing Fire Water  

Table 3 shows the potential volume of fire water which may need to be managed on site should the 

largest waste pile require quenching.  

Table 4 shows the volume of fire water which can be contained within the site. The site benefits from 

a 10cm kerb/bund to the north and a large 10,000L sump in the middle of the yard which will contain 

firewater. A boom will be deployed across the site entrance to retain water to a height of 10cm as 

per Annex C if required. 

Table 3: Volume of Water Required 

l/min/1m3 of waste * 6.6 

Largest Water Required (l/min)  132 

Combustible Pile (m3 ) 871 

Total Requirement for 3 hours (l) 156,816 
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*Based on EA guidance: 2000l of water minute is required for a 300m3 stockpile for three 
hours 

“ 

FPC Comment - The table above shows the fire water requirement for a single bay fire fight, 

unfortunately it does not indicate how this volume of water is applied nor delivered immediately 

after fire detection. Therefore, it is assumed that the calculations are based upon local fire-fighting 

services attending. 

If this is the case then the calculations should be reviewed to take into account the following; 

- Possibility of fire occurring out of normal day operation, leading to longer fire duration 

- Time taken for fire-fighting services to attend fire and subsequent knock-on effect of 

higher intensity fire igniting neighbouring bays 

- Impact of neighbouring bays also going on fire due to high radiation from bay on fire 

and subsequent increased fire water requirement 

It is also noted that a boom will be deployed across the site entrance, which is assumed to be 

additional back up. We would however point out that a boom normally floats on water (are these 

actually weighted socks?) and that the surrounding area is permeable leading to potential 

groundwater contamination. 

 

On site Fire-fighting capability 

FPC Comment - Given the applicant agrees there is potential for spontaneous combustion, we are 

surprised that a dedicated complete fire fighting system has not been installed. This system should 

include the following; 

- Automatic fire and gas detection linked to Operators, Owner & FRS  

- Dedicated Fire Water tank with heater (steel construction or located outside of fire 

radiation zone) sized for worst case fire-fighting scenario with minimum 50% spare 

volume. 

- 2 Fire Water pumps (one standby) with dedicated power supply or automatic diesel 

motor back-up 

- Dedicated fire-fighting sprinkler system installed away from potential for mechanical 

damage from moving equipment and either winterised (frost & ice protected) or 

operated on a dry riser basis with calculations to be presented to show guaranteed 

operation during freezing conditions. 

- All firefighting calculations including hydraulic to be approved by FRS, applicants’ 

insurance Company or similar. 

- Review of whether foam or water systems should be used with back up documentation 

provided. 
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“Wind Direction According to the UK Met Office, the prevailing wind direction in the area is 

South/SouthWesterly3 . This means the prevailing winds blow over the site to the north east, which is 

away from the residential areas.” 

FPC Comment - North East of the site is Chichester, without dispersion studies the actual impact of 

any toxic smoke is unknown. 

FPC Comment - 5 Annex A: Site Layout – Shows the mobile plant being parked at the site entrance. 

This is not acceptable for FRS access out of operating hours. A dedicated area away from site 

entrance needs to be allocated. 

FPC Comment - Site plan provided in application shows a drainage ditch immediately to the west of 

the site (see below). 

This watercourse has not been included in any potential spill or contamination reviews. 

 

 

Lighting 

Any lighting is assumed to be low level and will not interfere with wildlife activities e.g. bats 

Toilet & Sewage disposal 

There is no indication of toilet facilities or sewage disposal, therefore we are concerned as to where 

these are located & how the sewage is safely disposed of. 

Traffic 

The site is located alongside the A27 and large vehicles will be expected to enter and exit the site. 

This in turn will lead to both an increase of traffic on the A27 with subsequent environmental 

impact, plus potential driving hazards from slow moving vehicles exiting the site. 

Highways should also approve this operation. 



21/03342/FUL | Change use of land to travellers caravan site consisting of 4 no. pitches 
each containing 1 no. mobile home, 1 no. touring caravan, 1 no. utility dayroom; play area 
and associated works. | Land North West Of Newbridge Farm Salthill Road Fishbourne West 
Sussex 

FPC wish to object to this application for the following reasons: 

1. Inappropriate Location: 

The proposed site is outside the Fishbourne Parish Settlement Area and is divorced from the 
Settlement Boundary by the A27 trunk road, with a national speed limit and no means of 
crossing directly to access local amenities. Access to the edge of the Settlement of Fishbourne 
would be to the north west of the proposed site, along a single-width unlit track until the 
junction with Salthill Road This is also a designated Public Footpath and thereby creates conflict 
with footpath users and potential vehicular travel along this track. 

The applicant was advised by Highways that “a public access right has precedence over a private 
access right. Where a PROW (Public Right of Way) runs along a route also used for private access 
purposes, usually for private vehicle access, this shared use has the potential for accident or 
injury – the applicant must consider how access is managed so the public is not endangered or 
inconvenienced” 

Further, that ”A suitable drainage system must be installed adjacent to the path to a 
specification agreed with the WSCC PROW Team prior to development commencing”. 

No information appears to have been submitted with this application which indicates how this 
Footpath conflict and drainage matters will be managed and therefore this remains of concern. 

2. Impact on the Landscape: 

The Council’s Decision Notice of 2020 highlighted the inappropriate location of the proposal 
resulting in significant adverse impacts on the character of the undeveloped rural landscape, 
causing harm to the rural landscape character of this countryside location and resulting in 
perceived coalescence between settlements. The countryside location of the site is a significant 
distance from shops, services and public transport as such not well related to existing 
settlements with local services and facilities, and therefore, the proposal would still be contrary 
to policies 1, 36, 45 and 48 of the Chichester Local Plan 2014-2029 and paragraphs 17 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework.  

3. Sewage and foul Water Treatment, and Surface Water treatment: 

The Applicant notes that “It is not possible to provide connection to a public sewer given the 
location of the site, therefore following this [solutions] hierarchy the preferred route is to 
provide a septic tank or packager treatment plant”. The applicant further notes an issue “….as 
there are no water courses within close proximity to the site [to accommodate] the final 
discharge from the plant”.  

However, there is no information provided to explain how the waste stored in the septic tank 
would be disposed of. For this reason, insufficient information has been provided as to whether 
the treated effluent from the development will discharge into a Solent European designated site, 
or any water body that subsequently discharges into such a site.  



There is concern that the septic tank, if poorly managed, could emit smells and create issues of 
flooding.  

Surface water is proposed to be dealt with by means of soakaways which could also add to 
flooding issues. The National Highways response notes that  “a condition is required to ensure 
that no surface water run off arising from the proposed development will enter the A27 highway 
land, carriageway or drainage system”.  

The foul water and sewage treatment sand surface run-off water therefore remains a concern. 

4. Impact on Local Wildlife: 

The fields around the proposed site are locally known for being some of the last remaining sites 
for local wildlife in this area. Dear, birds of prey, bats and the Peregrine Falcon, along with many 
other fragile animals are seen in the area on a DAILY basis. There is concern that this proposal 
will disturb the habitats and appearance of the areas, thereby affecting the local ecosystem. The 
application includes the same Landscape & Visual Issues document as submitted previously and 
no further work appears to have been submitted. Therefore, the application still appears to be 
contrary to Policy 50 of the Chichester Local Plan Key Policies 2014-2029 and the development 
would therefore contravene the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 and the 
advice in the National Planning Policy Framework. 

5. Impact on Local Traffic: 

Salthill Road is a very busy and congested road and already used by farming vehicles, industrial 
vehicles and commuters using it as a rat run to avoid the Fishbourne Roundabout. Further traffic 
arising from this proposal which will join Salthill Road at a ‘blind’ corner with no street lighting 
and has the potential to create further congestion and potential accidents.  

