
 

                Agenda Item P22.19 

 

Chichester Local Plan Review 2035 Preferred Approach Consultation 

 

North Mundham Parish Council has used the consultation portal to comment in detail on a number of points.  This letter is intended to provide a more general 

overview. 

 

Although the text of the plan contains many very worthy sentiments, it fails to address the significant conflicts in attempting to find space for the very large 

number of new dwellings that are ordained by central government policy.  With this in mind, we find it extraordinary that the District has chosen to 

accommodate an unmet need from the South Downs National Park.  Without the development of further housing, in particular affordable housing, in the 

National Park it will be in danger of degenerating from a working thriving community into a museum peopled only by those who can afford inflated housing 

prices. This protectionist planning approach to a major part of the district will inevitably exert more development pressures on the equally valuable natural 

assets of the remaining area.  

 

The Plan offers many worthy sentiments about protecting the environment and the distinctive characteristics of the Manhood Peninsula.  It also recognises 

the specific planning challenges of the area, but offers little to resolve how these challenges are to be met.  We are offered wise words about the need to 

protect the natural environment, trees hedges and woodlands, and birds in Special Protection Areas, but then expected to provide space for substantial 

housing development which is bound to compromise these principles.   

 

In particular, we see part of the Manhood in danger or spreading urbanisation, as significant housing developments are planned for Hunston and other 

parishes close to Chichester, bringing a danger of sacrificing the ‘countryside gaps’ that preserve the landscape and prevent coalescence of communities into 

one large urban sprawl. 

 

These additional planned housing numbers will have a significant and unacceptable impact on the local infrastructure.  Two aspects in particular are of 

concern, since they involve significant financial investment: 

 

1.  Drainage.  The Manhood Peninsular is characterised by its flat, low-lying landscape and a high water table, which makes drainage difficult.  The 

provision of further housing will place additional strain on a foul drainage network which is already proving over-burdened and inadequate, as our 

local residents find to their cost.  It has been our practice to object to any additional housing development unless and until we receive assurances that 

the sewage system has adequate capacity.  Sadly, the assurances of the local sewage utility have too often proved optimistic. 

 



 

2. Transport.  It is perfectly apparent that the existing road network is already under strain, with many junctions already at or close to capacity.  We 

recognise that there is a duty to cooperate across district boundaries, but we do not see any adequate resolution of the problem that our parish is 

already facing in the volume of traffic on the B2166.  In response the Plan has offered us mitigation measures which will involve restricted movement 

at local junctions that will have a deleterious effect on the quality of life for local residents.  The whole set of proposals for the A27 junctions is merely 

a less-capable version of one of the options offered for the A27 upgrade, a proposal that was comprehensively rejected as inadequate by the local 

population not very long ago. 
 

In terms of funding the necessary infrastructure developments we note that funding will be raised through the Community Infrastructure Levy.  We are also 

pleased to see that a substantial proportion of the housing should be delivered as affordable housing.  With this in mind, we are concerned that the two 

aspects will be difficult to reconcile, leading to many developments becoming unviable.  It is therefore a matter of some concern that, although an 

independent viability study is planned (paragraph 4.86), so much of the Plan has already assumed that the necessary infrastructure will be in place.   

 

We have commented in detail on a number of the policies, and these comments will not be repeated here.  But one common theme stands out.  Too often the 

words in the plan which summarise the problem are followed by a proposed Policy which fails to specify in sufficient detail what steps need to be taken to 

address conflicts and solve the problem.  So, for example, the policy on biodiversity (DM 29) purports to recognise the need to protect wildlife habitats, but the 

policy for trees, woodlands and hedgerows offers only a 15 metre buffer zone between development and ancient woodland.  This fails to recognise that some 

of the wildlife dependent on an ancient woodland for protection during the day will be emerging at night to forage in the surrounding countryside for foraging. 

 

In summary, we find that the Plan makes a bold attempt to accommodate an overwhelming demand for housing, but fails to deliver a coherent solution that is 

demonstrated to be affordable and can be achieved without irreversible damage to the local environment. If this shortfall in the Plan is not corrected, the 

inevitable consequence is a much-diminished quality of life for residents of the District.   

  



 

Local Plan Comments 

 

Clause/ 

Policy 

Support/ 

object/ 

comment 

Topic Comment Author 

  Spatial Vision and Strategic 

Objectives 

  

Policy S1  Sustainable Development 

Principles 

  

4.12 Comment Settlement Hierarchy It is not clear how many of the ‘services and facilities’ are required to 

designate an area as a ‘Service Village’. 

