
The response of North Mundham Parish Council to this consultation is contained in the 

following paragraphs. 

 

The standard method for assessing housing numbers in strategic plans 

 

We believe that the proposed new method for assessing housing numbers is 

fundamentally flawed.  While we accept the Government’s ambition to deliver 300,000 

new houses per year, we are not convinced that the proposed methodology will deliver 

the type of houses needed in the areas where the requirement exists. 

 

In our own District, we are already facing the burden of potentially unconstrained 

house building as a result of an expired Local Plan.  As a result, planning applications are 

coming forward with no plan to deliver the accompanying infrastructure.  The proposed 

methodology will impose a dramatic increase in the number of houses required, taking 

no account of local deficiencies in transport infrastructure, sewage disposal and school 

provision. 

 

In particular, we are not convinced that the adjustment for affordability will deliver 

the type of housing required.  We acknowledge that the Chichester District has a low 

level of affordability measuring house prices against average earnings.  But if the 

housing numbers are increased in response, we fear this will only lead to a spate of 

building yet more ‘executive homes’, since this will be the developers’ natural response 

to meeting the requirement to contribute to infrastructure 

improvements.  Notwithstanding the requirement to provide a percentage of affordable 

homes, this will tend to result in a housing mix which encourages people to move into an 

already over-populated area, rather than solve a local housing need. 

 

We believe it would be a retrograde stap to encourage further population growth in the 

District.  The District is uniquely constrained by having a large proportion lying within 

the South Downs National Park or falling within the Chichester Harbour AONB or 

Pagham Harbour SSSI.  This leaves only a limited land area available for new housing, 

and much of that area is heavily committed to food production, and constrained by 

flood risks.  The proposed methodology takes no account of these constraints.  In this 

context we note that the White Paper ‘Planning for the Future’ proposes to take 

account of land constraints (Proposal 4, page 32).  We believe that similar 

considerations should apply at this stage, rather than waiting for the outcome of the 

White Paper. 

 

Delivering First Homes 

 

We are encouraged by the sentiments behind the move to deliver First 

Homes.  However, we have serious doubts whether it will prove an effective measure in 

an area where housing costs are already high.  Put simply, even with support for buying 

First Homes, in an area of expensive housing, house purchase may still be unaffordable 

for a significant fraction of the population.  Therefore, we would not wish to see any of 



the other forms of affordable housing (affordable rented or shared ownership) put in 

jeopardy by diverting some of the allocation of affordable housing to First 

Homes.  First Homes should be provided by an increase to the overall allocation of 

affordable housing. 

 

Supporting Small and Medium-Sized Developers 

 

We recognise that the proposal to relax the affordable housing requirement in 

developments of less than 40 or 50 houses would not apply in our Parish which is 

currently classified as rural.  However, we are concerned that any relaxation at all in 

the affordable housing requirement would not be appropriate in our District which has 

already been identified as one where housing has a poor affordability ratio.  We also 

note that, if we are to exploit to the maximum the opportunity to develop on small 

sites, this should not be to the detriment of providing affordable housing. 

 

Extension of the Permission in Principle consent regime 

 

We note that the concept of ‘Permission in Principle’ has been little used.  However, we 

are concerned that development in our area needs the more thorough scrutiny of the 

existing ‘Outline Consent’ procedure.  We are very conscious that applications need to 

be scrutinised at an early stage, not just for the desirability of housing development on 

a given site, but also to verify that the appropriate infrastructure is in place, or can be 

delivered.  We live in an area where there are serious constraints imposed by the local 

road infrastructure, provision for drainage and for sewage disposal, and the delivery of 

education and medical facilities.  Not only would we wish to see those aspects of a 

proposed development tested at an early stage, but we believe it would be in the 

developer’s interests to do so. 

 

Conclusion 

 

In summary: 

 

• The proposed methodology for determining housing numbers should not contain 

an element of bias seeking to impose a higher housing requirement based on 

affordability, and should be revised to take account of land availability. 

 

• The allocation for First Homes should not be at the expense of other forms of 

affordable housing. 

 

• Existing thresholds for the delivery of affordable housing should not be 

relaxed. 

 

• The ‘Permission in Principle’ procedure should not be used where there are 

questions about the provision of infrastructure. 
 