6. On site Facilities and sustainable development: 

Although the site is to be a Traveller Site, due cognisance should still be taken for the 
environment and the need for: 

 suitable refuse and recycling storage facilities,  
 appropriate and adequate car parking with sufficient electric charging points, 
 suitable lighting appropriate to the rural location proposed and which will not damage 

the environment or disturb local wildlife habitats or neighbouring properties. 

 

7. Nitrates and Phosphates: 

The site falls within the 'Zone of Influence' for the Chichester and Langstone Harbour Special 
Protection Area where Policy 50 of the Local Plan states all net increases in residential 
development must provide appropriate mitigation measures to enable the LPA to ascertain that 
the development would not adversely affect the integrity of the SPA.  

It has been suggested that a legal agreement to secure a financial contribution to offset the 
Nitrate Impact will provide adequate mitigation and could be an appropriate way forward. There 
is, as yet, no clear agreement to this approach and FPC has concern that such offsetting is not a 
suitable local strategy since the local environment is damaged and cannot benefit from financial 
offsetting nor offsetting in a remote location.  



Further, while the applicant has produced a paper regarding Nitrates there appears to be 
limited, if any, information regarding Phosphate impact nor any mitigation strategy. 

 

In conclusion, Fishbourne Parish Council recommend that this application be refused. 

 

 

 

 



Current Planning Decisions – updated 16.2.22 

1. FB/21/00542/FUL - Case Officer: Calum Thomas. Mr Marcus O'Flanagan. The Woolpack 71 
Fishbourne Road West Fishbourne. Change of use of bed and breakfast hotel to dual use of 
hotel and HMO. 

 FPC – SUPPORT       CDC? 

2. FB/21/02209/DOM - Case Officer: Oliver Naish. Mr Peter Deacon. Pendrills Mill Lane 
Fishbourne. Proposed internal and external alterations and repairs, construction of a new 
single storey extension, demolition of an existing single storey extension and replacement 
with new glazed entrance, proposed new car barn. 
 FPC- NO COMMENT      CDC – PERMIT 

3. FB/21/02210/LBC - Case Officer: Oliver Naish. Mr Peter Deacon. Pendrills Mill Lane 
Fishbourne. Proposed internal and external alterations and repairs, construction of a new 
single storey extension, demolition of an existing single storey extension and replacement 
with new glazed entrance, proposed new car barn. 
 FPC- NO COMMENT      CDC – PERMIT 

4. FB/21/03301/DOM - Case Officer: Rebecca Perris. Mike Lewis. Whitcot  12 Creek End 
Fishbourne. Remove existing conservatory and replace with single storey extension. 

 FPC- NO COMMENT      CDC - PERMIT 

5. FB/21/03215/DOM - Case Officer: Rebecca Perris. Mr & Mrs H Hillary. Westfield  Mill Lane 
Fishbourne. Remodel and alteration works including first floor rear extension and front and 
rear dormer windows to existing roof accommodation  CDC -  

 FPC- NO COMMENT 

6. FB/21/03704/EIA - Case Officer: Jane Thatcher. Fishbourne Housing Limited. Bethwines Farm 
 Blackboy Lane Fishbourne. The Screening Opinion is requested in order to identify whether 
an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) will be necessary to support the planning 
application for the proposed development to provide up to 230 residential dwellings and 
associated ancillary works. 

 FPC - From the information provided Fishbourne Parish Council believes that this application 
does require an EIA based on the location, particularly in relation to Chichester Harbour 
AONB, its size and the number of houses   CDC – EIA REQUIRED 

7. FB/22/00002/TCA - Case Officer: Henry Whitby. Janet.  South Barn  Farm Close Fishbourne 
Notification of intention to fell 2 no. Ash trees (T1 and T2). Crown reduce by 2m on 1 no. Ash 
tree 

 FPC- NO COMMENT     CDC – NOT TO PREPARE A TPO 

Applications made since the last meeting 17 January 2022 

8. FB/21/03283/DOM - Case Officer: Rebecca Perris. Jane Crosby. Creek End Cottage  Creek 
End Fishbourne. Demolition of existing conservatory and new second storey side extension 

9. FB/21/03443/DOM - Case Officer: Rebecca Perris. Lynda Hunter. 2 Mill Close Fishbourne. 
Demolition of existing utility room and removal of pitched roof of front extension, replaced 
with erection of single storey side and front extensions with replacement front porch and 
various alterations including changes to fenestration. Proposed rear conservatory and 
extension to existing detached garage. 

10. FB/22/00190/ADJ - Case Officer: Calum Thomas Annette Morton. Twyford Recycling Limited 
Plot F Appledram Business Park A27 By Pass Chichester. EA Reference:  EPR/JB3602XB/A001. 
Proposal: Consultation on environmental permit application. Location: Twyford Recycling 
Limited, Plot F, Appledram Business Park, A27 By Pass, Chichester, PO19 8FH 



11. FB/22/00085/DOM - Case Officer: Oliver Naish. Mr Mark Seeley. 4 Deeside Avenue, 
Fishbourne. First floor extensions over existing flat roof garage. 

12. FB/22/00210/DOM - Case Officer: Rebecca Perris. Annelize Meyer. Estoril  Main Road 
Fishbourne. New vehicle access. 

 

 



FISHBOURNE PARISH COUNCIL - BANK RECONCILIATION Meeting date 21 February 2022
RECEIPTS & PAYMENTS SUMMARY AND BANK RECONCILIATION £

OPENING BALANCE AS AT 01.04.21
Fishbourne Parish Council 58,331.64
Fishbourne Parish Council (Earmarked Reserves) 19,494.53

TOTAL 77,826.17

ADD INCOME 87,429.99

LESS EXPENDITURE 52,605.17

CURRENT BALANCE PER CASHBOOK 112,650.99

BANK STATEMENT ACCOUNT NAME BALANCES

Unity Trust Current 76,262.47
Unity Trust Savings 36,388.52

112,650.99

UNPRESENTED CHEQUES (MINUS) AMOUNT

TOTAL UNPRESENTED CHEQUES: 0.00

112,650.99

0.00

STATEMENT DATE

DIFFERENCE:

BALANCE LESS UNPRESENTED CHEQUES:

31.01.22
31.01.22

TOTAL IN BANK



Fishbourne Parish Council
List of Payments made between 1 and 31 January 2022

Date paid Payee name Transaction details Amount paid
4.1.22 WSCC Pension Fund Clerk's pension December 282.08
5.1.22 Chalkwood IT IT Services January 128.07
5.1.22 David Hunt Gardens Gardening June - December 2021 1228.54
5.1.22 The Fishbourne Centre Hall and Office hire Jan-Mar 2022 120.00
10.1.22 DM Payroll Services Payrol 2nd half 66.00
28.1.22 L Wright Clerk's salary January 1001.11
31.1.22 PWLB Loan repayment 6560.18

TOTAL 9385.98

Issued by L Wright
1.1.22



   
 

Chichester District Scouts – Jamboree Team 
desc@chichesterscouts.org.uk 

  
 

    

Leggatts  

Old Park Lane 

Fishbourne 

Chichester 

West Sussex 

PO18 8AP 

 

12th February 2022       

 

Fishbourne Parish Council 

The Fishbourne Centre 

Blackboy Lane 

Fishbourne 

Chichester 

PO18 8BE 

 

Dear Sirs 

 

I am an Explorer Scout with Southbourne Sea Scouts and currently attend Bishop Luffa Secondary 

School.  I have just been offered a place at Brinsbury College to study Level 3 in Agriculture 

following my GCSE’s.  I have lived in Fishbourne all of my life, my family have lived here for 

generations and feel lucky to live on a small farm.  