 

Policy S2   .  

4.18 – 4.20 Comment  It is not clear how the required expansion of Service Villages (4.18) is 

reconciled with protecting the countryside (4.20) 

 

Policy S3  Development Strategy   

     

4.22 Object  No justification is presented for the requirement to accommodate the 

unmet needs of the South Downs National Park, at the expense of an area 

already constrained by the need t0 protect the Chichester harbour AINB 

and the Pagham Harbour SPA 

 

Policy S4 Object Meeting Housing Needs Allocating 9,956 houses in the East-West Corridor and 1,933 houses in the 

Manhood Peninsula within the Plan period will significantly impact on 

Chichester Harbour AONB, Pagham Harbour SPA and the coastal fringe. 

 

Policy S5  Parish Housing Requirements 

2016 - 2035 

  

4.43 and 

Policy S6 

Comment Affordable Housing The aspiration that affordable housing should be indistinguishable from 

market housing in terms of external appearance etc is difficult to reconcile 

with the existing practice which means that affordable housing is 

distinguished by not having garages 

 



 

Policy S7:   Meeting Gypsies, Travellers and 

Travelling Showpeoples’ Needs 

  

Policy S8:   Meeting Employment Land Needs   

Policy S9:   Retail Hierarchy and Sequential 

Approach 

  

Policy S10:  Local Centres, Local and Village 

Parades 

  

4.78, 4.79 

and Policy 

S11 

Comment Addressing Horticultural Needs It is acknowledged that Runcton HDA is almost at capacity including 

current extant permissions.  But paragraph 4.79 also states that land 

adjacent to the HDA can also be considered suitable for development. 

Bearing in mind the comment about lack of capacity within the Runcton 

HDA (4.78.2), what is the justification for the reductions in area in the north 

of the HDA (4.78.4) shown on the policies map? 

 

Policy S11 Object Addressing Horticultural Needs The wording of the policy which makes provision for glasshouse, 

packhouse and polytunnel development has been interpreted to allow 

packhouse development on the Runcton HDA which is far in excess of that 

required to handle the produce grown on the HDA.  This has led to a loss 

of valuable high-grade agricultural land which has been acknowledged as 

being on short supply, and has had a severely detrimental effect on the 

landscape.  The Policy should be amended to make it clear that no further 

packhouses should be permitted except those required for produce grown 

locally. 

 

4.86 Comment Infrastructure Provision The difficulty of finding funding for the necessary infrastructure provision is 

difficult to reconcile with the need for affordable housing in the district, 

particularly in the parishes identified as Service Villages.  Without a viability 

study it is difficult to justify the projected housing figures in the Plan. 

 

Policy S12 Comment Infrastructure Provision Past performance and evidence from the local foul sewer performance 

indicate that the local planning authority has been far too ready to accept 

the assurances of the utility provider that adequate capacity exists. 

 



 

Policy S13  Chichester City Development 

Principles 

  

Policy S14  Chichester City Transport Strategy   

Policy S15 Object Goodwood Motor Circuit and 

Airfield 

Current experience indicates that a policy that requires “Any anticipated 

additional demand for traffic movements should be appropriately mitigated 

with opportunities for non-car-based travel options secured and additional 

private vehicular traffic confined to utilising the existing access” has been 

less than effective. 

 

Policy S16 Comment Development within vicinity of 

Goodwood Motor Circuit and 

Airfield 

This policy has missed the opportunity for encouraging development that it 

not noise-sensitive, such as commercial employment opportunities, within 

the buffer zone. 

 

Policy S17  Thorney Island   

4.121 Object Integrated Coastal Zone 

Management for the Manhood 

Peninsula 

4.121.  Add “The flat nature of the landscape and the high water table 

presents particular infrastructure challenges for drainage of surface water 

and foul sewers. This brings with it the increased risk of polluting existing 

watercourses”.  It is clear from the constraints identified in 4.121 that the 

peninsula is unsuitable for large scale development. The planned scale of 

development is not viable because of factors identified in the plan such as: 

coastal flooding and protection, low lying land flooding and drainage, 

Pagham SPA and Medmerry coastal re-alignment, Chichester Harbour 

environmental conservation area (Ramsar sites), road connectivity and 

links to the A27, topographical characteristics. The Local Plan has failed to 

recognise that the problems in this area only arise because of lack of 

alternative development areas within the district and not because the 

Manhood Peninsula is suitable for development. Large scale development 

on the Peninsula will also have a detrimental impact on the neighbouring 

North Mundham and Hunston parishes. 