 

In October 2021, I was selected along with 5 others to represent Chichester District Scouts at the 

World Scout Jamboree in South Korea in 2023.  

 

The overall aim of a World Scout Jamboree is to gather scouts from every Scouting nation to promote 

peace and understanding as an educational experience.  The 25th World Scout Jamboree is being 

planned to allow people to realise their dreams, make friendships with people from different cultures, 

and take part in a safe, inclusive and sustainable programme. The Programme is designed around 

several core elements: Scouting for Life, Smart & Scientific, Safe & Secure, Sustainability, and ACT: 

Adventure, Culture, Tradition.  

  

Having been involved in Scouting since I was 6 when I started Beavers, this is an amazing opportunity 

to meet other Scouts from around the World and experience different cultures.  I have thoroughly 

enjoyed everything I’ve had the opportunity to do within Scouts from camping, hiking and caving to 

taking part in community projects.  I am also currently a young leader with the 12th Chichester Cubs 

and enjoy sharing my skills and experiences with younger cubs.  I hope to progress to be an adult 

leader as I continue my journey in Scouting supporting the local community and allowing children to 

have the same opportunities and experiences that I have been fortunate to have. 

  

 



 
 
 

 

As a group we must raise £24,000 so that we can represent all the Chichester scout groups in South 

Korea.  A small percentage of what we raise will go towards supporting Scouts from less developed 

countries to ensure that all Scouting nations are represented.  We will also be including the local 

communities of Chichester in our fundraising by hosting quiz nights, Race nights, jumble sales, and 

assisting with the running of local fetes and charity events. 

 

We would be grateful for any donation that you would offer, assisting us to attend this event. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

 

Samuel Wren 

On behalf of Chichester District World Scout Jamboree Representatives 

 

 

 



Chichester District Council, East Pallant House, East Pallant, Chichester, West Sussex, PO19 1TY 
Email: planningpolicy@chichester.gov.uk 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 
Lucy Wright 
Clerk of Fishbourne Parish Council     19 January 2022 
 
Via email: parishclerk@fishbourne-pc.gov.uk 
 
 
Dear Mrs Wright 
 
This letter is to advise parish councils of progress to date with the Local Plan 
Review.  The Council is continuing to progress the plan with the need for the correct 
evidence.  I hope the Local Plan Newsletters have kept you informed of progress 
and highlighted some key issues as we move forward. 
 
In July 2021 Members considered a report Local Plan and Strategic Infrastructure 
Update1 which outlined the current position, and agreed the Plan should focus on 
delivering as much development as possible based upon the capacity of the plan 
area to accommodate development within an affordable and deliverable package of 
transport mitigation taking into account all sources of available funding. 
 
Informal discussions have been held with Members regarding progress and 
developing further the potential distribution of development, for testing through the 
evidence (including transport modelling and negotiations with the highway 
authorities, and engagement with Southern Water, the Environment Agency and 
Natural England). Those discussions have been informed by the advice given by the 
Planning Inspector following his advisory session in his note which forms an 
appendix to the Local Plan and Strategic Infrastructure Update report. 
 
Following advice from the Planning Inspector it has proven necessary to look at the 
Local Plan in two distinctive areas – the part of the District  South of the South 
Downs National Park, and the Northern Area outside of the South Downs National 
Park 
 
The Southern Part of the District 
 
Following the conclusions in the July 2021 report, and the finding that in the current 
circumstances the Stockbridge Link Road is undeliverable, the Council has 
continued negotiations with the highway authorities to progress the Plan.  This has 
indicated that there may be a level of development which they will be willing to 
support, which is less than previously envisaged in the Preferred Approach Plan.  
Further technical work is required to test this proposition, and to enable the Council 
and other parties to come to a view as to whether this is appropriate. 
 

 
1 Available on the Council’s website at 
https://chichester.moderngov.co.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=308&MId=1547  
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Therefore a proposed revised distribution of development in the southern part of the 
plan area has been developed for testing through further transport modelling, 
engagement with infrastructure providers, sustainability appraisal and other 
evidence.  As previously described in my letter to all Parish Councils in December 
2020, this has been informed by the work set out on the Council’s Local Plan 
evidence webpage, and also the results of the previous consultations with 
infrastructure providers. 
 
The full proposed revised distribution of development for the southern part of the 
plan area is set out in Table 1 which accompanies this letter.  As before, it is possible 
that the outcomes of further testing, or other changes in circumstances, indicate a 
further change in approach is required. However, it is only through testing a revised 
distribution that important matters such as infrastructure requirements can be 
finalised.  It should also be noted that the findings of that testing may necessitate a 
change to the level, distribution, or timing of development. 
 
The Northern Part of the Plan Area 
 
As outlined in the Planning Inspector’s advice last summer, there is an expectation 
that the Council should “look again” at this area to consider to what extent any 
shortfall in housing delivery may be reduced by further development in this area.  
The Council will need to document the process it has followed in testing how much 
development could be satisfactorily delivered in the northern part of the plan area. 
 
That area is currently affected by the issue of water neutrality2, which is preventing 
further planning permissions for residential and other development proposals which 
lead to a net increase in water consumption.  However, work is being undertaken by 
the affected local planning authorities, government organisations and the water 
company to overcome this issue.  This work is ongoing but until the outcome is 
known it would not be prudent for the Council to assume that the issue will continue 
to prevent further development in the area over the whole of the emerging Plan 
period to 2039. 
 
Therefore, to document and inform a final decision on the appropriate level of 
development to be allocated in the northern part of the plan area, a series of 
scenarios have been developed, for further discussion and testing with transport 
infrastructure providers, sustainability appraisal, and market deliverability.  The 
scenarios are set out in Table 2 which accompanies this letter.  I should stress that 
the final level distribution of development may not exactly match any of these 
scenarios – but it is only through testing appropriate scenarios that we can arrive at 
an informed position for the emerging Plan. 
 
Therefore, for those areas, while the District Council’s plan-making process is not 
complete, I am now writing to inform you of progress so that you may consider the 
implications for your community and parish. 
 
The intention is for this work to be undertaken between now and Easter, and we 
intend to update you after that on progress made and conclusions reached.  If the 

 
2 Available on the Council’s website at https://www.chichester.gov.uk/waterresources 
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evidence indicates the impacts of development can be satisfactorily addressed, and 
the Council is satisfied the outcomes can form the basis of a sound plan, then the 
intention would be to proceed to a formal consultation on the proposed submission 
plan. This work will inevitably have an impact on many of you and on the work that 
parishes are undertaking in relation to new and revised neighbourhood plans. 
 
I should confirm that the figures set out in Tables 1 and 2 are based on “new 
allocations’’, which means that (in the case of development to be delivered via parish 
neighbourhood plans), it is envisaged they will be delivered on sites of five dwellings 
or more which did not have planning permission as at 1 April 2021. 
 
Any sites or schemes which already have planning permission, or are allocated in 
the existing Local Plan or a “made” Neighbourhood Plan as at 1 April 2021 would not 
count towards this figure. Nor would development on sites of less than five dwellings, 
as they count towards the “windfall” figure for the Local Plan Review and so cannot 
be double counted. 
 
Should parish councils decide they do not wish to bring forward housing allocations 
in their neighbourhood plans, the intention is that the Council will finalise the 
development strategy in the Local Plan Review and allocate remaining sites through 
a subsequent Site Allocations Development Plan Document. 
 
I hope this letter has made it clear that substantial uncertainty remains and there 
may be a range of factors which necessitate a change in the emerging development 
strategy. Again, we have carefully considered the merits of advising parish councils 
of this emerging work while it is not yet finalised. However, on balance it is 
considered more important to enable parish councils to be as informed as possible 
when preparing neighbourhood plans rather than continuing to wait over a further 
extended period of time for the strategy to be tested. 
 