 

Policy S18 Object Integrated Coastal Zone 

Management for the Manhood 

Peninsula 

Policy S18 – Add “Improve infrastructure for the removal of foul drainage.” 

 

 

Policy S19  North of the Plan Area   



 

Policy S20 Object Design The scale of development that is planned for the rural and coastal areas 

will in effect change the character of the peninsula and thereby defeat the 

first policy objective that development ‘responds positively to the site and 

its surroundings’... 

 

Policy S21 Object Health and Wellbeing The impact of the unprecedented scale of development is likely to have a 

detrimental impact on health and wellbeing because of extreme traffic 

congestion, loss of natural environment and recreational space to existing 

communities, increased pollution, higher strain on infrastructure such as 

schools, health and social facilities.  The Policy needs to specify in mush 

more detail what measures are required. 

 

Policy S22  Historic Environment   

5.31 and 

Policy S23 

Object Transport and Accessibility Although the Plan contains proposals to deal with congestion at the A27 

junctions, there is nothing to address the congestion caused by railway 

crossings. We are not convinced that the proposed junction improvements 

proposed as mitigation measures will fulfil the requirement.  The mitigation 

proposed cannot be achieved without a significant deleterious effect on the 

travel options for the population south of the A27.  They merely perpetuate 

proposed solutions that have already been overwhelmingly rejected by the 

local population. 

 

5.36 Comment Countryside With development expanding into current rural areas such as Hunston 

Parish (which it is proposed should be re-designated as urban) and 

outward from urban areas such as Chichester, the Runcton HDA and 

Pagham the rural area of North Mundham will be further constricted. 

Consideration of development within the rural parish of North Mundham 

should take account of the diminished resource of the countryside 

recognised in the Plan. 

 

Policy S24  Countryside   

Policy S25  The Coast Existing permitted and proposed development areas extending the urban 

areas of Selsey and Pagham erode the intention of the policy which is to 

safeguard the character and environment of the coast. This development 

 



 

does not constitute protection and enhancement of the coast identified in 

the policy. 

Policy S26 Object Natural Environment This policy should specifically consider light pollution. Night time light 

associated with current planned and proposed development adjacent to the 

Pagham SPA will impact on wildlife the diminish the current ‘dark sky’.  

 

Policy S27 Comment Flood Risk Management The scale and location of proposed development is likely to increase the 

risk of flooding unless significant infrastructure work is undertaken. What 

certainty is there that the provisions of Policy S12 will adequately mitigate 

the increased risk? 

 

Policy S28  Pollution   

Policy S29  Green Infrastructure   

5.66  Object Strategic Wildlife Corridors The wildlife corridor identified on Map 5.2 does not recognise Pagham Rife 

which is a key wildlife area of flood plain and reed beds penetrating 

northwards into North Mundham Parish. Ignoring this major migratory zone 

poses a threat to the integrity of the Pagham SPA. 

 

Policy S30  Strategic Wildlife Corridors   

Policy S31 Object Wastewater Management and 

Water Quality  

This policy should also specifically include large industrial scale 

horticultural developments which are located within in the Chichester and 

Pagham Harbour Treatment Catchment areas. This includes the Runcton 

HDA and Selsey where high levels of nitrates and other pollutants may 

leach into watercourses. 

 

Policy S32  Design Strategies for Strategic 

and Major Development Sites 

Existing settlements are at risk of losing their existing identity and meaning 

with villages turning into sizable towns. The policy should also be 

strengthened to ensure protection of existing communities through 

appropriate design strategies. 

 

Policy AL1  Land West of Chichester   

Policy AL2  Land at Shopwyke (Oving Parish)   

Policy AL3  Land East of Chichester   

Policy AL4  Land at Westhampnett/North East 

Chichester 

  



 

Policy AL5:   Southern Gateway   

Policy AL6  Land South-West of Chichester 

(Apuldram and Donnington 

Parishes) 

  

Policy AL7:   Highgrove Farm, Bosham   

Policy AL8  East Wittering   

Policy AL9  Fishbourne Parish   

Policy AL11 Object Hunston Parish Paragraph 6.77 incudes the specific matters to be taken into account 

including “Protecting existing views and particularly those of Chichester 

Cathedral spire and Hunston Copse” and also notes “Particular regard 

should be made to the designated Site of Nature Conservation Interest and 

Ancient Woodland known as Hunston Copse”. Yet there is no mention of 

these points in policy AL11 which specifies the requirements to be taken 

into account when assessing plans for development.  