As before, it is not the Council’s intention to undertake consultation on the current 
proposed revised distribution at this stage. The Proposed Submission Plan will of 
course be the subject of full public consultation in due course. 
 
I hope this is helpful but please let me know if you have any queries. We will also 
aim to meet parishes where necessary so that further explanation can be provided. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Toby Ayling 
Planning Policy Divisional Manager 
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Table 1 Proposed Revised Distribution of Housing Development for Testing in 
southern part of Chichester Plan area 
 
Sites in proposed allocation for testing No of dwellings 
West of Chichester (AL1) 1,600 
Land at Shopwyke (AL2) 585 
Land east of Chichester (AL3) 600 
Land at Westhampnett / NE Chichester 500 
Southern Gateway 270 
Highgrove Farm Bosham 250 
Land west of Park Farm, Selsey  250 
Land west of Tangmere (AL14) 1,300 
Maudlin, Westhampnett 270 
Parish allocations in proposed allocation for testing  
Birdham 50 
Boxgrove 50 
Chichester City 300 
Chidham & Hambrook (AL10)  300 
Fishbourne (AL9) 30 
Hunston 150 
North Mundham 50 
Southbourne 1,250 
Westbourne 30 
 
Where appropriate, previous reference numbers for proposed allocations in the 
Preferred Approach Plan are set out in brackets. 
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Table 2 Growth scenarios to be tested for the northern part of Chichester Plan area  
 
 Kirdford Loxwood Plaistow 

and Ifold 
Wisborough 
Green 

Total 

No further 
permissions3 

56 95 8 26 185 

Limited 
Growth4 

70 115 15 40 250 

Significant 
Growth 1 

70 200 100 40 410 

Significant 
Growth 2 

110 290 115 80 595 

Full 
development 

242 322 795 118 1,477 

 

 
3 Typically the scenarios set out in this table are for new sites which do not have permission as at 1 April 2021.  
However, this scenario does include those permissions for completeness sake to demonstrate that there is 
expected to be a certain level of development whatever follows in the final Plan. 
4 Typically the scenarios set out in this Table are for new sites which do not have permission as at 1 April 
20201.  However, this scenario was prepared in November 2020.  It is included here (and in future work) for 
completeness sake. 
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Lucy Wright

From: Local Plan newsletter - Chichester District Council 
<local.plan.newsletter.chichester.district.council@notifications.service.gov.uk>

Sent: 31 January 2022 16:29
To: Lucy Wright
Subject: Local Plan Review Newsletter – Issue 8
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Monday 31 January 2022 

Dear Parish Clerk,  

The Chichester Local Plan Review 

Last year, we told you that the Government housing targets for 
the Chichester Local Plan area are unlikely to be met due to 
complex infrastructure and funding issues. 

As you know, we have carried out extensive work and research 
that shows that improvements to the A27 Chichester Bypass, a 
Stockbridge Link Road and sustainable transport infrastructure 
are required in order to meet our full housing needs as 
determined by the Government.  

We also told you that at the moment, there isn’t sufficient external 
funding to deliver the full package of A27 mitigation 
improvements and infrastructure improvements, and so currently 
the Chichester Local Plan is currently unlikely to be able to meet 
the full housing targets set by the Government. 

We also explained that we have spoken to a Planning Inspector 
who has said that before concluding that our housing needs 
cannot be met, we need to determine what level of housing could 
be achieved based on deliverable improvements to the A27; 
consider whether our full housing needs could be met another 
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way, which means looking again at other parts of the Local Plan 
area; and investigate if neighbouring authorities can help meet 
our housing needs.  

You can read a more detailed update on this in our recent issue 
of our initiatives magazine: 
https://www.chichester.gov.uk/media/36381/Initiatives-magazine-
--Issue-88---Winter-2021/pdf/Initiatives_magazine_-_Issue_88_-
_Winter_2021.pdf  

Since then, we have been busy moving things forward. We are 
carrying out huge amounts of work, looking at the amount and 
location of housing that can be accommodated sustainably and 
what new roads and other critical infrastructure would be needed. 
This is not a simple exercise because it requires us to carry out 
detailed assessments, accounting for all sorts of things, from the 
environmental impact, to local economic needs.  

What have we achieved so far? 

 We’ve started looking at options around the 
redistribution of housing and the number of homes that 
we believe the Chichester plan area could 
accommodate in view of infrastructure and 
environmental constraints. We are also carrying out 
further transport studies to see how these options could 
work. 

 We’ve spoken to our neighbouring authorities to see if 
they would be able to help us meet our housing needs. 
These conversations are ongoing. 

 We’ve contacted local infrastructure providers to gather 
evidence on what will be required moving forward. 
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What steps are left to take 

 Once the updated transport studies have been revised, 
we will then meet with National Highways and West 
Sussex County Council to get their views. 

 We will complete a further appraisal of other parts of the 
plan area to assess the scope for development there. 

 If the highway authorities are happy, we will then meet 
with the Planning Inspectorate again to review where we 
are up to and to see if they are happy for us to move to 
the next stage. 

 If they are happy with our progress, we will then 
complete the draft plan and consult with you on it. 

 The feedback you provide us will then be packaged 
alongside the plan and submitted to the Inspector. 

 The Planning Inspector will then review the plan as part 
of the Examination process and hopefully, this will be 
approved and adopted. 

Myth buster 

We recognise that there has been a lot of concern around the 
special qualities, infrastructure and environmental constraints of 
the Manhood Peninsula. We want to assure you that these have 
been recognised in the emerging plan, which seeks to direct the 
bulk of future development elsewhere in the plan area. 

If, through our work on the Local Plan Review, there is evidence 
that the Government’s housing requirements cannot be achieved, 
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it is then for the Planning Inspector to decide if less housing 
should be delivered.  

Share this with a friend 

If you know someone who would like to stay up to date on the 
work we are doing around the Local Plan Review, please 
encourage them to sign up to this newsletter at 
https://www.chichester.gov.uk/localplannewsletter. 

Follow us 

You can also follow us on: 

 Twitter – https://twitter.com/ChichesterDC 

 Facebook – 
https://www.facebook.com/ChichesterDistrictCouncil 

 Instagram – https://www.instagram.com/chichesterdc/ 

 Linkedin – 
https://www.linkedin.com/company/chichesterdc 

 YouTube – 
https://www.youtube.com/ChichesterDCouncil 

 NextDoor – https://nextdoor.co.uk/ 

Unsubscribe from this newsletter 

If you no longer wish to receive this email newsletter, please 
unsubscribe here: 
https://www.chichester.gov.uk/localplanunsubscribe. 
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CHICHESTER LOCAL PLAN: 

Unintended Consequences for 

FISHBOURNE 

A Study of the impact on the A27, A259 and rat-run lanes 
of the extra traffic arising from the new housing proposed in the 

draft revised Local Plan. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Any policy has consequences – planned and unintentional – and 
local residents have to live with both.  
 

In any assessment of the viability of the travel sections in the revised Local 
Plan, both planned and unintentional / unconsidered outcomes need to be 
taken into account. 

 
CDC Planning Policy DM8 requires that  “any development must minimize and not 
create or add to problems of highway safety, congestion, air pollution or other 
damage.”   
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 OUR VILLAGE 
Fishbourne is situated directly to the west of Chichester at the head of the Fishbourne 
Channel (one of the four channels which form Chichester Harbour). Since the 1950s, the 
village has extended steadily northwards in separate developments. The area of the village 
is 3.87 km2 and its population density is 6.2 people her hectare which compares to an 
average for the District of 1.8 people her hectare and the England figure of 3.9. 

The A259 follows the line of the 18th century turnpike road through the village and  
the A27 forms the northern and eastern boundaries of the village.  The boundary line was 
drawn in 1987 when Fishbourne became a unit in local government and the first Parish 
Council was elected. The boundary line is shown in red. 

Fishbourne was mainly a farming community at the start of the twentieth century and new 
buildings started to appear in the 1930s.  From the 1950s the village more than doubled its 
population 

Important in any community, “a sense of community” is a particular issue for Fishbourne 
because of the extent and the nature of the development that has taken place in the last half 
century.  Fishbourne originally stretched along the A259 but now spreads northwards in a 
series of developments large enough to become mini-communities. These include: 

Roman Way (1967-1974) 45 properties 
Newport Drive/Barker Close (44 properties – planning permission 1973) 
Mosse Gardens (over 100 properties built in the 1980s and 1990s) 
Caspian Close (nearly 100 properties, completed in 2004) 
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Frampton Close (10 properties – 2010) 
Cuckoo Fields (50 properties, completed 2012) 
Hannah Place, Taylor’s Copse and Knott Gardens (49 properties completed 2018). 
 

  At 33%, the percentage increase in Fishbourne’s population since the Census of 2001 is 
one of the largest in the Chichester District.  

 One of the inevitable results is that almost all the sustainable sites are now 
built up. There has been little new infrastructure : traffic congestion and 
flooding have been the inevitable result.   

It is our contention that, of all the villages in the East-West corridor around 
Chichester Harbour, Fishbourne is the village that would be most affected by the 

increased housing proposed for the villages to the west of Fishbourne. This is 
because Fishbourne is en route for the extra traffic from all new 
developments and therefore will suffer the maximum cumulative effect.   

The traffic will also seek to avoid delays and the dangers of Fishbourne 
Roundabout by using the local lanes as rat-runs for which they are certainly 
not fit for purpose even at the current level of use. 
 

Fishbourne Roundabout has 2 
lanes of 3 mile queues in the 
morning rush hour and, if the 
housing allocations to the west 
of Fishbourne were to be fully 
met, the A259 rush hour queue 
would stretch back throughout 
the village. This would increase 
the level of air pollution, which 
is already a concern of 
residents, and encourage 
drivers to avoid Fishbourne 
Roundabout by the use of rat 
runs  

.         

 

The rest of this document looks at each of these in turn. 

(An agreed version of Andy’s article will appear here). 
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Two concepts largely missing from published reports and policies 
are “cumulative impacts” and impact on “village rat runs”. 

NPPF states that transport issues should be considered from the earliest stages of 
plan-making: 

 Para 109 states that Development should only be prevented or refused on 
highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway 
safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be 
severe. 

 Planning Practice Guidance makes reference to the Department for Transport 
Circular from 2013 ‘The Strategic Road Network and the Delivery of 
Sustainable Development’.  “Where the residual cumulative impacts of 
development are severe, development proposals should be prevented or 
refused on transport grounds.” 

NPPF states that transport issues should be considered from the earliest stages of 
plan-making: 

 Para 109 states that Development should only be prevented or refused on 
highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway 
safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be 
severe. 

 The traffic will also seek to avoid delays and the dangers of Fishbourne 
Roundabout by using the local lanes as rat-runs for which they are certainly 
not fit for purpose. 

It is our contention that, of all the villages in the East-West corridor around 
Chichester Harbour, Fishbourne is the village that would be most affected by the 
increased housing proposed for the villages to the west of Fishbourne. This is 
because Fishbourne is en route for the extra traffic from all new developments and 
therefore will suffer the maximum cumulative effect.  The traffic will also seek to 
avoid delays and the dangers of Fishbourne Roundabout by using the local lanes as 
rat-runs for which they are certainly not fit for purpose. 

One part of Fishbourne which will be badly affected is Appledram Lane South. This 
is a winding, country lane mainly without pavements and, especially in the Season, is 
widely used as a rat run to the coast avoiding Fishbourne Roundabout, creating  
increased air pollution and noise, as well as the disruption to traffic flow. There is 
also a care home on this road which will be adversely affected for the same reasons.  

In the 1920s, Clay Lane was a country lane with a few farms and isolated buildings. 
One hundred years later and there are already 100 houses and the narrow lane with 
no pavements is already heavily used by traffic seeking to avoid the delays and 
dangers at Fishbourne Roundabout.  Walking or cycling along Clay Lane is already 
unsafe and the route will increasingly become unfit for purpose.  
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Clay Lane January 2022 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Large lorries use Clay Lane but sometimes have to mount the grass kerb. Where do 
pedestrians and cyclists go? 
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The Clay Lane/Salthill Crossroads will have a substantial increase in traffic as 
a result of new building from all 4 directions: and will require substantial  
traffic management: 

From the NORTH: Work on Whitehouse Farm Development has started the first 
phase (750 houses) of its 1,600 total programme.  An alternative route is shown in 
the plan but motorists will choose the easiest route which for many will be Salthill 
Road and Clay Lane. During the early stages of building, contractors’ vehicles will 
also be using Clay Lane.   

From the EAST: new build traffic from Chichester will use Clay Lane to escape 
Fishbourne Roundabout and, if Fishbourne is to meet its allocation, cars from a 
further 40 homes will be accessing Clay Lane as this is the only major available site 
left in Fishbourne. 

From the SOUTH: traffic from substantial building developments in the Witterings 
and Selsey will increase the existing rat run through Appledram Lane,  A259 and 
Salthill Road, again avoiding Fishbourne Roundabout. 

From the WEST: there is already an increase in traffic from new build estates along 
the A259 and this would be significantly increased if the full proposals for over 2,000  
new buildings were to be implemented. 

The following map illustrates the scope of the rat runs along country lanes which are 
generally too narrow especially for the observed increase in size of many vehicles 
and with virtually no pavements. 
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No mitigation would be sufficient to make Clay Lane or Appledram Lane South 
fit for purpose without exorbitant costs and environmental damage. 

In order to satisfy the Examiner, CDC have to show they have investigated all the 
possible options. So far, this has not been done since the draft revision of the Local 
Plan as well as the recommendations in the Stantec Report, have been limited to 
amending traffic flow at the existing roundabouts and have failed to take into 
account the implications for the villages either side of the A259. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



The Cumulative Impact of Traffic from New Development along the A259 Corridor 

The information available from the recent CDC Local Plan Appendices concentrates on the 
Manhood Peninsula and Stockbridge roundabout, but there is no information associated 
with the problems of the A259 or Fishbourne roundabout and rat runs.  

CDC published an update on 31 January 2022, including statements that the A27, Stockbridge 
Relief Road and sustainable transport infrastructure are required in order to meet the 
District’s full housing needs, but there is no external funding. CDC is also looking at other parts 
of the Local Plan area for the displaced housing allocation. 

CDC recognises the concerns around the special qualities, infrastructure and environmental 
constraints of the Manhood Peninsula and assure residents that these have been recognised 
in the emerging plan, which seeks to direct the bulk of future development elsewhere in the 
plan area.  

There seems to be a special concern over the Manhood, but if mitigation is required to build 
houses on the Peninsula – so should there also be mitigation in the A259 corridor which has 
an equally problematic traffic problem which should also necessitate the withdrawal of 
additional housing allocation. The A259 corridor has special qualities, infrastructure and 
environmental constraints of its own and these issues should be strongly raised to defend 
the area.  