 

Policy AL12 Object Land North of Park Farm Selsey The planned development would be immediately adjacent to the Pagham 

Harbour SPA and Ramsar site.  Policy item 9 requires mitigation to ensure 

protection but the damage in terms of loss of the agricultural land buffer is 

highly likely to outweigh any possible mitigation and would be contrary to 

Policy S27 – Loss of high-quality agricultural land. 

 

Policy AL13  Southbourne Parish   

Policy AL14  Land west of Tangmere   

Policy AL15  Land at Chichester Business Park 

Tangmere 

  

Policy DM1  Specialist Housing   

Policy DM2  Housing Mix   

Policy DM3  Housing Density   

Policy DM4   Affordable Housing   

Policy DM5  Accommodation for Gypsies and 

Travellers 

  



 

Policy DM6  Accommodation for Agricultural 

Workers 

  

Policy DM7   Local and Community Facilities   

Policy DM8  Transport, Accessibility and 

Parking 

 

  

Policy DM9  Existing employment sites 

 

  

Policy DM10  New Employment Sites   

Policy DM11  Town Centre Development   

Policy DM12  Edge and Out of Centre Sites – 

Chichester 

  

Policy DM13  Built Tourist and Leisure 

Development 

  

Policy DM14  Caravan and Camping Sites for 

Tourism 

  

Policy DM15 Object Horticultural development If development on the Runcton HDA is ‘significantly hindered’ (paragraph 

7.96) it is difficult to see the logic behind the reduction of the area of the 

Runcton HDA identified in the Policies Map.  It is clear that the 

development on the Runcton HDA has resulted in the proliferation of many 

large buildings on high-grade agricultural land, quite out of scale with the 

food-producing capacity of the area.  While it is entirely logical that 

glasshouse development should be accompanied by the building of 

associated packhouses, clearly the restrictions in the existing policy on the 

height and bulk of packhouses have been compromised to the prejudice of 

the landscape. These packhouses have been allowed to develop on a 

scale completely out of balance with the food-producing potential of the 

HDA, to the detriment of the availability of high-grade agricultural land and 

should be sited elsewhere reflecting their real purpose as industrial factory 

units.  The Policy should be amended to read “planning permission will be 

 



 

granted for new glasshouse, polytunnel and associated ancillary 

development required to process produce grown on the HDA” 

Policy DM16  Sustainable Design and 

Construction 

  

Policy DM17  Stand-alone Renewable Energy   

Policy DM18  Flood Risk and Water 

Management 

  

Policy DM19  Chichester Harbour Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty 

(AONB) 

  

Policy DM20  Development around the Coast   

Policy DM21 Object Alterations, Change of Use and 

/Re-use of Existing buildings in the 

Countryside 

7.131 states “Where appropriate, permitted development rights will be 

withdrawn to protect the visual amenities of the area, the size, rural 

character and appearance of the building or structure, and affordability of 

the development”.  There is no wording in the policy to ensure that 

planning officers will follow this principle in assessing applications to 

implement permitted development rights. 

 

Policy DM22  Development in the Countryside   

Policy DM23  Lighting   

Policy DM24  Air Quality   

Policy DM25  Noise   

Policy DM26  Contaminated Land   

Policy DM27  Historic Environment   

Policy DM28  Natural Environment   

Policy DM29  Biodiversity   

Policy DM 30   Disturbance of Birds in Pagham 

Harbour 

  

Policy DM31  Trees, Hedgerows and 

Woodlands 

Proposed policy states that “A minimum buffer of 15 metres will be required 

between the development and ancient woodland or veteran tree”.  This 

takes no account of the fact that wildlife living in ancient woodland may 

 



 

very well rely on adjacent open countryside for food, and so small a buffer 

will not provide sufficient environmental protection. 

Policy DM32   Green Infrastructure   

Policy DM33  Canals   

Policy DM34  Open Space, Sport and 

Recreation including Indoor 

Sports Facilities and Playing 

Pitches 

  

Policy DM35  Equestrian Development   

 

 