A27 

The resolution of traffic delays along the A259 is inextricably linked to the A27 which is 
currently the subject of more proposals and another consultation.  Another million pounds 
to identify what is already known about congestion, accident rates, air quality reduction and 
development proposals within the design period and Local Plan policies.   It has always 
pointed to major reconstruction of the Fishbourne roundabout and the construction of a by-
pass.   

Fishbourne Roundabout 

This is a snapshot of daily traffic using information available from National Highways and 
WSCC.  It is in itself shocking, but even more so when considering the fact that the Department 
for Transport’s own traffic forecast is that traffic will increase by 50% by 2030.  

Summer flows are clearly in excess of these figures.  

Total flows  

 A27 Average Daily Flow(Site 60080)   50671 (All of 2021)    
 A259  Fishbourne RA eastbound   6524  (13/1/22)  
 A259  Southbound Approach (Tesco DCW)  13889 (20/04/09 latest)  
 Terminus Road westbound    2370 (13/1/22)  

This roundabout is currently having to deal with 73454 vehicles per day.  



The errant proposal to bring the Stockbridge Relief Road to Fishbourne would have added a 
minimum of 16500 vehicles to the daily flow of the Fishbourne roundabout. That would be 
89954 vehicles per day that is vastly over its design capability.       

WSCC’s most recent traffic flow figures for the site just west of Fishbourne were checked on 
the 13th January 2022 and it showed a gross figure of 12869 vehicles a day.  Peak am traffic 
eastbound was 534 per hour and the pm figure 540 per hour.  The am westbound peak was 
542 per hour and pm west bound 531 per hour. These of course are winter figures but 
consistent with previous counts.  At peak times this is approx. 9 vehicles a minute in each 
direction and vehicles join the queue faster than they can exit onto the roundabout.     

Local car usage figures 

In 2019 a survey of Caspian Close and Cuckoo Fields was carried out. These roads are a recent 
mixed development of modern compact detached, semidetached and terraced housing that 
would be representative of any future development. The survey revealed that 65% of 
residents are in employment and have to travel outside the village, and this statistic will be 
equally representative of Chidham, Bosham and Southbourne. Residents will also transport 
children to school by car and go shopping.  It has been established that Fishbourne already 
has the highest car dependency in Chichester District.   

This survey established that there were 1.8 cars per household and 1.65 cars per household 
using their cars during peak times. The ratio used by CDC Planning for car ownership is 0.5 
cars per household that is a national figure which is in no way representative of the 
Fishbourne area.  

Additional new housing  

Using the latest information, the CDC newest allocation of houses is:-  

 Fishbourne 30  
 Bosham 250  
 Chidham 300  
 Southbourne 1250  
 Westbourne 30   

 The information itself is hard to find and it is far from clear how many houses are currently 
being built and what counts towards the new housing allocation.    

There is great concern that displacement from the Manhood and other areas and the 1600 
newly allocated for Chichester West. Importantly for Fishbourne the growth of 580 houses in 
Fishbourne, Bosham and Chidham whose residents are likely to use the A259 or rat runs 
through Fishbourne amounts to 957 cars potentially being used during peak times.   It is to be 
anticipated that these villages will use Chichester for employment, schools and facilities and 
therefore use the routes to and from the A27 or Chichester via rat runs. 

The 1250 houses in Southbourne will further complicate the numbers, but a considerable 
number will probably travel westbound.  



Cumulative Impact 

The average length of a family car is now 4.55 metres.  Allowing for about a one metre+ gap 
between them, the additional 957 cars from the three villages need a stationary road space 
of about 6 metres each or 5742 metres total.  (Fishbourne roundabout to Nutbourne if lined 
up).  Whilst this will not be one static queue, it is just an example of how many cars that 
means. This indicates a huge problem as there will be no greater speed of exit onto the 
Fishbourne roundabout and therefore peak time cars will either join the end of a massive 
queue or seek a rat run route that will rapidly become congested, because traffic, like water, 
will find the line of least resistance.  

Impact on Fishbourne  

The effect of all the cars from new building along the A259 corridor is a huge consideration 
for Fishbourne. CDC has been seeking mitigation measures for building on the Manhood 
Peninsula with the construction of a  Stockbridge Relief Road that has now thankfully been 
withdrawn.  Mitigation measures are clearly needed for the Peninsula, but not at Fishbourne’s 
expense. There has been no action or attempt for mitigation by CDC for the A259 corridor 
although the problems are the same.  Why is the A259 not considered as equally important 
to the Manhood traffic management, where there were plans to spend millions? The 
Chichester to Emsworth cycle route proposals will not help traffic flow either.  

Andy Relf  

February 2022 
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Lucy Wright

From: Adrian Moss <amoss@chichester.gov.uk>
Sent: 10 February 2022 16:21
To: Julian Joy  - WSCC; Scott.Wrein@sussex.pnn.police.uk
Cc: Lucy Wright; Penny Plant
Subject: accident this morning at junction of a259 and Old park lane

 

Scott and Julian, 
 
Can I ask you to address this issue URGENTLY 
 
Below is an eye witness account from a Mum on her way home from dropping her child at at school. 
 
The issue is that our young people are encouraged to cycle to school  and many do including the young person 
in this incident.  
 
To the very best of our knowledge none one was seriously hurt the driver was not at fault. He had also just 
dropped a child at school and is local and was not driving fast. The young person was looked after and said he 
was okay. 
 
When it was reported to me at 9am today we were not absolutely clear who the student who was hit/hit the 
car was. I will send you the response we have had from the construction company. Can I ask though that 
WSCC Roads team are involved with improving signage and liaise with the company managing the site. 
 

We really need traffic lights at Old park Lane and at the very least  BIG  warning signs. Coming out of 
Old Park Lane we have Tractors and large trucks from Scarterfields plus cyclists and cars....  
 
There is going to be a serious accident 
 
Thanks  
Adrian 
 
Eye witness report from this morning - student cycling to school at Bishop Luffa School 
 
As I returned from school drop off at Tescos at around 7.35 this morning, I witnessed an incident involving a car and a 
bicycle at the junction to Blackboy Lane.  I was the car behind the car waiting at the traffic lights near the bottom of 
Blackboy Lane.  The car pulled forward on the green light and a boy on a bicycle coming along the pavement (I presume) 
on the north side of the A259 ploughed straight into the side of the car without stopping. The boy picked his bike up and 
moved to the side of the road. The driver asked him several times if he was ok which the boy said he was and that his 
brakes did not work and the driver moved on.  As a mother of children who cycle and my own mother having recently 
been knocked over by a car, I wanted to check for myself that the boy was fine and so didn’t go through the green light. 
The boy assured me that he was ok and by this time a workmen had come round the corner and was with the boy.  As I 
was blocking the road, I moved back to wait at the traffic lights.  When they went green, I was much more cautious than 
I would ordinarily be as I would usually assume that when the lights are green it is safe to proceed.  I was, therefore, 
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going much more slowly round the corner than normal and thank goodness as there was a boy on a bicycle coming 
towards me in the middle of the road, who I just missed hitting (I assume he had come up from Old Park Lane where 
there are no traffic lights).  
  
I took a photo of the car in front of me in case that was required but regret that I did not ask the boy his name. 
 
 
-------------------------------------- 
Adrian Moss 
District Councillor for Harbour Villages Ward 
Leader of the Opposition  
Chichester District Council 
amoss@chichester.gov.uk 
07860 236505 
01243 573155 
The District Council and all Councillors take your information seriously and work hard to protect it.  For details of the ways in which 
this is done please look at http://www.chichester.gov.uk/dataprotectionandfreedomofinformation  
  
 
 
________________________________________________________________________  
 
LEGAL DISCLAIMER  
 
This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to 
whom they are addressed. However, any views or opinions presented are solely those of the author and do not 
necessarily represent those of Chichester District Council.  
 
If you are not the intended recipient or the person responsible for delivering the e-mail to the intended recipient, be 
advised that you have received this e-mail in error and that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing or copying of 
this e-mail is strictly prohibited.  
 
Communications on or through Chichester District Council's computer systems may be monitored or recorded to secure 
effective system operation and for other lawful purposes.  
 
If you have received this e-mail in error please notify the Chichester District Council administrator.  
 
E-mail or phone 44 (0) 1243 785166  
 
contact@chichester.gov.uk  
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Lucy Wright

From: Ronnie Williamson <rtwloch@gmail.com>
Sent: 11 February 2022 11:23
To: Fiona; Lucy Wright
Cc: news@chiobserver.co.uk
Subject: Fishbourne Playing Fields Association

From Ronnie Williamson : FPFA Trustee - please help by publishing our Open Letter 
Thanks in advance 
 
 

FPFA:  LET’S ALL PLAY 

  
The Fishbourne Playing Field’s playpark is a very valued and very well used 
community asset. Looking to the future and realising that the equipment that is 
installed will need replacing at some time, the FPFA Trustees would like to seek 
community input into what this could be and how it could be funded.  
  
The Trustees are also very conscious that we should support inclusive play as 
much as possible and this has recently been raised by one of our 
community.   Some extracts of a personal letter from local parents Martin 
and Claudia, clearly support the Trustees’ view as it refers to the need for 
improved access and new play equipment….. 
  
“Fishbourne is a nice place to live.   We consider ourselves fortunate to live just a 
short distance from Fishbourne playpark.   The area is totally suitable for our 
family and we are sure this is the case for all families with young children in the 
area.   It is wonderful to see our eldest daughter playing in the playground, 
However, for our youngest, she can only sit and watch until her elder sister is done 
playing.   Our youngest has a neuro muscular condition and uses a wheelchair, 
therefore she is unable to use the playing equipment in the playground.       It 
is heart-breaking having to watch one of our daughters with the desire to play on 
the equipment, but she is unable to do so.   At the end of the day, all she wants to 
do is play next to her sister.     We also find it difficult to access the area, not just 
when it rains and the ground gets very muddy.   Surely accessing the muddy 
playground must be difficult for other children. 
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We are unaware of how many children with physical disabilities live in the 
Fishbourne area, but sometimes you wonder if the reason that we do not see 
more children (with disabilities around this area), is due to the fact that their 
families cannot access it due to the unsuitability of the equipment and the actual 
layout of the playground itself. We imagine how great it would be to make 
children with disabilities feel included.     To have the right playground equipment 
such as a wheelchair swing and a carousel roundabout that would give all children 
the opportunity to interact, socialise and just play, because at the end of the day 
that is all they really want to do – just play! 
 
We are just curious how many families are in the same situation in Fishbourne.   If 
you are one, or someone. who appreciates the wider benefit of inclusive play, we 
would like to encourage you to get involved and perhaps help the 
Trustees by supporting or co-ordinating a project to help fund the necessary 
specialist and replacement equipment in the playpark that would benefit 
the Fishbourne community .” 
  
FPFA wish to gauge the level of support within the Fishbourne community and 
drive this initiative which we will call “LET’S ALL PLAY” through funding and 
implementation.    
  
We would ask all parents and interested parties within the Fishbourne community 
to contact us to assess the level of innovation and community support, at a 
forthcoming public meeting at the Centre. 
  
Please let us have an indication of your support or a resume of your views and 
interest with contact details (mobile/email) to:   letsallplay@fpfa.org.uk not later 
than end Feb / early March, as we envisage an open meeting at 
the Fishbourne Centre before the end of March. 
  
Many thanks. 
  
The Trustees of FPFA 
 
Sent from my iPhone 



Agenda Item 14  Meetings with outside bodies 

ALL PARISHES MEETING by Zoom   7 February 2022 

I attended this meeting which covered the following items: 

 
1. A team from Hyde, led by Holly Nicol, gave an update on the work of the 
charity. They have plans to be carbon  neutral by 2050 and making homes 
safer as well as more energy efficient. The Hyde Foundation prevents 
loneliness, tackles stigma and contributes to placemaking.  

2.Culture Spark is part of the Summer 2022 Celebration of Culture from 29 
March through to 31 October  Events will be held throughout the District.  

3. Tony Whitty outlined the importance of the 5 year housing supply as a 
means of making it more difficult for developers to impose developments 
during the lifetime of the interim planning arrangements in place until the 
CDC revised Local Plan is completed. The latest calculation shows CDC as 
having a 5.3% housing land supply. 

4. In a short report on Wildlife corridors, we heard that wildlife corridors should 
contain linear features such as tree lines, hedges,  chalk streams and ditches. 
Provisional siting of some corridors was being reviewed. There was no 
information about the impact on  building allocations and the project’s 
development was described as “still work in progress.” 

5.  Fly Tipping was a complex problem, but we were assured that all roads are 
visited on rota or in response to reports from the public. 

6. As part of the Tree Project, CDC are running a community orchard 
scheme. FPFA have already established contact. 

7. It was hoped the Summer meeting would be held in the CDC Offices with 
the Winter meeting to be held by Zoom to reduce winter travelling. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Councillor.hand@fishbourne-pc.gov.uk 
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Lucy Wright

From: Gary Mason
Sent: 27 January 2022 12:29
To: Councillors; Lucy Wright
Subject: Meeting with Bournes Forum - 26th January 2022
Attachments: Meeting with Andrew Kerry Bedell 13.01.22.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Councillor hunter & myself attended the Bournes Forum meeting last night and here are the main highlights; 
 

1. A well received talk was given on Chichester Harbour - Water quality is improving. 
2. There were no Harbour Access comments 
3. Chem Route was discussed. Julian Joy noted that National Highways are attempting to obtain further 

[internal] funding to continue with the Feasibility Study but that it is good news that WSCC,CDC and 
Bournes Forum are all on the same page and that the concerns regarding shared pavements, pinch 
points and 20mph zones are shared by all Bournes communities. It was also noted that the most 
recently issued Highway Code update regarding cyclists, pedestrians and horse riders will impact on 
the Chemroute study and it will need to be updated. 

4. It was felt that with Covid restrictions being eased the impact on local communities and businesses 
was diminishing in the villages but Adrian Mosse noted that the town centre still desperately needs 
people to come back shopping and using the carparks, pending more online support for businesses. 

5. Water Quality - This was pre-empted by the Chichester Harbour talk 
6. Roads - Unfortunately there was no Fishbourne representative at the Bournes Forum roads meeting, 

so we received their notes (see attached) without being able to comment early. However, Councillor 
Hunter did respond to the following suggestions;  

 There was concern about a sign on the Fishbourne roundabout which appears to 
indicate that the A259 is the road which vehicles need to take in order to get to 
Portsmouth. This needs looking into.  

  
Councillor Andrew Kerry-Bedell (WSCC) will look into this.  
  
We agreed that this was Ok 

 Tailbacks on the A259, leading up to the Fishbourne roundabout, are becoming more 
and more frequent. Would it not be possible to put traffic lights on the roundabout, at 
least at rush hour times? The white lines on the roundabout are barely visible. It is 
unclear to the group if there are any plans at all for this roundabout.  

  
This is linked to any A27 improvement. Nothing will happen before this. However, Andrew [K_B] 

will look into having the white lines that delineate lanes on the roundabout repainted 
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Whilst the response was basically any work on the A27 will be included in the overall 
improvement plan, we voiced concern that proposals were being forwarded without Fishbourne 
Parish involvement. It was noted that we (FPC) were not fully in agreement with traffic lights on 
the roundabout. Further we were concerned that new white line painting might be premature since 
were were about the discuss and request an alternative solution for the tailbacks - namely the 
dedicated left turns both from A259 going westleft onto the A27 and coming off the roundabout 
travelling West onto A259. 
 
In addition to the above Councillor Mason queried the comment; 
 

 No progress with the road bridge to traverse the railway in Southbourne and it 
may well be a struggle to achieve this: at best, a long-term project.  There is 
currently uncertainty as to whether the number of houses allocated to 
Southbourne will be reduced and this rather muddies the waters.  A SPC 
Planning core group feels that British Rail need to be on board.  However, this 
is unlikely to happen until a nasty accident happens at the crossing.  Why the 
level crossing in Stein Road is closed for 20 minutes in every hour appears to 
be a mystery. The matter is very much in the hands of SPC but it was felt that, 
should they decide to pursue the project, they would most probably have the 
support of the Bournes Forum.  

  
No chance of a railway bridge being considered until 750 houses have been built in 
Southbourne. Lots of unknowns: CDC does not yet have a Local Plan, possible uncertainty 
regarding the 1,250 house allocation for Southbourne, Southbourne Neighbourhood Plan yet to 
be made, limited capacity at Thornham WWT Plant.  

 
Councillor Mason queried whether this new road bridge had the potential for connecting onto the A27 giving 
a new access point North of Southbourne, however it was felt that the cost would be too prohibitive (not that 
a bridge would be cheap!!!) 
The response does state that the bridge installation is dependent on further houses being built, so watch this 
space !! 
 
We also highlighted our concern that this easier northern route could lead to more traffic using our northern 
side roads as rat runs. There was no response to this. 
 
 
Regards to all 
 
Gary 
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Lucy Wright

From: Helen Marshall
Sent: 14 February 2022 15:16
To: Lucy Wright
Subject: Report on CDALC meeting Thursday 10th February

Lucy.. you may wish to circulate to my fellow councillors ..  
 
 

 
Hello All 

  

I attended the above meeting on behalf of Fishbourne PC.  

 A well-attended meeting with representatives from most of the local Parishes. Some useful information 
was given, the main points to note are summarised below: 

 Trevor Leggo, CEO of WSALC update  

1. The Levelling Up white paper is a large 312-page document … Lucy has circulated a 12-page 
summary, which is worth a read.  

2. As we know, the arrangement for virtual meetings ended in May 2021. All felt there are huge 
advantages to this option. WSALC has written to the minister – urging him to reconsider this as 
a discretionary option. Michael Gove is now looking favourable on this – and subject to 
parliamentary time, it may be discussed and pushed through quite soon. However, it does need 
a change to the 1972 Act – so progress may be slower than wished. 

3. Civility and respect, and the ongoing poor behaviour of some councillors is still an ongoing issue. 
This is leading to difficulties in Council meetings, clerks leaving, difficulties in attracting new 
councillors. There is a need to clamp down on any transgressions of the Code of Conduct. 
Currently, if someone has deemed to transgress, they are sent for additional training. Sanctions 
now need to be restored and a report has gone to the Prime Minister in January 2019. Slow 
progress to date (other priorities I would suggest!). 

4. The annual cost of living Clerks’ pay award of 1.75% is still to be agreed. This is for the year from 
April 2021 to March 2022. This is an unacceptable situation which needs resolving quickly. Once 
agreed, any back dated adjustments will of course be made. 

5. Local elections in May – this is the first time that voter ID will be used. This is to deter 
impersonation and seen as a great step forward in election security.  

6. Focus groups resume in May 2022, where Parishes are invited to meet with the local Chief 
Inspector to hear what levels of crime are like in their respective areas. The Chichester focus 
group is on 27th May – clerks will have prior warning and details of this meeting. 

7. On 25th February 2022, all Parishes are invited to talk “big data” with Joe Shiner, the Chief 
Inspector. Each Parish has an opportunity to attend. 

8. The Rural Crime team have a conference on 13th April 2022 to discuss farming and land 
management. In recent times, the police support has been substantially elevated in rural 
communities.  
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9. 23rd March 2022 is Lobby Day. This is where WSALC meet with local MPs to discuss issues they 
believe the local MPs should be aware of. This is a virtual meeting. The main topic of discussion 
is the “Algorithm calculating housing numbers – how useful and how robust is it?”  

10. Southern Water and their lack of response to key issues being raised at a parish level was 
discussed, especially those Parishes where the River Lavant runs. Gillian Keegan is now being 
approached to help the communication flow and response. All were encouraged to speak with 
her to raise the profile of their respective issues.  

  

 The SDNP report was received. The main point to comment on was it was felt that there had 
been very limited Parish Council input into the Glover Report, which had looked at National 
Parks across the UK and how they should be operated.  

  

 The Chichester Harbour Conservancy report was received. Nominations were invited for a 
CDALC representative on the CHC Advisory board as the current representative is retiring. The 
successful candidate will be announced at the next meeting in April. 

  

 The next meeting is in April 2022 

  

  

  

  

Helen Marshall 

CEO / Vice Chair Chichester BID  

  

82 North Street Chichester PO19 1LQ 

T:   01243 773 263 

www.chichesterbid.co.uk 

Follow us on Twitter @ChichesterBID 
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Chichester BID is the trading name of the Chichester City Centre Partnership, a registered company in England and Wales no. 

07961000 VAT Reg No 139304813 

  

NNTR (if indicated) means there is No Need to Reply 

Unless expressly stated otherwise, this message is confidential and may be privileged. It is intended for the addressee (s) only. Any disclosure or 
copying of the contents of this email or any action taken (or not taken) in reliance on it is unauthorised and maybe unlawful. If you are not an 
addressee, please inform the sender immediately 

  

  



MEETING RE EV CHARGE POINTS – 27 January 2022 

WSCC is working with Connected Kerb who will be the franchise providing EV points throughout 
West Sussex apart from in CDC car parks which have already got a provider. 

The aim is to find enough places for people who do not have driveways to be able to charge electric 
cars, making this a viable form of transport. WSCC will be finding suitable areas of Highway land but 
are also looking for community land where points can be situated. 

The contract is 100% concession.  The majority of the cost of charging goes to Connected Kerb, a 
small percentage to the partnership (WSCC) and a very small sum to the landowners. The more 
points are put in, the greater the return. Any town or parish council or community group can access 
the contract. 

The majority of points will be fast charging (7kw, which takes between 3 and 7 hours to charge from 
0 to 70% and costs 30p per kwh). The user has an account with Connected Kerb and accesses their 
account with a card. There is a helpline on the chargers if anything goes wrong. 

The units are manufactured in the UK and have a type 2 universal socket. There is a data and power 
pack in a metal box underground. Above ground are different sorts of bollards etc which can be 
easily changed or repaired. All chargers are smart, connected, lit with a RFI reader for the user’s 
account. An app can start the charge and tell the user when the charge is complete. 

There is a rapid charge point which has a charge rate of up to 50 kw and costs 40p per kwh. This is 
much bigger and looks a bit like a petrol pump. It is delivered by another company. 

Interest can be registered by completing the form online. The application is then assessed for 
accessibility, parking site conditions, technical feasibility and mobile phone signal. Connected Kerb 
will make a preliminary decision and then assess commercial viability. Then there will be a site visit 
to ensure there is a power supply and the landowner is informed of the decision. The roll out will be 
over the next 5-10 years. 

Typically it takes 15 weeks to prepare the leases, 4-8 weeks to prepare for construction and 2 weeks 
for installation. 

Power will be taken from the building supply if there is capacity, which is a quicker process and a 
meter is installed between the supply and the chargepoint. 

There is no deadline to register. This is a 15 year project.  

 

Lucy Wright 

Clerk 


